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——
MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of January 23, 2002,
the Chair will now recognize Members
from lists submitted by the majority
and minority leaders for morning hour
debates. The Chair will alternate rec-
ognition between the parties, with each
party limited to not to exceed 30 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader or
the minority whip limited to not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZzIO) for 5 min-
utes.

——————

PRESIDENT BUSH NEEDS TO
CLEAN HOUSE

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, when
President Bush came into office at his
first Cabinet meeting, he said, I expect
only one standard and that is the high-
est of ethical standards. I think many
Americans breathed a sigh of relief
with the idea that we were going to
have an administration free of the drip,
drip, drip of scandal of the past admin-
istration.

Unfortunately, not too long into the
President’s tenure, that began to be-
come a bit unraveled, and yet the
President has yet to ask for the res-
ignation of any of the ethically chal-
lenged members of his administration.

One standout is Secretary White of
the Army. Secretary White was a gen-
eral retired, and then went to Enron
for his retirement. We all know Enron.
Previous to MCI WorldCom, the largest
scandal and bankruptcy of financial
mismanagement and phony book-
keeping in the history of the United
States. He headed the worst of Enron,
Enron Energy Services. Not only was
Enron Energy Services a total fraud,
they never made a penny. In fact, they

lost billions of dollars while showing
huge profits on the books with phony
trades. They created things called
Death Star, Get Shorty, Fat Boy and
other cute names, sounds like maybe
secret weapon systems, maybe the kind
of thing Secretary White should know
about, but he says he did not know a
thing about all this phoniness, he was
just the front guy, just the rainmaker,
just bringing in business and walking
away with $60 million.

He also manipulated the West Coast
energy market, destroying the econ-
omy of the Western United States. Or-
egon is in a deep recession in part be-
cause of a 40 percent unnecessary
runup in our electric rates because of
the shenanigans of Enron and other
market manipulators.

Mr. White, who ran the part of Enron
which did the market manipulation,
says he did not know anything about
that either, but he has compiled quite
a stellar record since he has gone to be
Secretary of the Army. He took a cor-
porate jet to Aspen to sign papers to
sell his $6.5 million ski house which he
bought with his ill-gotten gains from
Enron. He forgot to meet the ethics re-
quirements to get rid of his stock with
Enron, some stock options he had, and
yet the President has not called for his
resignation.

Now we have a new task force. So
Americans should rest easy. We have a
new task force, which is headed by a
gentleman called Larry D. Thompson,
Deputy Attorney General. President
Bush sat between Mr. Harvey Pitt, who
I have talked about on the floor before,
the ethically challenged head of the
Securities and Exchange Commission
who cannot vote because he is so com-
promised because of his past associa-
tion with all of the people he is sup-
posed to be investigating. It is a good
deal for them because then he cannot
convict them of anything and cannot
fine them.

Then on the other side of the Presi-
dent was Mr. Thompson. He is the new

head of the so-called SWAT team
which turns out instead to be a kind of
a task force, low-key thing. We would
not want to get too tough on corporate
fraud.

Mr. Thompson has quite a bit of ex-
perience. He was on the board of
Providian. Providian paid the largest
penalties in the history of the United
States. He was on the audit committee,
on the board of directors, paid a pretty
penny for this work, but Providian,
during his tenure while he was on the
audit committee and the board of di-
rectors, committed quite a bit of fraud
and mismanagement and paid the larg-
est ever penalties to the Comptroller of
the Currency of the United States, $105
million of penalties for fraud, mis-
management, and consumer abuse; not
trivial.

They have also settled a $38 million
class action lawsuit, and there are
other class action lawsuits pending.
They are also being sued by their em-
ployees who said that Mr. Thompson
and other members of the board of di-
rectors and executives at Providian
told them to put more stock in their
401(k)s while they were secretly dump-
ing their own stock. This is our new
chief corporate watchdog of the so-
called SWAT team.

To return to Mr. Pitt, Mr. Pitt, head
of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, who the President also has ex-
pressed utmost confidence in, cannot
vote on many enforcement actions of
his agency because he, in fact, was not
the lawyer for but the lobbyist for, and
sometimes the lawyer of, many of
these same firms who today it is being
shown have caused this horrible scan-
dal in the United States. Arthur Ander-
sen was one of his prominent clients.
MCI WorldCom was another of his cli-
ents and many others.

If the President really wants to put
some meaning behind this statement,
and I am all for it, and that is, the one
standard and the highest of ethical
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standards, he needs to start to clean
house. He needs to get rid of some of
these extraordinarily, ethically chal-
lenged members of his administration
who profited by tens of millions or
hundreds of millions of dollars while
Americans saw their pensions and their
investments go down the drain.

Start in the administration.

———
NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Pursuant to the order of
the House of January 23, 2002, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 2 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take this opportunity to talk about
the need for a national energy policy
and push the conferees to move. We all
know that we have an overreliance on
foreign oil. That is why we need to
push for the renewable portfolio pre-
sented in the Senate bill. We need to
protect our marginal wells, and we
need the development of ANWR.

We all know that we need to increase
our electricity generation. That is why
we need to continue to push for the use
of natural gas in generation. We need
to support and focus on clean coal
technology and continue the use of nu-
clear generation which is very clean to
the environment.

The national grid is also a concern.
We need to continue to expand the na-
tional grid; hence, the need to move
the electricity title of this bill.

Energy independence will drive down
costs across the board and decrease
costs. It will help create jobs and help
the economy to continue to move for-
ward. Eighty-four percent of all Ameri-
cans say in a recent poll that we must
not leave, we being legislators here in
Washington, that we must not leave
Washington without the enactment of
a national energy plan. I am one that
agrees with this poll.

———
CORPORATE GREED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the fact that the Bush administration
has close ties to industry is not, in and
of itself, a problem. Part of the admin-
istration’s job, to be sure, is to support
American business as long as doing so
coincides with what is best for the
American people and does not com-
promise the principles and the values
upon which this Nation was built. With
the Bush administration, that is where
the problem arises.

The interests of the American people
should outweigh the interests of indi-
vidual industry. Too often, with this
administration, industry prevails re-
gardless of the impact on consumers.
One of the most disturbing examples of
priorities run amok is the administra-
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tion’s kid glove treatment of the phar-
maceutical industry.

Last year prescription drug costs in-
creased in this country 17 percent
while the overall inflation rate was
only 1.6 percent. Rising drug costs
fueled double-digit increases in the
health insurance premiums. Rising
drug costs are putting State budgets in
the red. Rising drug costs are bank-
rupting seniors on fixed incomes. Ris-
ing drug costs are costing American
business literally billions of dollars.

The Bush administration’s response
to this situation? Well, they spent the
last couple of months putting together
a study arguing that American con-
sumers, get this, American consumers
must continue to pay the highest
prices of any country in the world for
prescription drugs because, if we do
not, medical research and development
from the drug industry will dry up. The
study is available at www.hhs.gov. I
encourage every Member of Congress
and every voter to read it. If my col-
leagues had any questions about how
closely aligned this Republican admin-
istration is with the big drug compa-
nies, this study makes it clear they are
in lock step.

I wonder if it is any coincidence that
this study came out of the Department
of Health and Human Services planning
office which is managed by a former
employee of the drug industry. This
study, which quotes drug industry-
backed experts and trivializes the at-
tempts of every other industrialized
nation to secure lower drug prices, says
that the best bet for American con-
sumers is the status quo. We do not
want to change. Drug prices keep going
up.

Private insurance strategies to re-
duce costs are okay, it says, but any-
thing more aggressive than that will
stop R&D in its tracks, the drug indus-
try, I mean HHS, warns us.

The drug industry does not mind pri-
vate insurance strategies, because
these strategies have not prevented
double-digit increases in prescription
drug spending, but if we go any farther,
the drug industry, I mean the adminis-
tration warns us we will be responsible
for killing research and development.

Drug makers topped all three meas-
ures of profitability for 2001, return in-
vestment, return equity, return on
sales almost every year. By far the
most profitable industry in America.
They pay the lowest tax rate of any in-
dustry in America.

The overall profits of Fortune 500
companies went down 53 percent in
2001. Drug profits went up 33 percent in
2001. They spend twice as much on mar-
keting as they do on research and de-
velopment. U.S. tax dollars finance al-
most half the R&D through the Na-
tional Institutes of Health in this
country, but American consumers are
thanked and should be grateful when
they pay twice and three times and
four times what prescription drug con-
sumers in any other country in the
world pay.
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Regardless of whether this adminis-
tration thinks the cost control meth-
ods other countries have used are good
or bad, how could it possibly be in
America’s seniors’ interests, in Amer-
ican prescription drug users’ interests
for our administration to say to drug
makers, as they said, price your prod-
ucts however you want, there is just
nothing we can do about it?

Congress today is debating com-
peting drug coverage proposals. The
Bush administration and the drug in-
dustry support the same proposal.
They helped each other write it. It is
the Republican bill, the one that forces
seniors to go outside of Medicare to
turn to prescription drug insurance
HMOs to purchase private drug plans,
the one that cuts costs not by bringing
prices down but by offering the benefit
that is only half as generous as Mem-
bers of Congress receive.
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That is the point. The drug benefit in
the Republican plan is only half as
good as the one that Members of Con-
gress receive.

The drug industry recently financed
a $3 million ad campaign touting the
Republican bill. The Bush administra-
tion recently released a study saying
that the best seniors can hope for is
the Republican bill, because the Fed-
eral Government would rather provide
a bare-bones drug coverage than stand
up to the drug industry and demand
lower prices, something that Repub-
licans will not do, something President
Bush will not do, because the drug in-
dustry does not want them to do it.
Where do the best interests of Amer-
ican consumers fit into this picture?

———
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, it has come to my attention that as
we talk about corporate account-
ability, maybe it is an appropriate
time to talk about government ac-
countability. If corporations did what
government has been doing, they would
be chastised and probably sent to jail.
Let us take this opportunity to start
reviewing what government does in
terms of accountability, in terms of
honesty with the American people, who
are really, the investors and stock-
holders in government.

The taxpayers of this Nation send
their money to Washington and then,
guess what happens? We do not do a
very good job and we’re not being hon-
est with the public. There is a lot of
hoodwinking. Let me give a few exam-
ples.

The Social Security trust fund. Actu-
ally, there is no trust fund. It is an ac-
counting gimmick where there are
IOUs given to the Social Security Ad-
ministration with the provision that
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they cannot cash in those so-called IOU
government bonds. It can only be an
act of Congress. So we have, number
one, fooled the American people with
the words ‘‘trust fund” when it is real-
1y not a trust fund.

Secondly, we have spent all that
money on other government programs
and written these nonredeemable IOUs.
We have experienced under Secretary
Rubin and the Clinton administration,
and now in the Bush administration,
when we reach the limit of allowable
debt, well, it is disregarded. We have a
law that says we cannot go deeper in
debt in this country without the per-
mission of the United States Congress,
signed by the President. Yet we play
games with it, with the disinvestment
of retirement funds for civil servants.
So when we exceed the debt limit, what
happens is the Treasurer starts pre-
tending that we are not writing those
IOUs to the retirement funds for gov-
ernment employees. Some call it dis-
investment. This is another area where
it just would not be acceptable nor
would it be legal if it were done in the
private sector.

The lockbox. The lockbox is another
hoodwinking gimmick. It simply was
an effort of Congress, both Republicans
and Democrats, to try to make people
believe that there was some additional
security to Social Security trust funds
if we had the gimmick called a
lockbox. But nothing changed. The
IOUs were still written and the money
was spent for some other purposes.

Again, what I am trying to suggest is
we take this opportunity to review
what we are doing in the United States
Congress and the Federal Government
as a whole. In 1995, when the Repub-
licans took the majority in this U.S.
House of Representatives, one of the
first things we did was to require an
audit of all government departments
and agencies. That initial audit came
back and reported that, in most of
these agencies and departments we
cannot audit because their books are so
bad. But what they had audited so far
we found $100 billion that is unac-
counted for in government assets,
which is what government supposedly
owns. The auditors could not find that
$100 billion worth of property.

The Government Performance and
Results Act was another thing Repub-
licans did when we came into the ma-
jority in 1995. And that required annual
audits of all the departments and agen-
cies. The auditors came back and said
the books are so bad in so many of
these departments and agencies that
we are unable to give them an audit.
These were supposed to be annual au-
dits. Yet from 1995, 7 years later, there
are still agencies and departments that
do not have their books in order in
such a way that they can actually be
audited.

We play games in our appropriation
process. We come up with a budget res-
olution that, since I have been here for
the last 9% years, that budget has
never been adhered to. And frankly,
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Mr. Speaker, I am upset that while we
get on our pompous soap boxes here
and criticize the corporate world, that
needs criticizing and they need to go to
jail, and they need to go to real jail,
not some kind of country club jail for
white-shirt crimes, we should also be
looking inward at our own accounting
practices and the way we handle tax-
payers’ money.

302(b)’s. This is a provision where,
after we pass the budget, we send it to
the appropriators and the appropri-
ators come up with how they are going
to divide that allotted money between
the several appropriation bills. But
what has been happening, and what I
suspect is going to happen this year, is
we turn out the early appropriation
bills, and we add extra money to those
bills so it is attractive to everybody.
And then the final bills that come out,
that are very popular, whether it is
veterans or military or education, they
say, look, we do not have any more
money under the budget and we end up
overspending.

Let me just conclude by saying we
need to have a lot better account-
ability to the investors in the United
States Government; that is the tax-
payers’ money. Let us take this oppor-
tunity to review, renew, and do a much
better job of the way we handle this
business of government and taxpayers’
money.

———————

IN SUPPORT OF HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 395

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Puerto
Rico (Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA. Mr. Speaker,
later today the House will consider a
resolution that commemorates the 50th
anniversary of the ratification of the
constitution of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico. I ask my colleagues to
support this resolution, which enjoys
the support of both the chairman, the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN),
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL), of the Committee on Resources.

The constitution of Puerto Rico es-
tablished a republican form of govern-
ment and provided for a broad bill of
rights that followed both the U.S. Con-
stitution’s Bill of Rights and the Uni-
versal Declaration of the Rights of
Man. This constitution also provided
for the election of all members of the
legislature of Puerto Rico by the free
will of the people of Puerto Rico.

The ratification of the constitution
by the people of Puerto Rico is the
most significant democratic achieve-
ment of the Puerto Rican people in the
20th century. This bipartisan resolu-
tion recognizes the historic event that
came about 50 years ago through the
principles of democracy. It is through
these same principles that I stand be-
fore my colleagues as the only elected
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representative here in Congress of
some 4 million Puerto Ricans and ask
for your support of House Concurrent
Resolution 395.

————

JOHN WALKER LINDH NOT A
“GOOD BOY”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, today, as
most Americans awoke, they were
greeted with headlines like the one I
saw in my hometown Palm Beach Post:
“Lindh’s Dad Says Son a Good Boy.”
John Walker Lindh being described by
his father as a good boy.

While I ran on the Mall this morning,
I was listening to NPR, and I was lis-
tening to the defense attorney for that
good boy, John Walker Lindh, describe
his client as a slightly misguided youth
who was actually in Afghanistan fight-
ing the cocaine traffickers and the
poppy growers and the drug lords. John
Walker Lindh, a good boy.

It was difficult yesterday, because I
received calls from two of my constitu-
ents, Ed and Maureen Lunder, whose
son Christopher, at the age of 33, per-
ished in the World Trade Center; and
Stanley and Carol Eckna, whose son
Paul perished in the World Trade Cen-
ter at the age of 28.

John Walker Lindh, the good boy,
will celebrate his birthdays in a Fed-
eral prison; and when he turns 41, he
will celebrate his birthdays outside in
the free world. Christopher and Paul do
not get any birthdays any more. They
do not get any anniversaries. They do
not get to see their kids grow up. But
John Walker Lindh is a good boy.

Maybe it does not startle people that
the ethics of this Nation are collapsing.
I remember when our President and
chief executive officer of this Nation
lied to a grand jury and lied to the
American people. And at that time I
heard from my colleagues who said,
hey, listen, the economy is good, do
not worry about it; it is his personal
business.

Now we have companies like Endrun,
formerly known as Enron, and
WorldCon, formerly WorldCom, steal-
ing money out of the till and enriching
themselves at the cost of the con-
sumer, taxpayer, and investor. And
now we have John Walker Lindh de-
scribed as a good boy.

Where are the ethics of this Nation?
What about those 3,000 lives that were
lost in the World Trade Center in New
York and Washington, D.C. at the Pen-
tagon, and in that airplane in Pennsyl-
vania? Collaborating with the enemy,
to me, was always treasonous. No mat-
ter how you describe it, no matter how
you tie a bow on that package, John
Walker Lindh has committed treason
against the common good and purpose
of this country. He violated our con-
stitutional premise. He violated the sa-
cred oath we have as citizens to protect
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one another. And he aided and abetted
the enemy.

Now, in trying to comfort my con-
stituents who lost their children, I
said, well, maybe we did not have
enough evidence, maybe we did not
have enough to really secure a solid
victory, so we took what we could get.
I hope in the coming days the adminis-
tration and others talk to us with clar-
ity about why this deal was struck,
how 10-year sentences can ever be
equal to the damage suffered by my
constituents.

We have to establish the right prin-
ciples in this Nation if we are in fact to
beat terrorism. We have to establish
right from wrong, and we have to set a
clear moral authority.

In the last couple of days, of course,
the Democrats have seized on a lot of
issues and tried to portray the Presi-
dent as not having ethics. Well, I chal-
lenge them to at least focus on some of
the issues that face Americans, that
face citizens like my constituents, who
lost children; to face the issues of
fighting the common problems with
our economy; and not to point fingers
but to find solutions.

Politics is Dbeautiful. Politics is
great. We have a chance to debate and
to bring clarity to the issues. But of-
tentimes we muddle ourselves in the
acrimony of fingerpointing, name call-
ing, and attempting to malign other
people. I am proud of our President,
and I think he has spoken with clarity
on so many issues. There is not a scan-
dal out of the White House any longer.
There is a proud leader of the Amer-
ican people trying to clear the way so
we can beat and combat terrorism.

We have a lot to do on the economy,
and I join my colleagues in looking for
tougher standards. I honestly believe
those who stole from the shareholders
should go to jail. We take the cars of
prostitutes and Johns, we take the ill-
gotten gains of drug dealers and others
as we combat the war on drugs. We
should combat the war against deceit-
ful CEOs by doing the same things.

Today, let us at least put John Lindh
behind us, never to think of him as a
good boy. Let him spend the 20 years in
prison thinking about what he has
done to his American colleagues.
Maybe he will find justice somewhere.
Maybe God will forgive him. But it is
very, very difficult for me to forgive a
traitor of this country.

————
[ 1030

COCA-COLA DOES THE RIGHT
THING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Pursuant to the order of
the House of January 23, 2002, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, most of
us in Congress utilize these moments of
Special Orders and morning hour de-
bates to speak about correcting a prob-
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lem. We oftentimes rise and chastise
others. We even sometimes use it for
political gain or political statement.

Five weeks ago I made a speech in
this well on a Thursday, and I spent
that 5 minutes talking about the si-
lence of the good in corporate America
who had not begun to take action to
correct what are the perceived and, in
fact, in some cases real problems on
Wall Street and corporate America. I
asked the rhetorical question why in
the world cannot the companies that
are good, the CEOs that are respon-
sible, speak out and take actions to re-
store the confidence of the American
people.

We can create all of the laws and dis-
closures and regulations in the world,
but we all know morality and integrity
is the propriety of the man and woman,
and their responsibility.

I listened and waited for 4% weeks
and got more disappointed as the days
went on. I just could not understand
why actions could not be taken to send
the signal to the American people that
corporate America had gotten the
American people’s message. Then yes-
terday it happened.

I rise today to respond to that speech
by heaping praise on the Coca-Cola
Company. And some will think that is
because they are housed in Atlanta,
Georgia, and I represent Georgia in
Congress. That is not the reason. Yes-
terday they did what the rest of cor-
porate America should do; they came
out and said they will begin recog-
nizing in the fourth quarter of this
year stock options as expenses on their
financial statements, and take the cost
of those options prior to reporting the
profitability of their company.

In other words, they are going to
make it clear when they use stock op-
tions for compensation, it is disclosed
and expensed in a timely fashion so
that the profitability of the company is
real, as real as it can be. There are
only three Fortune 500 companies that
do that, with Coca-Cola now joining
the other two. It is a step in the right
direction, it is a step for a company to
take the voluntary initiative to re-
spond to the crisis in confidence and do
what is right.

I hope in the weeks and months
ahead, corporate America will take
those steps to take the disciplined and
conservative approach to financial re-
porting and financial accounting that
will ensure those too few wrongdoers
who have so drastically impacted
America’s investment and economic in-
terest over the past year will be truly
just a small minority and that the ac-
tions of companies like the Coca-Cola
Company will become pervasive, so
that instead of rhetoric from this well,
men and women of morality and integ-
rity in corporate America will come
forward and do what is right for the
right reasons, and this great engine
that we know as capitalism and the
great free enterprise system will enjoy
the credibility and the confidence of
investment that it so richly deserves.
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Mr. Speaker, I pause 5 weeks after
the first speech asking where are the
good voices to respond to the first one
I have heard, the Coca-Cola Company,
and say thank you for doing the right
thing at the right time in the right
way for America, its economy, and her
investors.

————

NO CORPORATION IS ABOVE THE
LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to address the issue of corporate ac-
countability and to call for tougher
corporate accountability in our soci-
ety. We have been waiting, and we have
been waiting, and we continue to wait
for action. Over half of all American
households have money invested in se-
curities, either directly or through
IRAs and pension funds. Since the
Enron collapse, investors have lost
hundreds of billions of dollars in stocks
of companies that issued false financial
reports.

The reforms we support and are need-
ed to restore confidence in our finan-
cial institutions have not been acted
upon by this House. We urge this House
to address this legislation, to be able to
join with the Senate, to be able to put
to the President’s desk tough measures
that send a strong message to Wall
Street and to Main Street that the ac-
tions by these people and these cor-
porations will not be tolerated, and
that people will be held accountable,
and that these actions are exceptions
to the rule and not the rule itself.

That message needs to be strong,
needs to be firm, and needs the leader-
ship of this country and in this House
to be able to address it forcefully.

We also have highlighted four dif-
ferent areas which those reforms need
to be a part of: The independence of the
accountants and the consultants to the
corporations, ending these conflicts of
interest, making sure that there is an
independent board of audit that is
overseeing these actions and trying to
restore some of the confidence that has
been lost.

We need to make sure that the integ-
rity of Wall Street and the faith in the
markets has been restored, instead of
lingering doubts and apprehensions. It
cannot be left to the SEC to merely
suggest guidelines.

There have to be imposed criminal
penalties that these actions have war-
ranted, and that means mandatory jail
time for the offenders. There can be no
excuses, just firm sentences and jail
times.

Also, we need to make sure that we
fund the SEC at a level so they can do
their job effectively and they know
that it is in the public interest and
they are public servants. They need to
understand their importance to the
overall economy, and, in fact, to all of
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us in our daily lives so that they up-
hold those standards, so that no person
is above the law, no corporation is
above the law, and we are all here to
serve in the public interest.

That is the message from this House
Chamber that needs to be sent out
across the Nation and to the world.
That is where we all stand. I urge my
colleagues in the House to join with
the Senate in tough action and be able
to put on the President’s desk and urge
the President to sign legislation to
send a strong message from all parties,
regardless of politics, and regardless of
regions of this country, we stand as
one. No one will have ownership in ei-
ther party in terms of who is sending
the strong message. All people in this
country who are depending upon those
stock markets and those investments
to give them the retirement and the se-
curity in their later years, and they
have worked hard for. We should not
condone the actions of any person, any
corporation, anywhere that has jeop-
ardized that and has harmed our over-
all system.

I ask Members of the House to send
that strong message, regardless of
Democrat or Republican or Inde-
pendent, that we send it as one. That is
the strongest message, when this Cap-
itol can stand together and send that
message to Wall Street, Main Street
and every street in our country.

————
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 11:30
a.m. today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 38
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 11:30 a.m.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) at 11:30 a.m.

————

PRAYER

The Reverend W. Douglas Tanner,
Jr., president, the Faith & Politics In-
stitute, Washington, D.C., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, as Members of this
House gather on this midsummer’s day
to be about the business of this Nation
and its people, we pray that the con-
duct of that business may be trans-
formed to Your will in both means and
ends.

Deliver us from temptations toward
shallow, pious posturing, and grant us
genuine insight into the spiritual di-
mensions of truly good government and
wisdom in its pursuit. Call forth both
courage and compassion in the consid-
eration of substance, in the making of
speeches, and in the casting of votes.

In the rough and tumble world of na-
tional politics and the sometimes mor-
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ally murky world of calculating strate-
gies and cutting deals, awaken in each
of us our true potential as instruments
of Your peace. Amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

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

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

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. McNULTY 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.

———
PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
Private Calendar day. The Clerk will
call the individual bill on the Private
Calendar.

———
NANCY B. WILSON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 392),
for the relief of Nancy B. Wilson.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
concludes the call of the Private Cal-
endar.

——————

REAL INDEPENDENCE IS ENERGY
INDEPENDENCE

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, 84 per-
cent, 84 percent, 84 percent of all Amer-
icans say that we need to pass a na-
tional energy plan. Why? They know
that we must decrease our reliance on
foreign oil. That means we need to
keep our marginal wells, expand the
use of renewables, and grow into
ANWR. They know that we must en-
sure that we have the ability to gen-
erate electricity from multiple sources.
We need to continue to use natural gas,
coal, and nuclear renewables like hy-
droelectric. They know that we must
expand the grid to move the power
from one point to another.

Mr. Speaker, real independence is en-
ergy independence. I join with 84 per-
cent of all Americans who are calling
on the conferees to get the job done
and pass an energy bill and get the bill
to the President.
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UNITED EFFORT TO BRING OUR
CHILDREN HOME

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

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, the pic-
tures of missing children like Elizabeth
Smart and Michelle Van Dam have
been all over the news lately, and that
is a good thing; not that they are miss-
ing, but that people care enough to try
to find them. As founder and chairman
of the Congressional Caucus on Missing
and Exploited Children, I see this as a
positive move; but I am still con-
cerned.

I am concerned about the sporadic
coverage and the lack of coverage or
discussion about all missing children,
children from every walk of life in
every circumstance imaginable.
Whether it has been by stranger abduc-
tion, parental abduction, international
abduction, or runaways, all deserve all
of the attention that we can give them.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to chal-
lenge my colleagues here in the House
of Representatives and in other
branches of government and even the
media to move toward more proactive
and more helpful positions on missing
kids, all missing kids, because that is
the way we will bring our children
home.

KASS COMMISSION REPORTS ON
CLONING

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, there are
some scientists in this country who
have very poor ethics. They want to
clone human beings. They say they
only want to do it for research pur-
poses and that they will make sure the
embryos they create never get to grow
up. Do not worry, they say, we will kill
them before they can survive on their
own.

Mr. Speaker, there is no ethical way
to clone a human being. If you let it
live, it is wrong. If you kill it, that is
wrong too.

The President’s commission on bio-
ethics chaired by Dr. Leon Kass has
just issued a report on cloning. The
commission says that there should be a
ban on all cloning, at least for the next
4 years. Of course, I think that ban
should be permanent.

Nevertheless, the Kass commission
joins the House of Representatives and
the President and the American people
in calling for a ban on cloning. There is
only one-half of one branch of this gov-
ernment missing from this equation. It
is time for the other body to dem-
onstrate that it is not out of touch and
to pass a ban on all human cloning.

———
HONORING THE LIFE OF BENNY
HERNANDEZ

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

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to honor the life of Benny Her-
nandez, a man who lived life to the
fullest and touched the lives of many
in Orange County and southern Cali-
fornia.

Benny began his career as a social
worker, but teaching was where his
heart was. Benny was always fighting
to keep kids in school. He helped to in-
spire young children from the begin-

ning of their educational -careers
through the program “Kinder-
Caminata.” Through this program,

thousands of kindergarteners through-
out Orange County were exposed to col-
lege campuses, instilling in them a de-
sire to work for a college degree.

A modest man, Benny once said that
he won his election for the Anaheim
City School Board on $8.13 and a pray-
er, referring to the money he used to
buy wire to hang his election signs. He
won because of all of the students he
inspired who, in turn, went out door to
door to get him elected. In fact, my
husband, on seeing such a scene, re-
ferred to him as ‘“Benny and the Jets.”

On Thursday, July 11, Benny lost a
hard-fought battle against brain can-
cer; and although he was taken away
from us at an early age, he will cer-
tainly not be forgotten.

God bless you, Benny.

—————

HONORING THE MEMORY OF
EMILY CANADAY PHILLIPS

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, on Sunday morning, South
Carolina lost one of its finest first la-
dies. She was not first lady as the wife
of a Governor, but qualifies as a first
lady who courageously worked for the
two-party system to be established in
South Carolina, and she made a dif-
ference.

Emily Canaday Phillips of Columbia
and Cope began her service in the Re-
publican Party in the 1960 Presidential
race, and she was a devoted volunteer
in the 1961 race of State Representative
Charlie Boineau of Richland County,
who was the first successful Republican
legislative candidate of the 20th cen-
tury in South Carolina. Emily served
in numerous positions with the new
Party and Republican Women, achiev-
ing Second District Congressional Re-
publican chairmanship for 10 years, and
5 years on the State Ethics Commis-
sion. Her integrity was recognized by
twice being awarded the State’s high-
est honor by two Governors, the Order
of Palmetto.

She is survived by her loving husband
of 49 years, E.D. Phillips, and their five
children: Becky Phillips, Deedie
Belangia, Jackie Finch, Hal Phillips,
and Steve Phillips, along with seven
grandchildren.

Emily will be missed; but her warm
smile, her love for her family, and her
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dedication to governmental reform will
never be forgotten.

DEFEAT PRESIDENT’S PLAN TO
PRIVATIZE SOCIAL SECURITY

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it
has been a week since President Bush
went to Wall Street to restore investor
confidence in our capital markets. Un-
fortunately, the response from inves-
tors has been dismal. Since the Presi-
dent’s trip, the two major stock indices
have lost 7% percent of their value.
Last year alone, America’s markets
lost $2.4 trillion of their value, more
than the gross domestic product of
Germany.

Most Americans probably think that
because of these massive stock market
losses the President has reconsidered
his plan to privatize Social Security.
They would be wrong.

Even though our country is in the
throes of the worst financial crisis of
confidence in decades, President Bush
is pressing forward with his program to
privatize Social Security. The Presi-
dent’s plan to privatize Social Security
should be defeated, now more than
ever.

————
CORPORATE ACCOUNTABILITY

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

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to shine a
bright light into the darkness that has
prevailed in some of America’s largest
corporate boardrooms.

Last week, President Bush went to
New York to put America’s corporate
leaders on notice: the United States
Government will not sit back and allow
greed and dishonesty to bring down our
economy. President Bush was right
when he said that at this moment in
time America’s greatest economic need
is higher ethical standards.

Today, we have an opportunity to an-
swer the President’s call by returning
stability to the American economy and
accountability to the corporate board
room. The Corporate Fraud Account-
ability Act of 2002 is a strong bill that
closes corporate loopholes, increases
penalties for fraud, and bans for life
any CEO or other company officer
found to abuse power from ever serving
in a corporate leadership position
again.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
shine the light of responsibility into
the corporate boardrooms of America
by supporting H.R. 5118.

———

SENSE OF PERSPECTIVE ON
CORPORATE ACCOUNTABILITY

(Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I believe it is important to bring a
sense of perspective to this debate on
corporate accountability. Our economy
is fundamentally solid. It is productive,
and inflation is low. As I am speaking,
Alan Greenspan is delivering those
same sentiments to our colleagues in
the other Chamber, and he will do the
same tomorrow to the Committee on
Financial Services in the House. Hope-
fully, his remarks will inject a sense of
calm into our capital markets and do
what even the President could not do:
staunch the hemorrhaging on Wall
Street.

Our colleagues in the other body
should be commended. They have done
what our leadership in this House has
failed to do: empathize with anyone
who is too scared to even open their
monthly 401(k) statement.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to act.
We need to go to conference committee
on a bill to clean up corporate Amer-
ica, and we need to do it now.

———

CONGRATULATING THE GRAD-
UATING CLASS OF CITY COL-
LEGE

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
congratulate the graduating class of
City College, a 4-year, private institu-
tion with three Florida campuses, in-
cluding one in my hometown of South
Miami.

City College was established in Ken-
tucky more than 70 years ago as a
branch of a junior business college.
Today it provides degrees in 12 areas of
study and remains committed to the
quality of education in an atmosphere
of personalized instruction.

City College’s motto remains ‘“Your
job tomorrow is our job today,” and it
can be your job tomorrow, and even
improve it.

The dedicated faculty at City College
ensures academic preparedness and
provides career assistance, as well as
training for a full life and a successful
career.

On July 19, just a few days from
today, City College will proudly grad-
uate approximately 350 students, all of
whom are undoubtedly excited to brave
today’s working world. As they do, I
wish each and every one of them the
best for triumphant success, and I ask
that my colleagues also wish them a
hearty congratulations with their
motto, “Your job tomorrow is our job
today.”

——
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
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XX, the Chair will postpone further
proceedings on motions to suspend the
rules on which a recorded vote or the
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which
the vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

RECORD votes may be taken in two
groups, the first occurring after debate
has concluded on H.R. 5118, and the sec-
ond after debate has concluded on the
remaining motions to suspend the
rules.

———

CORPORATE FRAUD
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2002

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 5118) to provide for
enhanced penalties for accounting and
auditing improprieties at publicly
traded companies, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5118

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Corporate
Fraud Accountability Act of 2002,

SEC. 2. HIGHER MAXIMUM PENALTIES FOR MAIL
AND WIRE FRAUD.

(a) MAIL FRAUD.—Section 1341 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by striking
“five’’ and inserting ‘‘20”.

(b) WIRE FRAUD.—Section 1343 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by striking
“five’’ and inserting ‘‘20”.

(c) SECURITIES FRAUD.—Chapter 63 of title
18, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“§ 1348. Securities fraud

‘“Whoever knowingly executes a scheme or
artifice—

‘(1) to defraud any person in connection
with any security registered under section 12
or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of
1934 (15 U.S.C. 781, 780(d)) or section 6 of the
Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. T7f); or

‘(2) to obtain, by means of false or fraudu-
lent pretenses, representations, or promises,
any money or property in connection with
the purchase or sale of any security reg-
istered under section 12 or 15(d) of the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78I,
780(d)) or section 6 of the Securities Act of
1933 (15 U.S.C. 771,
shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned
not more than 25 years, or both.”’.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 63 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘1348. Securities fraud.’.

SEC. 3. TAMPERING WITH A RECORD OR OTHER-
WISE IMPEDING AN OFFICIAL PRO-
CEEDING.

Section 1512 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (c)
through (i) as subsections (d) through (j), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(¢c) Whoever corruptly—

‘(1) alters, destroys, mutilates, or conceals
a record, document, or other object, or at-
tempts to do so, with the intent to impair
the object’s integrity or availability for use
in an official proceeding; or

‘“(2) otherwise obstructs, influences, or im-
pedes any official proceeding, or attempts to
do so,
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shall be fined under this title or imprisoned

not more than 20 years, or both.”’

SEC. 4. AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL SEN-
TENCING GUIDELINES.

(a) REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE CONSIDERATION
BY THE UNITED STATES SENTENCING COMMIS-
SION.—Pursuant to its authority under sec-
tion 994(p) of title 28, United States Code,
and in accordance with this section, the
United States Sentencing Commission is re-
quested to—

(1) promptly review the sentencing guide-
lines applicable to securities and accounting
fraud and related offenses;

(2) expeditiously consider the promulga-
tion of new sentencing guidelines or amend-
ments to existing sentencing guidelines to
provide an enhancement for officers or direc-
tors of publicly traded corporations who
commit fraud and related offenses; and

(3) submit to Congress an explanation of
actions taken by the Sentencing Commission
pursuant to paragraph (2) and any additional
policy recommendations the Sentencing
Commission may have for combating of-
fenses described in paragraph (1).

(b) CONSIDERATIONS IN REVIEW.—In car-
rying out this section, the Sentencing Com-
mission is requested to—

(1) ensure that the sentencing guidelines
and policy statements reflect the serious na-
ture of securities, pension, and accounting
fraud and the need for aggressive and appro-
priate law enforcement action to prevent
such offenses;

(2) assure reasonable consistency with
other relevant directives and with other
guidelines;

(3) account for any aggravating of miti-
gating circumstances that might justify ex-
ceptions, including circumstances for which
the sentencing guidelines currently provide
sentencing enhancements;

(4) ensure that guideline offense levels and
enhancements for an obstruction of justice
offense are adequate in cases where docu-
ments or other physical evidence are actu-
ally destroyed or fabricated;

(5) ensure that the guideline offense levels
and enhancements under United States Sen-
tencing Guideline 2B1.1 (as in effect on the
date of enactment of this Act) are sufficient
for a fraud offense when the number of vic-

tims adversely involved is significantly
greater than 50;
(6) make any necessary conforming

changes to the sentencing guidelines; and

(7) assure that the guidelines adequately
meet the purposes of sentencing as set forth
in section 3553 (a)(2) of title 18, United States
Code.

(¢c) EMERGENCY AUTHORITY AND DEADLINE
FOr COMMISSION ACTION.—The United States
Sentencing Commission is requested to pro-
mulgate the guidelines or amendments pro-
vided for under this sections as soon as prac-
ticable, and in any event not later than the
120 days after the date of enactment of this
Act, in accordance with the procedures sent
forth in section 21(a) of the Sentencing Re-
form Act of 1987, as though the authority
under that Act had not expired.

SEC. 5. DEBTS NONDISCHARGEABLE IF IN-
CURRED IN VIOLATION OF SECURI-
TIES FRAUD LAWS.

Section 523(a) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (17), by striking ‘“‘or’’ after
the semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (18), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end, the following:

€(19) that—

‘“(A) is a claim for—

‘(i) the violation of any of the Federal se-
curities laws (as that term is defined in sec-
tion 3(a)(47) of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934), any of the State securities laws, or
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any regulation or order issued under such
Federal or State securities laws; or

‘‘(ii) common law fraud, deceit, or manipu-
lation in connection with the purchase or
sale of any security; and

‘(B) results, in relation to any claim de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), from—

‘(i) any judgment, order, consent order, or
decree entered in any Federal or State judi-
cial or administrative proceeding;

‘“(ii) any settlement agreement entered
into by the debtor; or

‘‘(iii) any court or administrative order for
any damages, fine, penalty, citation,
restitutionary payment, disgorgement pay-
ment, attorney fee, cost, or other payment
owed by the debtor.”.

SEC. 6. CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR FINAN-
CIAL REPORTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 63 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“§1349. Failure of corporate officers to certify
financial reports

‘‘(a) CERTIFICATION OF PERIODIC FINANCIAL
REPORTS.—Each periodic report containing
financial statements filed by an issuer with
the Securities Exchange Commission pursu-
ant to section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m(a) or
780(d)) shall be accompanied by a written
statement by the chairman of the board,
chief executive officer, and chief financial of-
ficer (or equivalent thereof) of the issuer.

“(b) CONTENT.—The statement required
under subsection (a) shall certify that those
financial statements fairly and accurately
represent, in all material respects, the oper-
ations and financial condition of the issuer.

“‘(c) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Whoever—

‘(1) knowingly violates this section shall
be fined not more than $1,000,000, or impris-
oned not more than 10 years, or both; or

‘(2) willfully violates this section shall be
fined not more than $5,000,000, or imprisoned
not more than 20 years, or both.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 63 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

¢“1349. Failure of corporate officers to certify

financial reports.”.

SEC. 7. ATTEMPTS AND CONSPIRACIES TO COM-
MIT CRIMINAL OFFENSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
before section 2 the following:

“§1. Attempt and conspiracy

““Any person who attempts or conspires to
commit any offense against the United
States shall be subject to the same penalties
as those prescribed for the offense, the com-
mission of which was the object of the at-
tempt or conspiracy.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of title 18, United
States Code, is amended so that the item re-
lating to section 1 reads as follows:

“1. Attempt and conspiracy.”’.

SEC. 8. INCREASED CRIMINAL PENALTIES UNDER
SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934.

Section 32(a) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78ff(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$1,000,000, or imprisoned
not more than 10 years” and inserting
¢‘$5,000,000, or imprisoned not more than 20
years’; and

(2) by striking ‘$2,500,000" and inserting
¢<$25,000,000"".

SEC. 9. TEMPORARY FREEZE AUTHORITY FOR
THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 21C(c) of the Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78u—
3(c)) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
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¢“(3) TEMPORARY FREEZE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) ISSUANCE OF TEMPORARY ORDER.—
Whenever, during the course of a lawful in-
vestigation involving possible violations of
the Federal securities laws by an issuer of
publicly traded securities or any of its direc-
tors, officers, partners, controling persons,
agents, or employees, it shall appear to the
Commission that it is likely that the issuer
will make extraordinary payments (whether
compensation of otherwise) to any of the
foregoing persons, the Commission may peti-
tion a Federal district court for a temporary
order requiring the issuer to escrow, subject
to court supervision, those payments in an
interest-bearing account for 45 days.

‘‘(ii) STANDARD.—A temporary order shall
be entered under clause (i), only after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, unless the
court determines that notice and hearing
prior to entry of the order would be imprac-
ticable or contrary to the public interest.

‘‘(iii) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—A temporary
order issued under clause (i) shall—

““(I) become effective immediately;

‘“(IT) be served upon the parties subject to
it; and

‘“(ITI) unless set aside, limited or suspended
by a court of competent jurisdiction, shall
remain effective and enforceable for 45 days.

“(iv) EXTENSIONS AUTHORIZED.—The effec-
tive period of an order under this subpara-
graph may be extended by the court upon
good cause shown for not longer than 45 addi-
tional days, provided that the combined pe-
riod of the order shall not exceed 90 days.

“(B) PROCESS ON DETERMINATION OF VIOLA-
TIONS.—

‘(i) VIOLATIONS CHARGED.—If the issuer or
other person described in subparagraph (A) is
charged with any violation of the Federal se-
curities laws before the expiration of the ef-
fective period of a temporary order under
subparagraph (A) (including any applicable
extension period), the order shall remain in
effect, subject to court approval, until the
conclusion of any legal proceedings related
thereto, and the affected issuer or other per-
son, shall have the right to petition the
court for review of the order.

‘‘(ii) VIOLATIONS NOT CHARGED.—If the
issuer or other person described in subpara-
graph (A) is not charged with any violation
of the Federal securities laws before the ex-
piration of the effective period of a tem-
porary order under subparagraph (A) (includ-
ing any applicable extension period), the es-
crow shall terminate at the expiration of the
45-day effective period (or the expiration of
any extension period, as applicable), and the
disputed payments (with accrued interest)
shall be returned to the issuer or other af-
fected person.”

“(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
21C(c)(2) of the Securities Exchange Act of
1934 (15 U.S.C. T8u-3(c)(2)) is amended by
striking ‘‘This”” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
@.

SEC. 10. AUTHORITY OF THE COMMISSION TO
PROHIBIT PERSONS FROM SERVING
AS OFFICERS OR DIRECTORS.

(a) SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934.—
Section 21C of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78u-3) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

““(f) AUTHORITY OF THE COMMISSION TO PRO-
HIBIT PERSONS FROM SERVING AS OFFICERS OR
DIRECTORS.—In any cease-and-desist pro-
ceeding under subsection (a), the Commis-
sion may issue an order to prohibit, condi-
tionally or unconditionally, and perma-
nently or for such period of time as it shall
determine, any person who has violated sec-
tion 10(b) or the rules or regulations there-
under, from acting as an officer or director
of any issuer that has a class of securities
registered pursuant to section, or that is re-
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quired to file reports pursuant to section (d),
if the conduct of that person demonstrates
unfitness to serve as an officer or director of
any such Issuer.”.

(b) SECURITIES ACT OF 1933.—Section 8A of
the Securities Act of 1933 (156 U.S.C. 77h-1) is
amended by adding at the end of the fol-
lowing:

“(f) AUTHORITY OF THE COMMISSION TO PRO-
HIBIT PERSONS FROM SERVING AS OFFICERS OR
DIRECTORS.—In any cease-and-desist pro-
ceeding under subsection (a), the Commis-
sion may issue an order to prohibit, condi-
tionally or unconditionally, and perma-
nently or for such period of time as it shall
determine, any person who has violated sec-
tion 17(a)(1) or the rules or regulations there-
under, from acting as an officer or director
of any issuer that has a class of securities
registered pursuant to section of the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934, or that is required
to file reports pursuant to section 15(d) of
that Act, if the conduct of that person dem-
onstrates unfitness to serve as an officer or
director of any such issuer.”.

SEC. 11. RETALIATION AGAINST INFORMANT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1513 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“‘(e) Whoever knowingly, with the intent to
retaliate, takes any action harmful to any
person, including interference with the law-
ful employment or livelihood of any person,
for providing to a law enforcement officer
any truthful information relating to the
commission or possible commission of any
Federal offense, shall be fined under this
title or imprisoned not more than 10 years,
or both.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) each will control 20 minutes.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 5118, the bill currently
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I also ask unanimous consent that
an additional 20 minutes on the motion
to suspend the rules be granted, and be
equally divided between the chairman
and the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Financial Services.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, Xerox, WorldCom, Glob-
al Crossing, Enron, and Tyco are
among several of the U.S. elite cor-
porations now in Wall Street’s Hall of
Shame. They have all apparently
cooked the books and served their em-
ployees with a recipe for disaster with
pink slips and lost pension funds.

Enron overstated its profits by over
half a billion dollars in 1997. WorldCom
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admitted that it had hidden a stag-
gering $3.50 billion in losses. Many
Americans have been hurt badly by
this irresponsible behavior, and trag-
ically, everybody’s 401(k) assets have
tanked. Employees who receive stock
options as part of their income package
have lost their life savings, on top of
losing their jobs.

Much of these shenanigans appear to
have begun in the 1990s, the decade
when personal accountability and re-
sponsibility became irrelevant. It ap-
pears that for some in corporate Amer-
ica, the incentives for fraud and ill-got-
ten gain outweigh the consequences of
getting caught.

Well, maybe the potential penalties
for these crimes are just not strong
enough. Today, it is our duty to fix
that. Mr. Speaker, these few bad actors
have not only harmed the employees
that depended on them, the public that
invested in them, but also the integrity
and reputation of all of corporate
America, which is the backbone of the
greatest economic machine the world
has ever seen.

We must return this country to per-
sonal accountability and responsi-
bility, and help rebuild America and
the world’s confidence in our markets.
We must crack down on the corporate
crooks, and reestablish the honor of
the vast majority of men and women in
corporate America who are hard-
working and honest.

The best way to do that is to punish
the corporate wrongdoers, and punish
them harshly. The American public
needs to know that under this bill, H.R.
5118, the Corporate Fraud Account-
ability Act of 2002, corporate criminals
will do real time, real long time.

If they commit mail or wire fraud in
the furtherance of their corporate
crimes, which is often how prosecutors
nail these criminals, they will face 20
years in jail, not the current 5 years,
nor the 10 years called for in the other
body’s legislation.

In addition, a distinct securities
fraud crime is established with a max-
imum penalty of 25 years in jail. Again,
the other body only calls for a 10-year
penalty.

Importantly, H.R. 5118 strengthens
laws that criminalize document shred-
ding and other forms of obstruction of
justice, and provides a maximum pen-
alty of 20 years. The other body calls
for just 10 years.

H.R. 5118 also requires top corporate
executives to certify that the financial
statements of the company fairly and
accurately represent the financial con-
dition of the company. Violating this
section can subject corporate execu-
tives to fines of up to $6 million and up
to 20 years in prison. Under the version
passed by the other body, the max-
imum penalty a corporate officer
would face is only a $1 million fine and
10 years in prison.

The Corporate Fraud Accountability
Act also increases the criminal pen-
alties for those who file false state-
ments with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission to a maximum
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penalty of $5 million and 20 years in
prison. If a corporation files a false
statement, those fines can increase up
to a maximum of $25 million.

The bill passed by the other body
does not change the current penalties
of a maximum fine of $1 million and 10
years in prison, and corporations would
still only face maximum fines of $2.5
million.

By passing this bill today, the House
is telling the American people that the
law will make CEOs directly respon-
sible for the integrity of their com-
pany’s financial statements, and face
severe financial and criminal penalties
for falsifying such statements.

Under this legislation, top executives
will not be allowed to pilfer the assets
of the company by giving themselves
huge bonuses and other extraordinary
payments if the company is subject to
an SEC investigation. Their pay and
benefits are frozen when the investiga-
tion starts. Americans will know that
corporate officers will no longer be
able to misuse the bankruptcy laws to
discharge liabilities based upon securi-
ties fraud, and the honest brokers of
corporate America will know that
those who abuse the law and tarnish
corporate America’s reputation will go
to jail for a long, long time.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill cre-
ates criminal sanctions against those
who retaliate against corporate whis-
tleblowers, similar to witness tam-
pering in another context. The only
thing the other body’s bill does is pro-
vide for more lawsuits, a civil cause of
action for the whistleblowers against
the retaliators. Under the current
bankruptcy law, if the whistleblower
wins the civil lawsuit, the retaliator
will be able to discharge that judgment
in bankruptcy.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5118 is a tough bill
that cracks down on the corporate
crooks. It goes a long way to pro-
tecting the life savings of many Ameri-
cans by making the price of theft too
high.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I greet the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER),
my chairman. Before I begin my com-
ments, could I ask my friend and chair-
man of the committee, why is this bill
coming up under suspension?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I would tell the gentleman, it is be-
cause there is an urgency that we re-
store confidence in the markets that
corporate wrongdoing is going to be
dealt with firmly and severely, which
the increased penalties in this bill do.

Last week, the minority leader, the
distinguished gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT), on three occasions
called on taking bipartisan action to
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correct the problems now. At least in-
sofar as weak criminal penalties are
concerned, this bill meets the minority
leader’s call.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his response. Can he
explain to me if this bill has been re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, the bill was introduced yester-
day. It was jointly referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

The leadership and I made a decision,
together with the gentleman from Ohio
(Chairman OXLEY) and the gentleman
from Louisiana (Chairman TAUZIN),
that it is really important that the bill
be passed quickly, given the volatility
in the stock market. Hopefully, we can
provide some assurance that corporate
wrongdoers will go to jail for a very
long time, and this bill does that.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. About what time was
that yesterday that the bill was intro-
duced?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the bill
was introduced at the time we cast our
votes yesterday afternoon. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
was given an opportunity to cosponsor
the legislation, and I do not see his
name on the list of cosponsors.

Mr. CONYERS. I know the gentleman
does not see my name on the list. Did
the gentleman tell me what time it was
introduced, which was what my ques-
tion was?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes, I did.

Mr. CONYERS. What time?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. When we
voted last night at 6:30.

Mr. CONYERS. It was 6:30 p.m. I
thank the gentleman. Has the bill been
changed since the bill was introduced
at 6:30?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The motion
to suspend the rules was.

Mr. CONYERS. Was it changed?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The motion
to suspend the rules was as amended.

Mr. CONYERS. Was the bill changed?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The answer
is yes.

If the gentleman will yield further, I
will explain that the criminal penalties
against those who retaliate against
corporate whistleblowers was the addi-
tion, which was one loophole that was
plugged, and the gentleman from Ohio
(Chairman OXLEY) thinks this is a good
amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. I am happy to learn
of the zeal of the leadership in the
House.

Now, let me just ask the gentleman,
was there any consultation on the part
of the Republican leadership with the
Democratic leadership?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, I am not
aware of whether it was or not. I am in-
formed by staff, this is not personal
knowledge, that there was a consulta-
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tion; and furthermore, the majority
staff on the Committee on the Judici-
ary consulted with the minority staff,
and a few of the provisions that the mi-
nority suggested are contained in the
bill.

Mr. CONYERS. In other words, what
we have here today is a jacked-up
version of a ‘let’s-run-and-deal-with-
an-emergency’’ that is so critical to
the stabilization of the stock markets
that the bill was introduced less than
24 hours ago, has never been before the
Committee on the Judiciary, has never
been consulted with the Democratic
leadership, no consultations, and then
has been amended in the process, and
we now find ourselves under a suspen-
sion procedure in the House in which
we are now told that this is very im-
portant that we do it, it is a very im-
portant piece of legislation, informa-
tion on which there has never been a
hearing in the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. Speaker, I do not mean to use up
all my time with my friend, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, but for my
final question I would ask the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER), are there any civil pen-
alties for retaliation against whistle-
blowers in this bill?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, there are
no civil penalties, but there are crimi-
nal penalties. People who retaliate
against whistleblowers ought to go to
jail rather than being allowed to file a
lawsuit, which, if they win, would be
dischargeable in bankruptcy.

Mr. CONYERS. In other words, the
gentleman thought this out, or some-
body, whoever put this bill together,
and they have come to the conclusion
that we do not want civil penalties, in
other words, hitting these corporations
and the crooked CEOs in the pocket-
book, which is what motivates much of
this malevolent corporate behavior;
but the gentleman wants them to now
go to jail, which was a provision that I
had in the original bill that we pro-
posed, I say to the gentleman from
Wisconsin, that he and the Republicans
voted against.

What newfound energies. This is real-
ly wonderful.

O 1200

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. There are
criminal fines in this bill that are
$250,000 or double the amount of ill-got-
ten gain, whichever is greater.

Mr. CONYERS. I am talking about
the civil penalties now. I am not talk-
ing about the criminal penalties. I
agree with the criminal penalties. But
there must have been some profound
legal reasoning that led to the omis-
sion of civil penalties.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) must want to
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have more lawsuits. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER)
wants to have people who retaliated
against whistleblowers being thrown in
jail because that is a kind of form of
witness tampering.

Now criminal penalties are not dis-
chargeable in bankruptcy under the
current law and under the proposal
that has passed both Houses and is in
conference. Civil judgments are dis-
chargeable in bankruptcy. So under my
plan, the bad folks who have stripped
corporate issues of their assets and
treated their employees are not going
to be able to run to the bankruptcy
court to get a discharge.

Under what the gentleman from
Michigan is proposing, they can be
sued civilly, they can lose the lawsuit.
The court can enter a huge judgment
against them, and then they are back
in court, and they will get a discharge
in bankruptcy, and as a result there
will be no money that will be going out
of their pocket. That is the difference
between his complaint and my bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY) may proceed and then the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE). Each gentleman has 10 min-
utes.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this legislation and commend the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER), the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary, for his ex-
cellent work.

This bill addresses corporate wrong-
doing in a responsible and measured
way. Specifically, the bill raises the
criminal penalties for securities fraud
under section 32 of the 1934 act by in-
creasing the maximum fines and dou-
bling of the potential jail time to a
maximum of 20 years. It authorizes the
SEC to place a temporary freeze on ex-
traordinary payments to directors, of-
ficers, partners, or employees of public
companies under investigation for a
possible violation of securities fraud.
Finally, it gives the SEC the authority
to prohibit bad actors from ever serv-
ing as an officer or director in a public
company.

I urge my colleagues to pass this
tough measure. It is a good com-
plement to the bipartisan legislation
we passed in April with 119 Democrat
votes in support to improve corporate
responsibility, accounting practices,
and the quality and timeliness of infor-
mation to investors.

We need responsible measures to
clean up corporate America, not meas-
ures that create loopholes for vora-
cious trial lawyers. I again thank the
gentleman for his leadership on this
important issue. Our committee, the
Committee on Financial Services, did
not have jurisdiction over the criminal
penalties side of the issue and so we
welcome the complementary bill by
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the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
bill; but I do so with several, many,
critical reservations. First of all the
process. The bill was introduced at 6:30
last night. It is brought up on the Sus-
pension Calendar. That means there is
hardly a soul in the House of Rep-
resentatives who has even had the time
to read the bill, especially since it was
amended after it was introduced. Sec-
ondly, for those of us who would like to
offer strengthening amendments by
bringing it up on the Suspension Cal-
endar, we cannot offer one single
amendment. That is what the Repub-
licans decided to do: do not permit the
Democrats to offer any amendments;
this is as far as we want to go. On a
scale of one to 10, this is a two. We
want to make it a 10. You will not per-
mit us an amendment to make it a 3, a
4, a 5, a 6, much less a 10. That is to-
tally unacceptable.

Something else, too. The President
wants a bill passed, and he wants a bill
signed into law before we recess in Au-
gust. The only way we will be able to
do that, and you know this, is if we
take the Senate bill that passed 97 to
nothing. If President Bush really
means what he says, he ought to say
what he means, and that is take the
Senate bill and pass it, and then we can
come back in September and negotiate;
but that should be the law of the land
because 97 Members of the Senate,
every Democrat who voted, every Re-
publican who voted, voted for it. I hope
this is not simply a tour de force.

Now, I am going to support this two
out of 10, but there are an awful lot of
things that it fails to do, that it omits
to do. It omits critical safeguards con-
tained in the Senate bill. For example,
it fails to extend the time in which the
victims of fraud may bring suit to re-
cover their damages. For over 40 years,
courts held that the statute of limita-
tions for private securities fraud law-
suits brought under the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 was the statute of
limitations determined under applica-
ble State law. This rule provided ade-
quate time for fraud victims to dis-
cover the fraud and bring a lawsuit
against the perpetrators of the fraud.

Unfortunately, in a 1991 case in a 54
decision, the Supreme Court signifi-
cantly shortened the period of time in
which investors may bring securities
fraud action: the earlier of 1 year from
the discovery of fraud or 3 years from
the fraudulent act. That Supreme
Court decision, the Lampf case, adopt-
ing a shorter period, does not permit
individual investors adequate time to
discover and pursue violations of secu-
rities laws. We must change that.

Despite urging from the SEC, State
securities regulators and experts, Con-
gress failed to overturn Lampf when it
adopted the Private Securities Litiga-
tion Reform Act of 1995.
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The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) wants to change that. I want
to change that. We ought to permit
this body an opportunity to vote on
that issue. The Republicans are saying
no, we will not even permit you to vote
on the issue.

The Senate has seen fit to protect in-
vestors by extending the time period to
bring a suit for up to 2 years after the
date in which the alleged violations
were discovered or 5 years after the
date in which the violation occurred.
Why is that not in this bill?

This bill omits many of the other
critical safeguards in the Senate bill,
namely, the corporate whistleblower
civil protections, a requirement for
document retention, important sen-
tencing guideline enhancements.

So I will vote for this bill today, but
I hope that when the Congress sends
the bill to the President, it will have
the full arsenal of tools to fight securi-
ties fraud and corporate misconduct
contained in the Senate bill, not mere-
ly the sprinkling few that the Repub-
lican leadership deems fit to bring to
the floor of the House.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) says this bill
is a two on a scale of 10. If this bill is
a two, then the Senate bill is a one, be-
cause in most cases the penalties in
this bill are double the penalties in the
bill passed by the other body. And this
bill creates two new crimes that were
not created in the bill that was passed
by the other body.

Secondly, at least on the Committee
on the Judiciary side, the majority and
minority staffs worked together begin-
ning on Friday of last week on the pro-
visions of this bill, which was the day
after the agreement was reached in the
other body on the provisions contained
in their bill. And there are at least four
provisions in this bill that are pat-
terned after provisions in similar legis-
lation offered by my friend from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) H.R. 4098.

They are higher-maximum penalties
for wire and mail fraud; an amendment
to the Federal sentencing guidelines
which pertain in cases where there is
actual destruction or fabrication of
evidence; and in fraud cases where a
large number of victims are involved,
the debt is nondischargeable, and bank-
ruptey, if incurred in violation of secu-
rities fraud laws; and, fourthly, tam-
pering with records and otherwise im-
peding with official proceedings. There
the language is a little bit different,
but the thrust between the Conyers bill
and this bill are the same.

Now the other complaint that I have
heard from both the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE)
is that we are speeding too fast on this
bill. Well, I pulled up out of the records
what the minority leader, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, had to say last week. On July 9,
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the gentleman from Missouri said,
“Now is the time to apply this lesson
to corporate reform and go beyond the
rhetoric and actually pass strong legis-
lation to protect Americans and to im-
prove cooperate responsibility and ac-
countability.”

Then the next day the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the mi-
nority leader said, ‘‘Americans need fi-
nancial reforms that are black and
white. If we continue to practice cor-
porate accounting in shades of gray,
our economy will suffer. Failing to
take action is not an option. We must
take bipartisan action to correct these
problems now.”” July 10.

Now, sometimes we are accused of
being too partisan around here. We
have listened to what the minority
leader has to say. He wanted action
taken now, and we are taking action
now.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr.
much remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
has 13 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) has 9% minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY)
has 8% minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE)
has 6 minutes remaining.

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

Mr. Speaker, it is this kind of legisla-
tive process that gives our body a bad
name. Now, it must take a certain
amount of chutzpah to say that this is
a bipartisan bill. There has not been
any bipartisan input on this bill what-
soever, and it is a very important bill.
There is no way that, as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) pointed
out, there is no way that we can amend
this bill.

The curious thing is back in April
when I introduced a motion to recom-
mit, it was April 9, the bill was voted
down by the Republicans. All these
provisions that were rejected are now
the ones that are being brought forth
with great pride. And so I just want to
point out that it may have had some-
thing to do with the Senate voting
unanimously to include the provisions
that both the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and I have in-
troduced to bring real accountability
to wrongdoers.

Now, maybe this move to criminalize
but not have civil penalties might be
due to the fact that the Attorney Gen-
eral has yet to bring one case in this
area for prosecution against any indi-
vidual. Has he changed his attitude? I
do not know and I wonder if anyone in
the House does.

So we come here in some shock, some
disappointment that we are here doing
this kind of a run and catch up; let us
get cover to make sure we might be
able to head off the work that is being
done in the other body.

Now, I want to ask this question to
anybody in the House. Is it true that

Speaker, how
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the whistleblowers language that is in
this bill which was, I think, subse-
quently added, was that given any help
or assistance from those in the securi-
ties industry?

You can answer that yes or no.

The criminal relief requires that an
employee prove beyond a reasonable
doubt to get a conviction; we are now
eliminating the civil provisions which
only require a preponderance of evi-
dence. Are we aware of what we are
doing here and why we are doing it?

So I am very disappointed in the way
this is being done.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve my time at
this point.
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Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I would point out to my friend from
Michigan that I suggest this will be a
strong bipartisan vote when the vote is
taken and it will be very much of a bi-
partisan effort in the House.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
BAKER), and pending that, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Louisiana be allowed to control the
time for our side.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me the time,
and I wish to extend my appreciation
to the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) as well as the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) for their
good work on this most important
matter.

Most Americans at home today are
watching anxiously as the volatility of
the stock market takes its toll in their
personal savings or retirement plans,
and they are looking to this Congress
to take some action to stem the flow of
capital away from those markets, to
sit on the sidelines.

It is not only bad for corporations, it
is not only bad for shareholders, it is
bad for the economy when people are
afraid to trust the CEO, the account-
ant, the analyst, anyone involved in
the process, and failing to make that
investment, curtail the ability to cre-
ate jobs and provide opportunities.
What they are saying to us is go get
the bad guys, stop them from doing
this in the future and make them pay
a price.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) have before us a
proposal which establishes new pen-
alties for CEOs who fail to certify their
financials or certify them Kknowing
there is a material misstatement. They
create a new penalty for failure to do
so up to $5 million. They require a
criminal penalty be assessed to those
individuals who file false statements
with the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission and create a new penalty of up
to $56 million. They provide for pen-
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alties relating to mail and wire fraud.
A person communicates a material fact
that is incorrect, misleading or false,
they go to jail, not for 5 years, for up
to 25 years.

With regard to those extraordinary
benefits that are granted these execu-
tives who have manipulated the books
and benefited themselves, this requires
the SEC to freeze extraordinary pay-
ments until appropriate investigation
may be concluded to determine wheth-
er such payments were warranted or
not. When there is a determination
that a CEO has violated his fiduciary
responsibility to the shareholders and
the public, there is a lifetime prohibi-
tion on that individual from ever serv-
ing on a board in a corporate manage-
ment responsibility ever again.

This is a first step. This is not the
end. We all know the Senate has acted.
The House has acted on important re-
forms. There will be a conference, I as-
sume a conference, which will meet
very soon of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services and all interested stake-
holders in this matter to pass addi-
tional restraints on inappropriate cor-
porate behavior with guarantees of rec-
ompense to those who have been fraud-
ulently abused.

This work deals with the criminal
statutes in establishing those criminal
penalties which ought to be appro-
priate given the egregious statements
that CEOs have made across this coun-
try relative to the financial condition
of their corporation, and we gave. More
than 50 percent of Americans have in-
vestments in the markets today
through on-line investing, which was
not possible six years ago. Now 800,000
trades a day occur with moms and pops
investing $100 at a time for their
child’s education, for their first home,
for their own retirement.

This is no longer about institutional
investors investing hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars at a time. It is no
longer a question of sharks eating the
sharks. It is the sharks after the min-
nows, and we are going to stop it.

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

First of all, the allegation has been
made that this is a bipartisan bill. My
colleagues are going to get Democrats
voting for this because we would rather
vote for a 2 than a 0, although we pre-
fer a 10, and that does not make it bi-
partisan.

I am the ranking Democrat on the
House Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. This morning I had a breakfast
meeting with the former chairman, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), the
president of Intra-American Develop-
ment Bank, got to the office at 10
o’clock, discovered for the first time
that a bill had been introduced and
that we were going to be taking it up
today, we thought later today. At
about 11 o’clock we discover it is at
11:30. That is not bipartisanship.

When my colleagues do not include
us in the drafting of the bill, in the in-
troduction of the bill, in the formula-
tion of the bill, when my colleagues
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tell the ranking Democrat on the rel-
evant committee an hour or a half an
hour beforehand that something is
coming to the floor, do not have the
audacity to call that bipartisanship.

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

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I support this legislation and I applaud
the leadership of this body for bringing
this bill before us.

Let us not Kkid ourselves. Three
months ago the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE) offered a sub-
stitute to the accounting reform bill
that called for better corporate govern-
ance and it did not receive a single
vote from the other side. Let me say
that again. It did not receive a single
vote from the other side.

Now we are considering a bill that
would send CEOs to prison for up to 25
years for securities fraud or account-
ants to prison for 5 years for shredding
their paperwork. We are making
progress, but we have got a lot more
work to do.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAFALCE) called for better corporate
governance a long time ago. President
Bush on March 2, that was 5 months
ago, called for better corporate govern-
ance, and yet we have had no action
from this body. So I applaud the lead-
ership for bringing this bill forward,
but we must also get to conference
committee and put that on the Presi-
dent’s desk by next week.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from West
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO).

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, recent
news from the corporate world has
been pretty grim. All too often we have
seen headlines from corporations like
Enron and WorldCom that reveal ap-
palling abuse and fraud leading to lay-
offs and bankruptcies. From the mag-
nitude of the problem, it looks as
though corporate fines are simply not
enough to discourage billions of dollars
in fraud. It is time for stronger pen-
alties such as those offered in this bill.

The workers in my district of West
Virginia and everywhere else have con-
cerns about their families’ futures.
Whether they are saving to educate
their children, working to secure their
own retirements, hardworking West
Virginians do not want to see another
corporate hocus-pocus act where they
get the raw end of the deal.

I am proud to say that we passed leg-
islation, CARTA, Corporate and Audit-
ing Accountability, Responsibility and
Transparency Act and the Pension Se-
curity Act, and today we are taking
another step in the right direction.

This legislation strengthens laws
that criminalize obstruction of justice,
close gaping loopholes and requires top
executives to certify that their finan-
cial statements of their companies are
fairly and accurately representing the
financial condition of their company.
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Mr. Speaker, the workers in America
want assurances that the dollars they
are working for today and saving will
be there when it is needed down the
road. That is why it is imperative that
our colleagues join together and con-
tinue to get tough on corporate crooks.
I certainly support this legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE), a distinguished member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Detroit, the ranking
member, for yielding me the time. I
thank the chairman for what I know is
a well-intended effort.

Mr. Speaker, many of us have been
exposed to this issue and none of us can
claim oneupmanship. Might I, however,
claim at least the personal exposure to
the pain of 5,000 employees and a con-
tinuing saga of trying to rebuild the
crumbling remains of a company of
which we had great respect for in my
district. Having experienced that in
Houston, Texas, I realized that this is
systemic and that they are hurting
people across the Nation.

I also realize that this Congress and
this particular body, this House, in
Texas lingo, started with a hurricane,
blowing fury, and now has ended with a
mere raindrop, some might call it a
teardrop, because the process by which
this legislation came to the floor deni-
grates and disrespects those of us who
have both felt the pain but have also
dealt with this from a legislative per-
spective.

My legislation, H.R. 5110, is an omni-
bus bill. I made a commitment to my
constituents that I would not have a
pride of authorship and would work
with those in this House on a bipar-
tisan basis on legislation proceeding to
solve this problem of corporate respon-
sibility and accountability. I am an
original cosponsor of the Conyers bill,
H.R. 4098, that speaks particularly and
clearly to the issues of criminal pen-
alties. That would have been a bipar-
tisan bill inasmuch as it is destined for
a hearing on Friday.

I am a supporter of the bill in the
other body that we should, in fact,
take up today in substitute of this par-
ticular legislation that falls short.

Mr. Speaker, if we are talking about
serious legislation, I agree with the
good ranking member and friend of the
Committee on Financial Services bill,
we have fallen short. We have fallen
short of his work, fallen short of the
gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr. CON-
YERS) work, and let me tell my col-
leagues why.

This bill does not have in it, as the
bill in the other body, a document re-
tention requirement as it relates to
auditors, the key element to part of
the fall of Enron and many other
places. If we willy-nilly suggest, be-
cause the United States Chamber of
Commerce is pressing on the Members
of the other party that we not have a
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document destruction provision of
which gives criminal penalties, then we
are in trouble. If we do not protect
whistleblowers like Sharon Watkins
who came forward in the Enron case,
we are in trouble.

We well know that the investment
community is not interested in words.
The President has given words and the
market has fallen. They are not inter-
ested in Harvey Pitt’s of the SEC’s
words and actions. The market has
fallen.

The marketplace wants and cor-
porate America wants clear delineation
as to what we are doing in Congress so
the market can regain confidence and
we can expand on the corporate con-
fidence and as well tell America that
we stand behind capitalism, but we
also stand behind integrity.

I would like a bill that I can support.
I am considering what we have here,
Mr. Speaker, but let me say this, it is
a shame that we could not do this in a
bipartisan way and put some teeth into
this so that investors can know what
Congress means and what Congress
stands for.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I am really befuddled on how Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle can
come up and say that this bill is inad-
equate on criminal penalties when the
criminal penalties are double those
that were passed by the other body,
and that we have turned our back on
whistleblowers, when this bill provides
criminal sanctions against those who
retaliate against corporate whistle-
blowers. If someone would retaliate
against a corporate whistleblower,
they go to jail. The other body does not
do that at all.

We have heard comments about the
fact that this bill really does not deal
with the whole issue of document
shredding and other forms of obstruc-
tion of justice. Twenty years in this
bill, 20 years in jail, that is a pretty
tough penalty, and it is drafted broadly
enough so that those who do shred doc-
uments can be caught in other obstruc-
tion-of-justice prosecutions.

The bill which the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has introduced
is only talking about 5-year penalties
for these types of offenses. So if this is
just a little teardrop, I think my col-
league has had a wrong choice of
words, because people who violate the
law and the crimes that are set forth in
this bill are going to go to jail for the
rest of their productive lives, and that
is a pretty serious penalty.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the

gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE).
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

The bad news is that corporations
cannot go to jail, and so there are no
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civil penalties dealing with those par-
ticular issues.

I also would ask, if I had the time,
but I will just pose the question, where
in the bill that is on the floor has docu-
ment retention requirements on audi-
tors and where do we have the provi-
sion giving defrauded investors more
time to seek relief? That is the ques-
tion about helping these small inves-
tors, but we cannot send a corporation
to jail. We need civil penalties in this
legislation.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.

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

This is the time for truth-telling. We
put in 5 years and it was unanimously
opposed by the other side. Where did
the sudden legislative conversion take
place? Over the weekend? Yesterday?
Sometime before 6:30 when the bill was
dropped by all of my colleagues? Five
years was no good in April, May, June,
July, but this morning that is nothing,
we have got to get them.

Maybe it is because the Attorney
General and the Department of Justice
do not bring these kinds of cases, and I
would like to ask the chairman and all
of his lawyers and the other Members
to tell us where there have been any
cases brought like this. This is a sham,
not against individuals, and that is
why leaving out the civil penalties is a
dead giveaway.
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What about giving the defrauded in-
vestors more time to seek relief? Is
that being covered? I do not think so.
And my colleague has heard of sen-
tencing enhancement, has he not? But
they are not in the gentleman’s bill.

So without trying to draw nitpicking
distinctions, this bill is seriously
flawed. I am voting against it. I know
there may be Members that feel in-
clined to show that they are doing
something rather than nothing. We are
back to this scale of two versus 10. But
this is a very flawed bill, and that is
why we cannot bring it before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for hearings
and the discussion it deserves.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

We provide in our bill the sentencing
commission the authority to have sen-
tence enhancements, and it comes
right out of the bill the gentleman in-
troduced. And we are going to have a
hearing on the gentleman’s bill on Fri-
day. That was the date that we agreed
upon. So what is the beef?

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE).

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

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
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and I thank the chairman for his ex-
traordinary leadership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the Corporate Fraud and Account-
ability Act of 2002. It was President
Calvin Coolidge, Mr. Speaker, who said
simply that ‘‘the business of America
is business.” And many people over the
last century have used that term to de-
nounce and deride those of us who be-
lieve in the free enterprise system in
America.

The truth is that President Coolidge
was a moralist. And when he said the
business of America is business, he was
fundamentally suggesting that Amer-
ican business relies on the integrity
and the character of the people that oc-
cupy the chief executive officerships
and the boards of directors rooms of
America’s corporations. It has always
been the case; it will always be the
case. But the backstop, Mr. Speaker, is
and has ever been the law. Today, in
the Corporate Fraud and Account-
ability Act of 2002, we raise the barrier
of criminal law in the area of corporate
fraud.

Now, some of our friends on the other
side of the aisle may say that we are
playing politics, that we are less than
sincere; but the facts speak for them-
selves. As the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, on which I
serve, just said, those who extol the
bill passed in the other body in the last
24 hours apparently are prepared to
vote against the bill that has two
times the criminal penalties for cor-
porate fraud.

This legislation increases the pen-
alties for mail and wire fraud from 5
years to 25 years. There are $25 million
fines in this legislation when corpora-
tions file false statements. It increases
criminal penalties for individuals who
file false statements with the SEC to $5
million, just to name a few.

Despite the best efforts of some on
the other side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker,
to politicize this issue, the truth is op-
position to crime is a bipartisan posi-
tion in this institution. All of us be-
lieve that righteousness exalts a na-
tion. All of us believe in the rule of
law. Let us vote in favor of this bill
today.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 12 minutes.

The gentleman from Indiana referred
to Calvin Coolidge. The difficulty is
that President Bush has been playing
the role of Calvin Coolidge for a year
and a half, when the times demand a
Teddy Roosevelt. A week ago he start-
ed to try to act like Teddy Roosevelt
and, instead, he appeared to be Teddy
Bear.

With respect to the bill before us
today, I must make reference to what
went on in the Committee on Financial
Services and what went on on the floor
of the House.

I offered a number of amendments,
two in particular, one dealing with the
question of substantial unfitness or
unfitness to serve as an officer or direc-
tor. The SEC had complained that the
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bar was too high having to prove sub-
stantial unfitness. I said let us just
make it fitness. The Republicans
monolithically voted no. They have
now had a conversion belatedly.

Secondly, I said let us legislatively
require that CEOs and CFOs certify as
to the accuracy and reliability of the
financial statements. The Republicans
voted no.

I included those two provisions, and
those two provisions alone, in the mo-
tion to recommit with the accounting
bill, the Oxley bill, word for word.
Those were the only two changes. The
Republicans monolithically voted no. I
welcome their belated conversion.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume to note that the motion to re-
commit we found out about 15 minutes
before it was offered. So that was a
shorter period of time than this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH), the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Crime.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the full Committee on the Judi-
ciary chairman for yielding me this
time.

I want to say first of all that this is
a good bill. It is an improvement over
other bills that have either been intro-
duced or considered on either side of
the Capitol, and I hope all our col-
leagues will take the opportunity to
vote for corporate responsibility by
supporting this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, in the wake of the re-
cent scandals involving such companies
as Enron, WorldCom, Global Crossing,
Arthur Andersen, and Tyco, we should
reform our laws to restore confidence
in our markets and hold accountable
those corporations and their executives
who have defrauded investors and
harmed the American economic sys-
tem.

H.R. 5118, the Corporate Fraud Ac-
countability Act of 2002, will punish
corporate wrongdoing and punish those
who would tarnish the integrity and
reputation of all corporate America.
And I might say that the vast majority
of individuals, the vast majority of
companies, of business owners, of the
heads of corporations are hard working
and honest. The dishonest represent
just a small fraction of the whole.

Mr. Speaker, we need to remind some
of our colleagues that this bill does in
fact increase the penalties for mail and
wire fraud from 5 years to 20 years and
creates a new securities fraud section
that carries a maximum penalty of 25
years. It also strengthens laws that
criminalize document shredding and
other forms of obstruction of justice
and provides a maximum penalty of 20
years for such violations. It also grants
emergency authority to the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission to promulgate
guidelines that reflect the serious na-
ture of securities pension and account-
ing fraud.
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The legislation closes loopholes by
which corporate officers can use bank-
ruptcy laws to discharge liabilities
based on securities fraud. And it re-
quires top corporate executives to cer-
tify that the financial statements of
the company fairly and accurately rep-
resent the financial condition of the
company. Violating this section can
subject corporate executives to fines up
to $6 million and 20 years in prison.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides addi-
tional tools to prosecutors to prosecute
wrongdoing by corporate criminals who
attempt and conspire to violate the
law. This is a good piece of legislation;
it should be supported by all Members
who want to restore corporate respon-
sibility to America.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Could I ask my distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Crime,
has his committee held hearings on
this bill?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. This is a yes or no
response.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, as
I understand it, there is a hearing
scheduled on the gentleman’s legisla-
tion this Friday.

Mr. CONYERS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, I simply ask, has the gen-
tleman had a hearing on the bill?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will continue to yield,
there is a joint hearing by two sub-
committees of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. CONYERS. After this is passed,
the gentleman is going to hold hear-
ings. I thank the gentleman very
much.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I would say to
the gentleman that that is on a dif-
ferent piece of legislation.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Indi-
ana (Ms. CARSON).

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from New
York for yielding me this time as well
as the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS).

Mr. Speaker, I will be very brief. I
understand, in terms of listening to the
debate, because I was not at a hearing
when this bill was discussed, that the
kind of action taken on this bill was
quite similar to the shredding of docu-
ments by the Arthur Andersen com-
pany that gave rise to this whole de-
bate at this time.

I was not a Member of Congress, but
remember very well when, and, yes, it
is political, when in 1994 there was a
young man who was Speaker of the
House that talked about a Contract
With America. In fact, it turned out to
be a contract on America. The Private
Securities Litigation Reform Act of
1995 got us to where we are today. It re-
pealed the civil RICO, thereby pre-
venting defrauded investors from ob-
taining triple damages when they bring
securities fraud claims.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

This bill does nothing to address that
problem. It is a cruel hoax. It is a
farce. It should go back, perhaps on an-
other midnight hour, and be fixed. It is
broken.

Today, on the Suspension Calendar, with no
opportunity to amend or improve it, the House
Republican Leadership will offer up a so-called
corporate responsibility bill. This bill evis-
cerates the bill that passed the Senate 97 to
0 and that the President said “shares [his]
goals.” Why?

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which is
the second leading Republican donor in this
cycle, and other corporate interests lobbied to
roll back the Senate bill's prohibitions on docu-
ment shredding, corporate whistleblower pro-
tection, increasing the time allotted for share-
holders to seek relief in court, and to create a
new enhanced securities fraud law.

Unlike the Senate, which sided with working
families, the House Republican Leadership
gave corporate fat cats everything they asked
for.

Not one Senate Republican voted against
any of the provisions dropped by the House
Republican Leadership. Specifically, the Re-
publican leadership bill excludes:

Document retention requirements on audi-
tors. The bill passed yesterday by the Senate
would require auditors to maintain all audit or
review workpapers for a period of five years
after the conclusion of an audit or review. This
was part of the bipartisan Leahy-Hatch
amendment, which passed the Senate 97 to 0.
As has been exhaustively documented, Arthur
Andersen impeded a Securities and Exchange
Commission inquiry into Enron’s finances last
fall by destroying huge numbers of documents
and e-mails. The Republican leadership bill
drops these provisions.

Giving defrauded investors more time to
seek relief. The bipartisan Leahy-Hatch
amendment, which passed the Senate 97 to 0,
reformed the unnecessarily restrictive statute
of limitations governing private securities
claims. Under current law, defrauded investors
have one year from the date on which the al-
leged violation was discovered or three years
after the date on which the alleged violation
occurred. Because these type of violations are
often successfully concealed for several years,
the Senate increased the time period to 2
years after the date on which the alleged vio-
lation was discovered or 5 years after the date
on which the alleged violation occurred. The
Republican leadership bill drops these provi-
sions.

Protecting Whistleblowers—The bill that
passed yesterday in the Senate contained the
Grassley amendment, which unanimously
passed the Senate Judiciary Committee, ex-
tended whistleblower protections to corporate
employees, thereby protecting them from retal-
iation in cases of fraud and other acts of cor-
porate misconduct.

Sentencing Enhancements—The bill that
passed in the Senate yesterday had bipartisan
Leahy-Hatch sentencing enhancements when
a securities fraud endangers to solvency of a
corporation and for egregious obstruction of
justice cases, where countless documents are
destroyed. The Republican leadership bill
drops these provisions.

Finally the Republican Leadership hides be-
hind the penalties smokescreen, in the hopes
that no one will notice everything that is miss-
ing from their bill. They mindlessly increase
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penalties for mail fraud and other offenses to
ten years greater than the Senate bill. In re-
ality, in most of these cases, there are numer-
ous counts of mail fraud and whatever penalty
that is assigned to the offense is multiplied by
the number of counts.

The difference between a ten and twenty
year penalty is, therefore, negligible in these
cases.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Penn-
sylvania (Ms. HART), a member of the
Committee on Financial Services.

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the bill and stand here at a loss
as to why anyone would not support
this bill.

In light of the news that we have
heard lately about corporate fraud and
cries from the general public that peo-
ple go to jail, this bill provides for
that. This bill provides for up to a 25-
year maximum prison term for securi-
ties fraud. It provides an increase from
5 years of a prison term.

Now, I am not sure, but it seems to
me that 25 years is a lot more of a de-
terrent than 5. We are given a wonder-
ful, very clear, to-the-point bill by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER), supported by the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

We are telling the general public that
we mean business when it comes to
punishing people who defraud our in-
vestors and people who work for these
corporations in the United States. I
urge my colleagues to support this bill.
It certainly is clear. It will certainly
provide a good sentence, a reasonable
serious sentence, to send a message to
corporate officers in America that we
mean business.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK).

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard a lot about crime this morning,
but let us remember it was this very
House of Representatives that gave the
green light to corporate executives to
lie to their boards and to their share-
holders; and we provided them with a
safe harbor. It was called the Private
Securities Litigation Reform Act of
1995 that was part of the Contract on
America. It was vetoed by President
Clinton and his veto was overridden.

Anything we try to do in this bill re-
garding the punishing of criminals is
just a legislative Band-Aid unless and
until we restore shareholders’ rights.
We will not restore shareholders’ rights
or investors’ confidence until we repeal
the Private Securities Litigation Re-
form Act of 1995.

This bill is nothing more than a feel-
good bill. It never strikes at the root of
the problem, of corporate corruption
and corporate fraud. We have to repeal
the Private Securities Litigation Re-
form Act. There are bills out there,
like the Shareholders and Employees
Rights Restoration Act of 2002, and we
cannot even get a hearing on it, let
alone a vote on it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 30 seconds.
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The gentleman from Michigan says
this is a feel-good bill. Anybody that is
convicted of the fraud that is discussed
in this bill and goes to jail for at least
20 years or 25 years I do not think is
going to be feeling very good as they
are sitting behind bars.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1¥%2 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, 1
commend the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for introducing
this very important legislation to hold
accountable those corporations and
their executives who defraud the Amer-
ican public through manipulative ac-
counting and other fraudulent prac-
tices.

President Bush has said that cor-
porate America must be made more ac-
countable to employees and stock-
holders. He was right in calling for
tougher penalties for companies who
use unethical accounting procedures to
falsify profits at the expense of their
employees and other investors.

As I travel through my district, I
hear from many constituents whose
confidence in the integrity of our mar-
kets has been shaken. Their faith in
corporate management has been re-
placed with a fear of losing their retire-
ment nest egg. They have demanded
accountability from our corporate
leaders, and we must ensure they have
that accountability.

H.R. 5118 increases the penalties for
activities like mail and wire fraud and
provides additional tools for prosecu-
tors to crack down on corporate crimi-
nals. This legislation is needed to re-
store confidence in our markets and
hold corporate criminals accountable.

Hard-working Americans who save
responsibly for their retirement should
be able to have confidence in their re-
tirement plans. Congress should enact
meaningful reforms that provide safe-
guards for those who are saving for
their retirement years.

As I listen to this debate, I see my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
attempting to dance on the head of a
pin. Instead, it is time to join us in
passing this powerful new tool for pros-
ecutors to crack down on crime.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS), who serves on
both committees, incidentally.
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Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, this is
precisely why the American public does
not trust the Members of Congress. We
passed a bill out of the Committee on
Financial Services that was not good
enough. It was weak. The chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER), refused to take up a good
corporate responsibility bill that was
headed up by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

Now the Senate has passed out a
pretty strong bill, and finally, this gen-
tleman is a Johnny-come-lately with a
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bill on the floor that we have never
heard in the Committee of the Judici-
ary. Do not be tricked or fooled by
this. There is no reason to be here. If
there is some concern, go to the Con-
ference Committee where we have a
House bill and a Senate bill to be rec-
onciled, and try to get additional con-
cerns put in. But to do it this way does
not make good sense. We are under-
mining the process and trying to jump
on the bandwagon at the last minute
when the gentleman should have been
leading on this a long time ago.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 30 seconds to myself.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) last week
asked me to schedule a hearing on his
corporate responsibility, H.R. 4098, and
I agreed. It is an important issue. That
hearing is going to be held this Friday.
That was the date that we agreed on.

I guess the thanks I get for being bi-
partisan and agreeing to schedule the
bill of the gentleman from Michigan is
the attack that I just heard from the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS). The gentlewoman should be
more bipartisan in what is said on the
floor.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans have
been having a deathbed conversion be-
cause they have voted against so many
of the reforms that they now advocate.
But they have to do a little bit of re-
pentance. This bill is not adequate.
They have determined their own pen-
ance. It is two Hail Marys. We deserve
a bill that can be called a complete Ro-
sary. That should be their penance.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, the Republicans have
been caught with an embarrassing bill.
They passed a securities bill to tell the
American public they cared about their
pensions and their financial well-being.
Then the Senate took really tough ac-
tion, and now the Republicans have
been caught with egg all over their
face.

What do they want to do? They want
to put everybody in jail. Fine, we will
vote for the bill. But it is the things
that people do today that are legal
that is causing the heartburn.

They pass an embarrassingly weak
pension bill, and embarrassingly weak
securities bill. It is not the things that
they do that are illegal, it is the fact
that people under the pension bill are
still locked into that stock for 3 years.
They still cannot have a representative
of employees on the board of their pen-
sions. They cannot have an inde-
pendent representative of their em-
ployees on the board. They cannot be
notified on a timely basis of inside
sales. So the pensioners absorb all of
the financial shock for the ill-doings,
but they happen to be legal under the
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law, just as many of the provisions
that the Senate outlawed under their
securities act continue to remain legal.

Now they come along and say if
somebody engages in fraud, they
should be put in jail. Where is the At-
torney General today when they en-
gage in fraud? The Republican bill is
going to give it to the Attorney Gen-
eral to come up against these people on
whistleblowers. Where does Sharon
Watkins go to get her job back if she
loses her job? Where does she go to be
made financially whole? Nowhere. She
goes to John Ashcroft and begs him to
bring a case.

In the past 6 months as we have been
having a meltdown in stock markets
and peoples’ pension plans where inves-
tors have lost over $5 trillion, we have
not heard a word from the Attorney
General; not a word from the Attorney
General. The Republican plan puts all
of their eggs there. I know they are
covering their tracks. They are like
the cowboys that did the bank robbery,
and now they are dragging the trees be-
hind their horses to cover their tracks.
Good try. It will not work.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we know we are going
to have to cut down some of the trees
to see the facts. In the year in which
Harvey Pitt was appointed chairman of
the SEC in late August, September 11
followed only days behind with de-
struction of the New York SEC offices.

Despite that, in the first 7 months of
his term, for officer and director bars
sought, and that is to keep officers and
directors from continuing in a profes-
sional responsibility, he has sought 71.
In the entire year preceding his ap-
pointment, only 51.

Disgorgement of compensation, bo-
nuses, and stock options sought, 17 in a
T-month period, versus 18 in the entire
year preceding.

Temporary restraining orders in all
categories, 42 sought in 7 months, 31 in
the preceding year.

Asset freezes in all categories, 50 in 7
months, versus 43 in the entire pre-
ceding year.

Trading suspensions, 10 versus 2 in
the entire preceding year.

Subpoena enforcement proceedings,
18 versus 13 in the preceding year.
Chairman Pitt has not only acted, he
has acted forcefully. Today this Con-
gress will act. It is appropriate, and the
people of America are waiting.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, this bill
is too weak, too weak. The President
gets to name three people to the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission. Who
has he named? Three accounting indus-
try employees. That is it. That is his
decision. This Republican majority op-
posed an independent accounting board
oversight; opposed it. And now it is
looking for a legislative get well card
as though now they are converted to
protecting the investor.



H4692

What does this bill not include? Well,
it does not require these companies to
preserve all their auditing records for 5
years. It does not extend from 3 years
out to 5 years the period upon which
people can sue if they have been de-
frauded. We are only finding out right
now about fraud from 2 or 3 years ago.
We need to stretch out the statute of
limitations so they can sue. We need
whistleblower protection. This is a bad
bill. Vote no.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) has not
read this bill. Apparently he wrote his
speech before he read the bill. Now this
bill is not too weak. It provides twice
the criminal penalties than the bill
that was passed by the other body. It
provides criminal sanctions against
those who retaliate against whistle-
blowers. The other body provides more
lawsuits.

Every criminal penalty does allow
the judge to enter a restitution order.
Restitution orders are nondischarge-
able in bankruptcy. The huge fines in
my bill are nondischargeable in bank-
ruptcy. Corporate executives up to $5
million in fines, nondischargeable. Cor-
porations up to $25 million in fines for
filing a false statement, nondischarge-
able in bankruptcy.

So what we do is we provide jail
terms for the bad actors, we provide
nondischargeable fines for the bad ac-
tors, and we get tough on those that
have looted the pensions and the sav-
ings of the employees that have worked
dutifully for those corporations where
the officers and the boards of directors
have not fulfilled their fiduciary re-
sponsibility.

This is a tough bill because it puts
people in jail for a long time. It ought
to be passed, and passed now, as the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT) has urged us to address this
issue. I urge an aye vote.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise to express
my support for the Senate corporate account-
ing reform bill and applaud this long-overdue
effort to punish those who break our securities
laws.

We must hold those who break our securi-
ties laws responsible for their actions. Gone
are the days when the threat of a fine or bad
publicity is an effective deterrent for corporate
fraud. It's time that corporate criminals get jail
time when they ignore our securities laws and
consumer protections. It's time that we put
real teeth in our laws and the regulations of
the SEC. We need to send the message loud
and clear that corporate irresponsibility will not
be tolerated by the Congress, by our courts,
and by the American people.

In my home state of Michigan, thousands of
public employees have watched as their pen-
sion funds have lost millions of dollars in the
downfall of corporations like WorldCom and
DCT, Inc. Investors and retirees have lost faith
and confidence in a market that has been con-
tinuously shaken by reports of corporate irre-
sponsibility and misleading financial state-
ments. These workers have a right to know
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that their wages, pensions, and benefits are
secure. They have a right to financial security
in their later years. It's time that we stand up
for them and enact meaningful reforms that
will prevent the kinds of corporate scandals
we've seen in recent months and prohibit cor-
porate inside deals and murky accounting that
puts the pensions of hard-working Americans
at risk.

The legislation before us today follows the
Senate’s lead and establishes stricter criminal
penalties for securities fraud. | applaud this ef-
fort as a good first step, but | believe we
should ultimately enact the even tougher pen-
alties set forth in the Senate accounting and
corporate responsibility reform bill. There
should be no question that corporate fraud is
a serious crime in the eyes of the law.

In the months ahead, | will continue to fight
for the rights of our workers and retirees to be
financially secure. | will continue to press the
House Republican leadership to pass the
strong corporate responsibility legislation that
the Senate recently passed. We need to act
swiftly to pass meaningful reforms that will
reign in corporate abuse and protect the rights
of workers and investors before any more re-
tirement savings are lost.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of H.R. 5118, the Corporate
Fraud Accountability Act of 2002.

You've heard that expression, “crime
doesn’'t pay?” Well, Mr. Speaker, for too long,
for some business executives in America,
crime has paid, and is has paid them well!
We've got to put an end to this now—punish-
ment for corporate crimes should be paid by
those who break the law, not by those who
have invested their hard-earned incomes, or
worked for years, only to see their jobs, pen-
sions, health care and retirements disappear
as some CEO'’s absconded with millions!

For months now, we've seen company
heads testify before this Congress only to in-
voke the Fifth Amendment. Why? For fear of
incriminating themselves.

To my mind, Mr. Speaker, these executives
should be scared. They should fear jail time
for lying to employees and investors, and for
betraying our market-based economy.

And jail time is exactly what corporate crimi-
nals will get under the bill we now consider,
the bill we must pass to provide the “teeth”
behind the President’s strong message of cor-
porate responsibility.

These tough new criminal penalties and en-
forcement provisions to punish those who
refuse to “play by the rules” and threaten to
undermine the integrity of our financial mar-
kets will do what every American believes to
be fair, just and necessary.

The Corporate Fraud Accountability Act, in-
creases the penalties for mail and wire fraud,
strengthens laws that criminalize document
shredding, grants emergency authority to the
U.S. Sentencing Commission to promulgate
securities, pension and accounting fraud
guidelines, closes loopholes by which cor-
porate officers can use bankruptcy laws to dis-
charge liabilities based on securities fraud, in-
creases the criminal penalties for those who
file false statements with the Securities Ex-
change Commission and requires corporate
executives to certify their company’s financial
statements, freezes extraordinary payments to
executives while the company is under SEC
investigation, and finally it bans company ex-
ecutives who clearly abuse their power from
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serving in any corporate leadership position.
H.R. 5118 builds upon our efforts to hold cor-
porations accountable contained in H.R. 3762,
the Pension Security Act, and H.R. 3763, the
Corporate and Auditing Accountability, Re-
sponsibility, and Transparency Act, passed by
the House last April.

Specifically, the bipartisan Pension Security
Act, H.R. 3762, bars company insiders from
selling their own stock during “blackout” peri-
ods when workers can't make changes to their
401(k)'s, give workers new freedoms to sell
their company stock within three years of re-
ceiving it in their 401(k) plans, fixes outdated
Federal rules that discourage employers from
giving workers access to professional invest-
ment advice, empowers workers to hold com-
pany insiders accountable for abuses, and re-
quires that workers be notified 30 days before
the start of any “blackout” period affecting
their pensions.

The Corporate and Auditing Accountability,
Responsibility, and Transparency Act, H.R.
3763, recognizes the need for corporate lead-
ers to act responsibly, and holds them ac-
countable if they fail to do so. It seeks to re-
store confidence in accounting standards, in-
creases corporate disclosure and responsi-
bility, better protects 401(k) plan participants,
and reduces analyst conflicts of interests.

These legislative reforms, and the Presi-
dent's plan for corporate responsibility, will
benefit small investors and employees and will
help strengthen faith and confidence in the
corporate community in our own backyard. In
New Jersey, | am mindful of the personal trag-
edy encountered by countless citizens who
have lost their jobs, investments, pensions
and even health care benefits. And poor man-
agement decisions at companies like Lucent
have resulted in millions of investors and
401(k) plans having catastrophic losses. Fur-
thermore, we must remember those employ-
ees whose pension benefits decreased when
employers, like AT&T and others, transitioned
from a traditional pension plan to a cash bal-
ance pension plan. While these transitions
were within current legal boundaries, such
moves have had devastating effects on long-
time, dedicated workers, especially those who
thought themselves secure in their retirement.

Clearly, not all companies or their execu-
tives fall into the “bad apple” categories about
which there’s been so much news recently, To
those who, without stricter rules and reforms,
have lived to the highest standards of ethical
behavior, | commend you. But to those who
have ventured from the truth, and who have
been overwhelmed by greed, the party’s over.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 5118, the Corporate
Fraud Accountability Act of 2002. | commend
Chairman SENSENBRENNER for acting expedi-
tiously to ensure that this important element of
corporate responsibility, namely the strength-
ening of criminal penalties, is part of Con-
gress’ effort to eliminate corruption in cor-
porate America. This bill tells corporate crimi-
nals that they are no longer “above the law.”
It holds those executives who have defrauded
investors and harmed the American economic
system accountable with tough new criminal
penalties. It helps to close the loopholes that
have allowed for continued offenses in Amer-
ica’s corporate community.

The reckless actions of corporate wrong-
doers have undermined trust in our markets
and our economy. We must return confidence
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back to the markets and to the accounting
profession. Individual investors have to be cer-
tain that the information they are receiving is
accurate and complete. House passage of the
Corporate and Auditing Accountability, Re-
sponsibility and Transparency Act was a giant
step in the right direction. CARTA includes im-
portant provisions to strengthen supervision
and oversight of the accounting industry, in-
crease the standard of corporate responsi-
bility, and improve the quality of corporate dis-
closure and the auditing of publicly traded
companies. Passage of H.R. 5118 will take us
a step further.

This bill builds on CARTA by:

Increasing the penalties for mail and wire
fraud.

Creating a new crime of “securities fraud.”

Strengthening laws that criminalize obstruc-
tion of justice.

Granting emergency authority to the U.S.
Sentencing Commission to promulgate guide-
lines that reflect the serious nature of securi-
ties, pension, and accounting fraud.

Closing loopholes that currently allow cor-
porate officers to use bankruptcy laws to dis-
charge liabilities.

Requiring top corporate executives to certify
that financial statements of the company fairly
and accurately represent the financial condi-
tion of the company.

Providing additional tools to prosecute
wrongdoing by corporate criminals who at-
tempt and conspire to violate the law.

Increasing the criminal penalties for those
who file false statements with the Securities
and Exchange Commission.

Freezing extraordinary payments to execu-
tives while the company is subject to an SEC
investigation.

The bottom line is that criminals can steal
more money with a briefcase than with a gun.
Businessmen who extort the American public
should be punished like the common criminals
they are. This bill ensures that corporate
wrongdoers go to jail for their crimes.

| am outraged by the fact that corporate ex-
ecutives consider themselves above the law
and out of reach of the arm of justice. Some
auditors and accountants have the impression
that they have the right to skew numbers and
reports, robbing hard-working Americans of
their pension funds and stock investments.
One of the pillars of our economy is con-
fidence. And Americans are close to losing
this confidence in our financial markets be-
cause of prominent corporate crooks. Passage
of this bill is an important step toward restor-
ing the confidence of the American people. |
urge my colleagues to support it.

Further, | urge the leadership of the House
and the Senate to act expeditiously to bring a
final conference agreement back to this House
on CARTA and the so-called Sarbanes bhill,
legislation that combines new corporate ac-
counting reforms with tough new criminal pen-
alties for corporate crooks.

Time is of the essence. Irresponsible cor-
porate leaders have forced us to act. The
American people expect us to act. The Amer-
ican economy needs us to act. We should not
leave this Chamber next year having acted.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, this bill
brought before us is not the way in which
Congress should craft legislation. While I'm
supportive of increased criminal penalties for
corporate misconduct, which this bill includes,
it falls far short in other areas necessary to

bring needed changes to the corporate
world—Ilack of whistleblower protection and
extending the statute of limitations for investor
lawsuits.

No time was provided to review and analyze
this legislation. It did not go through the com-
mittee process where it could be debated and
refined in a bipartisan manner and was
brought to the floor in a manner that does not
allow amendments to be offered. Therefore, |
do not support this bill. The only reason to
treat Congress and the American public this
way is to provide political cover.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that
the House suspend the rules and pass
the bill, H.R. 5118, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. CONYERS. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, this
15-minute vote on H.R. 5118 will be fol-
lowed by two 5-minute votes on mo-
tions debated yesterday.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 391, nays 28,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 299]

Evi-

YEAS—391
Ackerman Burton DeLauro
Aderholt Buyer DeLay
AKkin Callahan DeMint
Andrews Calvert Deutsch
Armey Camp Diaz-Balart,
Baca Cannon Dicks
Bachus Cantor Dingell
Baird Capito Doggett
Baker Capps Dooley
Baldacci Capuano Doolittle
Ballenger Cardin Doyle
Barcia Carson (IN) Dreier
Barr Carson (OK) Duncan
Barrett Castle Dunn
Bartlett Chabot Edwards
Barton Chambliss Ehlers
Bass Clayton Ehrlich
Becerra Clement Emerson
Bentsen Clyburn Engel
Bereuter Coble English
Berkley Collins Eshoo
Berman Combest Etheridge
Berry Condit Evans
Biggert Cooksey Everett
Bilirakis Costello Farr
Bishop Cox Ferguson
Blunt Coyne Flake
Boehlert Cramer Fletcher
Boehner Crane Foley
Bonilla Crenshaw Forbes
Bono Crowley Ford
Boozman Cubin Fossella
Borski Culberson Frank
Boswell Cummings Frelinghuysen
Boucher Cunningham Frost
Boyd Davis (CA) Gallegly
Brady (TX) Dayvis (FL) Ganske
Brown (FL) Davis, Jo Ann Gekas
Brown (OH) Davis, Tom Gephardt
Brown (SC) Deal Gilchrest
Bryant DeFazio Gillmor
Burr Delahunt Gilman
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Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey

Abercrombie
Baldwin
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Clay
Conyers
Davis (IL)
DeGette

Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
MeclInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce

NAYS—28

Fattah
Filner
Hinchey
Honda
Jones (OH)
Kucinich
Lee
Markey
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Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Oberstar
Olver

Paul
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Sabo Schakowsky Stark
Sanders Scott Waters
NOT VOTING—15
Allen Hilleary Nadler
Blagojevich John Riley
Bonior Lewis (GA) Roukema
Gibbons Mascara Schaffer
Hastings (FL) Morella Traficant
O 1318

Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois and Mrs. JONES of
Ohio changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
“‘nay.”

Mr. TOWNS and Mr. WATT of North
Carolina changed their vote from
unayw to uyea.aa

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
299, | was unavoidably detained in the Cap-
itol. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea.”

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
299, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on two additional motions to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

———

HONORING TED WILLIAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
resolution, H. Res. 482.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 482, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 300]

YEAS—418
Abercrombie Bartlett Bonilla
Ackerman Barton Bono
Aderholt Bass Boozman
Akin Becerra Borski
Andrews Bentsen Boswell
Armey Bereuter Boucher
Baca Berkley Boyd
Bachus Berman Brady (PA)
Baird Berry Brady (TX)
Baker Biggert Brown (FL)
Baldacci Bilirakis Brown (OH)
Baldwin Bishop Brown (SC)
Ballenger Blumenauer Bryant
Barcia Blunt Burr
Barr Boehlert Burton
Barrett Boehner Buyer

Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)

Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
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McHugh
MeclInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
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Sherman Sununu Vitter
Sherwood Sweeney Walden
Shimkus Tancredo Walsh
Shows Tanner Wamp
Shuster Tauscher Waters
Simmons Tauzin Watkins (OK)
Simpson Taylor (MS) Watson (CA)
Skeen Taylor (NC) Watt (NC)
Skelton Terry Watts (OK)
Slaughter Thompson (CA) Waxman
Smith (MI) Thompson (MS) Weiner
Smith (NJ) Thornberry Weldon (FL)
Smith (TX) Thune Weldon (PA)
Smith (WA) Thurman Weller
Snyder Tiahrt Wexler
Solis Tiberi Whitfield
Souder Tierney Wicker
Spratt Toomey Wilson (NM)
Stark Towns Wilson (SC)
Stearns Turner Wolf
Stenholm Udall (CO) Woolsey
Strickland Udall (NM) Wu
Stump Upton Wynn
Stupak Velazquez Young (AK)
Sullivan Visclosky Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—16
Allen Lewis (GA) Roukema
Blagojevich Mascara Schaffer
Bonior McCrery Thomas
Hastings (FL) Morella Traficant
Hilleary Nadler
John Riley
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

CONGRATULATING DETROIT RED
WINGS FOR WINNING 2002 STAN-
LEY CUP CHAMPIONSHIP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). The unfinished business is
the question of suspending the rules
and agreeing to the resolution, H. Res.
452.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 452, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 410, nays 0,
answered ‘‘present’ 4, not voting 20, as
follows:

[Roll No. 301]

YEAS—410
Abercrombie Bentsen Brady (TX)
Ackerman Bereuter Brown (FL)
Aderholt Berkley Brown (OH)
AKkin Berman Brown (SC)
Andrews Berry Bryant
Armey Biggert Burr
Baca Bilirakis Burton
Bachus Bishop Buyer
Baird Blumenauer Callahan
Baker Blunt Camp
Baldacci Boehlert Cannon
Baldwin Boehner Cantor
Ballenger Bonilla Capito
Barcia Bono Capps
Barr Boozman Capuano
Barrett Borski Cardin
Bartlett Boswell Carson (IN)
Barton Boucher Carson (OK)
Bass Boyd Castle
Becerra Brady (PA) Chabot
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Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MeclInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
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Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Osborne
Ose

Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul

Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark

Stearns Tiahrt Watts (OK)
Stenholm Tiberi Waxman
Strickland Tierney Weiner
Stump Toomey Weldon (FL)
Stupak Towns Weldon (PA)
Sullivan Turner Weller
Sununu Udall (CO) Wexler
Sweeney Udall (NM) Whitfield
Tanner Upton Wicker
Tauscher Velazquez .
Tauzin Visclosky W}lson (NM)
Taylor (MS) Vitter Wilson (SC)
Taylor (NC) Walden Wolf
Terry Walsh Woolsey
Thompson (CA) ~ Wamp Wu
Thompson (MS)  Waters Wynn
Thornberry Watkins (OK) Young (AK)
Thune Watson (CA) Young (FL)
Thurman Watt (NC)

ANSWERED “PRESENT’'—4
Clay Sanders
Hulshof Tancredo

NOT VOTING—20
Allen Kaptur Nadler
Blagojevich Lewis (CA) Riley
Bonior Lewis (GA) Roukema
Calvert Lucas (OK) Schaffer
Hastings (FL) Mascara Thomas
Hilleary McCrery Traficant
John Morella
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RECOGNIZING THE FIRST TEE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H. Res. 448), recognizing
The First Tee for its support of pro-
grams that provide young people of all
backgrounds an opportunity to de-
velop, through golf and character edu-
cation, life-enhancing values such as
honor, integrity, and sportsmanship.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 448

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives recognizes The First Tee for its support
of programs that provide young people of all
backgrounds an opportunity to develop,
through golf and character education, life-
enhancing values such as honor, integrity,
and sportsmanship.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
KIND) each will control 20 minutes.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 448.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of this resolution that recog-
nizes the efforts of The First Tee, a
youth character-building organization
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with programs located throughout the
country. This program provides young
people of all backgrounds an oppor-
tunity to develop, through both the
game of golf and character education,
values and character traits that will
positively impact their lives and expe-
riences in school.

The First Tee programs are commu-
nity-based and implemented through a
partnership of parents, civic and cor-
porate leaders, State and local govern-
ments, youth-serving agencies, schools,
and the golfing community.

Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago, Presi-
dent and Mrs. Bush hosted a conference
at the White House on the importance
of character education to our Nation’s
youth. President Bush cited the impor-
tance of character education in instill-
ing common values in our youth. He
said, ‘‘Americans believe in character
education because we want more for
our children than apathy or cynicism,”
the President said. He went on by say-
ing, “We’ve got higher aspirations for
every child in America. We want them
to understand the difference between
right and wrong.”

No activity better parallels life and
teaches character better than the game
of golf. On the golf course one learns
responsibility, honesty, patience, self-
control, integrity, respect, confidence,
and most importantly, sportsmanship.

As in life, to be successful at golf we
must realize we are going to make mis-
takes. Overcoming both our errors and
bad bounces is just as much a part of
the game as trying to hit a perfect
shot. We learn that a 3-foot putt is just
as important as a 300-yard drive, and
that we must learn to put the last shot
behind us in order to execute the next.

We also learn about ourselves and
where our shortcomings lie, the things
we need to work on on life’s practice
range.

The First Tee is working to make the
game of golf more affordable and acces-
sible to young people throughout the
Nation by opening up golf courses and
providing instruction for free and at re-
duced rates to children of all socio-
economic backgrounds. By the year
2005, The First Tee expects to serve
more than 500,000 children in 250 pro-
grams throughout the United States.
In my State of Ohio currently there are
four The First Tee programs serving
more than 1,500 children today.

Just as importantly, the golf-related
exercises are paired with The First Tee
life skills program, which teaches
young people values such as responsi-
bility, honesty, integrity, respect, con-
fidence, and sportsmanship. Jack
Nicklaus, a man synonymous with the
game of golf and a supporter of The
First Tee program, said, ‘“‘For The
First Tee, golf is the vehicle, but it is
not the destination. We are teaching
the young boys and girls a game that
can last a lifetime, but through our life
skills program we are teaching them
lessons for life.”

One student in particular, Amber
Davis, from Atlanta, Georgia, has been
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involved with the Atlanta The First
Tee program since April of 2000. She
came before our committee and testi-
fied about her experiences. She has par-
ticipated both of The First Tee Life
Skills, and currently spends her time
volunteering as a mentor for 13 of the
young female participants in the The
First Tee program.

An accomplished golfer, she has com-
peted in several local, regional, State,
and national competitions, and was the
only freshman to make her high school
golf team at the Woodward Academy in
Atlanta. She credits The First Tee pro-
gram with helping her to develop her
strong leadership skills.

I am pleased to bring attention to
this program, and I am grateful for the
work that The First Tee is doing in our
Nation’s communities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this resolution today, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution as well, as a member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BAcA), my good friend
and colleague, and also one of the fin-
est golfers in this institution.

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

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of House Resolution 448.
I believe that The First Tee program is
an excellent kind of a program that
will allow many individuals to partici-
pate in golf, especially when we look at
the number of minorities that we have
throughout the United States. Over 27.6
percent are minorities, and only 6 per-
cent participate in golf.

I can relate with my own personal
story. I come from a large family of 15,
being the 15th child. I did not have the
opportunity to participate in such
sports as these. The First Tee was not
available. I wish it was available at the
time that I was growing up. So I was
involved in basketball and baseball and
football and track and other sports. I
did not get into golf until later in my
years, until after the age of 32.

I wish I was able to have played golf
at the earlier stages, because what it
does is not only teaches one character
in education, which is very important.
Character is important in terms of
learning, and it also teaches us the im-
portance of self-esteem and confidence.

Not only do we learn responsibility,
not only do we learn about our col-
leagues, but it also has parental in-
volvement, which is very important
when we look at The First Tee pro-
gram. It is important when we have
our children that are participating and
we have parental involvement.

It takes a child, and that child begins
to learn the skills of the game, or being
competitive in another area. It pre-
sents opportunities for many kids to
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get into a program they would never
have had an opportunity to have got-
ten into. The First Tee provides that
opportunity for many minorities to get
their hands in and play the game of
golf.

Golf is important to many individ-
uals, not only in terms of leadership
skills, but integrity and honesty on the
golf course, as well. Many individuals
who play the game of golf sometimes
forget how to count. It is excellent in
math. It teaches good math skills be-
cause we learn how to count, as well.
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Some people happen to overexag-
gerate their handicap. This way the
child knows exactly what the handicap
is, and they do not have to exaggerate
like most adults do to try to keep their
handicaps low. Adults will learn the
emphasis of the importance of estab-
lishing a handicap, which is very im-
portant.

As I said, the fundamental skills, the
social skills are very important, the
self-esteem, the confidence an indi-
vidual will have. Most of all, it keeps
kids off the streets, which is very im-
portant. It gets them involved, and we
have got to find activities for many of
our students to be involved. This pre-
sents an opportunity for many of our
kids to be involved in another activity
that maybe they would not have. They
now will have an opportunity that they
know that they can afford to play.
Like most of us, it becomes so expen-
sive to get out and play the game of
golf. We say we cannot afford the game
of golf. We do not have the equipment,
cannot afford to buy the clubs. First
Tee provides the individuals with golf
clubs. First Tee provides the instruc-
tions that are necessary. These are the
obstacles that many of us, minorities
that do not have the money, would love
to play the game, but say is there a ve-
hicle for us to get that kind of service?

The vehicle is here through First
Tee. It gives them an opportunity to go
out there and participate without hav-
ing to worry about the cost on them-
selves or their parents; and especially
as we look at now, it is becoming so
costly for anyone to play any kind of
recreational activity. Parents who
want to be involved in little league,
now they have to pay X amount of dol-
lars for the kids to play or participate.
It has become a lot more difficult.

We have got to provide avenues for
our children to play. This is an excel-
lent avenue for them to develop their
skills, to build their self-confidence,
stay in school, which is more impor-
tant, and educate our kids. I believe in
the program. We should all support it,
and I ask all of my colleagues to sup-
port H. Res. 448.

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

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for the introduction of
this resolution, and I rise to pay trib-
ute to the Professional Golf Associa-
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tion of America for what they are
doing with the First Tee program.

The previous speaker did an out-
standing job talking about the accessi-
bility it gives to those that otherwise
would not have it. He talked about the
disciplines that the game of golf teach-
es to those who so desperately need dis-
ciplines.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to tell an-
other story for a minute about how
meaningful a program like this can be
as the seed to not only change a life
but change a community.

In Atlanta, Georgia, there is an area
known as East Lake. In Atlanta, Geor-
gia, the East Lake community was the
home golf course of Bobby Jones. It is
where Bobby Jones grew up. Over the
years, East Lake became an abandoned
country club. The East Lake commu-
nity of Atlanta became the worst of
Atlanta’s inner-city poverty, crime-rid-
den neighborhoods.

This fall the PGA championship will
be played at East Lake. What hap-
pened? What happened is a man named
Tom Cousins in Atlanta bought the
property and decided to change the
lives and change that community. He
redid the golf club. He bought aban-
doned houses and homes. He leased for
$1 a year the public school and built a
$28 million YMCA day care center and
public school, and he established fund-
raisers for First Tee.

The first professional to come to At-
lanta for that fundraiser was Tiger
Woods. Since that time, other profes-
sional golfers have come to raise
money to make golf accessible to those
who previously thought it was not ac-
cessible.

In the meantime, he transformed a
neighborhood. It is now a multi-in-
come, multiracial, multiethnic pristine
golf community that just years ago
was devastation to our city.

There are a lot of lives in America
that are just like East Lake was. They
are impoverished. They have no hope.
They have no mentor. They have no
discipline, and they think there is no
future.

Through the PGA and through the
First Tee program, those in America
most in need of all those things they do
not have have it accessible to them.
The First Tee’s growth throughout the
country is going to ensure that many
Americans who might not have had a
chance will have it.

I commend the professional sport and
its athletes for giving of their time and
their money to make a difference in
lives; and I would comment that not all
professional sports of this day and time
can take credits to that mantle, but
the PGA can. The First Tee changes
lives, and we are right to commend the
PGA tour, its commissioner, and all of
its players for making a difference in
the lives of young Americans.

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

Mr. Speaker, as I indicated earlier, 1
do rise in support of the resolution
today. I commend the chairman, the
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gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), of
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce for holding a hearing on this
important program, for offering this
resolution which recognizes the won-
derful accomplishments of the First
Tee program, as well as character edu-
cation generally, which is part of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act recently passed earlier this year,
signed by the President, No Child Left
Behind.

The First Tee program provides
young people of all backgrounds an op-
portunity to develop life-enhancing
values such as honor, integrity, sports-
manship through golf, and character
education generally. Teaching char-
acter education through golf plays a
significant role in many adolescents’
lives. Specifically, the First Tee helps
keep our children out of the rough and
on the fairway towards a successful fu-
ture.

I like to play a little golf myself, al-
though not very well. I have two little
boys, Johnny and Matthew, who are
just six and four right now and I am in-
troducing the sport to them. It is not
only a lot of fun but it is a great sport.
We are able to spend a lot of quality
time together. A father and two little
boys, chipping a little bit in the back
yard. I set up a driving net where they
hit the ball into. It is a lot of fun
watching them develop not only their
physical skills, but also the certain
values that I hope they will carry
through with them in life, the values of
discipline and hard work, playing by
the rules, getting along, sharing clubs,
things of this nature that golf intro-
duces to our youth and that the First
Tee program is really all about.

I am pleased that through the First
Tee program many children will have
the same opportunity to participate in
golf and reap the benefits that, unfor-
tunately, just a few children receive
today. The National Golf Foundation,
for instance, revealed that only 2 per-
cent of children age 12 to 17 ever tried
golf and that only 5 percent of this Na-
tion’s golfers are minorities. Studies
show that the major barrier to attract-
ing more children, and especially eco-
nomically disadvantaged children, to
the sport was the lack of places that
welcomed them, places they could
physically get to and places that they
could afford.

The First Tee program was created
to address these access and afford-
ability issues. The First Tee is imple-
mented through a partnership of par-
ents, civic and corporate leaders, State
and local governments, youth-serving
agencies, schools and the golfing com-
munity itself. As my friend, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON),
just pointed out, the Professional
Golfers Association has been very in-
volved, playing a leadership role in ex-
panding the First Tee program across
the country.

The program provides young people
of all backgrounds an opportunity to
develop through golf and character
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education life-enhancing values beyond
building just physical skills. Students
learn life skills and the importance of
maintaining a positive attitude, con-
sidering the consequences of their deci-
sions, setting and achieving objectives,
holding themselves to high standards,
and applying to their everyday lives
the values such as responsibility, hon-
esty, integrity, respect, confidence, and
sportsmanship.

The strong values the First Tee
teaches the youths will positively im-
pact their lives, their education and
their experiences in school.

The Committee on Education and the
Workforce did hold a hearing on this on
June 25 to highlight the success of this
program, and the greatest golfer of the
20th century, Jack Nicklaus, came and
testified. He testified about what the
PGA and he personally have done in-
volving the First Tee program, but also
about what golf has meant in his life,
but especially in those early formative
stages of his life and the impact it had
on him, the time he spent with his fa-
ther, the time he spent developing the
skills and the discipline and the value
system that has made him one of the
truly exemplary members of the golf
profession today.

We also had another witness, Mr.
Speaker, Amber Davis, a 15-year-old
junior golfer who was a charter mem-
ber of the First Tee program in Atlanta
who testified before the committee. In
her testimony she stated very clearly
what a difference the First Tee pro-
gram has made in her life. In fact, she
stated during the testimony, ‘‘Golf has
played a big role in my development. It
has taught me to be the very best I can
be, not just at golf, but to excel at ev-
erything I attempt. I think that if you
are able to successfully master the
game of golf, and I do not mean that
you have to be a Renee Powell, a Lee
Elder or a Tiger Woods, but if you
apply all the qualities that it takes to
be good at golf, dedication, discipline,
honesty, integrity, a high regard for
others and yourself, you will be suc-
cessful at life.

Beyond the game of golf, however, in-
corporating character education into
the school day is important for many
children who may not learn basic life
skills elsewhere. Strong character de-
velopment is essential to our children’s
growth, and I strongly support pro-
grams that work towards this goal.
That is why so many of us were pleased
to include character education under
title V of ESEA reauthorization last
year. I would hope that appropriators
view title V and that bill favorably as
we work forward with the appropria-
tion process during the remainder of
the year.

The school district in my home town
of La Crosse, Wisconsin, exemplifies a
model that could be replicated across
the Nation. It is unique in that the
school board and community members
developed core values of character edu-
cation and included them as part of its
school district’s vision statement.
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Now, these values of character edu-
cation are worked through an entire
school system of three high schools,
three middle schools, 11 elementary
schools and four charter schools.

One exceptional school within the
school district is Lacrossroads High

School, a charter school for at-risk
adolescents. My good friend, Karen
Schoenfeld, teaches character edu-

cation at this high school and has been
working with at-risk adolescents since
1989 as a school counselor and charter
school teacher. In June, she was also
called to testify before the Committee
on Education and the Workforce. I
commend the work she does in the field
of education and the important empha-
sis she places on including character
education in the school’s curriculum.
She has truly made a difference in her
students’ lives. All of our Nation’s
youths need teachers 1like Ms.
Schoenfeld in their lives to help guide
them down the road to success and op-
portunity.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased the House
today is considering this important
resolution. The strong values the First
Tee teaches to youths will positively
impact their lives, their education, and
their experiences in school. These les-
sons will remain with participants for
a lifetime, regardless of whether they
play golf professionally or as a hobby.
I commend the chairman for his leader-
ship and the hearing and bringing this
resolution forward. I would encourage
all of our colleagues to support the res-
olution today.

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, again I am pleased to
bring attention to the First Tee pro-
gram. I appreciate the bipartisan sup-
port that this resolution has received.

The First Tee program was a collabo-
ration between the World Golf Founda-
tion, the PGA tour, the PGA of Amer-
ica, the Tiger Woods Foundation, and
many others who have helped to put
this program together and to allow it
to grow to the extent that it has. They
have very ambitious plans to grow this
operation to serve some 500,000 children
by the year 2005.

The program has integrated both
sports and life skill lessons that teach
character and instill common values in
our youth. Because the First Tee’s mis-
sion is broader than simply teaching
kids how to play golf, their life skills
curriculum includes community serv-
ice and mentoring opportunities. These
skills and activities also positively im-
pact school experiences and the aca-
demic achievement of those who have
been enrolled in the program.

Last year we passed the No Child
Left Behind Act to help improve all of
our schools and to give every child in
America a better shot at a good edu-
cation. But we know that between
birth and age 18 children are only in
school about nine percent of that time;
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91 percent of that time they are at
home and out in their communities. We
know that for many of these children,
the infrastructure, the support system
that is needed to instill the kinds of
values that we have talked about on
the floor today have to come from
home and in those communities. That
is where I believe, and I think many
Members believe, that if we are truly
going to attack the problems we see in
inner-city America, it is programs like
these that find a way to teach children,
one, how to play golf, but more impor-
tantly the kind of values that are nec-
essary in order to be successful in life.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues who have spoken on this bill
today, this resolution, and urge all of
my colleagues to support the resolu-
tion.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, sports have
been traditional vehicles for teaching important
life lessons, but today, sport, at its highest lev-
els, is played in an atmosphere where we
have a preponderance of athletes who deny
they have responsibility to be role models, let
alone idols of the young.

There is, however, a sport that not only con-
tinues to teach positive live lessons, but also
depends on an adherence to them for its very
existence. That sport, of course, is golf.

For that reason, | rise today in support of
the efforts of the First Tee initiative. This 2-
year old program has as its mission to impact
the lives of young people around the world by
creating affordable and accessible golf facili-
ties to primarily serve those who have not pre-
viously had exposure to the game and its
positive values. The core values this program
strives to instill are confidence, courtesy, hon-
esty, integrity, judgment, perseverance, re-
spect, responsibility, and sportsmanship. Fur-
ther, while these kids are learning these im-
portant life management skills and enjoying
the outdoors, they are not engaged in mis-
chievous, delinquent activities.

On August 27, 2000, with 129 facilities in
development in 38 states and 1 in Canada,
First Tee surpassed their initial goal of having
100 golf-learning facilities in development.
Since that time, the First Tee has redefined its
goals for the long term by pledging to impact
the lives of 500,000 youth by 2005. The pro-
gram is overseen and has the active support
of a committee comprised of members rep-
resenting the Ladies Professional Golf Asso-
ciation, PGA of America, PGA TOUR, United
States Golf Association and the Augusta Na-
tional Golf Club. In addition, former President
George Bush serves as Honorary Chairman.

Mr. Speaker, First Tee will not only have a
positive impact on our society today, but will
for years to come.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 448.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FED UP HIGHER EDUCATION
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS OF 2002

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4866) to make technical amend-
ments to the Higher Education Act of
19656 incorporating the results of the
Fed Up Initiative, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4866
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCE; EFFEC-
TIVE DATE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“‘Fed Up Higher Education Technical
Amendments of 2002”°.

(b) REFERENCE.—Except as otherwise ex-
pressly provided in this Act, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as otherwise
provided in this Act, the amendments made
by this Act shall take effect on the date of
enactment of this Act.

SEC. 2. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I.—

(1) Section 101(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1001(a)(1)) is
amended by inserting before the semicolon
at the end the following: ‘‘, or students who
meet the requirements of section 484(d)(3)”.

(2)(A) Section 102(a)(2)(A) (20 U.S.C.
1002(a)(2)(A)) is amended to read as follows:

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of
qualifying as an institution under paragraph
(1)(C), the Secretary shall establish criteria
by regulation for the approval of institutions
outside the United States and for the deter-
mination that such institutions are com-
parable to an institution of higher education
as defined in section 101 (except that a grad-
uate medical school, or a veterinary school,
located outside the United States shall not
be required to meet the requirements of sec-
tion 101(a)(4)). Such criteria shall include a
requirement that a student attending such
school outside the United States is ineligible
for loans made, insured, or guaranteed under
part B of title IV unless—

‘(i) in the case of a graduate medical
school located outside the United States—

“(D(aa) at least 60 percent of those en-
rolled in, and at least 60 percent of the grad-
uates of, the graduate medical school outside
the United States were not persons described
in section 484(a)(5) in the year preceding the
year for which a student is seeking a loan
under part B of title IV; and

‘“(bb) at least 60 percent of the individuals
who were students or graduates of the grad-
uate medical school outside the United
States or Canada (both nationals of the
United States and others) taking the exami-
nations administered by the Educational
Commission for Foreign Medical Graduates
received a passing score in the year pre-
ceding the year for which a student is seek-
ing a loan under part B of title IV; or

‘“(IT) the institution has a clinical training
program that was approved by a State as of
January 1, 1992; or

‘(i) in the case of a veterinary school lo-
cated outside the United States that does
not meet the requirements of section
101(a)(4)—

“(I) the institution was certified by the
Secretary as eligible to participate in the
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loan program under part B of title IV before
October 1, 1999; and

“(II) the institution’s students complete
their clinical training at an approved veteri-
nary school located in the United States.”.

(B) The amendment made by subparagraph
(A) shall be effective on and after October 1,
1998.

3) Section  102(a)(3)(A) (20 U.Ss.C.
1002(a)(3)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section
521(4)(C) of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
and Applied Technology Education Act” and
inserting ‘‘section 3(3)(C) of the Carl D. Per-
kins Vocational and Technical Education
Act of 1998”.

(4) Paragraph (7) of section 103 (20 U.S.C.
1003) is amended to read as follows:

‘(7Y NEW BORROWER.—The term ‘new bor-
rower’ when used with respect to any date
for any loan under any provision of—

““(A) part B or part D of title IV means an
individual who on that date has no out-
standing balance of principal or interest
owing on any loan made, insured, or guaran-
teed under either such part; and

“(B) part E of title IV means an individual
who on that date has no outstanding balance
of principal or interest owing on any loan
made under such part.”.

(5) Section 131 (20 U.S.C. 1015) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(3)(A)(iii)—

(i) by striking ‘‘an undergraduate’ and in-
serting ‘‘a full-time undergraduate’’; and

(ii) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘section
428(a)(2)(C)(1)”’ and inserting ‘‘section
428(a)(2)(C)(i1)”’;

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘the costs
for typical” and inserting ‘‘the prices for,
and financial aid provided to, typical’’;

(C) in subsection (¢)(2)(B), by striking
“‘costs’ and inserting ‘‘prices’’; and

(D) in subsection (d)(1) is amended by
striking ‘‘3 years’ and inserting ‘‘4 years’’.

(6) Section 141 (20 U.S.C. 1018) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(2)(B)—

(i) by inserting ‘‘unit’” after
the’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘and, to the extent prac-
ticable, total costs of administering those
programs’’ after ‘‘those programs’’;

(B) in subsection (c)—

(i) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘Each
year’’ and inserting ‘‘Each fiscal year’’;

(ii) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting ‘‘sec-
ondary markets, guaranty agencies,” after
“lenders,”’; and

(iii) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘Chief
Financial Officer Act of 1990 and” and insert-
ing ‘‘Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990,”
and by inserting before the period at the end
the following: ‘‘, and other relevant stat-
utes’’;

(C) in subsection (f)(3)(A), by striking
“paragraph (1)(A)”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(1)’; and

(D) in subsection (g2)(3), by adding at the
end the following new sentence: ‘‘The names
and compensation for those individuals shall
be included in the annual report under sub-
section (¢)(2).”.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II.—Section
207(£)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1027(f)(2)) is amended by
inserting ‘¢, including by electronic means,”’
after ‘‘sent”.

(¢) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE ITI.—

(1) Section 316(b)(3) (20 U.S.C. 1059¢c(b)(3)) is
amended by striking ‘‘give’” and inserting
“given’.

(2) Section 326(e)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1063b(e)(1)) is
amended, in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A), by inserting a colon after ‘‘the fol-
lowing”’.

(3) Section 342(5)(C) (20 U.S.C. 1066a(5)(C))
is amended—

(A) by inserting a comma after ‘‘equip-
ment’”’ the first place it appears; and

(B) by striking ‘‘technology,,” and insert-
ing ‘“‘technology,’.

“to reduce
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(4) Section 343(e) (20 U.S.C. 1066b(e)) is
amended by inserting after the subsection
designation the following: ‘‘SALE OF QUALI-
FIED BONDS.—".

(5) Section 351(a) (20 U.S.C. 1067a(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘of 1979”.

(6) Section 1024 (20 U.S.C. 1135b-3), as trans-
ferred by section 301(a)(5) of the Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1998 (Public Law 105—
244; 112 Stat. 1636), is repealed.

(d) AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF TITLE IV.—

(1) Section 402A (20 U.S.C. 1070a-11) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (e)—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking “(g)(2)”
and inserting ‘“(g)(4)”’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(g)(2)”
and inserting ‘“(g)(4)”’; and

(B) in subsection (g)—

(i) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as paragraphs (3) through (6), respec-
tively; and

(ii) by inserting before paragraph (3), as re-
designated, the following:

‘(1) DIFFERENT CAMPUS.—The term ‘dif-
ferent campus’ means an institutional site
that—

‘“(A) is geographically apart from the main
campus of the institution;

“(B) is permanent in nature; and

‘“(C) offers courses in educational programs
leading to a degree, certificate, or other rec-
ognized educational credential.

‘(2) DIFFERENT POPULATION.—The term
‘different population’ means a group of indi-
viduals, with respect to whom an entity
seeks to serve through an application for
funding under this chapter, that is—

“‘(A) separate and distinct from any other
population that the entity seeks to serve
through an application for funding under
this chapter; or

‘“(B) while sharing some of the same char-
acteristics as another population that the
entity seeks to serve through an application
for funding under this chapter, has distinct
needs for specialized services.”’.

(2)(A) Section 404A(b) (20 U.S.C. 1070a—21(b))
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

‘(3) DURATION.—An award made by the
Secretary under this chapter to an eligible
entity described in paragraph (1) or (2) of
subsection (c) shall be for the period of 6
years.”’.

(B) The amendment made by subparagraph
(A) shall apply to awards made either before
or after the date of enactment of this Act.

(3) Section 407E (20 U.S.C. 1070a-35) is re-
designated as section 406E.

(4) Section 419C(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1070d-
33(b)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘“‘and’ after
the semicolon at the end thereof.

(5) Section 419D(d) (20 U.S.C. 1070d-34(d)) is
amended by striking ‘“Public Law 95-1134"
and inserting ‘“Public Law 95-134"".

(e) AMENDMENTS TO PART B OF TITLE IV.—

1) Section  428(a)(2)(A) (20 TU.S.C.
1078(a)(2)(A)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end of sub-
clause (II) of clause (i); and

(B) by moving the margin of clause (iii)
two ems to the left.

2) Section  428(b)(1)(G) (20 TU.S.C.
1078(b)(1)(G)) is amended by inserting before
the semicolon at the end the following: ‘‘and
100 percent of the unpaid principal amount of
exempt claims as defined in subsection
©@(G&)”.

(3) Section 428(c) (20 U.S.C. 1078(c)) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as
subparagraph (H), and moving such subpara-
graph 2 em spaces to the left; and

(ii) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the
following new subparagraph:
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‘“(G)(1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of this section, in the case of exempt
claims, the Secretary shall apply the provi-
sions of—

‘“(I) the fourth sentence of subparagraph
(A) by substituting ‘100 percent’ for ‘95 per-
cent’;

‘“(IT) subparagraph (B)(i) by substituting
‘100 percent’ for ‘85 percent’; and

‘“(IIT) subparagraph (B)(ii) by substituting
‘100 percent’ for ‘75 percent’.

‘“(i1) For purposes of clause (i) of this sub-
paragraph, the term ‘exempt claims’ means
claims with respect to loans for which it is
determined that the borrower (or the student
on whose behalf a parent has borrowed),
without the lender’s or the institution’s
knowledge at the time the loan was made,
provided false or erroneous information or
took actions that caused the borrower or the
student to be ineligible for all or a portion of
the loan or for interest benefits thereon.”.

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘in
writing”’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘(10) DOCUMENTATION OF FORBEARANCE
AGREEMENTS.—For the purposes of paragraph
(3), the terms of forbearance agreed to by the
parties shall be documented by confirming
the agreement of the borrower by notice
from the lender, and by recording the terms
in the borrower’s file.”.

(4) Section 428C(a)(3)(B) (20 U.S.C. 1078
3(a)(3)(B)) is amended by adding at the end
the following new clause:

‘(i) Loans made under this section shall,
to the extent used to discharge loans made
under this title, be counted against the ap-
plicable limitations on aggregate indebted-
ness contained in sections  425(a)(2),
428(b)(1)(B), 428H(d), 455, and 464(a)(2)(B).”.

(5) Section 428H(e) (20 U.S.C. 1078-8(e)) is
amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (6); and

(B) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (6).

(6) Section 428I(g) (20 U.S.C. 1078-9(g)) is
amended by striking ‘‘Code,” and inserting
“Code”.

(@) Section 432(m)(1)(B)
1082(m)(1)(B)) is amended—

(A) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘and” after
the semicolon at the end; and

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘; and” and
inserting a period.

(8) Section 439(d) (20 U.S.C. 1087-2(d)) is
amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (3); and

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively.

(f) AMENDMENT TO PART D.—Section
457(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1087g(a)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘431’ and inserting ‘‘437’.

(g) AMENDMENTS TO PART E OF TITLE IV.—

(1) Section 462(2)(LH(E)I)N(T) (20 U.S.C.
1087bb(g)(1)(E)(i)(I)) is amended by inserting
“monthly’’ after ‘‘consecutive’’.

2) Section  464(c)(1)(D) (20 U.s.C.
1087dd(c)(1)(D)) is amended by redesignating
subclauses (I) and (II) as clauses (i) and (ii),
respectively.

(3) Section 464(h)(1)(A) is amended—

(A) by inserting ‘¢, if practicable (as deter-
mined in accordance with regulations of the
Secretary),” after ‘‘the loan shall’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘¢, if such loan is consid-
ered rehabilitated,” after ‘‘the Secretary)
shall”.

(4) Section 465(a)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1087ee(a)(2))
is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 111(c)” and inserting ‘‘section
1113(a)(5)’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘“With
Disabilities”” and inserting ‘‘with Disabil-
ities™.

(20 U.S.C.
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(5) Section 467(b) (20 U.S.C. 1087gg(b)) is
amended by striking ““(56)(A), (5)(B)(@i), or (6)”
and inserting ‘“‘(4)(A), (4)(B), or (5)”’.

(6) Section 469(c) (20 U.S.C. 1087ii(c)) is
amended—

(A) by striking
672(1)” and inserting
632(5)"’;

(B) by striking ‘‘qualified professional pro-
vider of early intervention services’” and in-
serting ‘“‘early intervention services’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘section 672(2)”’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 632(4)”.

(h) AMENDMENTS TO PART F OF TITLE IV.—

(1) Section 478(h) (20 U.S.C. 1087rr(h)) is
amended—

(A) by striking “476(b)(4)(B),”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘meals away from home,
apparel and upkeep, transportation, and
housekeeping services” and inserting ‘‘food
away from home, apparel, transportation,
and household furnishings and operations’.

(2) Section 479A(a) (20 U.S.C. 1087tt(a)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE ADJUSTMENTS.—

‘“‘sections 602(a)(1) and
‘‘sections 602(3) and

‘(1) ADJUSTMENTS FOR SPECIAL CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—"’;
(B) by inserting before ‘‘Special cir-

cumstances may’’ the following:

“(2) SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES DEFINED.—’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘a student’s status as a
ward of the court at any time prior to at-
taining 18 years of age,”” after ‘‘487,”.

(D) by inserting before ‘‘Adequate docu-
mentation’ the following:

‘“(3) DOCUMENTATION AND USE OF SUPPLE-

MENTARY INFORMATION.—"’; and
(E) by inserting before ‘“No student’” the
following:

‘‘(4) FEES FOR SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
PROHIBITED.—’.

(i) AMENDMENTS TO PARTS G AND H OF
TITLE IV.—

(1) Section 483(d) (20 U.S.C. 1090(d)) is
amended by striking ‘‘that is authorized
under section 685(d)(2)(C)”’ and inserting ‘, or
other appropriate provider of technical as-
sistance and information on postsecondary
educational services, that is supported under
section 685.

(2) Section 484 (20 U.S.C. 1091) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(4), by striking ‘‘cer-
tification,,” and inserting ‘‘certification,’’;

(B) in subsection (b)(2)—

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘‘section 428A”’ and inserting
‘“‘section 428H"’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by inserting
“and’ after the semicolon at the end thereof;

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘;
and” and inserting a period; and

(iv) by striking subparagraph (C); and

(C) in subsection (1)(1)(B)(i), by striking
“‘section 521(4)(C) of the Carl D. Perkins Vo-
cational and Applied Technology Education
Act” and inserting ‘‘section 3(3)(C) of the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical
Education Act of 1998"".

(3)(A) Section 484B (20 U.S.C. 1091b) is
amended—

(i) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘sub-
part 4 of part A or” after ‘‘received under’’;

(ii) in subsection (2)(3)(B)(ii), by inserting
‘“‘(as determined in accordance with sub-
section (d))” after ‘‘student has completed’’;

(iii) in subsection (b)(2), by amending sub-
paragraph (C) to read as follows:

¢“(C) GRANT OVERPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—
Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A) and (B),
a student shall only be required to return
grant assistance in the amount (if any) by
which—

‘(i) the amount to be returned by the stu-
dent (as determined under subparagraphs (A)
and (B)), exceeds
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‘‘(ii) b0 percent of the total grant assist-
ance received by the student under this title
for the payment period or period of enroll-
ment.

A student shall not be required to return
amounts of $50 or less.”’; and

(iv) in subsection (d), by striking
“(a)(3)(B)(1)”’ and inserting ‘“‘(a)(3)(B)”’.

(B) The amendments made by subpara-
graph (A) shall be effective for academic
years beginning on or after July 1, 2003, ex-
cept that, in the case of an institution of
higher education that chooses to implement
such amendments prior to that date, such
amendments shall be effective on the date of
such institution’s implementation.

(4) Section 485(a)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1092(a)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘mailings, and” and in-
serting ‘‘mailings, or”’.

(5) Section 485B(a) (20 U.S.C. 1092b(a)) is
amended—

(A) Dby redesignating paragraphs (6)
through (10) as paragraphs (7) through (11),
respectively;

(B) by redesignating the paragraph (5) (as
added by section 2008 of Public Law 101-239)
as paragraph (6); and

(C) in paragraph (5) (as added by section
204(3) of the National Community Service
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-610))—

(1) by striking ‘(22 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.)),”
and inserting ‘(22 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.),”’; and

(ii) by striking the period at the end there-
of and inserting a semicolon.

(6) Section 487(a) (20 U.S.C.
amended—

(A) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘refund
policy” and inserting ‘‘policy on the return
of title IV funds’’; and

(B) in paragraph (23)—

(i) by moving subparagraph (C) two em
spaces to the left; and

(ii) by adding after such subparagraph the
following new subparagraph:

‘(D) An institution shall be considered in
compliance with the requirements of sub-
paragraph (A) for any student to whom the
institution electronically transmits a mes-
sage containing a voter registration form ac-
ceptable for use in the State in which the in-
stitution is located, or an Internet address
where such a form can be downloaded, pro-
vided such information is in an electronic
message devoted to voter registration.”.

(7) Section 491(c) (20 U.S.C. 1098(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘“(3) The appointment of members under
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1)
shall be effective upon publication of the ap-
pointment in the Congressional Record.”.

(8) Section 493A (20 U.S.C. 1098c) is re-
pealed.

(9) Section 498 (20 U.S.C. 1099¢c) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (¢)(2), by striking ‘‘for
profit,”” and inserting ‘‘for-profit,”’;

(B) in subsection (d)(1)(B), by inserting
“and” at the end thereof.

(j) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE V.—Section
504(a) (20 U.S.C. 1101c(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking the following:

‘“(a) AWARD PERIOD.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary”
and inserting the following:

‘“(a) AWARD PERIOD.—The Secretary’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (2).

(k) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VII.—

(1) Section T14(c) (20 U.S.C. 1135c(c)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘section 716(a)”’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 715(a)’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘section 714(b)(2)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 713(b)(2)”.

(2) Section T721(c) (20 U.S.C.
amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end of para-
graph (4);
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(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (5) and inserting a semicolon; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘“(6) to assist such students with the devel-
opment of analytical skills and study meth-
ods to enhance their success in entry into
and completion of law school; and

‘(7 to award Thurgood Marshall Fellow-
ships to eligible law school students—

‘“(A) who participated in summer insti-
tutes authorized by subsection (d) and who
are enrolled in an accredited law school; or

“(B) who are eligible law school students
who have successfully completed a com-
parable summer institute program certified
by the Council on Legal Educational Oppor-
tunity.”.

SEC. 3. CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 103 (20 U.S.C.
1003), as amended by section 2(a)(4), is fur-
ther amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(16) as paragraphs (2) through (17), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so
redesignated) the following new paragraph:

‘(1) AUTHORIZING COMMITTEES.—The term
‘authorizing committees’ means the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions of the Senate and the Committee
on Education and the Workforce of the
House of Representatives.”.

(b) COMMITTEES.—

(1) The following provisions are each
amended by striking ‘“‘Committee on Labor
and Human Resources of the Senate and the
Committee on Education and the Workforce
of the House of Representatives’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘authorizing committees’’:

(A) Section 131(a)(3)(B)
1015(a)(3)(B)).

(B) Section 131(c)(4) (20 U.S.C. 1015(c)(4)).

(C) Section 206(d) (20 U.S.C. 1026(d)).

(D) Section 207(c)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1027(c)(1)).

(E) Section 428(g) (20 U.S.C. 1078(g)).

(20 U.s.C.

(F) Section 428A(a)(4) (20 U.S.C. 1078-
1(a)(4)).

(G) Section 428A(c)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1078-
1(c)(2)).

(H) Section 428A(c)(3) (20 U.S.C. 1078-
1(0)®3)).

(I) Section 428A(c)(5) (20 U.S.C. 1078-1(c)(H)).
(J) Section  455(b)(8)(B) (20 U.S.C.
1087e(b)(8)(B)).

(K) Section 483(c) (20 U.S.C. 1090(c)).

(L) Section 486(e) (20 U.S.C. 1093(e)).

(M) Section 486(f)(3)(A) (20 U.S.C.
1093(£)(3)(A)).

(N) Section 486(H)(3)(B) (20 U.S.C.
1093(£)(3)(B)).

(0) Section 487A(a)(d) (20 U.Ss.C.
1094a(a)(5)).

P) Section 487A(b)(2) (20 U.s.C.
1094a(0)(2)).

(Q) Section 487AM)(3)(B) (20 U.S.C.
1094a(b)(3)(B)).

(R) Section 498B(d)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1099c—
2(d)(1)).

(S) Section 498B(d)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1099c-

2(d)(2)).

(2) The following provisions are each
amended by striking ‘‘Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate”
and inserting ‘‘authorizing committees’’.

(A) Section 141(d)4)(B) (20 U.S.C.
1018(d)(4)(B)).

(B) Section 428(n)(4) (20 U.S.C. 1078(n)(4)).

(C) The last sentence of section 432(n) (20
U.S.C. 1082(n)).

(D) Section  485(f)(6)(A) (20 U.S.C.
1092(£)(5)(A)).

(BE) Section 485(g)(4)(B) (20 U.S.C.
1092(g)(4)(B)).

(3) Section 206(a) (20 U.S.C. 1026(a)) is
amended by striking ¢, the Committee on
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Labor and Human Resources of the Senate,
and the Committee on Education and the
Workforce of the House of Representatives”
and inserting ‘‘and the authorizing commit-
tees”.

(4) Section 401(f)(3) (20 U.S.C. 1070a(f)(3)) is
amended by striking ‘“‘Committee on Appro-
priations and the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate and the
Committee on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce of
the House of Representatives’ and inserting
“Committees on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives and the au-
thorizing committees’.

5) Section  428(¢c)(9)(K) (20 TU.s.C.
1078(c)(9)(K)) is amended by striking ‘‘House
Committee on Education and the Workforce
and the Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources’” and inserting ‘‘author-
izing committees’’.

(6) Section 428I(h) (20 U.S.C. 1078-9(h)) is
amended by striking ‘‘Chairman of the Sen-
ate Labor and Human Resources Committee
and the House Committee on Education and
Labor” and inserting ‘‘chairpersons of the
authorizing committees’.

) Section 432(£)(1)(C) (20 U.s.C.
1082(f)(1)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce of
the House of Representatives or the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the
Senate’ and inserting ‘‘either of the author-
izing committees’’.

(8) Section 439(d)(1)(E)({ii) (20 U.S.C. 1087-
2(d)(1)(E)(iii)) is amended by striking ‘‘Chair-
man and the Ranking Member on the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the
Senate and the Chairman and the Ranking
Member of the Committee on Education and
Labor of the House of Representatives’ and
inserting ‘‘chairpersons and ranking minor-
ity members of the authorizing commit-
tees”.

(9) Paragraphs (3) and (8)(C) of section
439(r) (20 U.S.C. 1087-2(r)) are each amended
by striking ‘‘Chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate, the Chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Education and Labor of the
House of Representatives,” and inserting
‘“‘chairpersons and ranking minority mem-
bers of the authorizing committees’’.

(10) Paragraphs (5)(B) and (10) of section
439(r) (20 U.S.C. 1087-2(r)) are each amended
by striking ‘‘Chairman and ranking minority
member of the Senate Committee on Labor
and Human Resources and to the Chairman
and ranking minority member of the House
Committee on Education and Labor’ and in-
serting ‘‘chairpersons and ranking minority
members of the authorizing committees’’.

(11) Section 439(r)(6)(B) (20 U.S.C. 1087-
2(r)(6)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘Chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the
Senate and to the Chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor of the House of Representa-
tives”’ and inserting ‘‘chairpersons and rank-
ing minority members of the authorizing
committees”.

(12) Section 439(s)(2)(A) (20 U.S.C. 1087-
2(s)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘Chairman
and Ranking Member of the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate
and the Chairman and Ranking Member of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities of the House of Rep-
resentatives’” and inserting ‘‘chairpersons
and ranking minority members of the au-
thorizing committees’’.

(13) Section 439(s)(2)(B) (20 U.S.C. 1087-
2(s)(2)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘Chairman
and Ranking Minority Member of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the
Senate and Chairman and Ranking Minority
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Member of the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities of the House of
Representatives’” and inserting ‘‘chair-
persons and ranking minority members of
the authorizing committees’.

(14) Section 482(d) (20 U.S.C. 1089(d)) is
amended by striking ‘“‘Committee on Labor
and Human Resources of the Senate and the
Committee on Education and Labor of the
House of Representatives’” and inserting
“‘authorizing committees”.

(¢) ADDITIONAL CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Clauses (i) and (ii) of section 425(a)(2)(A)
(20 U.S.C. 1075(a)(2)(A)) are each amended by
striking ‘‘428A or 428B’’ and inserting ‘‘428B
or 428H".

(2) Section 428(a)(2)(E) (20 U.s.C.
1078(a)(2)(E)) is amended by striking ‘‘428A
or”.

(3) Clauses (i) and (ii) of section 428(b)(1)(B)
(20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)(B)) are each amended by
striking ‘“428A or 428B’’ and inserting ‘‘428B
or 428H"’.

4 Section  428(b)(1)(Q) (20 U.s.C.
1078(b)(1)(Q)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec-
tions 428A and 428B”’ and inserting ‘‘section
428B or 428H"".

5) Section  428(b)(7)(C) (20 U.s.C.
1078(b)(7)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘428A,
428B,”’ and inserting ‘‘428B”’.

(6) Section 428G(c)(2) (20 U.S.C. 1078-7(c)(2))
is amended by striking ‘‘428A’° and inserting
“428H”’.

(7) The heading for section 433(e) (20 U.S.C.
1083(e)) is amended by striking ‘‘SLS LOANS
AND”’.

(8) Section 433(e) (20 U.S.C. 1083(e)) is
amended by striking ‘‘428A, 428B,” and in-
serting ‘‘428B”’.

(9) Section 435(a)(3) (20 U.S.C. 1085(a)(3)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (B).

(10) Section  435(A)(1)(G) (20 U.S.C.
1085(d)(1)(G)) is amended by striking
““428A(d), 428B(d), 428C,” and inserting

“428B(d), 428C, 428H,"".

(11) Section 435(m) (20 U.S.C. 1085(m)) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)(A),
428A.,; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(D), by striking ‘‘428A°’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘428H’.

(12) Section 438(c)(6) (20 U.S.C. 1087-1(c)(6))
is amended—

(A) by striking “SLS AND PLUS” in the
heading and inserting “PLUS’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘428A or”’.

(13) Section 438(c)(7) (20 U.S.C. 1087-1(c)(7))
is amended by striking ‘‘428A or’’.

(14) Nothing in the amendments made by
this subsection shall be construed to alter
the terms, conditions, and benefits applica-
ble to Federal supplemental loans for stu-
dents (‘‘SLS loans’’) under section 428A as in
effect prior to July 1, 1994 (20 U.S.C. 1078-1).

(d) HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF
1998.—

(1) Section 801(d) of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998 (20 U.S.C. 1018 note) is
amended by striking ‘‘Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives, the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources of the Senate,” and
inserting ‘‘authorizing committees’’.

(2) Section 802(b) of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998 is amended by striking
“Committee on Education and the Work-
force of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources
of the Senate’” and inserting ‘‘authorizing
committees”.

(3) The following provisions of the Higher
Education Amendments of 1998 are each
amended by striking ‘“Committee on Labor

“

by striking ¢,
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and Human Resources of the Senate and the
Committee on Education and the Workforce
of the House of Representatives’ and insert-
ing ‘‘authorizing committees’.

(A) Section 803(b) (20 U.S.C. 1015 note).

(B) Section 805(b) (20 U.S.C. 1001 note).

(C) Section 806(c).

(4) Section 804(b) of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998 (20 U.S.C. 1099b note) is
amended by striking ‘‘Chairman and Rank-
ing Minority Member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate”
and inserting ‘‘chairpersons and ranking mi-
nority members of the authorizing commit-
tees”’.

(5) Section 861(b) of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998 is amended by striking
“Committees on Ways and Means and on
Education and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives and the Committees on Fi-
nance and on Labor and Human Resources of
the Senate” and inserting ‘“‘Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate, and the authorizing committees’’.

SEC. 4. NO DELAY IN IMPLEMENTATION.

Sections 482(c) and 492 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1089(c), 1098a)
shall not apply to the regulations imple-
menting the amendments made by this Act.
SEC. 5. STUDY OF TEACHER PREPARATION.

Within six months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General
shall conduct a study of and submit to Con-
gress a report on—

(1) which States and which institutions of
higher education require passage on State
teacher licensure exams in order for can-
didates to be admitted to a teacher prepara-
tion program or to declare an education
major;

(2) which States and which institutions of
higher education award diplomas, degrees, or
other certificates to students in any subject
area, but subsequently only consider them to
have successfully completed a teacher prepa-
ration or other education program if they
pass one or more State licensure exams;

(3) which States and which institutions of
higher education award diplomas, degrees, or
other certificates to students in education or
teaching, but subsequently only consider
them to have successfully completed a
teacher preparation or education program if
they pass one or more State licensure exams;

(4) the extent to which States and institu-
tions of higher education, through means
other than (1), (2), or (3), are, for the pur-
poses of section 207(f)(1)(A) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1027(f)(1)(A)),
treating as completing their teacher prepa-
ration programs only those students who
pass State teacher licensure or certification
assessments;

(5) the extent to which the practices de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (4) may
mislead or incompletely inform students and
policymakers concerning the quality of such
teacher preparation programs; and

(6) what assistance, if any, the States or
institutions described in paragraphs (1)
through (4) give to enrolled students and
graduates who take but do not pass one or
more teacher licensing exams.

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

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members

H4701

may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4866.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 4866, the Fed
Up Higher Education Technical
Amendments of 2002. The bill provides
for technical amendments to the High-
er Education Act.

This bill has had bipartisan support
throughout its process. The develop-
ment of the bill was done in an open,
fully cooperative manner with my
friends on the other side of the aisle.
The foundation of this bill has been the
FED UP process put forward by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON) and the gentlewoman from
Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) just about a year
ago whereby student aid and higher
education officials across the country
had an opportunity to provide pro-
posals on how to improve the programs
in the Higher Education Act while
maintaining the integrity of the stu-
dent loan programs.

Everyone in the higher education
community has enthusiastically sup-
ported the FED UP process, and this
bill is intended to address the non-
controversial, budget-neutral changes
to the Higher Education Act that will
assist in reducing red tape.

It also clears the decks of clerical
and technical problems within the act
that set the stage for the committee to
begin the reauthorization process next
year.

The Secretary of Education and his
staff were also enthusiastic partners in
this process. He initiated a negotiated
rulemaking process with the higher
education community to address those
proposals submitted via the FED UP
Web site that were purely regulatory in
nature. In a few short months, the ne-
gotiations were completed, and we ex-
pect the regulations will soon be re-
leased in draft form.

From its earliest stages this has been
a collaborative and open process with
no preconceived agenda, and when this
bill was drafted, great care was given
to ensure no amendments were made to
current law without full agreement of
Members of both sides of the aisle.

This legislation, while technical, also
makes for a number of other positive
improvements for students and institu-
tions. It helps students avoid default-
ing on their student loans by removing
barriers to students seeking forbear-
ance from lenders on their student loan
payments. It makes clear that home
schoolers can receive Federal aid. It
makes clear that Federal scholarship
aid can go to low-income and minority
students for law school. It improves
the flow of information to students,
protects students’ grant aid upon with-
drawal from a college or university,
and I am particularly pleased that this
legislation eases aid requirements for
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America’s Hispanic-serving institu-
tions, allowing them to apply for Fed-
eral grants without waiting 2 years be-
tween applications.

This provision complements Presi-
dent Bush’s fiscal year 2003 budget
which includes $89.1 million for the de-
veloping Hispanic-Serving Institutions
Program, an increase of $3.1 million to
expand and enhance support for insti-
tutions that serve a large percentage of
Hispanic students.

I wish we could have gone further to
address two specific issues that are not
in the bill. One is providing an exten-
sion of two expiring provisions in the
Higher Education Act that encourage
low default rates amongst institutions
and provides student loans more quick-
ly to students.

The second is clarifying the provision
of denying title IV aid eligibility for
students convicted of the sale or the
possession of a controlled substance.
The law, as written, has the unintended
effect of including students who may
have had a drug conviction before they
were enrolled in higher education or re-
ceiving financial aid.

I want to thank my colleagues on the
committee, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU), and the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SOUDER), for all of their as-
sistance in trying to find ways to get
these important provisions enacted. I
also want to thank the Secretary of
Education and his staff who were great
partners in our efforts to find a way to
pay for these provisions.

However, our attempts to reach a
compromise on budgetary offsets were
unfortunately unsuccessful, and we are
going to continue our efforts to address
these issues early in the next Congress,
but as we begin the preparation for the
reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, this legislation will also
allow us to move forward with updat-
ing our laws with regard to many cler-
ical and grammatical errors that are
contained in the current bill. Our time
and resources will then be available to
deal with the more intricate policy
issues before us.

The legislation was created in an ef-
fort to do what was right for students,
institutions and others involved with
providing higher education. It was de-
veloped in a cooperative, bipartisan
manner and should be passed today on
an overwhelmingly yes vote so it can
be sent to the other body for swift ac-
tion before the summer district work
period.

I would urge my colleagues today to
vote yes on H.R. 4866.

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this legislation, not so much on its
merits. It does a number of good
things, technical changes to be done,
but really, this is really about an im-
portant part of this institution, and
that is, to whether or not the minority
will be given an opportunity to affect
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and change hopefully bills that come
through this House or whether or not
we will be disenfranchised by the man-
ner in which the process is run.

I say that as one who has had a very
good relationship with the chairman of
my committee where we were able to
work on the Leave No Child Behind
bill, and we have been able to work in
the committee on an ongoing basis, but
in this particular instance, where we
had the one opportunity that we will
have in this Congress, in this com-
mittee, to address a number of impor-
tant issues, to meet other Members of
the committee on the Democratic side
of the aisle, we find that we were, in
fact, closed out.

Again, it is not about the language of
this bill, but it is about the oppor-
tunity and whether or not we would
have been able to offer amendments to
this legislation that were important to
us, and what we see is a continuing
pattern in the House of Representa-
tives, whether it is on the floor of this
House, now that has drifted into the
committee, on whether or not Demo-
crats will be allowed to offer amend-
ments.

What we see is where we represent 49
percent of the country and the districts
in which we have been elected, we find
out that we are not allowed to offer
amendments. We are not allowed to
offer amendments if we can win those
amendments. We are not allowed those
amendments if it means the Repub-
lican must take a tough vote, if they
disagree with it. We are not allowed to
offer those amendments if it means the
bill might take an extra few minutes of
consideration, and yet basically the
Congress has been working on a Tues-
day-to-Thursday schedule.

Why the disenfranchisement of the
Democratic Members? I think it is sim-
ply because they choose not to have us
be able to articulate policy differences
that we have with them. This was true
on the welfare bill where simply
amendments were not allowed. We were
allowed a substitute. We all know that
legislative gimmick. There are enough
things in a substitute that everybody
can justify a no vote or a yes vote but
with amendments.

The same was true on pensions. The
same was true on the securities legisla-
tion where we just limited access to
the Democrats to offer this kind of leg-
islation.

One would think this was a politburo.
One would not think this was the peo-
ple’s House where theoretically each
and every Member should be given an
opportunity to voice his or her concern
as legislation moves through the House
of Representatives, through the com-
mittees, to offer amendments that
some of us may like or not like, where
we take a vote, a person wins or they
lose. This is the politics that rules the
House. That is what people come to ex-
pect. Now we are simply prevented
from raising these issues.

This is not just about us and the
process of the House. In this case, this
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was about whether or not we were
going to be able to offer amendments
to deal with whether or not there
would be loan forgiveness for teachers
that were trying to attract, that we
recognize in the Leave No Child Behind
Act, to try to attract teachers to high
poverty schools, to try to attract
teachers to come in and teach in math
and sciences, to teach in special edu-
cation, all of the areas that we know
we have a shortage.

Would America’s children, would
America’s parents, would America’s
schools have an opportunity to be able
to attract additional teachers to those
areas where there is the shortage,
where there is a difficulty with the per-
formance of America’s school children
on testing in math and science where
we were ranked in the world? We are
foreclosed from having that debate and
offering that opportunity.

The gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MCCARTHY) wanted to offer the
right to make sure that those who are
lost family members in 9/11 would have
their student loans forgiven where the
first responders were killed. We were
told by the majority leader we would
have an opportunity to have a vote on
that amendment. We were told that
last year. We are still waiting. This is
one of the last vehicles where we may
have been able to come through and
offer such an amendment.

We wanted to offer an amendment to
deal with the questions of vocational
education and the enforcement of title
IX. These are amendments that may
win and they may lose, but the fact of
the matter is we were precluded from
it. This is a good technical amend-
ments bill. This is a good corrections
bill, but that should not preclude it.

The majority says, well, it is getting
too heavy; the bill is getting too heavy.
That is not for them to determine.
That is for the body to determine. It
may not be too heavy to get out of
committee, may get too heavy to get
off the floor, the amendments may
lose. That is the process the people in
this country are supposedly guaran-
teed, but we see more and more that
that process is closed down.

So the end result is the matters of
great concern, matters of merit, to
millions of people across this country
will be foreclosed from being consid-
ered in this Congress.

The question of whether or not we
have loan forgiveness, the loan forgive-
ness is a Republican amendment. The
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM) and I are cosponsors of this
effort. It was in the President’s budget.
This is not some controversial idea we
thought up to gig somebody. This is
what the President said we should do.
This is what the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) and the com-
mittee said we should do, and many
people cosponsored that effort to do
that, but we are precluded from offer-
ing it.

The FETA program was an out-
growth of an idea about what is the
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biggest problems these schools are hav-
ing. The number one reason, one al-
luded to, was the question of what hap-
pens to students who had a violation of
controlled substance laws prior to their
entering a school of higher education.
We cannot even address that in this
bill now. We were going to offer the
amendment. It was in the bill at one
time. It was taken out of the bill. We
talked to them and we were going to
put it back in. What happened? The
committee meeting was cancelled. Now
we find ourselves on the floor in the
suspension and we are denying Amer-
ica’s teachers, we are denying Amer-
ica’s schools an opportunity to try and
get additional help to them.

For that reason, I oppose this bill
and I would ask my colleagues to do
the same.

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

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

As I said earlier, the whole FED UP
process was really a rather innovative
idea put together in a bipartisan way
to try to get input from educators and
those involved in higher education
around the country, and my colleague,
the subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON)
will get into more of that in detail.

What we tried to do was to do on a
regulatory side what could be done,
and the Secretary of Education has
done a good job in addressing many of
these comments that we received on
that that could be addressed in the reg-
ulatory process in that venue. What we
are trying to do here was to find those
issues where there was bipartisan sup-
port that did not cost money.

My colleagues all know we have to
live under the Budget Act. There are
three issues that we desperately want-
ed in this bill from our side of the aisle,
the two extenders and the drug provi-
sion that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) just re-
ferred to. We could not find budgetary
offsets. Together those three issues did
not even cost $10 million a year.

Some of the proposals outlined by my
good friend and colleague from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) cost far
more than that. We would love to ad-
dress forgiving teachers student loans
for those in title I schools, $2756 million
in budget authority. How about allow-
ing judges to set aside the ban on stu-
dent aid for drug offenders, I think
misconstrued by the Department, but
again to fix it, $135 million in budget
authority. Or how about the proposal
by the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MCCARTHY), my good friend and
colleague, someone whom I have been
frankly working to try to help, on for-
giving student loans for spouses of vic-
tims of 9/11, $3 million.

We did not put our proposals in the
bill that cost money, and the proposals
that have been outlined by my col-
league cost significant amounts of
money, and the fact is that the offset-
ting amounts from somewhere were
never presented.
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What we have before us is a very
good bill, and what we should not do
here is we should not let the perfect be-
come the enemy of the good. The gen-
tleman knows we have a very good bill
on the floor today. It has broad support
in the higher-education community,
and it deserves the broad support of all
of our colleagues. So let us not let the
perfect become the enemy of the good.

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, on the ques-
tion of budget authority, the gen-
tleman made a determination that this
cost money and there were no offsets.
The gentleman said there were no off-
sets, but he would not even let us look
for offsets for these amendments. We
also happen to have a number of free
amendments. We happen to have a
number of free amendments we are
willing to offer.

The second thing is, the gentleman
wanted to do something that was not
controversial, where there could be
agreement. On that theory, we just
went through the securities bill in the
House that turned out to be an embar-
rassment to everybody because, today,
people ran down to the floor to add
criminal penalties on almost a unani-
mous vote. So the question on that
point, the Republicans were deter-
mining what is controversial. They
said if we have criminal penalties
against people who perpetrate fraud,
that would be controversial and they
left it out of the securities bill. In the
Senate today it was 97 to 0, and this
morning it was 400 to something.

So, again, my colleagues are setting
themselves up as the arbiters of what
is controversial, what can be consid-
ered, and what cannot be considered.
That is not democracy. That looks like
forms of government that we fight
against around the world. That is not a
democracy. In our democracy, we take
a vote and we win or we lose. We get
excited about winning, and we lick our
wounds when we lose and come back
another day. But that is not what is
happening here. So this is far beyond
that.

People were not raising the budget
act when the farm bill passed through
here. Or, actually, the gentleman was
raising the budget act when the farm
bill came through here, but the leader-
ship was not raising the budget act
when the farm bill came through here;
and they are not raising it now in the
supplemental. So the notion that some-
how loan forgiveness for teachers is
completely out of consideration, let
the Members decide that. Let the Mem-
bers decide if we want to make trade-
offs.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose what is a good bill. I oppose it be-
cause there is a larger principle at
stake here, and that is the reasonable
right of the minority to have its say in
the process of writing legislation.

The House has been here before, Mr.
Speaker. Exactly 11 years and 1 day
ago, a Member of this House came to
the floor and protested a procedure and
used these words: ‘‘This rule might
aptly be called the representative de-
mocracy displacement rule since its
substitutes the judgment of the major-
ity leadership for that of the 435 freely
elected Members of this House. It is
ironic, Mr. Speaker, that as dictatorial
governments around the world are al-
lowing democracy to flourish, democ-
racy does not flourish in the House of
Representatives.”

That speaker was not a Democrat
disenchanted with the present major-
ity, it was the present chairman of the
Committee on Rules, the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER), who used
those words 11 years ago. He was talk-
ing about a rule where the minority
was given a substitute of its own
version of a bill that would outlaw the
use of replacement workers in a strike.
We have not been given such preroga-
tives.

When the debt ceiling limitation was
brought to this floor, the minority was
not given the right to offer our own
plan. When the prescription drug ben-
efit legislation was brought to this
floor, the minority was not given the
right to offer its own plan. With this
bill, as the gentleman from California
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER) just said, our
ideas to forgive student loans for those
willing to teach in disadvantaged
schools, to forgive the student loans of
heroes who gave up their lives on Sep-
tember 11, to make sure that civil
rights laws are enforced under voca-
tional education programs, our ideas
were deemed unworthy of being consid-
ered by this body.

Mr. Speaker, this process is unwor-
thy of this body. It is one more exam-
ple of the arrogant imposition of ma-
jority will. It is one more reason why
people should rise up and vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this bill.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on 21st Century
Competitiveness.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in strong support of
H.R. 4866, the FED UP Higher Edu-
cation Technical Amendments Act.

I would like to thank the chairman,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), and the ranking members,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) and the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK), for their sup-
port and leadership.

The success of FED UP, which is
short for Upping the Effectiveness of
Our Federal Student Aid Program, and
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openness of the entire process should
serve as a model of collaboration and
partnership at all levels.

When we began this process last year,
I stated early on that I had absolutely
no agenda to push; that my only con-
sideration was to promote an initiative
that benefits students so that we could
increase access to higher education. To
this end, the ranking member, the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK),
and I solicited comments from across
the country, from college officials, ad-
ministrators, and other personnel who
operate America’s institutions of high-
er learning in order to determine which
regulations or statutory provisions
could be modified or eliminated in
order to remove regulatory burdens.
We have 800 pages of Federal regula-
tions dealing with higher education,
and we were trying to simplify this
process.

While participating in the process,
Richard Atkinson, president of the
University of California, states ‘‘Our
efforts to keep tuition reasonable and
affordable for students are undermined
by the enormous compliance costs as-
sociated with Federal regulations.
While we must ensure and document
that Federal funds are spent properly,
the current regulatory morass only in-
creases costs and diverts faculty and
staff from more productive activities.”

Peggy Stock, president of West-
minster College in Utah, said she could
not ‘‘remember the last time someone
asked us what was wrong and what we
could do to make it better.”

In just 3 months, we set up a Web
page, and we asked for responses from
all the schools around the country; and
we received over 3,000 responses as to
how the process could be improved.
These responses came from individuals
at every type of secondary institution
and from every part of the country.

Once the responses were compiled,
the committee worked with the De-
partment of Education to assess which
regulatory issues could be addressed
immediately and which would need to
be considered in the upcoming reau-
thorization of the Higher Education
Act. With Secretary Rod Paige pledg-
ing to be a true partner throughout the
FED UP process, the Department of
Education addressed proposals that
were strictly regulatory in nature.

As part of the third step in the proc-
ess, we began working on legislation to
address additional statutory provisions
that placed an undue burden on col-
leges, universities, and ultimately our
country’s students. These proposed
amendments were slated to be non-
controversial and technical in nature.
And all of our staff were in there; we
were in there working together.

As previously agreed to, and has been
discussed repeatedly over and over
again, all controversial ideas were to
be taken offer the table and dealt with
during reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act. In fact, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK), in
asking that one of the issues that we
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are talking about be removed, sent a
letter to me, and I quote from her let-
ter: “Our understanding was that this
technical correction bill would not in-
clude any item that was controversial
or which would be objected to by a sig-
nificant number of Members.”’

This process will begin with the com-
mencement of hearings later this fall,
when we start on the reauthorization
of the Higher Education Act. That is
when we will address the controversial
issues that my colleagues are talking
about.

Over the last year, in an effort to
produce this noncontroversial and
budget-neutral bill, Members and staff
have met with those from both parties,
various members of higher-education
associations, and the Department of
Education. The results of these tireless
efforts of the FED UP Higher Edu-
cation Technical Amendments Act has
support from every major college edu-
cation association in the country and
is cosponsored by the chairman, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER),
and actually the ranking member, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER), and the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) and Members
from both parties.

The thousands of students, parents,
financial aid professionals, and college
presidents who logged on are a Kkey
part of that collaboration. They are
the experts. They are the individuals
who must navigate the Federal student
aid programs each day. And by logging
on to our Web site, they gave us prac-
tical, more effective alternatives that
will improve service to our Nation’s
students and reduce red tape for our
colleges and universities.

Federal student aid programs provide
a valuable service. Because of the ef-
forts of this Congress to provide in-
creased funding for grants, loans, and
other aid each year, millions of stu-
dents are able to follow their dreams.
While these higher-education programs
do a tremendous service to students by
opening doors of opportunity that can
only be opened by higher education,
they are far from perfect. The con-
fusing, convoluted, bureaucratic red
tape students often face when trying to
obtain financial aid must be cut.

Even though this vital piece of legis-
lation includes numerous technical
changes to the Higher Education Act,
most of the changes in FED UP will di-
rectly improve service to students. The
bill will help students avoid defaulting
on their student loans by removing
barriers to students seeking forbear-
ance from lenders on student loan pay-
ments. It will improve the flow of in-
formation to students by expanding the
use of technology on campus. It clari-
fies parts of the ‘“‘return of title IV
funds” policy to better protect stu-
dents’ grant aid when he or she with-
draws from a college or university. It
corrects a drafting error in current law
that mistakenly prevents students at-
tending nonprofit foreign veterinary
schools from completing their edu-
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cation by making them ineligible for
the Federal Family Education Loan
program.

Students, parents, and administra-
tors have spoken, and their voice is
clear: the Federal student aid program
must be reformed to make it easier to
navigate. This should be an example
for all parts of Federal Government to
work on.

I strongly urge Members to support
H.R. 4866, the FED UP Higher Edu-
cation Technical Amendments Act of
2002, to return the Federal student aid
program to its original purpose of aid-
ing students.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY).

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, under normal conditions, I
certainly would be supporting this bill.
I do not think any of us on the com-
mittee have anything against it. But,
again, I will talk about the process of
how we came upon this.

When I came here to Congress, cer-
tainly I thought we would be working
together to try to get a good bill out.
Now, obviously, I came to Congress
under very different circumstances. I
was just an average housewife living in
Mineola, but I actually thought the
government worked under the demo-
cratic process.

I can offer an awful lot of amend-
ments, and they can be voted down; but
at least I can have my day and be able
to talk about a bill. However, because
my colleagues and I were not given an
opportunity to debate this bill and ap-
prove it, I must voice my opposition to
the process by which this bill came to
the floor.

I had intended to offer an amendment
to this bill that forgives student loans
of the spouses of the victims of Sep-
tember 11. Due to the tragic events of
September 11, many spouses who lost a
loved one in the attack are enduring fi-
nancial hardships. Charitable organiza-
tions have provided some form of re-
lief, but the Federal Government must
do more.

We must provide student loan relief
to all spouses affected by the terrorist
attack on September 11. Currently, an
individual who died has their loan for-
given, but not the spouse, who may
have relied on the working spouse to
pay those loans back. My bill author-
izes the Secretary of Education to dis-
charge or cancel Federal student loan
indebtedness to eligible spouses.

By the way, we worked very hard to
keep those costs down. We had the CBO
score how much this might cost, which
was the next step, and it was under
$5600,000. We actually said it would
probably cost $300,000.

This includes the spouse of an indi-
vidual who served as a policeman, fire-
man, other safety or rescue personnel,
or in the Armed Forces who died or be-
came permanently disabled in the line
of duty due to the injuries suffered
under the terrorist attack.
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In addition, our bill closes the loop-
hole that does not allow for a loan to
be forgiven if it has been consolidated.
Under my bill, we close this loophole
and allow spouses to have their student
loans forgiven whether or not the loan
had been consolidated.

It has been 10 months since this ter-
rible tragedy has taken place. Have we
really forgotten our pledge to help
these victims any way we can? Let us
stop the politics surrounding this legis-
lation today. We must do everything in
our power to help ease the financial
burden our brave men and women may
endure while they fight overseas to rid
the world of terrorism. Relieving the
student loan expenses helps financially
strained spouses provide for their fami-
lies during this difficult time.

But, again, let us come back to the
democratic process. I could have
brought this amendment up in com-
mittee. It could have been voted down.
I would have accepted that. But at
least I would have had a voice heard.

O 1430

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI).

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, the debate
on this bill provides a perfect example
of why it is so much harder to pass leg-
islation than it is to defeat it. Here is
a piece of legislation coming to the
floor of this House that was worked on
in the spirit of bipartisanship with
total cooperation between the parties,
but because some Members are not sat-
isfied that everything that they want
is included, they are going to vote
against it, even though not a single
word has been spoken on the floor
against any provision in the bill that is
before us.

It is a good bill and it should pass on
its merits, but Members would like to
add more and do it their way. We can-
not do it everybody’s way and get any-
thing done. It is easier to stop things
than to pass it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of a good bill. T would like to speak
very briefly about a provision in the
bill that makes a minor change to the
statute governing the Federal TRIO
programs in a way that will end the
unfair disadvantages faced by the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin’s 2-year colleges
in applying for student support serv-
ices grants.

The provision will override a Depart-
ment of Education regulation that was
preventing my State’s 13 2-year college
campuses, known as the UW college
system, from applying for more than
just one student support services
grant. It is a good concrete example of
a burdensome regulation that is pre-
venting the proper functioning of a
higher education program and making
thousands of students ineligible for the
benefits of the TRIO program.

The regulation in question sets cri-
teria for what constitutes a ‘‘different
population’ served and ‘‘different cam-
pus’ in such a way that, while almost
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every other State’s 2-year college sys-
tems are treated as separate campuses
for this purpose, those of Wisconsin
and New Mexico are considered as one
campus, even though they are scat-
tered all over the State, serving de-
monstrably different populations, and
independent of each other in every rel-
evant respect.

In fact, UW colleges are allowed to
apply for separate grants for every
other TRIO program except the student
support services program.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HoLT).
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I think

Members understand that bills that
come to the floor under suspension of
the rules are intended to be non-
controversial, worked out, signed,
sealed and ready for delivery.

The bill that comes to us today is in
fact not yet completed. Certainly it is
not controversial that increased access
to college education is more important
than ever. But this bill needs more
than just some tinkering or some per-
fecting attention. There is room for
substantial improvement.

We should be dealing with teacher
loan forgiveness and addressing the
shortage of special education teachers
and we should be dealing with gender
equity and vocational education and
student loan relief for families of vic-
tims of September 11. We should be
dealing with the policy of missing per-
sons at universities and colleges.

I was prevented from offering an
amendment that would have fulfilled
President Bush’s goal of increasing the
number of math, science and special
education teachers in the classroom.

We have not been able to complete
work on this bill. The Committee on
Education and the Workforce is very
capable of bipartisan work. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER), both sides of the com-
mittee, have worked together very
well. The Leave No Child Behind bill is
a product of that bipartisan work. I be-
lieve this bill should be sent back to
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, marked up, and returned to
the House floor in a bipartisan manner
S0 we can increase access to colleges
and universities for all of our students.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER).

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

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, first, I do
not want to be appearing to be joining
the minority whining session. I cer-
tainly have a legitimate complaint in
the bill because mine was actually a
technical correction. The technical
corrections bill is supposed to be most-
ly grammatical and things that were
misunderstood. And the things that are
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being debated on the floor right now
are supposed to come up under separate
legislation when we do a higher ed bill.

To quote the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii (Mrs. MINK) when I was trying to
do what was actually a technical cor-
rection, she wrote, “‘Our understanding
was that this technical correction bill
would not include any item that was
controversial or which would be ob-
jected to by a significant number of
Members.”’

What we have been debating here is a
higher ed bill or individual bills. My
technical correction is very simple.
The Clinton administration, either
through deliberate, malicious intent,
or incompetence, and I believe incom-
petence, ruled that students who are
receiving a loan who got convicted of a
drug offense applied to people 20 years
back. A 14-year-old who had committed
three offenses could not get a student
loan.

Our debate was clear. An exchange
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) and I had made it
clear we were talking about students
who were convicted while they were
getting a college loan. They applied
and denied thousands of students be-
cause of a laughable interpretation of
the law. We have twice passed this
technical correction in the House. We
tried to put it in this bill, and the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) ob-
jected because she said it was a sub-
stantive change when this was a tech-
nical correction.

To his credit, the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) dis-
agreed, and so did the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MEEKS), the cosponsor
of this bill, and we tried to move it
through. Finally it looked like we were
going to move it through, and then
there was a budget objection.

As an absurdity of congressional ac-
counting, when we first passed my
amendment, we did not get a debit or
any balance based on the number of
students who would lose the loan. But
when we tried to follow the House law
and the law as it was passed, then they
said we had to get an offset if we let
students who were not to be deprived
in the first place get those loans back.
So we also had a budget objection.

Mr. Speaker, I have a legitimate
complaint in this technical corrections
process, but I am going to vote for this
bill because I know the higher ed bill is
coming next year. We will deal with
loan forgiveness, with which I agree,
and other issues when we actually do a
higher ed bill. This is to be a technical
corrections bill.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY).

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

Mr. Speaker, while I do not oppose
the provisions that are included in the
Fed Up Act, I am fed up for bringing it
up on a suspensions calendar. I am not
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going to vote against this bill because
of what is in the bill, I am going to
vote against it because of what is not
in the bill.

As a member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, I had
planned to offer an amendment to Fed
Up when it was marked up in the full
committee. However, rather than con-
sider any Democratic amendments, the
committee mark was cancelled and
this bill was never considered at the
committee level. Had it been, I would
have offered an amendment to ensure
that vocational education programs
obey civil rights laws.

Just a few weeks ago, The Wash-
ington Post and other newspapers re-
ported on a recent survey that revealed
pervasive gender segregation in voca-
tional and technical education pro-
grams all around the country. The sur-
vey found that women remain clus-
tered in classes which lead to tradi-
tionally female jobs, such as cosme-
tology, child care or fashion tech-
nology. On the other hand, the classes
in carpentry, electronics, and auto-
motive programs were 85 percent male.
So women are trained for jobs as hair-
dressers, earning a median hourly wage
of $8.49 an hour, while males get work
as plumbers who earn an hourly wage
of $30 an hour. Thirty years after the
passage of title IX, the patterns of en-
rollment in technical and vocational
education programs look shockingly
similar to the patterns that existed
prior to the passage of title IX 30 years
ago.

I am fed up with this unfair legisla-
tive process. I am fed up with being de-
nied opportunity to work with my col-
leagues in crafting legislation that
comes to the House floor. I urge Mem-
bers to vote against the Fed Up bill,
and vote against any bill where half
the House is muzzled. Until Democrats
are given a fair role in House pro-
ceedings, I suggest that we vote no.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON).

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, for those
Members who paid attention to this de-
bate and are about to vote, they should
know the following: Every speaker who
has risen in opposition of the bill has
endorsed every provision in the bill,
and so they would vote for it except for
concerns of theirs.

Every speaker on the bill 2% hours
ago sat with me in a hearing before
presidents of historically black col-
leges and minority and poor institu-
tions who talked about the bureau-
cratic, technical and monetary impedi-
ments to deserving students getting a
college education, 400,000 this year in
America.

We should subordinate our political
interests to the better interests of
Americans trying to better their lives.
If, in fact, there is no objection to a
provision in the bill, we should vote for
the recipients and the beneficiaries of
student aid and improve their lives,
not for our parochial or our political
interests.
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Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the balance
of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the words
of the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON), except under that theory,
why have a democracy? The other side
of the aisle would make a determina-
tion what is good, and then that is
what is voted for.

That is not the issue of whether we
support the underlying bill or provi-
sions of it, it is whether or not under a
process that would have allowed us to
offer amendments, we were not allowed
to offer those amendments. That is
called fairness. That is called fairness.

It is not a question of whether, as the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI)
said, we got all we wanted, we simply
wanted a debate. We might have won
the votes. Maybe we were wrong. That
is the process in this House. The other
side does not get to unilaterally decide
whether we have enough. The votes in
the House decide whether a bill goes
too far. We weigh that every day. But
that opportunity is being offered to us
less and less. That is why when we have
a bill of decent merit, but the sugges-
tion is that is it, folks, take it or leave
it, that is not our process of govern-
ment.

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
I yield to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I would
just ask the ranking member if there
was a markup of this bill in the sub-
committee where we would have had an
opportunity to offer our amendments?

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I do not think there was.
When we started to offer amendments
in the full committee, the hearing was
cancelled.

Mr. ANDREWS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, so there was no op-
portunity in the full committee to
offer amendments to this bill either?

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
That is the problem. The gentleman is
quite correct. I appreciate his question.
Then when we get to the floor, we are
told we cannot have amendments be-
cause it was on suspension.

Mr. Speaker, when is it we get to
offer amendments? When is it we get to
present a differing view, either on the
technical underlying bill or on amend-
ments that are germane, under the
rules of germaneness, the rules of the
House? Members can be the arbiters of
that.

But I do not think the Members of
the Democratic side should go along
with that. I would hope that Repub-
licans understand that and would not
support the bill, and we can have this
under an open rule. Maybe our amend-
ments would be germane. It is not like
we have been busy around here. All of
a sudden we have to close down democ-
racy when it looks like we have to take
a tight vote, or maybe the minority
might prevail.
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Mr. Speaker, as has been pointed out,
a number of our amendments were sup-
ported by the President’s budget, they
were supported by Members on the Re-
publican side of the aisle. This is sim-
ply about trying to preserve the notion
that this is a people’s House.

The amendment is not for me or the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY). It is for the teachers in this
country, it is for the young kids going
to school thinking about whether they
go into math and science. Do they go
to a high poverty area or not. That is
who the amendments are for, but that
is precluded.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members on
the Democratic side of the aisle to vote
against this, and hope our colleagues
would join us in trying to preserve
some semblance of democracy in the
House.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I know the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
would never accuse me of being unfair.
We have had a very good process in our
committee over the last 18 months, and
I think Members on both sides of the
aisle have far more respect for each
other than we have seen for certainly
the 12 years I have been on the com-
mittee.

[0 1445

What we went through was a bipar-
tisan, commonsense exercise to ask the
higher-education community what is it
that makes your life more miserable
that we can address. We went through
a commonsense, bipartisan effort to
put this bill together. The agreement
early on was if we could not come to an
agreement on the issue, it did not go
into the bill. But there are 30 issues in
this bill that have common agreement,
that we all agreed that this would hap-
pen. Then all of a sudden along the way
the track either got crooked or the
train ran off the track and there are
other issues that wanted a place in this
bill, issues that unfortunately cost an
awful lot of money.

As the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON) pointed out, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have sup-
ported everything in the bill. As I said
before, let us not let the perfect be-
come the enemy of the good. We will
have ample time to deal with these
other issues next year when we get into
the reauthorization of the higher edu-
cation act, but in the meantime let us
do what we can to help more students
get a better shot at a good college edu-
cation.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, | support the efforts
today to make necessary technical changes to
the Higher Education Act. On behalf of the 3rd
Congressional District of Wisconsin, | have a
significant interest in a particular section of
this legislation that will assist the University of
Wisconsin two-year campuses in my home
state.

Over the past 30 years, Congress has es-
tablished a series of programs to help low-in-
come Americans enter college, graduate, and
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move on to participate more fully in America’s
economic and social life. These programs in-
clude financial aid programs that help students
overcome economic barriers to higher edu-
cation, as well as TRIO programs which help
students overcome class, social, and cultural
barriers to higher education.

Currently, TRIO regulations allow multiple
branch campuses to submit separate grant ap-
plications so long as the programs are run on
campuses that are both geographically apart
and independent of the main campus of the
institution. Unfortunately, the Department of
Education does not recognize the University of
Wisconsin system as having “independent”
two-year campuses because the thirteen
branch campuses share a single chancellor.

Thus, the University of Wisconsin's two-year
college system is only eligible for one TRIO
grant, which currently provide only $435,000
for 475 students. This group of students is
only 6 percent of those eligible for funding
under the program.

Since 1996, when the UW campuses were
first denied individual TRIO grants, until 2004,
when they will next be able to apply for indi-
vidual grants, they will have lost more than 1.4
million dollars in funding. This money could
have served hundreds of students.

These institutions of higher education
should not be penalized simply because of
their administrative structure. Therefore, | am
pleased that language from H.R. 4637, legisla-
tion | introduced with Congressman Petri, that
makes technical changes to the TRIO regula-
tions, is included in this bill. The language will
redefine what constitutes a different campus,
allowing the University of Wisconsin’s two-year
schools to compete fairly for TRIO grants, just
as other schools already do. In the end, these
campuses will be able to serve more students
who need assistance.

Mr. Speaker, | am happy that this language
was included in FED-UP. | support assisting
students in attaining a higher education. This
legislation will help more people attend col-
lege, and as a result be more competitive in
the workforce.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4866, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

RECOGNIZING AND HONORING
JUSTIN W. DART, JR.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 460) recognizing and
honoring Justin W. Dart, Jr., for his
accomplishments on behalf of individ-
uals with disabilities and expressing
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the condolences of the House of Rep-
resentatives to his family on his death.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) recognizes Justin W. Dart, Jr., as one of
the true champions of the rights of individ-
uals with disabilities and for his many con-
tributions to the Nation throughout his life-
time, and honors him for his tireless efforts
to improve the lives of individuals with dis-
abilities; and

(2) recognizes that the achievements of
Justin Dart, Jr., have inspired and encour-
aged millions of Americans with disabilities
to overcome obstacles and barriers so they
can lead more independent and successful
lives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCKEON) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
each will control 20 minutes.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on H.
Res. 460.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Resolution 460, which recog-
nizes and honors Justin W. Dart, Jr., a
man who was a tireless advocate on be-
half of individuals with disabilities.
The resolution also expresses the con-
dolences of the House of Representa-
tives to Mr. Dart’s family on his recent
death.

Mr. Dart was known as a pioneer and
leader in the disability rights move-
ment, and his accomplishments and ad-
vocacy in that arena have spanned over
4 decades. Mr. Dart became a civil
rights activist for individuals with dis-
abilities following contracting polio in
1948.

Mr. Dart served in many leadership
positions within the area of disability
policy and was appointed to such posi-
tions by five Presidents, five Gov-
ernors, and Congress, by Republican
and Democrat alike. Along with par-
ticipating in national policy develop-
ment, including the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990, Mr. Dart also
sponsored formal and informal pro-
grams of independent-living training
for individuals with disabilities.

Again, I am pleased to recognize and
honor the accomplishments of Justin
W. Dart, Jr., and I urge my colleagues
to support this important resolution.

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

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

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H. Res. 460. This reso-
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lution fittingly honors and celebrates
the life of Justin W. Dart, Jr., a civil
rights pioneer for individuals with dis-
abilities. Sadly, he passed away at the
end of June, leaving our Nation to
mourn him, but also to recognize his
legacy of accomplishments.

Justin Dart is remembered for his
tireless work on behalf of individuals
with disabilities and ensuring their
ability to fully participate in life. His
spirit and efforts to better opportuni-
ties for individuals with disabilities
was a constant focus since he con-
tracted polio at age 18. Justin Dart’s
determination for success led him to
establish a successful business that em-
ployed disabled individuals, but also to
fight for the civil rights of all Ameri-
cans.

Justin received numerous awards and
recognitions during his lifetime, in-
cluding the Presidential Medal of Free-
dom awarded to him by President Clin-
ton in 1998. Justin also held numerous
positions within the disability commu-
nity, including vice chairperson of the
National Council on Disability, com-
missioner of the Rehabilitative Serv-
ices Administration, and chairman of
the President’s Committee on Employ-
ment of People with Disabilities.

Justin is best remembered, however,
for his tireless work to enact the
Americans with Disabilities Act. The
ADA has literally opened the doors of
opportunity to millions of disabled
Americans, ensuring they can work, go
to school, and access facilities to the
same extent as nondisabled individ-
uals. Without Justin’s work on this
legislation, I am certain there would be
no ADA today. The ADA is a living
monument to his spirit and his deter-
mination.

Our thoughts go out to Yoshiko Dart,
Justin’s wife, and his family for their
loss. As individuals and institutions
around the world celebrate Justin
Dart’s life, it is only fitting the House
recognizes him for his lifetime of con-
tributions to the civil rights cause of
individuals with disabilities. His legacy
and his tireless work is an inspiration
to us all.

Mr. Speaker, I had intimate, personal
knowledge of Justin Dart and his
amazing energy and dedication as re-
flected in the spirit with which he ap-
proached the passage of the Americans
with Disabilities Act. I know as no one
else knows that the Americans with
Disabilities Act would never have been
passed had it not been for Justin Dart.
Justin Dart at the very beginning of
the act’s preparation, our effort to pass
it, recognized the complexity of the
bill. The ADA was a bill which had ju-
risdiction spread throughout all the
committees of Congress. There were
many people who predicted it could
never pass. The ADA, however, moved
forward and had a momentum that was
mysterious to many people, but I clear-
ly understood what was happening.

Every Congressman tells the advo-
cates of any piece of legislation that
the first thing they have to do is go out
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and get the sentiment of their own
Congressman involved, to arouse the
constituency of each Congressman who
is involved in order to make certain
that the bill is given the proper atten-
tion in this House. In the case of the
ADA, I saw with my own eyes and
heard with my own ears a monumental
effort led by Justin Dart.

He put together a task force which
visited every one of the 50 States. In
every one of those 50 States, they made
certain that somebody from every con-
gressional district was present at a
meeting or a hearing and went forward
to talk to their own Congressman
about the ADA. I recall conducting
some hearings in some of the States as
a result of the request of Justin Dart
and the task force and they were mon-
umental experiences. I do recall in Bos-
ton holding a hearing that lasted from
10 in the morning until 5, or it was sup-
posed to last 10 to 5, it went 10 to 6, and
had 90 witnesses. They actually had 90
witnesses. They were very disciplined.
They held them to a 2- to 3-minute
limit. Many of them could not speak.
They had to have people to speak for
them. Some of them had to use devices
or machines to help speak for them. It
was an unprecedented hearing; but
they were all determined to be heard,
and they were heard that day in Bos-
ton.

I recall in Houston, Texas, where one
of the people who was a sworn oppo-
nent against the travel provisions of
the ADA, the head of the Houston
transportation system, he was known
as an opponent against the bill, but he
came in and he testified on behalf of
the bill because he had suddenly seen
the light. He not only testified but he
said that it was a shibboleth that was
being erected by his colleagues across
the country in terms of their objec-
tions to the bill because of possible
high cost. He said that the cost of the
additional services that were being pro-
vided to people with disabilities would
probably be no greater than the
amount of money spent on conventions
and travel by the various transpor-
tation authorities across the country.
This hardball opponent concluded by
reciting ‘“‘Gray’s Elegy’’ and tears were
in his eyes when he sat down from his
testimony. It was one of the most mov-
ing experiences I have ever had. Justin
Dart and the legions he rounded up in
every State inspired that kind of re-
sponse across America.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the sponsor of
the bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from New
York for yielding me this time.

The gentleman and I were very much
involved in the passage of the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act. No one who
was involved in the passage of that act
could not know Justin Dart. No one
could possibly miss the incredible con-
tribution he made to the passage of
that most significant civil rights legis-
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lation in a quarter of a century. The
gentleman from New York was a key
part of the leadership in passing that
bill in this House, as was Steve Bart-
lett, my Republican counterpart, who
was assigned by his leadership, Bob
Michel, to work with me, I was as-
signed by Speaker Foley, to work on
this bill. Both of us knew that we owed
Justin Dart an incredible debt.

Mr. Speaker, it is with a deep sense
of loss, as well as a sincere apprecia-
tion, that I come to the floor to com-
memorate the passing on June 22 of a
dear friend, a personal hero, and a
truly extraordinary human being. For
nearly 5 decades, Justin Dart, Jr., was
one of the world’s most courageous,
passionate and effective advocates for
civil and human rights. He was perhaps
best known, as I have said, as the fa-
ther of the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990, the landmark civil rights
law signed by President Bush that
opened the door of equality to millions
of our disabled brothers and sisters.
Many called him properly the Martin
Luther King of the disability civil
rights movement. He thought of him-
self, however, in more humble terms,
simply as a soldier of justice. But the
undeniable moral clarity of his life’s
work, the inspirational, persistent
march for equal treatment, respect and
human dignity invites such compari-
sons.

Dr. King famously said, and I quote,
“Injustice anywhere is a threat to jus-
tice everywhere.” Justin Dart under-
stood that truth and he acted on it, de-
voting his life to fighting discrimina-
tion, empowering the disabled and
comforting the dispossessed. dJustin
Dart was born to privilege, the son of a
wealthy industrialist who was a close
adviser to President Reagan. His
grandfather founded the Walgreen’s
drug store chain. Yet underachieve-
ment characterized his early life. He
attended seven high schools and broke
Humphrey Bogart’s all-time record for
demerits earned as a student at the
elite Andover prep school.

Then, in 1948, his life changed for-
ever. Just 18 years of age, he con-
tracted polio which left him in a wheel-
chair for the next 52 years. He did not
grieve. In fact, he said, and I quote, ‘I
count the good days in my life from the
time I got polio. These beautiful people
not only saved my life, they made it
worth saving.”

What an incredible statement for a
man struck down in the early prime of
his life, serving the rest of his life in a
wheelchair.
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That life was dramatic testimony to
the ability he had while some looked at
him as having a disability.

Justin went on to earn bachelor’s and
master’s degrees at the University of
Houston, where he organized an ‘‘Inte-
gration Club” at the then all-white in-
stitution. He wanted to become a
teacher, but the university withheld
his teaching certificate because of his
wheelchair use.
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In 1963, he started Japan Tupperware
and, in just 2 years, the company ex-
panded from three employees to 25,000
employees. Not surprisingly, Justin
took severely disabled Japanese out of
institutions and gave them paying
jobs.

It is also in Japan that he met his
wife of 39 years, Yoshiko Dart. What an
extraordinary person she is as well.

In 1974, Justin and Yoshiko moved to
Texas where they immersed themselves
in disability activism; and then in 1981,
President Reagan appointed him to be
vice-chair of the National Council on
Disability. In that position, Justin
Dart helped draft a national policy
calling for civil rights legislation to
end discrimination against people with
disabilities, an action which laid the
foundation for the Americans With Dis-
abilities Act signed on July 26, 1990.

In the 1980s, Justin also served as
head of the Rehabilitation Services Ad-
ministration, chair of the President’s
Committee on Employment of People
With Disabilities, and chair of the Con-
gressional Task Force on the Rights
and Empowerment of People With Dis-
abilities. However, despite his various
positions and duties, the high point of
his 5 decades, 5 decades in the civil
rights movement, was the passage of
the ADA.

As the lead House sponsor of the
ADA, along with the gentleman from
New York (Mr. OWENS) and a few oth-
ers, I saw firsthand how Justice criss-
crossed the country, at his own ex-
pense, building grass-roots support for
its passage. As a matter of fact, in the
last 16 years of his life, hear this, Jus-
tin Dart, on behalf of ADA implemen-
tation and ADA passage, visited every
State in the Union at least five times.
This man in a wheelchair, struck down
by polio at the age of 18, in the last 16
years of his life visited every one of the
50 States at least five times on behalf
of the cause that was his life.

Its enactment was singular testi-
mony to his ability, his passion, and
his determined spirit. Fittingly, Presi-
dent Bush presented Justin with the
first pen he used to sign the ADA into
law during a ceremony on the South
Lawn. Eight years later, President
Clinton awarded Justin the Medal of
Freedom, the highest civilian honor,
remarking that Justin had ‘‘literally
opened the doors of opportunities to
millions of our citizens by securing
passage of one of the Nation’s land-
mark civil rights laws.”

Mr. Speaker, the great American hu-
morist Will Rogers once said, It is
only the inspiration of those who die
that makes those who live realize what
constitutes a useful life.” Justin Dart,
Jr., has left a legacy of lives touched
and hearts changed. We are the bene-
ficiaries of his love, his compassion,
and his devotion to equality. It now
falls to us, Mr. Speaker, all of us, to
carry on the fight and to realize
Justin’s vision of a revolution of em-
powerment. That is precisely what we
owe the memory of this wonderful
man.
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Mr. Speaker, I offer my sincere con-
dolences to Yoshiko, his daughters, and
his entire family; and I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution but,
indeed, to do more than that: to keep
the faith with this brave and decent
human being, humble almost to a fault,
giving credit to all around him for that
which was accomplished. But all of us
knew that in the final analysis, the
moral leader of our effort, the inspira-
tion for our work was this great and
gentle man, Justin Dart, Jr.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in honor of
a man that few of us have ever seen the
like of. I want to thank the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for intro-
ducing this resolution and for the fact
that this resolution has been brought
up on the House floor today, which is a
little earlier than 12 years since the
signing into law of the Americans With
Disabilities Act.

Justin Dart. Men and women like
Justin that have made our Nation
great have raised our conscious, chal-
lenged actions, and given to others re-
lentlessly.

Mr. Speaker, Justin Dart continues
to give, even in his death.

I would like to read for the RECORD
Justin Dart’s final words: ‘‘Dearly be-
loved: Listen to the heart of this old
soldier. As with all of us, the time
comes when body and mind are bat-
tered and weary.

“But I do not go quietly into the
night. I do not give up struggling to be
a responsible contributor to the sacred
continuum of human life.

“I do not give up struggling to over-
come my weakness, to conform my life,
and that part of my life called death,
to the great values of the human
dream.

“Death is not a tragedy. It is not an
evil from which we must escape. Death
is as natural as birth.

“Like childbirth, death is often a
time of fear and pain, but also of pro-
found beauty, of celebration of the
mystery and majesty which is life
pushing its horizons toward oneness
with the truth of mother universe.

“The days of dying carry a special re-
sponsibility. There is a great potential
to communicate values in a uniquely
powerful way, the person who dies dem-
onstrating for civil rights.

“Let my final actions thunder of
love, solidarity, protest, of empower-
ment.

“I adamantly protest the richest cul-
ture in the history of the world, a cul-
ture which has the obvious potential to
create a golden age of science and de-
mocracy dedicated to maximizing the
quality of life of every person, but
which still squanders the majority of
its human and physical capital on mod-
ern versions of primitive symbols of
power and prestige.
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I adamantly protest the richest cul-
ture in the history of the world which
still incarcerates millions of humans
with and without disabilities in bar-
baric institutions, back rooms and,
worse, windowless cells of oppressive
perceptions, for the lack of the most el-
ementary empowerment supports.

“I call for solidarity among all who
love justice, all who live life, to create
a revolution that will empower every
single human being to govern his or
her life, to govern this society, and to
be fully productive of life equality for
self and for all.

“I do so love all of the patriots of
this and every Nation who have fought
and sacrificed to bring us to the
threshold of this beautiful human
dream.

“I do so love America the beautiful
and our wild, creative, beautiful peo-
ple. I do so love you, my beautiful col-
leagues in the disability and civil
rights movement.

“My relationship to Yoshiko Dart in-
cludes, but also transcends, love as the
word is normally defined. She is my
wife, my partner, my mentor, my lead-
er, and my inspiration to believe that
the human dream can live. She is the
greatest human being I have ever
known. Yoshiko, beloved colleagues, I
am the luckiest man in the world to
have been associated with you.

“Thanks to you, I die free. Thanks to
you, I die in the joy of struggle.
Thanks to you, I die in the beautiful
belief that the revolution of empower-
ment will go on. I love you so much. I
am with you always. Lead on! Lead
on!”

Mr. Speaker, Justin Dart will live on
in love.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of House Resolution 460.

Justin Dart was Kknown by many
Members of Congress and by countless
thousands in America and around the
world for his inspirational leadership
and determined efforts to open the
doors of opportunity wider for all peo-
ple whose hopes and dreams have been
crushed by discriminatory treatment.

Since 1966, when Mr. Dart and his
wife, Yoshiko, decided to dedicate their
lives to removing the barriers of mis-
understanding that exist about people
with disabilities and to advocate for
their civil rights wherever discrimina-
tion exists, he built an unstoppable
grass-roots movement that will con-
tinue far beyond his days on this
Earth.

Mr. Speaker, I last saw Justin Dart
at a rally in the Senate where you and
I and Senator HARKIN and some others
were there in support of MiCASSA. I
just recently read yesterday, as a mat-
ter of fact, a wonderful letter from his
lovely wife who shared not only his
life, but also his passion for the dis-
abled. I guess the reality is that one
can be as instructive and didactic in
death as they have been in life.
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If there is any person who never read
Justin Dart’s last writings that were
just mentioned a moment ago by the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA), I would urge, if my col-
leagues want to be inspired, if my col-
leagues want to be motivated, if my
colleagues want to be activated, if my
colleagues want to be stimulated, just
get that and read it.

Justin Dart will live on, not only in
the hearts and minds of people, but in
every action that we take to remove
the barriers of discrimination that
have existed against people with dis-
abilities.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today
we pay tribute to a true hero, Justin
Dart, Jr. I am proud to join with my
colleagues, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER),
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. RAMSTAD) in introducing this leg-
islation.

I have known Justin for several
years. He spoke at my alma mater 3
years ago. He has traveled to my home
State of Rhode Island on numerous oc-
casions. But most of all, he is one of
the primary reasons that I am here
today. Justin Dart inspired me to run
for office, supported me throughout my
campaign and, years before, laid the
path to make it possible for me to run
for the United States Congress.

Twelve years ago, Justin crisscrossed
the country to build grass-roots sup-
port for the passage of the Americans
With Disabilities Act. He traveled five
times to each of the 50 States, edu-
cating the public on mobilizing people
with disabilities, their friends and
loved ones, to support the enactment of
ADA. He was the voice of reason, a vi-
sion of leadership, and a force to be
reckoned with. He understood that the
injustices he and millions of other
Americans experienced on a daily basis
must be stopped and that only Federal
legislation could meet this objective.
Justin Dart’s dogged, yet charismatic,
skills of persuasion and unyielding
dedication to implementing a meaning-
ful civil rights law is what ensured suc-
cessful passage of the ADA.

Justin applied this rare combination
of grit and wisdom to the many invalu-
able roles he played in prior adminis-
trations. He served as vice chairman of
the National Council on Disability,
commissioner of the Rehabilitation
Services Administration, and chair-
person of the President’s Committee on
Employment of People With Disabil-
ities. He was also awarded the pres-
tigious Presidential Medal of Freedom
in 1998.

The commitment of making a dif-
ference ran through Justin Dart’s veins
from his youth. He was born into
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wealth, but chose to fight for justice at
all costs. At the young age of 22, he
created an organization to promote ra-
cial integration of the then-segregated
University of Houston where he studied
as both an undergraduate and graduate
student. He championed equal rights
and self-empowerment throughout his
years in both the public and private
sectors. He constantly fought for jus-
tice and equality for people with dis-
abilities and government, business,
labor, and religious organizations. He
knew that if people are provided with
the proper resources, training and op-
portunities, disabled or not, they can
achieve tremendous success.
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Last year when I joined Justin for
ADA anniversary celebrations in the
Senate, he said, ‘‘Let us rise above pol-
itics as usual. Let us join together, Re-
publicans, Democrats, Independents,
Americans. Let us embrace each other
in love for individual human rights.
Let us unite in action to keep the sa-
cred pledge: Liberty and justice for
all.”

Today I salute Justin Dart. I send my
warmest condolences to his wife,
Yoshiko, and I thank God for blessing
us all for the powerful presence of such
a luminous spirit, which lives on in
each and every one of us.

As we will soon commemorate the
12th anniversary of the ADA, I urge all
Americans to honor and celebrate Jus-
tin Dart.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I would
like to again thank the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for his
sponsorship of this bill.

Justin Dart, with his wide-brimmed
hat and in many other ways, liked to
remind us that he was a Texan. His vi-
sion was broad and comprehensive like
that of LBJ. He could also be as com-
bative as Teddy Roosevelt.

Justin Dart was always politically
alert, but he really operated above pol-
itics. He was a lifelong Republican who
would not hesitate to make alliances
with Democrats and others when he
felt it was necessary. Justin was above
politics. He really belongs with the
ranks of Martin Luther King and Moth-
er Teresa.

We are proud to recognize Justin
Dart as one of the true champions of
the rights of individuals with disabil-
ities, and for his many other contribu-
tions to the Nation throughout his life-
time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
for presenting this resolution. I did not
personally know Mr. Justin Dart, Jr.,
but I feel, through the eloquence of my
colleagues, and having had the oppor-
tunity to assist and listen to them this
afternoon, that I have a regret that I
did not have the opportunity of meet-
ing him personally. He must have been
a very great man.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I encourage all of my colleagues to
support this resolution in his honor.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCKEON) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 460.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 5093, DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2003

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 483 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 483

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5093) making
appropriations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2003, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The amendments printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution shall be considered
as adopted in the House and in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. Points of order against
provisions in the bill, as amended, for failure
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are
waived except as follows: beginning with
“Provided” on page 29, line 22, through page
30, line 11; page 68, lines 1 through 7. Where
points of order are waived against part of a
paragraph, points of order against a provi-
sion in another part of such paragraph may
be made only against such provision and not
against the entire paragraph. During consid-
eration of the bill for further amendment,
the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. During consideration of the
bill, points of order against amendments for
failure to comply with clause 2(e) of rule XXI
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill, as
amended, to the House with such further
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
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cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for purposes of debate
only.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 483 is an
open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 5093, the Department of
the Interior and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 2003. The rule waives
all points of order against the consider-
ation of the bill, and provides 1 hour of
general debate, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

The rule provides that amendments
printed in the Committee on Rules re-
port accompanying the resolution shall
be considered as adopted in the House
and in the Committee of the Whole. It
waives points of order against provi-
sions in the bill, as amended, for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI, which prohibits unauthorized ap-
propriations or legislative provisions
in an appropriations bill, except as
specified in the resolution.

The rule further provides that the
bill shall be considered for amendment
by paragraph, and waives all points of
order during consideration of the bill
against amendments for failure to
comply with clause 2(e) of rule XXI,
prohibiting nonemergency-designated
amendments to be offered to an appro-
priation bill containing an emergency
designation.

Finally, the rule authorizes the Chair
to accord priority in recognition to
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, and provides one motion to re-
commit, with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 5093
is to provide regular annual appropria-
tions for the Department of the Inte-
rior, except for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, and for other related agencies, in-
cluding the Forest Service, the Depart-
ment of Energy, the Indian Health
Service, the Smithsonian Institute,
and the National Foundation of the
Arts and Humanities.

H.R. 5093 also appropriates $19.7 mil-
lion in new fiscal year 2003 budget au-
thority, which is $5646 million above
last year’s enacted level and $800 mil-
lion more than the President’s request.
The bill also provides $700 million in
emergency FY 2002 budget authority
for firefighting.

Specifically, the bill provides $458
million for the National Wildlife Ref-
uges, a $60 million increase over last
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year. National Park Service operations
are funded at $1.6 billion, which is $117
million more than last year. In addi-
tion, the bill provides $368 million, an
increase of $33 million, to reduce the
Park Service’s enormous maintenance
backlog. Also, $96 million is appro-
priated for the ongoing restoration of
the Florida Everglades.

H.R. 5093 provides $377 million for the
Federal land acquisition, as well as $154
million for Stateside land acquisition
grants; $150 million for urban parks,
forests, and historic preservation; and
$100 million for State wildlife grants.

Notably, the bill provides $50 million
for landowner incentive and steward-
ship grants to help private property
owners carry out habitat conservation
measures required by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Those of us who represent districts in
the West have expressed our concern
year after year about proposals to in-
crease Federal landholdings in our
areas. Several years ago, I coauthored
an amendment with the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) de-
signed to put equal emphasis and dol-
lars on maintaining the land and facili-
ties the Federal Government already
owns before acquiring even more.

Much of the local opposition to Fed-
eral land purchases in the West arises
from concern about revenues lost when
land moves off local tax rolls and into
Federal ownership. I am pleased, there-
fore, that the committee has increased
the Payments in Lieu of Taxes by $30
million, to $230 million in this year’s
bill.

In recognition of the important role
energy conservation must play in
strengthening our national security,
the committee has also appropriated
$985 million for energy conservation,
and $300 million for weatherization and
State energy grants.

Furthermore, the committee has
fully funded the President’s request for
the National Endowment for the Arts
and the National Endowment for the
Humanities.

Finally, as a member from a State
ravaged by wildfires in recent years, 1
would like to highlight the commit-
tee’s efforts in the area of wildfire sup-
pression in firefighting. The massive
wildfires burning today throughout the
western United States illustrate the
grave need to actively and responsibly
manage our forests.

Fire suppression will require a solid
commitment by Congress and con-
certed efforts to overcome the forces
currently encumbering Federal forest
managers. This bill takes an important
step to restore healthy, productive for-
ests by appropriating more than $2 bil-
lion to implement the National Wild-
fire Plan, including $919 million for fire
preparedness, $581 million for fire sup-
pression activities, and $669 million for
other fire-related operations, such as
hazardous fuels reduction, restoring
burned-out forests, and preventing and
treating the problems of invasive in-
sects.
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On behalf of the brave men and
women we depend on to fight wildfires
and the citizens whose homes and live-
lihoods are threatened by wildfires, I
thank the committee for the special
attention it has devoted to this impor-
tant matter.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Ap-
propriations ordered H.R. 5093 reported
by a voice vote on July 9. The sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. DICKS), have re-
quested an open rule, and the Com-
mittee on Rules is pleased that the res-
olution now before the House grants
that request.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support both the rule and
the underlying bill, H.R. 5093.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS), for yielding me the cus-
tomary half hour.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this
is an open rule that I will not oppose,
and the underlying bill has the support
of many from both sides of the aisle.
Moreover, the minority was consulted
throughout the process in developing
the legislation, a trend we all hope will
continue throughout the process of ap-
propriations.

The bill provides $19.8 billion in new
discretionary spending authority for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies. This is $546 million
more than last year, and almost $900
million more than the President’s
budget request. Moreover, the com-
mittee provided an additional $700 mil-
lion to fight the western wildfires as
emergency FY 2002 spending.

For the communities fighting these
fires and for all who are still recov-
ering from the devastation these fires
have wrought, this is welcome news.
Communities in Colorado, Arizona, Ne-
vada, Oregon, and other parts of the
West need to know that Washington
has not turned a blind eye to their very
real pain.

I commend my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS),
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on the Interior of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, for ensuring
that this funding was included. I also
strongly commend the gentleman from
New Mexico (Chairman Skeen) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Dicks) for their success in the funding
of a new conservation trust fund cre-
ated in FY 2001. By including the $1.44
billion, $120 million above last year,
authorized for conservation, Congress
has kept a promise to expand funding
for land acquisition, wildlife protec-
tion, and other preservation and con-
servation programs.
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Specifically, the fund provides $100
million for State wildlife grants, $30
million for urban parks and recreation
recovery grants, $60 million for Forest
Legacy, $44 million for North American
Wetlands Conservation Fund, $30 mil-
lion for Save America’s Treasures, $46
million for historic preservation, $50
million for Fish and Wildlife Service
landowner incentive programs, $36 mil-
lion for urban forestry, and $121 million
for the Cooperative Endangered Spe-
cies Conservation Fund.

This is an extraordinary victory for
those who care about preserving our
Nation’s natural resources for future
generations, and we thank the gen-
tleman. But in other ways, the meas-
ure before us represents a lost oppor-
tunity, in its present form. In what is
becoming an annual act of neglect, the
committee failed to allow for the res-
toration of some of the unwise cuts
made 7 years ago in the funding of
those agencies responsible for the
country’s small but critically impor-
tant arts and humanities education
and preservation efforts.

The bill funds the NEA at $116 mil-
lion, a level almost 40 percent below
the 1995 funding level.
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The National Endowment for the Hu-
manities is funded at $126 million, al-
most 30 percent below the level in 1995.
These funding levels fundamentally ig-
nore the successful efforts by both NEA
and NEH to broaden the reach of their
programs and to eliminate controver-
sial programs, the two reforms that
were requested by the majority when
they reduced the funding in 1995. It is
time to recognize the success of these
reforms and give these agencies the re-
sources they need to meet this critical
need.

This is penny-wise and pound-foolish.
The NEA is essential to the part of the
important link between education and
the arts. The economic benefits we re-
ceive are enormous compared to our
small investment in the NEA.

The Arts and Economic Prosperity
Study conducted by Americans for the
Arts reveals that the nonprofit art in-
dustry generates $134 billion in eco-
nomic activity annually. Over $80 bil-
lion of the figure stems from related
spending by arts audiences, at the
parking lots where patrons leave their
cars, at the restaurants where they eat
before performances, at the gift shops
where they buy souvenirs, and at the
motels where they spend the night.

The $232 million that the Federal
Government has invested in the NEA
and NEH has returned $134 billion to
Federal, State, and local economies. I
cannot think of any Federal invest-
ments that yield that kind of return.
Moreover, the public supports contin-
ued funding for the NEA because the
NEA grants affect every congressional
district. This funding is not con-
centrated in the handful of urban
areas, but instead impacts hundreds of
communities around the country.
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The arts are not only good financial
investment for our communities, they
greatly benefit the growth and develop-
ment of our children. A recent study
entitled ‘‘Critical Links’ conducted by
the Arts Education Partnership shows
that learning and the arts improves
critical skills in math, reading, lan-
guage development and writing, skills
badly needed. For example, the study
shows that learning dance and drama
helped to develop skills and improve
creative writing. Skills learned in
music increase a student’s under-
standing of concepts in math.

This body can ill afford the short
changes that these vital programs pro-
vide when we have committed our-
selves time and time again to improv-
ing the lives of our Nation’s children.
This is an inexpensive and most effec-
tive way to do that.

Mr. Speaker, during consideration of
the underlying measure, I will work to
ensure the programs are given a fight-
ing chance. I will offer an amendment
to give the NEA an additional $10 mil-
lion and an additional $56 million to the
NEA and urge my colleagues to support
these efforts.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
this will probably be the first day that
I ever vote against a rule because I be-
lieve very strongly in the principle of
this House that you do not legislate on
appropriations, and this is what this
rule allows, especially concerning the
Commission on Native American Pol-
icy.

This is a bill that was introduced
into the Committee on Resources and
was never heard, never had a markup;
and it appears in this legislation. I
think that is inappropriate for this
body. I believe, in fact, it is meddling
with the American Native. There is not
one American Native group that sup-
ports the provision of H.R. 2244. And to
have us now, in appropriations, legis-
late is wrong.

I hope everybody has my under-
standing of the American Native and
the injustice and wrong that has been
done to them all these years by sup-
posedly the Government of the United
States, and this is yet another exam-
ple.

This is an example where this Con-
gress is going to say, we are going to
review your activities. We are going to
make recommendations and we are
going to do to you what was not done
by the Justice Department, by the BIA,
the FBI, and the Office of Tribal Jus-
tice. We are now going to tell you what
you have been doing wrong all these
years. Now, that is not correct legisla-
tive process.

So the first time since I have been in
this body with the minority, when we
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were, and now with the majority for
the last 8 years, I am going to vote
against the rule because it is the wrong
rule. And for those of you in the office,
think about it for a moment. It can be
you the next time. It can be you the
next time where you look up one morn-
ing and find out something that you
feel very strongly about and that is the
American Native population or some
other group that you feel equally as
strong about, and a bill that has never
had a hearing, never any input, no
ramifications is now in an appropria-
tions bill. I thought we were above
that.

And to the Committee on Rules
members, I suggest to you, where did
this come from and why? Ask your-
selves that.

So I am asking Members listening to
this today, vote ‘no’> on the rule,
make them come back with a rule that
protects the prerogative of the author-
izing committee. This rule does not do
SO.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to oppose the Rule. Sec-
tion 141 of H.R. 5093 constitutes legislating on
an appropriation bill.

H.R. 2244 was introduced by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) in this Congress with
the exact same language to create this Com-
mission. The authorizing Committee has cho-
sen not to take up this bill for consideration.

This proposed Commission on Native Amer-
ican Policy would ask whether Indian gaming
benefits Indian communities, whether Tribal
government gaming is regulated, and whether
Tribal government is influenced by organized
crime. | would like to point out, that at the gen-
tleman from Virginia’'s request, the federal
government—through the National Indian
Gaming Impact Study Commission (NGISC),
the Justice Department, and the National In-
dian Gaming Commission (NIGA) has already
addressed these questions a number of times.

In contrast to what was stated by the author
of this provision, | want to point out that Indian
gaming benefits Tribal communities. The
NGISC found that gaming is the only proven
method of stimulating economic development
in Indian country.

| also want to emphasis adamantly that In-
dian gaming is well regulated. In a July 3,
2002 Memo from the U.S. Justice Depart-
ment's Office of Inspector General (with the
Criminal Division, the FBI, and the Office of
Tribal Justice) found that Indian gaming is not
influenced by organized crime. Additionally,
the Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of Or-
ganized Crime wrote to the Senate Indian Af-
fairs Committee on July 25, 2001, confirming
the Inspector General’s report in its own inde-
pendent report. Also, the $5 Million NGISC
study found that Indian Gaming is not unduly
influenced by organized crime—confirming
DOJ reports. Tribes reimburse States over
$40 million on State regulated Tribal gaming
and have spent over $160 million on Tribal
regulation of Indian gaming.

The gentleman from Virginia's provision is
wasteful and unnecessary. Millions have al-
ready been spent on the creation and study of
the NGISC for the same issues. The $200,000
appropriations request to create yet another
Commission to study Indian Gaming would not
permit the Department of the Interior to ac-
complish a meaningful study. Lastly, the
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money for the Commission would come out of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) “available
funds”, which could be used for much needed
trust administration rather than a study in-
tended to reach pre-established conclusions.
BIA is already underfunded in many of its pro-
gram areas, and we do not need to request
another duplicative study on Indian Gaming.

| urge my colleagues to vote to delete Sec-
tion 141 from H.R. 5093, the Interior Appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 2003.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule, in support of the underlying bill;
and I wanted to commend the chair-
man and ranking member of the Sub-
committee on the Interior and the
Committee on Appropriations for draft-
ing this bipartisan bill.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that more funds
shall be made available in the future to
meet the many critical needs addressed
by this bill and to expand programs
that benefit our environment and con-
serve our resources; however, for fiscal
year 2003, I believe that this bill has
done great service to the country and
restored most of the short-sighted cuts
recommended in President Bush’s
original budget proposal.

There are just a few areas where
slightly more remains to be done, and
I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port the amendment that will be of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS) to
provide an additional $10 million for
the National Endowment for the Arts
and $6 million for the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities.

Mr. Speaker, in 1995 funding for the
NEA and NEH was cut by more than 40
percent. Even though $116 million is
provided in H.R. 5093 for the NEA, that
amount is still $46 million below the
1995 level. NEH funding is similarly in-
adequate.

The Slaughter-Dicks amendment
partially restores funding to these two
vital programs. The reasons to support
and expand these programs are well
documented. The NEA provides critical
support for arts education, which has
been proven to increase skills in math,
reading, language development, and
writing.

Grants provided by the NEA and NEH
leverage millions of dollars each year
in private support for arts projects all
across this country.

The NEH has embarked on numerous
projects to preserve our Nation’s cul-
tural heritage. It is the Nation’s larg-
est source of support for research and
scholarship in the humanities.

According to a recent study by the
Georgia Institute for Technology, the
arts industry generates millions of jobs
and $134 billion in economic activity
every year. Let me repeat that figure:
$134 billion annually.
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In Worcester, Massachusetts, the
nonprofit arts community generates
over $48 million annually. It supports
1,445 full-time jobs and generates over
$1 million in local government revenue
and over $3 million in State revenue.

Over the past 4 years, the Worcester
community has benefited from $215,000
in NEA grants. These grants help
mount exhibits in the Worcester Art
Museum and in the Higgins Armory
Museum. They brought arts exhibits to
the public schools and school children
to the community art centers and mu-
seums. Similar grants also supported
the Attleboro Art Museum and commu-
nity arts programs in central Massa-
chusetts.

The NEH at the same time helped to
protect some of our Nation’s most pre-
cious documents and historical ar-
chives, which are preserved and dis-
played at the American Antiquarian
Society in Worcester. Other NEH
grants supported seminars on history
and culture for K through 12 school
teachers at the University of Massa-
chusetts in Dartmouth and at Holy
Cross College in Worcester.

These programs enrich our cultural
heritage, strengthen our educational
programs, stimulate our teachers and
our children, and contribute to the eco-
nomic well-being of our communities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support the Slaughter-Dicks
amendment when it is debated later on
in the Interior bill, and I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA), a
former chairman of this subcommittee.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, this is a
good bill, but the rule has a serious
flaw and let me point that out. I want
to go back to WRDA, which was passed
by an overwhelming majority in the
year 2000 to do a restoration of the Ev-
erglades, and I quote from it: ‘““The
frame work for modifications and oper-
ational changes to the Central and
South Florida project that are needed
to restore, preserve, and protect the
South Florida eco-system,’”’ that is the
Everglades, ‘“while providing them for
other water-related needs of the region,
including water supply and food protec-
tion.”

Now, today’s bill, and this is in the
wisdom of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN),
and I quote, ‘‘Activities of the restora-
tion, coordination and verification
team as described in the final feasi-
bility report and programmatic envi-
ronmental impact statement for the
comprehensive review of the Central
and Southern Florida project shall be
directed jointly by the Secretary of the
Army,” that is the Corps of Engineers,
““the Secretary of the Interior,” be-
cause this is a national park and it is
a national resource. It belongs to all
the people of this Nation. ‘‘And the
South Florida water management dis-
trict, ¢ because the way that water is
managed is important to the people in
South Florida.
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However, the rule makes it possible
and as I understand it there will be a
point of order against that section I
just read. Now, the net effect of that is
to take the Secretary of the Interior
out of the management. But I thought
we were doing this to preserve the Ev-
erglades. And who has a greater stake
as an agency than Interior? This bill
provides $100 million of Interior money
that is collected by taxes from people
in 50 State, not just Florida, but 50
States. In the Interior bills in previous
years, we have appropriated approxi-
mately $1 billion from all the people in
the United States. Who better can
speak on their behalf on matters of the
eco-system, which is ©provided in
WRDA, and matters that are important
to the south Florida system, the Ever-
glades? And yet this point of order will
take the Secretary of the Interior out
of play.

That is wrong. That is absolutely
wrong, and I think that is a real flaw in
this rule. And I believe that the only
way we can correct that and pass this
good bill is to defeat the rule and let
this section be protected. The Sec-
retary of the Interior who speaks for
all of us who are paying the bill, a
former head of the Corps of Engineers,
estimated it might cost as much as $80
billion to restore the Everglades. Let
us divide that by four, $20 billion to do
the restoration and vision in WRDA,
and yet we will not let the Secretary of
the Interior have a voice? We will take
that individual out of play?

It is not just this Secretary of the In-
terior. This is going to be a long-term
project, and unless the Secretary of the
Interior is in on the ground floor, this
will not work. I think we ought to go
back, pass a rule and protect the sec-
tion that gives the Secretary of Inte-
rior a voice as the present bill includes,
thanks to the wisdom of the chairman
and the members of the subcommittee.

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
associate myself with the substance of
what the gentleman said. This year I
went down to Florida, visited the Ever-
glades, met with the top officials be-
cause this is a major program for our
subcommittee and for the country, as
the gentleman points out quite prop-
erly. And I completely concur with the
gentleman that we should have the
Secretary of the Interior as an equal
player, and we need to have this Flor-
ida water modification program moved
forward in order to get water back into
the Everglades and into the Florida
Bay.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to tell the
gentleman I am very sympathetic to
what he has to say and I appreciate
him yielding.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, such time as is left, and
I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments.
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If the Secretary of Interior is not
part of the management system, the
emphasis will be on water, water for
everything but the Everglades, and yet
I think the people in the United States
assume that we are going to restore
the Everglades. The one individual who
is a key player in all of that will be the
Secretary of Interior, and that indi-
vidual deserves a place at the table.

I would urge Members to support a
rule that leaves this section that is in
the bill as put there by the wisdom of
the chairman.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I am sup-
porting the bill today but understand
that the Committee on Rules has cho-
sen not to protect the language that
has just been mentioned on the Florida
Everglades restoration project. It is my
hope that the language remains in the
bill and that the language is ulti-
mately adopted.

I would say that this certainly could
have an impact on the committee’s
judgments in the future about the
funding levels for this project if, in
fact, this language is stricken. I just
say that to give everyone fair warning.

The project is one of the most impor-
tant environmental projects this sub-
committee has ever undertaken, but we
are at a critical juncture. The chair-
man and I feel very strongly that the
Secretary of Interior has an equal
voice, the Army Corps of Engineers and
the Florida Water Management Dis-
trict. We have appropriated over a bil-
lion dollars in this bill over the course
of the project and believe that this lan-
guage ensures that.

I strongly support this year’s bill and
sincerely hope that the committee’s
guidance is maintained.

I also wanted to mention that in the
question of the National Endowment
for the Arts, we will have an amend-
ment today. The gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) and I and
others are cosponsoring this amend-
ment at a time when our economy is
under great stress.

I think it is very interesting to point
out to the membership that there was
a very comprehensive economic study
done about arts and economic pros-
perity, and the figure here is that the
total economic impact of the arts in
our country is $134 billion, and it pro-
vides, I think, 4.27 million jobs, and at
a time when our economy is hurt, I
think we ought to remember that this
sector is growing and is very vibrant.
One of the reasons for it is the fact
that this Congress has stayed with this
program and added critical funding.

Also, I would like to point out to my
colleagues that a couple of years ago
we had had a big fight over CARA, and
myself and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) offered an amend-
ment creating a conservation trust
fund, and at that time, the total spend-
ing in the country on conservation was
$752 million if we added together the
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money in the Interior bill and the
money in the Commerce-Justice-State
bill.

I want to report to my colleagues
that in this bill, there is $1.44 billion
for these conservation categories, and
also, there will be significant addi-
tional funding over in the Commerce-
Justice-State portion which takes us
up to $1.92 billion. So I think we have
kept our commitment to the House
that we would fund these programs in a
more substantial way and including
one program, the West Coast Salmon
Recovery Initiative, and I want all
Members of the House to know that I
was out testing the waters this week-
end, and the recovery initiative is
doing quite well.

I disagree with my colleague. I think
we should move ahead, pass the rule,
and I hope that nobody will object to
these important Everglades provisions.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Washington for
yielding me the time, and I rise this
afternoon reluctantly to oppose the
rule that we have before us today, and
I want to cite a couple of problems that
I see with the rule.

The first is actually, in my judg-
ment, not the biggest of the problems
that we have. The first, however, does
require, I think, some observation, and
that is, that we have added $700 million
to this as an emergency measure to
fight fires, apparently. This has been
done despite the fact that there is no
such request from the administration.
This has been done despite the fact
that evidently most, if not all, the fires
are out, and although there probably is
some need for some firefighting funds,
this is probably considerably more
than what is needed.

Frankly, where this belongs, and
there probably is a need for some funds
for firefighting, but it should be on the
supplemental, and that is where we
should be doing this kind of thing. In
fact, the President, it is my under-
standing, has offered to put it on the
supplemental, and to find offsets so
that we can do that supplemental, get
it done, get it done at the level that
the President has asked and that the
House has passed.

The point that I want to make is that
there is another place for the appro-
priate number. I do not think that is
the appropriate number. I do not think
this is the appropriate place. I think it
ought to be on the supplemental which,
by the way, I do not know what is hold-
ing up the supplemental. It has been
something like 120 days, and we still
have not been able to get that done.

That is the small problem that I see
with this rule and this bill. This larger
problem is that this bill puts us on a
path to bust the budget, and I think
that that is a big, big mistake. We
passed a budget on this floor, basically
passed it twice, once as a budget reso-
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lution. A second time, we deemed that
resolution to be the operative budget
since we never got a budget out of the
Senate and, in addition, the President
has indicated that he wants to stick
with the House-passed budget.

I think we owe it to the American
people that we do stick to that budget.
Let us think about this. We have a war
under way. There are huge costs to
that war. We have vulnerabilities that
require huge expenditures for home-
land defense and for security, com-
pletely legitimate and important. We
are no longer able to set aside the sur-
plus from Social Security as we did, as
the Republican-controlled Congress did
for a number of years. We are now run-
ning a deficit and we are told just yes-
terday that that deficit for this year
alone will be approximately $165 bil-
lion. Yet this bill, if we proceed as it is
currently contemplated, virtually
assures us that we are not even going
to stick to the budget that we passed,
and let me explain why.

The reason is that the allocation of
the total amount of spending that we
agreed in the budget resolution, the al-
location amongst the 13 appropriation
bills, contemplates significant in-
creases in spending much above and be-
yond the President’s request, way
above and beyond last year’s level, on a
handful of bills that are generally rel-
atively easy to pass and that the plan
is to pass them early. Well, they will
pass easily, bills like Interior and Agri-
culture and Treasury Postal, where
there are big plus-ups above and be-
yond the President’s request.

The problem is to make the numbers
add up. The assumption is that we are
going to be able to pass Labor, Health
and Human Services and VA, HUD, and
Commerce-Justice-State, the assump-
tion is that we are going to pass those
bills at lower levels, and we know real-
istically that is not going to happen.

So if we are serious about delivering
on the budget resolution that we voted
to, that we adopted in this House and
that the President wants us to stick
with, if we are serious about that, and
by all means we should be, then we
need to stop this process right now and
rethink these 302(b) allocations.

Maybe I am all mistaken and maybe
this is just not the case at all and that
every one of these bills can and will be
brought out and we will pass it and
that is the intention here. If so, then I
would suggest let us start with the
hard ones, not the easy ones. Why do
we not start off with CJS right now,
why do we not do VA-HUD, why do we
not do Labor-HHS now, rather than at
the end of this process, when in all past
years when we get to the end, we shrug
our shoulders and say, imagine that,
there is not enough money to pass
these bills, and then we bust the budg-
et.

At this time when we are running the
deficits that we are, when we have the
vital challenges facing our Nation to
equip our men and women in uniform,
to protect our homeland from the
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threats that it faces, we cannot afford
big increases in bills that are not as
vital, and so I urge my colleagues to
vote against this rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to mention to the Members that there
is $700 million added to this bill for
firefighting. That may not be enough
to make up for the difference in what is
needed because of the tremendous fires
we have had in the West. In fact, we
have heard that number may now be
over a billion that is needed, and this is
a 2002 supplemental. This is not part of
the 2003 bill, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) can, of course,
speak on this better than I, but my
judgment is this should be added to the
2002 supplemental, the regular supple-
mental, and if it were, we would obvi-
ously take it out in conference, but we
need to get this money passed.

The problem we have is that the ad-
ministration, Forest Service, the BLM
need this money. If they do not get it,
they will have to borrow from other ac-
counts within the departments, and it
will completely disrupt the way they
do their business. So we have to be
very careful here that we do not com-
pletely disrupt the way the Forest
Service and the BLM operate because
they have many other significant re-
sponsibilities.

This is the least we should be doing.
We should be doing more, and I cannot
imagine why the Office of Management
and Budget does not understand that
there is a problem out there that needs
to be solved, and it is mystifying that
they have not made a formal budget re-
quest when there is this kind of need
out in the West.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and I wanted to just touch
base, Mr. Speaker, on a couple of
points about this bill.

This bill is our national environ-
mental policy in many ways because it
takes the management of land, the
management of resources, policies af-
fecting energy and a number of other
issues, and it cobbles together a bill
which is truly bipartisan and one that
represents many different kinds of phi-
losophies.

Many folks from the Hast have very
strong opinions on this bill. Many from
the West have other opinions and so
this bill is actually delicately balanced
and crafted. Many Members do not ap-
preciate what goes into it, but I can as-
sure my colleagues when we get so
many Type A personalities in a body of
435 people, we are not always going to
have agreement, but what we do end up
with is a good bill, a bill that funds our
national parks.

Our national park maintenance pro-
gram is far behind, a billion dollars.
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This helps catch them up. We lose lots
of assets on our Park Services every
year. It helps round out a lot of the
boundaries in the Fish and Wildlife and
the wildlife refuges that are overdue,
Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management, some of the policies that
have to do with Western utilization of
land.

One of the things that people do not
get reminded enough in terms of our
national forests is that the concept of
national forests started under Theo-
dore Roosevelt, and the idea was that
the Federal Government cannot lock
up everything, but the private sector
also cannot always develop everything.
The national forests are not supposed
to be national parks. They are working
forests, and so it is proper there for
public utilization both for recreational
and for commercial purposes to take
place.

This bill has lots of great research
for energy policy. At a time when, un-
fortunately, our energy bill has stalled
in the other body, this bill steps for-
ward without doing a lot of good re-
search like fuel cell technology, things
like this. This balances our issues in
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, health
care on reservations and land disputes
and title research.

All of this is in there, Mr. Speaker,
and I urge Members to support the rule
and support the bill and let us keep our
environmental policy in America mov-
ing forward.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking
member.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I think this bill is a per-
fectly reasonable bill and I intend to
support it, but I must bring to the at-
tention of the House certain facts that
relate to the overall budget situation
of which this bill is only a part. Be-
cause while the bill itself has been put
together by the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS) in a per-
fectly responsible way, the allocation
process under the Budget Act, under
which it comes to the floor, is in my
view a charade, and I want to explain
that.

We are now for the third time going
through the same drill that we have
gone through the previous 2 years. The
Committee on the Budget has imposed
on this House a budget ceiling for do-
mestic discretionary programs which is
about $748 billion. Everyone under-
stands, except perhaps 30 or 40 people
in this House, everyone understands
that, in the end, appropriation bills
will wind up costing considerably more
than that $748 billion. So this is a ques-
tion of truth in packaging.

The problem that we face, what is
happening this year, as was the case in
the last 2 years, is that the larger bills
which are going to be coming later, the
VA-HUD bill, the Labor-Health-Edu-
cation-Social Security Services bill
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and the Commerce-Justice-State bill
are all being cut by very large amounts
below the levels that both sides of the
aisle recognize will be needed to even-
tually pass those bills, in order to, on a
temporary basis, free up money which
can be put into bills like this one to
make it look as though we can pass
bills like this and still remain con-
sistent with the overall Budget Act.
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Now, the fact that that is being done
is not the fault of the Committee on
Appropriations. It is the only choice
left open to the chairman because of
the unrealistic spending levels that are
provided for in the budget resolution.
But what this means, in the end, is
that (while we will be able temporarily
to hide from the truth, unfortunately,
and we will be able to pass the smaller
bills, such as the Ag bill, the Treasury
Post Office bill, the military construc-
tion bill, this bill, and a few others),
come September, guess what! Everyone
will discover: ‘“‘Oh my God, there is not
enough money here to meet the expec-
tations of either side of the aisle on
education, on health care, on labor pro-
grams, and on science programs.”’

The VA-HUD bill, for instance, has
been cut $2.7 billion below the budget
request of the President in order to
temporarily free up room for bills like
this. The Labor-HHS bill is going to be
cutting teacher improvement pro-
grams. It is going to be cutting Pell
Grants and other programs if it is
going to comply with the overall
spending limits.

So, in essence, we have a charade.
And I think the House ought to be fac-
ing up to it now versus later. But we
are not going to do it because, I realize,
that the House leadership has only one
play that they know how to run. And
as I said in committee, it kind of re-
minds me of my high school football
team, when Dick Gumness was the
quarterback and Jack Bush was the
half back. We were unscored on the
first seven games of the season. Then,
in the last game, the opposition, Eau
Claire, scored 14 points the first half,
we scored 7 points the second half and
were driving for a second tying touch-
down. We got to about the 20 yard line,
and Jack Bush, the half back, had his
bell rung on a play. He came back into
the huddle, and Dick Gumness, the
quarterback, recognized that Jack
could not remember any other play, ex-
cept the one we had just run. So we ran
that same play five straight times in
order to cross the goal line, because
that is the only play Jack could re-
member.

That is what it reminds me of when I
look at what the leadership is doing
here. This is the only play they can fig-
ure out, so they are going to run it
again, again, and again, even if in the
end it results in a futile effort and no
score. That is the only difference be-
tween our game and this one. There is
not going to be any score until people
face reality.
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So sometime between now and Octo-
ber 1 people are going to have to recog-
nize that the budget resolution is a fic-
tion. That does not mean there should
not be a budget resolution. There
should. But it should be an honest one
which honestly, up-front, ahead of time
estimates what the cost will be rather
than hiding the true cost until the end
game.

That is why this Congress is being
delayed in so many other aspects of its
work. It is a shame, but it is the only
play, evidently, that the Ileadership
knows how to run.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, may I inquire as to how much
time remains on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooOD). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) has 10 minutes
remaining, and the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 11%
minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT).

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Washington
for yielding me this time, and I want to
congratulate the chairman of our sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN), and the ranking
member, my colleague, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS), for their
hard work.

I listened intently to the ranking
member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), talking about foot-
ball plays; and this bill particularly, I
guess, can be likened to the idea that
there is going to be a Monday morning
quarterback coming in always on this
bill and trying to rewrite it, and I
think that is probably what we will see
some of today. It is different when you
are in the room trying to solve the
problem of allocating money among
disparate resources and a limited
amount of money for certain functions
of the government that deal with our
natural resources economy.

I think this bill, while not ever per-
fect, for goodness sakes, is a very bal-
anced bill; and I think it is a rule that
is fair as well. By and large this is a
good package, and I think it has taken
a tremendous amount of work to get
Members on one side of the political
spectrum dealing with those on the
other and trying to come to a package
that makes some sense.

I supported in the subcommittee, and
I am very proud of my conservative
credentials, fiscally and otherwise, but
I supported the additional money for
firefighting. I did it because we saw a
memo that I hold here from the chief of
the forest service basically saying this
is such an extraordinary year facing
fire costs that we must have additional
money or else in the forest service they
are simply going to say, drop all other
obligations for the forest service and
put that effort into firefighting and put
the resources into firefighting.

If you are from the West, and I am,
and your State is burned up, from time
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to time, you will be the last to criticize
additional money that comes in for
firefighting purposes. I say that ad-
visedly to some of my colleagues who
are concerned about this extra money.
If you are from Arizona, you are not
going to feel this way, necessarily. If
you are from California or Washington
or Oregon or elsewhere that is facing
unrestricted firefighting problems, you
are going to say, please help us out.
And if it is your home that is being de-
stroyed or your neighborhood or your
region, you are going to be the first to
stand up and say this government can
help and we can do so through the Fed-
eral system.

So I think we are, within our budget
allocations in the interior bill, in a dif-
ficult bill to try to balance, we are bal-
ancing it with adequate consideration
for resources, for conservation, for de-
velopment, for the arts, the humanities
and so forth. It is a tough balancing
act to try to get into law, and we are
doing it and we have done it.

So I would say to any critics of this
measure, be thoughtful about how you
criticize, because this is a well-bal-
anced package that I think is very well
crafted to do all that we want to do in
this bill.

It is important, I think, to know also
that the administration supports the
fiscal year 2003 Department of Interior
and related agencies bill reported by
the House Committee on Appropria-
tions. And I hope my colleagues will
support the rule and the bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to the rule and to
express my strong opposition to cer-
tain provisions included in the interior
bill that impact American Indians.

Specifically, Mr. Speaker, I have con-
cerns regarding the language on the
Commission on Native American Pol-
icy, American Indian trust fund re-
form, and the Cobell v. Norton litiga-
tion. These provisions were not devel-
oped in consultation with Indian coun-
try. Rather, they were directly in-
cluded in the House interior appropria-
tions bill. This language will erode the
legal rights of tribal governments and
block the goals they seek to attain,
and these provisions violate House rule
XXI, which prohibits legislating on ap-
propriation measures.

Mr. Speaker, in this day and age, the
tactic of ignoring tribal government
input and advice on initiatives that im-
pact their lives and systems of govern-
ment is really unacceptable. Congress
should set the example for how ade-
quate and meaningful consultation
should occur between the Federal Gov-
ernment and tribal governments. The
Commission on Native American Pol-
icy would mandate that tribal govern-
ments engaged in gaming be subjected
to additional federally imposed exam-
ination and possibly more regulation.

I believe these provisions were put in
by Members of Congress who oppose In-
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dian gaming. But tribal governments,
similar to State and Federal govern-
ments, are democratic systems of gov-
ernance. If some tribal governments
decide to pursue gaming activities as a
means of securing economic self-suffi-
ciency, Congress should not stand in
their way.

The proposed commission will also
divert Federal funds from other badly
needed Federal Indian programs. And,
in fact, millions of dollars have already
been spent studying the need for more
regulation of Indian gaming. We do not
need to waste money on another study.

Mr. Speaker, I mentioned earlier that
I also oppose two other provisions in
the bill, one that will reform the Amer-
ican Indian trust fund strategy and the
other dealing with the Cobell v. Norton
litigation. These provisions will limit a
historical accounting of trust funds to
the period from 1985 to 2000, which will
assume all records before 1985 are cor-
rect, and in addition would not provide
an accounting for funds held in an ac-
count closed as of December 31, 2000.

The tribal governments and rep-
resentatives involved in the trust fund
and litigation procedures are demand-
ing an accounting of their trust funds
dating back to the 1800s. Why in the
world are some Members of Congress
attempting to deny these account hold-
ers a full accounting of their trust
funds? I have no idea.

These provisions not only serve to
undermine existing Federal law, re-
quiring a full accounting of all trust
funds, but they also deny a Federal
court decision requiring an accounting
of all funds regardless of the date de-
posited. Why are we trying to go
counter to a Federal court action and
contrary to the existing Federal law
that is simply asking for an accounting
for funds that are owed to tribes? It
makes no sense whatsoever.

Basically, Mr. Speaker, these provi-
sions in the bill are clearly moving in
the wrong direction. They do not serve
to meet the needs or strengthen the
rights of Indian country. They are tak-
ing away the rights of Indian country.
They are being done without consulta-
tion. It sets a terrible precedent on an
appropriations bill that we do this
without any opportunity for a hearing
or any opportunity for consultation
with American Indians.

For these reasons, I oppose these pro-
visions, and I oppose the rule. I would
ask my colleagues to support two
amendments that the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH), and
other Members of the Native American
Caucus are going to offer later that
would strike these very bad provisions,
in my opinion, that impact Indian
country in a very negative way.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the very distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of this rule.
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This is an open rule. Unlike some of
the bills that come to this floor under
closed rules, this is an open rule. The
Committee on Appropriations brings
open rules to the floor. Members will
have an opportunity to deal with this
bill responsibly, and this rule makes
that in order.

Now, I understand, listening to some
in the debate, that there are going to
be some who do not like this bill. Well,
that is usually always the case that
some will not like this bill. But we can-
not predict what will happen to bill
number 13 based on bill number three.
And this is only number three of the
FY 2003 appropriation bills.

Now, why is that? Why is this only
bill number three, and we here in the
middle of July? It is number three be-
cause this chairman made a commit-
ment to the President of the United
States that this year the first appro-
priations bill to move through the
House would be the defense appropria-
tions bill, and the second one would be
the military construction bill. And,
Mr. Speaker, this chairman kept that
commitment.

While we were doing that, we were
also working on a supplemental, which
was basically all defense and homeland
security. So we have been very busy.
Now, these other bills backed up be-
cause we have kept that commitment
to the President to move the defense
bills first. In a time of war, I think
that is perfectly acceptable. I think it
is a good idea.

But now I understand that because
some people might not like what is
coming down the road, they are going
to use all the dilatory tactics we can
on this interior bill, which is the last
bill that the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. SKEEN) is going to present to
this House before he retires.

We are providing the membership
with a good bill. There may be some
differences, and there is nothing wrong
with that. That is why we have an open
rule. But this is a good bill. It meets
the needs and the requirements of this
country. There is nothing wrong with
this bill. If there are some who think
they want to change it, they can offer
an amendment. Under an open rule,
that is what you do.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting. I read
some comments by some of our col-
leagues who want to destroy the appro-
priations process. Do it, if you can. But
understand that of all the bills that are
considered in this House during a fiscal
year, the ones that really have to pass
are the appropriations bills, because
without the appropriations bills, noth-
ing happens.

So destroy the process, if you want.
The budget process WAS destroyed.
There is no budget process here, which
makes it very difficult to appropriate
and confer with our counterparts in the
other body.

If what you are about here is just
numbers and the destruction of the ap-
propriations process, so be it. But I be-
lieve that a vast majority of this House
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will not agree to that because they un-
derstand the importance of the appro-
priations process to this House.

Mr. Speaker, again, this is a good
rule, it is an open rule, and it allows
the House to work its will.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

I, for one, Mr. Speaker, do appreciate
the open rule, and today I will be offer-
ing an amendment to the interior bill
to encourage our administration to
work on terminating the 36 undevel-
oped oil leases off California’s coast.
My amendment would restrict this
year’s Department of the Interior funds
from being spent to develop these 36
leases.

It is similar to an amendment the
House passed last year by a wide bipar-
tisan margin to stop the sale of leases
off Florida’s coast.
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Offshore oil drilling has long been a
controversial issue throughout Cali-
fornia. The 1969 blowout in the Santa
Barbara Channel dumped 4 million gal-
lons of oil into the sea, Kkilling thou-
sands of marine animals and damaging
a huge swath of our beautiful coast.
The devastation was so great that it
galvanized virtually the entire State
against more offshore o0il drilling.
Many credit this event to inspiring the
modern environmental movement.

Since then, dozens of local govern-
ments have passed anti-oil drilling
measures, and our State has enacted a
permanent ban on new offshore oil
leasing. Many of us have asked this ad-
ministration to work on terminating
these existing leases. So now I hope
that a strong House vote on protecting
California’s coast and economy can en-
courage such action similar to the ac-
tion on behalf of Florida and Michi-
gan’s coastlines.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup-
port this amendment and demonstrate
the House’s commitment to protecting
our environment and the economy as-
sociated with our coastal resources,
particularly in this case, the California
coastline.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very good Interior appropriations bill;
but the problem is that the rule failed
to protect two very important provi-
sions of the bill that were put in there
by the Subcommittee on the Interior
and endorsed by the full Committee on
Appropriations on a bipartisan basis.
These two provisions are critical to
protecting a program to restore the
natural system of the Florida Ever-
glades. This restoration project is cost-
ing the people of the United States lit-
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erally billions of dollars. It is the most
comprehensive and ambitious environ-
mental restoration project perhaps in
the history of our world, certainly our
country.

What happens is that one of the pro-
visions that is not protected by the
rule would ensure that the Department
of the Interior is made a full partner
with the Army Corps of Engineers and
the State of Florida in determining
how this restoration project goes for-
ward, and that science is used to make
sure that the project is carried out in a
way that achieves its objectives.

Without the Department of Interior
as a coequal partner, we are not going
to get the kind of results that we want
here. If the Department of Interior is
required to play a subsidiary rule, as
this rule would require, then the out-
come is going to be less than what we
want and money will be sorely wasted.

The other provision that the rule
fails to protect is a provision with the
way the water would flow, north to
south and south to north. Right now
the Tamiami Trail which runs east and
west across southern Florida blocks
the flow of that water. A provision in
the appropriations bill, again put in
there by the members of the Sub-
committee on Interior and endorsed by
the full committee on a bipartisan
basis, would ensure that a provision
which the Congress previously author-
ized, the purchase of land to make sure
that the Tamiami Trail can be raised
and the water can flow naturally back
and forth, north and south through the
Everglades and into Florida Bay, that
provision is not protected.

These two essential ingredients of
the Florida Everglades Restoration
Plan, costing the taxpayers of this
country billions of dollars, are not pro-
tected in this bill. That is why the rule
should be defeated.

Some Members might say we are leg-
islating on an authorization bill. That
is nonsense. These provisions ensure
that what the Committee on Appro-
priations does, which authorizes money
to be spent, that that money is going
to be spent properly, cleanly, honestly,
scientifically, so that we get the re-
sults that we want and need in this res-
toration project. Politics and not
science is going to rule the day if this
rule goes forward. That is the problem
with this rule, and that is why it
should be defeated.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE).

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule, and associate
myself with the words of the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the
former chairman of the Committee on
Resources.

The Committee on Appropriations
has breached rule XXI which forbids
legislating on an appropriations bill.
They have breached it in two places in
a very delicate, complex area of Indian
law which is under the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Resources. We have
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been working on that area of law very
carefully and over a number of years,
and have within sight, I believe, a solu-
tion to the problems which they seek
to address in this appropriations bill.

I went to the Committee on Rules
last night asking them not to protect
these two breaches of rule XXI, but
they would not give me that protec-
tion, would not give the House that
protection. Therefore, I oppose this
rule. I think this breach is an insult to
the authorizing committee, and it is
really an affront to the Native Ameri-
cans of this country with whom we
have worked closely on the Committee
on Resources to resolve their problems.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2¥4 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH).

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, my
comments are very similar to several
speakers who have risen on the rule. 1
am very much in support of many pro-
visions in the bill, but the rule, unfor-
tunately, specifically in terms of not
protecting two very significant issues
on Everglades restoration, I urge my
colleagues to 1look, understand the
rule, and urge defeat of the rule for
those very specific and unfortunate
nonprotection issues.

Those are the only two issues where
points of order are not waived. It was a
very conscious, very specific decision
that was made in the Committee on
Rules. Members need to understand the
specifics about what, and we are get-
ting on some local, local issues. One of
the provisions which has been men-
tioned deals with the Department of
Interior representation in the process
to determine literally how $8 billion is
going to be spent. There is a real con-
cern that that component, without the
Department of Interior’s involvement,
is going to lead to results that this
Congress does not want. If we pass the
rule, that provision will be taken out.
There has been incredible bipartisan
support, people on both sides of the
aisle have spoken against the rule for
this very reason.

In the State of Florida, all of the 23
Members of the House have supported
Everglades restoration efforts continu-
ously at a legislative level. When we
have had Democratic governors, Re-
publican governors, candidates for
President from both sides of the aisle
have vigorously supported this restora-
tion process. But in the bowels of the
legislation to take out the Department
of Interior really in a sense in the dark
of the night in a specific way would be
very unfortunate and would have the
exact results that publicly no one has
the guts to stand up and articulate a
reason for doing it because it is such an
untenable political position.

Mr. Speaker, there is a specific area
called the 8% square miles. There are
60 homes in that area right now. It is in
my district. Those homes are probably
going to have to be condemned. They
are in the middle of a floodplain. How-
ever it happened, this provision pre-
vents those homes from being con-
demned. They need to be condemned
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for Everglades restoration. This provi-
sion prevents it, and can actually pre-
vent the entire project.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER).

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, first I
congratulate the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) who is, as the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) said,
is going to be bringing forward his last
appropriations bill before he retires,
and so I would like a great round of ap-
plause for the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN).

Mr. Speaker, this is, as was said so
well by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), an open rule. There has
been a lot of confusion about this proc-
ess, but I want to take a moment to go
through a couple of provisions raised
by Members.

I oppose authorizing in appropria-
tions bills. I do not believe it is the
right thing to do, but sometimes it is
necessary. We in the Committee on
Rules have worked very diligently to
ensure that we address the prerogative
of the authorizing committees when we
proceed. What that basically means is
on rule XXI, which the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) just raised as an
issue, if we have opposition that comes
from the chairman of the authorizing
committee, we in fact do not provide
that waiver of rule XXI. So what we
have done is we have received a grand
total of one letter, and I have it here
someplace, and it came from two com-
mittee chairmen raising concerns
about legislating in an appropriations
bill, and it did not have to do with the
Indian provisions because under the
open amendment process, any Member
can rise and strike those provisions
that were included in the bill.

The gentleman from Utah (Mr. HAN-
SEN) is here. He is chairman of the
Committee on Resources, and he did
not choose to object on that issue. So
for that reason, we in fact did provide
the protection; but a striking amend-
ment will still be in order.

The letter we did receive from the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and
from the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YoUNG) deals with the two Everglades
provisions. We found strong opposition
from the authorizing chairmen who
have jurisdiction there. So what we did
do, what we chose to do was to make
sure that those two issues could in fact
be open to a point of order and be
stricken.

Now, I will tell Members that every
Member of this House who serves on an
authorizing committee will, I believe,
have some issue that they hope that
the Committee on Appropriations does
not address, and they, in working with
their chairman, can get a letter that is
sent to us to ensure that that issue is

addressed appropriately in the Com-
mittee on Rules.

We have followed this pattern, which
has worked very effectively on both the
Indian gaming issue and on the Ever-
glades issue and other concerns that
were raised. So I will say to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) who raised some concerns, he
has the right to strike any provision
that is in this bill, and he can offer an
amendment to do that. But as the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) said,
we have to proceed with the appropria-
tions process. It is a priority. It is a
constitutional responsibility that we
have to appropriate the dollars to deal
with our priorities.

I urge Members to support this open
rule which is very fair, addresses the
concerns of both the authorizing com-
mittees and the Committee on Appro-
priations. Let us pass the rule and pass
the bill itself. I urge Members to join
with us in doing that.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

Mr. HINCHEY. 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.

————
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. Speaker, two points. Am I cor-
rect the gentleman has to be on his
feet when the vote is called, and it has
to be done in a timely manner?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognized the gentleman from
New York.

The gentleman from New York ob-
jects to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and makes the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

Evidently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Following this vote, pursuant to
clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair will then
put the question on the remaining mo-
tions to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today and then on the motion post-
poned from Monday, July 15.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 4866, by the yeas and nays; and

H. Con. Res. 395, by the yeas and
nays.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 322, nays
101, not voting 11, as follows:
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Ackerman
Aderholt
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Ferguson
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske

July 16, 2002

[Roll No. 302]

YEAS—322

Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Lynch
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
MclIntyre
McKeon
Meehan

Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
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Sweeney Tiberi Watt (NC)
Tancredo Tierney Watts (OK)
Tanner Towns Weiner
Tauscher Turner Weldon (FL)
Tauzin Upton Weldon (PA)
Taylor (MS) Visclosky Whitfield
Taylor (NC) Vitter Wicker
Thomas Walden Wilson (NM)
Thompson (MS) Walsh Wilson (SC)
Thornberry Wamp Wolf
Thune Watkins (OK) Wynn
Tiahrt Watson (CA) Young (FL)
NAYS—101

Abercrombie Filner Napolitano
Akin Flake Pallone
Allen Goode Payne
Andrews Green (WI) Pence
Baca Gutknecht Phelps
Baird Hinchey Pitts
Baldacpi Hoekstra Pomeroy
Baldwln Holt Rahall
Barcia Honda Regula
Barrett Hooley Rivers
b o o
Bereuter Jackson (IL) ggﬁnh(lz(s)
Blumenauer Johnson, Sam S che

" anders
Borski Jones (NC) Schakowsky
Brady (PA) Kennedy (RI) Shadegg
Brown (OH) Kildee Smith (MD)
Camp Kilpatrick .
Carson (OK) Kind (WI) Solis
Chabot Kleczka Stark
Clayton Kucinich Terry
Condit Lee Thompson (CA)
Conyers Lofgren Thurman
Costello Luther Toomey
Cunningham Maloney (CT) Udall (CO)
Davis (FL) Maloney (NY) Udall (NM)
Davis (IL) McCollum Velazquez
DeFazio McDermott Waters
DeGette McKinney Waxman
DeMint McNulty Weller
Deutsch Meek (FL) Wexler
Dingell Menendez Woolsey
Doggett Miller, George Wu
Fattah Myrick Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—11
Blagojevich Lipinski Riley
Bonior Mascara Schaffer
Hastings (FL) Nadler Traficant
Hilleary Pascrell
[ 1655

the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on each additional motion to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

———————

FED UP HIGHER EDUCATION
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS OF 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4866, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4866, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

Messrs. HOEKSTRA, BLUMENAUER,
SANDERS, LUTHER, JACKSON of Illi-
nois, KENNEDY of Rhode Island, CON-
YERS, DAVIS of Illinois, and BECER-
RA, and Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. HOOLEY
of Oregon, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms.
SOLIS and Ms. VELAZQUEZ changed
their vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. STRICKLAND and Mr. SHAW
changed their vote from ‘nay” to
“yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained due to a personal matter
and was unable to be present this afternoon
for floor votes.

If | had been present, | would have voted in
the affirmative on H. Con. Res. 395, H.R.
4866, and H. Res. 483.

——
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 246, nays

177, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 303]

YEAS—246
Abercrombie English Leach
Aderholt Everett Lewis (CA)
Akin Ferguson Lewis (KY)
Allen Flake Linder
Armey Fletcher LoBiondo
Bachus Foley Lucas (KY)
Baker Forbes Lucas (OK)
Baldacci Fossella Luther
Ballenger Frelinghuysen Maloney (CT)
Barr Gallegly Manzullo
Bartlett Ganske McCrery
Barton Gekas McHugh
Bass Gibbons MeclInnis
Bereuter Gilchrest McKeon
Berry Gillmor Mica
Biggert Gilman Miller, Dan
Bilirakis Goode Miller, Gary
Blunt Goodlatte Miller, Jeff
Boehlert Gordon Mink
Boehner Goss Mollohan
Bonilla Graham Moran (KS)
Bono Granger Morella
Boozman Graves Myrick
Boswell Green (WI) Nethercutt
Boyd Greenwood Ney
Brady (TX) Grucci Northup
Brown (SC) Gutknecht Norwood
Bryant Hall (TX) Nussle
Burr Hansen Osborne
Burton Hart Ose
Buyer Hastings (WA) Otter
Callahan Hayes Oxley
Calvert Hayworth Paul
Camp Hefley Pence
Cannon Herger Peterson (MN)
Cantor Hobson Peterson (PA)
Capito Hoekstra Petri
Carson (OK) Holden Phelps
Castle Horn Pickering
Chabot Hostettler Pitts
Chambliss Houghton Platts
Clement Hulshof Pombo
Coble Hunter Pomeroy
Collins Hyde Portman
Combest Isakson Pryce (OH)
Cooksey Issa Putnam
Cox Istook Quinn
Crane Jenkins Radanovich
Crenshaw Johnson (CT) Ramstad
Cubin Johnson (IL) Regula
Culberson Johnson, Sam Rehberg
Cunningham Jones (NC) Reynolds
Davis, Jo Ann Keller Rodriguez
Dayvis, Tom Kelly Rogers (KY)
Deal Kennedy (MN) Rogers (MI)
DeMint Kerns Rohrabacher
Diaz-Balart Kind (WI) Ros-Lehtinen
Doolittle King (NY) Ross
Dreier Kingston Roukema
Duncan Kirk Royce
Dunn Knollenberg Ryan (WI)
Edwards Kolbe Ryun (KS)
Ehlers LaHood Saxton
Ehrlich Latham Schaffer
Emerson LaTourette Schrock
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Sensenbrenner Stenholm Upton
Sessions Stump Vitter
Shadegg Sullivan Walden
Shaw Sununu Walsh
Shays Sweeney Wamp
Sherwood Tancredo Watkins (OK)
Shimkus Tanner Watts (OK)
Shows Tauzin Weldon (FL)
Shuster Taylor (NC) Weldon (PA)
Simmons Terry Weller
Simpson Thomas Whitfield
Skeen Thornberry Wicker
Smith (MI) Thune Wilson (NM)
Smith (NJ) Tiahrt Wilson (SC)
Smith (TX) Tiberi Wolf
Souder Toomey Young (AK)
Stearns Turner Young (FL)
NAYS—177
Ackerman Harman Napolitano
Andrews Hill Neal
Baca Hilliard Oberstar
Baird Hinchey Obey
Baldwin Hinojosa Olver
Barcia Hoeffel Ortiz
Barrett Holt Owens
Becerra Honda Pallone
Bentsen Hooley Pastor
Berkley Hoyer Payne
Bgrman Inslee Pelosi
Bishop Israel Price (NC)
glun;nauer j acl;son (EL) Rahall
orski ackson-Lee
Boucher (TX) gz;)gg !
Brady (PA) Jefferson Rivers
Brown (FL) John Roemer
Brown (OH) Johnson, E. B. Rothman
Capps Jones (OF) Roybal-Allard
Capuano Kanjorski Rush
Cardin Kaptur Sabo
Carson (IN) Kennedy (RI) Sanchez
Clay Kildee Sanders
Clayton Kilpatrick Sandlin
Clyburn Kleczka Sawyer
Condit Kucinich Schakowsky
Conyers LaFalce Sohiff
Costello Lampson
Coyne Langevin Sc?tt
Cramer Lantos Serrano
Crowley Larsen (WA) Sherman
Cummings Larson (CT) Skelton
Davis (CA) Lee Slaughter
Davis (FL) Levin Smith (WA)
Davis (IL) Lewis (GA) Snyder
DeFazio Lofgren Solis
DeGette Lowey Spratt
Delahunt Lynch Stark
DeLauro Maloney (NY) Strickland
Deutsch Markey Stupak
Dicks Matheson Tauscher
Dingell Matsui Taylor (MS)
Doggett McCarthy (MO) ~ Thompson (CA)
Dooley McCarthy (NY) Thompson (MS)
Doyle McCollum Thurman
Engel McDermott Tierney
Eshoo McGovern Towns
Etheridge Mclntyre Udall (CO)
Evans McKinney Udall (NM)
Farr McNulty Velazquez
Fattah Meehan Visclosky
Filner Meek (FL) Waters
Ford Meeks (NY) Watson (CA)
Frank Menendez Watt (NC)
Frost Millender- Waxman
Gephardt McDonald Weiner
Gonzalez Miller, George Wexler
Green (TX) Moore Woolsey
Gutierrez Moran (VA) Wu
Hall (OH) Murtha Wynn
NOT VOTING—11
Blagojevich Hilleary Pascrell
Bonior Lipinski Riley
DeLay Mascara Traficant
Hastings (FL) Nadler
O 1706

Mr. MCINTYRE changed his vote

from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. BERRY changed his vote from
éénay77 to kaea.>5

Mr. GUTIERREZ changed his vote
from ‘‘present” to ‘‘nay.”

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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CELEBRATING 50TH ANNIVERSARY
OF CONSTITUTION OF COMMON-
WEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The unfinished business is
the question of suspending the rules
and agreeing to the concurrent resolu-
tion, H. Con. Res. 395, 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 Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 395, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 389, nays 32,
answered ‘‘present’ 3, not voting 10, as
follows:

[Roll No. 304]

YEAS—389
Abercrombie Condit Green (WI)
Ackerman Cooksey Greenwood
Aderholt Costello Grucci
Akin Cox Gutknecht
Allen Coyne Hall (OH)
Andrews Cramer Hall (TX)
Armey Crane Hansen
Baca Crenshaw Harman
Bachus Cubin Hart
Baird Culberson Hastings (WA)
Baker Cummings Hayes
Baldacci Cunningham Hayworth
Baldwin Davis (CA) Hefley
Ballenger Dayvis (FL) Herger
Barcia Davis (IL) Hill
Barr Davis, Jo Ann Hilliard
Barrett Davis, Tom Hinchey
Bartlett Deal Hinojosa
Barton DeFazio Hobson
Bass DeGette Hoeffel
Becerra DeLauro Hoekstra
Bentsen DeLay Holden
Bereuter DeMint Holt
Berkley Diaz-Balart, Honda
Berman Dicks Hooley
Berry Dingell Horn
Biggert Doggett Hostettler
Bilirakis Dooley Hoyer
Bishop Doolittle Hulshof
Blumenauer Doyle Hunter
Blunt Dreier Inslee
Boehlert Duncan Isakson
Boehner Dunn Israel
Bono Edwards Issa
Boozman Ehlers Istook
Borski Ehrlich Jackson (IL)
Boswell Emerson Jackson-Lee
Boucher English (TX)
Boyd Eshoo Jefferson
Brady (PA) Etheridge Jenkins
Brady (TX) Evans John
Brown (FL) Everett Johnson (CT)
Brown (OH) Ferguson Johnson (IL)
Brown (SC) Flake Johnson, E. B.
Bryant Fletcher Johnson, Sam
Burr Foley Jones (NC)
Buyer Forbes Jones (OH)
Callahan Ford Kanjorski
Calvert Fossella Kaptur
Camp Frank Keller
Cannon Frelinghuysen Kelly
Cantor Frost Kennedy (MN)
Capito Gallegly Kerns
Capps Ganske Kildee
Cardin Gekas Kilpatrick
Carson (IN) Gephardt Kind (WI)
Carson (OK) Gibbons King (NY)
Castle Gilchrest Kingston
Chabot Gillmor Kirk
Chambliss Gonzalez Kleczka
Clay Goodlatte Knollenberg
Clayton Gordon Kolbe
Clement Goss Kucinich
Clyburn Graham LaFalce
Coble Granger LaHood
Collins Graves Lampson
Combest Green (TX) Langevin

Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
MecInnis
MclIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley

Bonilla
Burton
Capuano
Conyers
Crowley
Delahunt
Deutsch
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Gilman

Pastor

Paul

Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen

NAYS—32

Goode
Houghton
Kennedy (RI)
Larson (CT)
Lee

Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McGovern
McKinney
Meeks (NY)
Olver
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Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey

Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Pallone
Rohrabacher
Sanchez
Serrano
Smith (WA)
Stark
Tancredo
Udall (NM)
Waters
Weiner

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—3

Engel

Blagojevich
Bonior
Hastings (FL)
Hilleary

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri and Mr.
DEUTSCH changed their

Gutierrez

Hyde
Mascara
Nadler
Pascrell
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“yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr.

from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,

was agreed to.

Miller, Jeff

NOT VOTING—10

Riley
Traficant

vote from

LANGEVIN changed his vote
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:

‘““Concurrent resolution celebrating the
50th anniversary of the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained earlier this after-
noon. If I had been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yes’ on rollcall vote No.
299, ‘‘yes” on rollcall vote No. 300, and
‘‘yes’ on rollcall vote No. 301.

———
GENERAL LEAVE
0O 1715

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have b legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 5093, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

——

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2003

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 483 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 5093.

O 1717
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5093)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and for other purposes,
with Mr. SIMPSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN).

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill and
a generous bill given our Nation’s pri-
orities since the terrorist attack on
September 11, 2001. It provides $19.7 bil-
lion for fiscal year 2003. It increases
funds for operating and maintaining
our public lands. It increases funding
for Everglades restoration, weatheriza-
tion grants, and Native American pro-
grams.
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Funding for the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey and the National Fire Plan has
been restored and funding for Pay-
ments in Lieu of Taxes and critical en-
ergy research has been increased.

I want to thank the subcommittee
members and the full committee mem-
bers for their help in crafting this bill
that balances many competing needs.

With the help of my good friend and
committee ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS),
the bill maintained past commitments
Congress has made on important envi-
ronmental programs.

The professional staff of the Sub-
committee on the Interior of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations once again
has done a superb job on this bill. I
would like to take this opportunity to
personally thank Deborah Weatherly,
Loretta Beaumont, Joel Kaplan, Chris
Topik, Andria Oliver, and Bob Glasgow.

Mike Stephens on the minority staff
and Lesley Turner on the gentleman
from Washington’s (Mr. DICKS) per-
sonal staff have been a great help and
great to work with.

The personal staff of subcommittee
members also have helped us get this
bill to the floor.

I want to extend a special thanks to
Paul Ostrowski from my office and Jim
Hughes, who left my office a short
while ago to work at the Department
of the Interior, where he will never be
heard from again.

This is the last bill that I will man-
age as a member of the Committee on
Appropriations. I would like to thank
all of the current members of the com-
mittee as well as the many former
members with whom I have served over
the past 18 years. I cannot begin to tell
you how much your friendship has
meant to me.

I want to invite each and every one
of you to come visit my district in New
Mexico, with its great food and wonder-
ful culture that go together and nat-
ural resources, as well as our famous
Roswell aliens from outer space.

From the Gila Cliff Dwellings to the
White Sands Monument, from the Na-
tion’s first wilderness area to the
Carlsbad Caverns, from the Roswell
Alien Museum to the Bosque Del
Apache Wildlife Refuge, from Old
Mesilla, the capital of New Mexico-Ari-
zona territory, to the Isleta Indian
pueblo, and much more, we offer you
an experience that you can find no-
where else.

Vaya con Dios.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time, and everybody should be
very thankful of that.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT).
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to urge Members to vote for the
Slaughter-Dicks, amendment which
will be offered later today.
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The arts are an integral part of our
Nation’s heritage and the arts rep-
resent the treasures of our Nation.
They help children learn. Through arts
education, millions of our -children
enter a world where they discover
music, drama, dance, as well as the vis-
ual arts.

And the arts are not only important
for cultural enrichment in the edu-
cation of our children. From coast to
coast, the arts are economic engines in
our Nation’s communities. The arts
contribute $134 billion a year to our
economy, according to a recent study.
And in my hometown of St. Louis, the
arts contribute almost $500 million to
the local economy and are a source of
employment for thousands of people.

If this amendment passes, funding for
the arts and humanities would be in-
creased by just $15 million. That is a
modest increase, but the benefits are
huge. I think it is time, once and for
all, to end the assault on funding the
arts that we have seen over the past
years.

I hope today we can cast a bipartisan
decisive vote. I hope we will send a
strong signal. I hope we will dem-
onstrate that the Congress is com-
mitted to enriching our culture and
strengthening our education in our
economy.

Jack Kennedy said in 1962 that one of
the ‘‘fascinating challenges of these
days’ is ‘‘to further the appreciation of
culture among all the people, to in-
crease respect for the creative indi-
vidual, to widen participation by all
the processes and fulfillment of art.”

Vote “‘yes’ on this important amend-
ment. Stand for the arts and stand for
the future of our children and our fami-
lies.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the House
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman, the chair-
man of the subcommittee, for yielding
to me this time.

As I think most of us know, this will
be the last bill that Chairman SKEEN
will present to this Congress before he
enjoys his well-deserved retirement. I
think that I can truly say that, of all
the Members in this House, I do not
know of anyone who is more respected
and more loved by his colleagues.
Those who support and endorse his
work, and even those who disagree
with his work, understand that JOE
SKEEN is a real statesman, a real gen-
tleman, and someone we have come to
learn and trust and respect and love
over the years.

JOE came to Congress under an un-
usual situation. He was elected as a
write-in candidate. I do not know a lot
of people who have come to Congress as
a write-in candidate. It does not hap-
pen very often. But JOE SKEEN was
such an overwhelming personality and
such a hard worker in his district that
people understood and respected him.

When our party became the majority
party in Congress, JOE became the
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chairman of the Subcommittee on Ag-
riculture of the Committee on Appro-
priations. He did a really good job. He
helped to create farm and agriculture
packages that were workable and that
were good for our farming commu-
nities.

Since then, because of term limita-
tions placed on chairmen, JOE became
chairman of this Subcommittee on the
Interior. Last year he produced an ex-
cellent outstanding interior bill; and
this year once again Chairman JOE
SKEEN, along with his partner, the mi-
nority ranking member, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS), has pro-
duced a very good bill. It might not
satisfy everybody. It might not be
enough spending for some. It might be
too much for others, but all in all it is
a good bill. And it is a bill that should
get a substantial vote in this House
when we finally get to voting on the
bill itself. And as we go through the
amendment process, we will listen to
what Chairman SKEEN has to say be-
cause he is a strong leader on this
issue.

But my primary comments were not
to be about the bill itself. They were to
be about the chairman who produced
the bill and the members of his sub-
committee. He is just a very much-re-
vered member of Congress. He is loved
and respected in his own home district.
I know it is not proper to speak di-
rectly to a Member on the floor; but,
JOE, I will tell you that as chairman of
the committee I will miss you. You
have been a long-time friend. I could
not respect you more than I do. And in
the most sincere way, let me tell you
that as a human being, I love you, JOE
SKEEN. You have been a tremendous,
tremendous positive effect on this
House of Representatives.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY), a very valued
member of the subcommittee.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I want to add my thoughts to those
that were just expressed on behalf of
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN).

It has been a great pleasure for me as
a member of the Committee on Appro-
priations to serve under the chairman-
ship of JOE SKEEN, first as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Agriculture, and
then second as the Subcommittee on
the Interior. As I have said before on
this floor, I have never met a more af-
fable man than JOE SKEEN. He is a de-
lightful person and an absolute pleas-
ure to work with. I am going to miss
him very, very much.

I also want to say that I strongly
support the interior appropriations bill
before us today and congratulate the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN), the chairman, and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICcKS), and their staffs for
crafting this bipartisan bill that will
help protect our natural and culture
treasures.
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This is dramatic improvement over
the administration’s proposal. The ad-
ministration’s budget played a shell
game with conservation, cutting funds
from many important Federal accounts
to make up an illusionary increase in
the Land and Water Conservation
Fund.

The President’s request would have
gutted programs protecting urban
parks, wetlands, heritage and cultural
preservation, water quality and forest
research. I am grateful that our sub-
committee rejected the administra-
tion’s approach which would have
prioritized resource exploitation over
preservation, would have gutted the
Federal Government’s ability to pro-
tect and acquire nationally-significant
lands, and would have abrogated the
Federal responsibility to manage Fed-
eral lands by turning this responsi-
bility over to private interests.
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I am pleased that the Chairman’s
mark honors our commitment to con-
servation spending by providing the
full $1.44 billion for the historic con-
servation programs established by this
subcommittee 2 years ago, an increase
of $117 billion or 9 percent over the cur-
rent level.

This program includes important
funds for Federal land acquisition,
urban and historic preservation, wet-
lands protection and State wildlife
grants. I applaud the Chairman’s ef-
forts on behalf of our national parks.

The bill before us today takes a step
in the right direction to address the
significant funding shortfalls facing
our national parks, increasing the op-
erating budget of the parks by $21 mil-
lion above the administration’s re-
quest. The bill restores cuts that were
proposed to the Park Service’s national
heritage service area, and it fully re-
stores the $30 million urban parks con-
servation fund which helps local com-
munities meet urban recreation needs.

The bill provides some much-needed
direction to the Smithsonian related to
executive pay and corporate contribu-
tions. In fiscal year 2001, 70 percent of
the Smithsonian’s budget came from
appropriated funds from this Congress.
Only 5 percent of the Smithsonian’s
funding came from corporations. Un-
fortunately, while corporations are the
smallest source of funding, for a price
the Smithsonian is letting the corpora-
tions associate their names with this
revered institution, and increasingly to
have an influence on what displays are
promoted. I urge the regents of the
Smithsonian to reconsider this deci-
sion, as directed by the report, and cor-
rect their error.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, again to con-
gratulate Joe Skeen on his service as
chairman of this subcommittee, on his
service on the Committee on Appro-
priations, on his service to the State of
New Mexico and to the United States
of America. It has been a great pleas-
ure to serve with this gentleman.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA).
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(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support this bill and point
out that the chairman and the ranking
member have done a superb job of deal-
ing with something that is our Nation’s
jewels and that is our parklands.

About a third of America that is pub-
lic lands is fortunate to have the kind
of leadership that JOE has brought to
this assignment. Being a major land-
owner in New Mexico himself, he un-
derstands how vital land is to the
health of a Nation and how vital these
areas that we preserve are for all of the
people.

I particularly was pleased at the in-
crease to the backlog maintenance ac-
count because that is a severe problem
in our parks, forests and public lands,
and we need to continue to work on re-
ducing. We have the same problem with
the Smithsonian.

Also, I was pleased to note that he
increased the conservation amount be-
cause, again, conservation is one of the
ways that we can preserve these won-
derful lands for future generations. I
note, also, that there is a $96 million
increase in the Everglades funding.
Some of my colleagues might have
heard me speak on the rule, and I op-
posed it for the reason that it gives a
right to exercise a point of order that
would take the Secretary of Interior
out of the loop on the management of
the Everglades. After all, the Ever-
glades is a national park and deserves
the leadership of the Secretary of Inte-
rior. The $96 million in this bill, added
to $1 billion that has been appropriated
so far by this subcommittee, makes it
very clear that the Interior Depart-
ment is a player. I hope that those who
have the right to do this under the rule
will not exercise the point of order on
the bill that takes out the Secretary of
Interior from a leadership role, along
with the Corps of Engineers and the
South Florida Water Conservation Dis-
trict.

We will see how it plays out, but
again, JOE, you have been a wonderful
member of the subcommittee. We have
served together for many, many years,
and I will miss you. I hope you get rain
out there as a reward when you get
home because even Ohio is dry these
days, and we have some sympathy for
your problem of the absence of mois-
ture. We will miss your insights and
your leadership on this subcommittee.
You bring it the firsthand knowledge of
how vital all of this is to our Nation’s
future and to the preservation of this
wonderful heritage we call our public
lands, and we thank you for that great
service that you have given us.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for the time.

Let me simply say that, with respect
to the bill, that I fully support it. I am
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especially pleased by the funding level
for the new conservation trust fund,
which is consistent with the agreement
that was first worked out on that item
3 years ago when we converged with
the Senate in conference. The result
will be that it again will be fully fund-
ed, and that commitment will be hon-
ored.

I would like to spend the remainder
of the time simply discussing our good
friend JOE SKEEN. I said in committee
and I want to say again publicly on the
floor that many of us are familiar with
Will Rogers’ comment that he never
met a man that he did not like. But as
I said in committee, I do not believe
there is ever a person who met JOE
SKEEN who did not like JOE SKEEN.

JOE SKEEN has brought to this Cham-
ber honesty, integrity, straight deal-
ings with everyone in this institution.
He has brought to this institution a
love for the processes of democracy,
and he has brought to this institution
a fundamental decency which shows
through in virtually everything that he
does.

After you serve in this place for a
while, you get to understand what is
behind the partisan label, what is be-
hind the ideological label, and you can
tell whether someone in this House
puts their ideology first, puts their
party label first, or puts their duty to
this institution first. We can all be par-
tisan, we can all be strongly ideolog-
ical from time to time, but in the end,
what this institution needs from each
and every one of us is respect for the
processes of this institution, respect
for people who we work with every day,
and a recognition that from time to
time there is nothing wrong with try-
ing to make the work a little bit easier
for each other, and JOE SKEEN has
brought that attitude to this Chamber
every day that I have known him.

I am proud to have served with him
as a colleague, and I am pleased to
have had him as a friend. We wish you
Godspeed, and I think it is fair to say
that there is a great deal of love in this
Chamber on the part of all of the Mem-
bers directed to you, JOE, and I hope
you recognize that.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and I thank my good friend
from New Mexico for the recognition
and for all the work he has done in this
House and the work that he has done
on this bill.

I appreciated the comments of the
gentleman from Wisconsin, and though
from time to time we have disagree-
ments, we are in unanimity for our af-
fection toward the affection of the sub-
committee and my neighbor from New
Mexico.

Mr. Chairman, I rise and come to the
well for this time of general debate to
make note of the fact that we have
some differences in this, and indeed,
there will be an amendment process,
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but I felt it incumbent upon this Mem-
ber, Mr. Chairman, to come to the well
to offer my thinking overall in terms
of this appropriations bill and to clear
up any misconceptions that may have
been reported by assumption and/or in-
nuendo.

The West has been ravaged by wild-
fire and the people of the 6th District
of Arizona and the White Mountains
have suffered the worst fire disaster in
our history, hundreds of homes demol-
ished, thousands of jobs lost. I thank
my friend from Washington State for
offering some changes that have been
added here. In a bipartisan basis, this
legislation deals with those challenges
and problems.

Mr. Chairman, in a perfect world, I
would love to see it in an emergency
supplemental, but there are several
hurdles that may preclude that fact. I
appreciate, Mr. Chairman, the efforts
of the administration to offer re-
programming of funds, but I do not
want to see fire suppression or further
fire prevention jeopardized.

As I look around this Chamber, I see
my good friend from Michigan and oth-
ers who share my concern for the
rights of the first Americans, and there
will be amendments we will offer to try
and perfect some things that we have a
disagreement on, but Mr. Chairman,
for my people who have suffered, this
legislation at the end of the day offers
me help with that problem.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Washington
State for the time.

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want the
gentleman to know, first of all, a cou-
ple of important facts.

One, the statement of administration
policy is here, and it states that they
support the bill. It gets into the ques-
tion of $700 million, and one of the
things it says is, ‘‘Nevertheless, should
Congress seek to add additional contin-
gent emergency funds for fiscal year
2002, the proper place for consideration
of this funding is in the context of the
pending emergency supplemental.”

I am perfectly willing if the con-
ference committee on the supplemental
appropriations bill would take the $700
million. We could get it to the agencies
faster than having it in the 2003 bill be-
cause I know the gentleman’s concern
is that the Forest Service and the BLM
are running out of money. Yes, they
can do transfers, but it means that all
of their other programs suffer because
of that.

So we are trying to get this money
out there, and I have never been so
frustrated. Maybe somebody could tell
Mr. Daniels that there is fire in the
West and we need this help.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend for the time.
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I think, Mr. Chairman, what we are
seeing on the floor is the process at
work to help solve the problems. I have
sat down with the administration. We
do need to have the funds, whether in
this bill or via supplemental. I pledge
to work with the gentleman. I appre-
ciate the collaborative efforts here to
solve a problem, and it is in that spirit
I come to the well looking forward to
the amendment process and ultimately
getting the money to the people who
need it most.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

First of all, I want to join those who
have complimented our chairman, the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN). He has done a great job as
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
Interior, coming after the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) who was an-
other outstanding chairman, and I
would like to look back to the days of
Sid Yates, who was also an outstanding
chairman.

We have had great leadership and
great bipartisan cooperation on the
Subcommittee on the Interior, and the
chairman properly mentioned all the
staff people. I just do not think we
could have a better staff on both sides
of the aisle than we do on the Sub-
committee on the Interior. They work
with all the Members. They listen to
everybody’s concerns. This truly is a
bipartisan bill that deserves the sup-
port of this institution.

I see the gentleman from Alaska, my
good friend. I also want to mention
that we are very pleased, for the third
year in a row now we have fulfilled the
commitment when we created the con-
servation trust fund a few years ago.
When the other body would not enact
the gentleman’s legislation on CARA,
we stepped in, and this year I want my
good friend to know that we have
taken the money from the original 2000
account, about $680 million, we are up
to $1.44 billion, and the whole, we put
Commerce-Justice-State together with
Interior, $1.92 billion. So we are Kkeep-
ing our commitment and living up to
what we said that we would do in the
days of CARA. So I am proud of that.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REG-
ULA) worked on that. This has been a
bipartisan effort. The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) was involved.
This has been a bipartisan effort on
creating this conservation trust fund
that allows us to deal more appro-
priately with all of these problems.

The other thing I am pleased about
in this bill is an initiative that I took
on dealing with the problem in the
Northwest of culvert replacement.

0 1745

The forest service and the BLM, have
not been doing a good job in replacing
culverts that block salmon, from being
able to go up and down the Columbia
River, up and down all the rivers in the
Pacific Northwest. There are about
5,000 of these culverts that need to be
replaced, and we have to start on that
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this year. This is a modest start, but
one that I am proud of and that the
committee responded to due to a GAO
report in a hearing that we had on this
issue this year.

So I am pleased to be here to support
this bill, and I want to also com-
pliment the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. SKEEN), who has had an out-
standing career, 22 years here. He has
no enemies in this institution. He only
has friends. And he will go back to New
Mexico and enjoy the good life, as he
deserves; but I want everyone to know
that he has been a joy to work with. He
has been a friend. We have traveled to-
gether, particularly on the Sub-
committee on Defense, and I have real-
ly enjoyed working with him. We are
going to miss you, but we are going to
fight and get this bill passed.

And I want to remind everybody on
that side of the aisle, this bill is sup-
ported by the Bush administration, and
I think that is important. They accept
the level. They say they would like to
have this trimmed or that trimmed to
have money to add back into things
they want, but they accept this bill. So
I hope that the Members on the other
side of the aisle will join us in a bipar-
tisan spirit and get this bill passed to-
night. I hope we can do it in a timely
way.

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

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the chairman; and as a member
of the freshman class that we were part
of, I want to pay tribute to you. God
bless you, Joe, and your family. We are
going to miss you, but we are going to
stay in touch. You have been a good
man. God bless, Joe.

Mr. Chairman, there is an amend-
ment in here that is going to be offered
to strike an amendment, which would,
I believe, help Indians. Keep in mind
that 80 percent of the Indians in the
United States have received no money
from gambling. None. None. Not one
dime. Fifty percent of the gambling
money has gone to 2 percent of the In-
dians. What are they afraid of?

Among Indians, the poverty level is
26 percent, and yet they do not want a
commission to look at it. Health care
among Indians, stroke, lung cancer,
breast cancer, suicide is the highest in
the Nation; and yet they do not want
to look at it. The death rates among
Indians is higher in seven categories;
alcoholism, 620 percent higher, and yet
they do not want to look at it; TB, 533
percent higher, and they do not want
to look at it; diabetes, 249 percent
higher, and they do not want to look at
it. And on and on and on.

I would urge the defeat of the amend-
ment that is going to be offered by the
gentleman from Michigan and the gen-
tleman from Arizona. My amendment
to strike is a good amendment. There
are people on the commission on both
sides, those who are for gambling and
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those who are against gambling. We
have an opportunity to bring economic
development, good housing, good
health care, and good education for the
Indians. I urge the defeat of the amend-
ment if it is offered.

If my colleagues really care about In-
dians, what are you afraid of? What are
you afraid of, an 18 month commission
to look back and make recommenda-
tions? What are you afraid of? Let us
do something to help the Indians. Let
us defeat their amendment and keep
the language we have in the bill.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, how much
time do we have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS) has 17%
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) has 16
minutes remaining.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE).

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

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from New Mexico on a fine job
of putting this appropriation bill to-
gether.

As the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on the Budget, I am pleased to
report that this bill is consistent with
the House concurrent resolution for
the budget for fiscal year 2003, includ-
ing the levels expressed in the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation. The lev-
els of conservation-related spending in
the bill are also consistent with the
statutory caps.

So I will support this appropriations
bill, but I would like to share with my
colleagues one concern and a warning
about the process. The bill designates
$700 million for emergency wildland
fire suppression for 2002. We are all
concerned about the wildfires that
have destroyed lives and property in
Arizona, Colorado and elsewhere. How-
ever, if the money is urgently needed
to meet a current unanticipated emer-
gency, the fiscal year 2002 supple-
mental is the more appropriate vehicle
to pursue this objective; and I would
urge that approach by my colleagues in
the House, the other body, and the ad-
ministration.

Overall, I would also like to mention
some concerns I have with the direc-
tion of the process for appropriations.
While this bill is within its 302(b) allo-
cation, it is approximately $700 million
more than comparable levels in the
President’s budget. In addition, the Ag-
riculture, Treasury Postal appropria-
tion bills that we are expected to see
on the floor later this week are also
$700 million more than the President’s
request and our resolution.

At this rate, we are going to have to
reduce spending for VA-HUD, Com-
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merce, State, and Justice and other ap-
propriation bills by several billion dol-
lars to comply with the budget resolu-
tion. I hope that Members of the Com-
mittee on Budget and the Committee
on Appropriations, as well as col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, will
work together to pass the remaining
bills at the levels that are sustainable
through the entire appropriations proc-
ess.

We just heard a report today by the
Office of Management and Budget on
the midsession review for the budget
and for the deficit that we are cur-
rently operating under. Spending re-
straint is the only way to get out of
the dire circumstance that we find our-
selves in. I urge our colleagues to con-
tinue to be responsible as we work
through this process, and I urge sup-
port for this appropriations bill.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I first want to join all
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
in saying what a great chairman and a
great Representative JOE SKEEN has
been. I have enjoyed working with him
and serving on his Subcommittee on
the Interior, as well as the Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion and Related Agencies of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. I do not
think a finer gentleman has ever been
in the United States Congress.

I was very glad that this committee,
on a bipartisan basis, joined together
to honor him with an appropriate trib-
ute to him in the form of a visitor’s
center.

I want to say also, Mr. Chairman,
that this bill can be a very difficult bill
because we are 435 independent type-A
personalities in this body, with geo-
graphical differences, philosophical dif-
ferences and, then provincial dif-
ferences which can sometimes split us
up. But this bill, in a final product, is
cobbled together and is a kaleidoscope
of philosophies and attempts to do a
lot of difficult things with about a $19
billion budget, a budget which I will
say, although is slightly higher, is only
about 2 percent higher than the fund-
ing for last year. I wish we could hold
the line on all Federal funding to that
modest 2 percent increase. But we have
Members on both sides of the aisle who
have demanded more studies, more
land acquisition, and more increases;
and so that is one of the reasons why
the bill is higher than last year.

But this bill has good stuff for the
National Park Service, catching us up
on maintenance. It has money for fire-
fighting, both for clearing out forests
and putting more money in for emer-
gency firefighting. There is money for
energy research. At a time when we
have a stalled bill in the other body
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that we cannot move forward, here is
an opportunity to put a lot of the great
research forward that we need in terms
of our national energy policy. There is
money for the first Americans, Native
Americans, in the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs. We have a lot more money for
tribal health services and a lot of need-
ed issues that they have. There is
money for the PILT grants, payment in
lieu of taxes, and something for our
local governments.

This bill has a lot of great stuff for
our national environmental policy, and
so I strongly support it and join my
colleagues on a bipartisan basis to
move it forward today.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, it
is not very often in a body like this
that we get to honor someone like JOE
SKEEN.

I remember Mr. Natcher. I was a
young freshman Member of Congress in
the minority; and I was upset, like I
am about the Wolf portion of this bill
today that is a strike against Native
Americans, and I was so upset I re-
member Bill Natcher said, ‘Well,
Duke, in Kentucky, we have horse
races. And sometimes those horses
come out of the block so fast that they
break their legs and we have to shoot
them.” And he says, “‘If the gentleman
will settle down, I will help him with
his amendment.”” Bill Natcher was like
that, and JOE SKEEN is the same way.
He is a gentleman, and he works in a
bipartisan fashion. You will be missed
here, JOE; but we will not forget you.

I rise in support of the Hayworth
amendment. There was a gentleman on
the Republican side that offered an
amendment in committee that was leg-
islating on an appropriations bill. That
is supposed to be against the rules, and
yet the Committee on Rules protected
his amendment. That is wrong. We
stopped Members’ amendments on the
other side. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) knows and objects to
legislating on an appropriations bill.
We do it from time to time, but it does
not make it right. And that is the fact
with regard to this process.

What we are doing as Republicans is
adding a brand-new bureaucracy that
oversees Indian gaming, when there
has been report after report after re-
port. This would be just another bu-
reaucracy where a report is written
that sits on a dusty shelf. Instead, let
us take that money and put it toward
Native American health care or edu-
cation centers. We have been told there
is only a 2 percent increase.

Let us support the Hayworth amend-
ment when it comes up and fight, for
once, for Native Americans.
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time; but I also rise in tribute to
JOE SKEEN, who is a wonderful states-
man, a very good friend, a man of in-
tegrity who worked across the aisle in
the best interest of civility and in the
best interest of the people of the
United States of America. I salute you,
JOE SKEEN; and I hope that you, as a
role model, will carry on through the
rest of us in this House of Representa-
tives.

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of an amendment
that is going to be offered to this bill.
It is the Slaughter-Dicks-Horn-John-
son-Morella amendment, and it would
increase funding for the National En-
dowment for the Arts by $10 million
and the National Endowment for the
Humanities by $6 million.

As a long-time member of the Con-
gressional Member Organization for
the Arts, I really was not at all sur-
prised by a recently released study
which provides hard evidence that the
arts improve critical skills in math,

reading, language development, and
writing.
J 1800
The study, entitled Critical Links,

shows that children who learn to use
certain musical instruments develop
spatial reasoning skills, which are nec-
essary to understand and use mathe-
matics.

Additionally, another study reports
that the nonprofit arts industry is a
$134 billion economic engine, creating
over 4 million jobs, $89 billion in house-
hold income, $6.6 billion in local gov-
ernment tax revenues, $7 billion in
State government tax revenues and $10
billion in Federal income tax revenues.
That is quite a listing of revenue that
is saved.

The nonprofit arts, unlike most in-
dustries, leverage significant amounts
of event-related spending by their audi-
ences. Attendance at arts events gen-
erates related commerce for hotels,
restaurants, parking garages and more.
Statistics illustrate that the average
person spends $22.87 at arts events
which generates into an estimated $80
billion of wvaluable revenue for local
merchants and their communities. The
National Endowment for the Arts and
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities support the creation and pres-
ervation of our Nation’s artistic and
cultural heritage, including Ilearning
opportunities for adults and children in
communities across the country. I spe-
cifically want to mention local arts or-
ganizations in Montgomery County,
Maryland which support over 800 full-
time jobs, and last year alone gen-
erated over $15 million in household in-
come and contributed over $1 million
to State and local tax base.

Mr. Chairman, public investment in
the arts benefits our Nation and its
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citizenry. The Federal contribution of
each U.S. taxpayer barely exceeds the
cost of a single first class postage
stamp. Funding for the arts recognizes
and encourages artistic achievement
and sustains our national tradition of
excellence. Let us support this amend-
ment. It is a sound investment in our
Nation’s cultural heritage, as well as
our economic prosperity.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA), a
strong supporter of this committee’s
activities.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I stand to object to the proposed
provision in the appropriations for 2003,
the Interior appropriations bill, and I
express my strong support to the
amendment offered by our authorizing
committee, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. RAHALL), the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), and the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH), and this is in reference to
the establishment of a commission
with reference to needs of Native
Americans.

Mr. Chairman, I will not question
Members’ motives and wanting to give
assistance to Native American Indians,
but this provision goes too far. The
provision will limit billions of dollars
of claims against the Federal Govern-
ment for mismanaging Indian trust
funds by limiting the accounting from
1985 forward.

Further, the provisions will presume
the balances as of 1985 were correct,
even though the government admits
that money has been mismanaged for
decades. The provision would overturn
a central provision of the American In-
dian Trust Management Reform Act,
legislation enacted in 1994 requiring
the Secretary of the Interior to provide
a full accounting. We have already ex-
pended over $20 million plus even try-
ing to get an auditing report from the
Department of Interior which they
have failed to do.

We owe the Native Americans. It is
their money. We were the trustees, and
we failed in that responsibility. I urge
Members to support this proposed
amendment that will be given at a
later point by the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. RAHALL), the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE)
and the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH).

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) for his work on
this bill.

In my home State of New Jersey, the
most densely populated State of the
Nation, the preservation of open space
is a top public priority. That is why I
am especially grateful to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN)
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and the members on the committee for
supporting a number of our New Jersey
priorities.

At my request, this bill contains con-
tinued funding for the preservation of
New Jersey’s highlands, one of New
Jersey’s most threatened and impor-
tant watersheds. This bill provides,
through the gentleman’s efforts, $6.3
million in critical funding for land pur-
chases within this area. It also builds
on our past successes at the Morris-
town National Historic Park and the
Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge.
I thank the gentleman for his support
and the committee’s support for the
New Jersey priorities.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, today we
will complete work on the Interior Appropria-
tions Act. | am pleased that this bill includes
$6.3 million for preservation of lands in the
New Jersey Highlands region. This is great
news for the residents of New Jersey. Preser-
vation of the Highlands region is critical to our
fight to maintain the quality of our ground and
surface drinking water sources, to preserve
open spaces and protect the wildlife.

The Highlands region encompasses more
than 2,000,000 acres extending from eastern
Pennsylvania through New Jersey and New
York to northwestern Connecticut. A wide di-
versity of significant rare and endangered
plants, animals and ecosystems, as well as
historical structures and developments, exist in
this beautiful region. The Highlands also pro-
vides clean drinking water to over 11,000,000
people in metropolitan areas in all four states.
Over half of New Jersey residents rely on
drinking water from Highland sources.

Continued federal funding for the Highlands
is a big win for northern New Jersey. In north-
ern New Jersey, an area of such dense popu-
lation, we treasure our open spaces. The
Highlands region is truly a natural—and na-
tional—treasure, threatened by continuing de-
velopment. This commitment from the federal
government is an important step in the contin-
ued fight of our communities to protect these
open spaces.

The proposed funding of the New Jersey
Highlands would allow for the purchase of ad-
ditional land in the region, including desig-
nating $2.3 million for the expansion of the
Wallkill River National Wildlife Refuge. The
people of the northern New Jersey will truly
see the effects of these well-allocated federal
funds.

This is not only an accomplishment in the
preservation of this beautiful land, but also in
the protection of water sources for 3.5 million
New Jersey residents. Additionally, we are
committing $5 million for the Delaware Water
Gap National Recreation Area for the preser-
vation and restoration of historic buildings—
many of which are in desperate need of re-
pair.

At times of extreme budget constraints, the
House’s action today underscores the national
significance of these important regions. |
would like to commend Congressman RODNEY
FRELINGHUYSEN, a member of the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, who worked hard to see
that these federal dollars became a reality for
the people of New Jersey.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Chairman, | had intended to
offer an amendment today to withhold funds
from the Government of American Samoa to
protest the treatment of one of my constitu-
ents.
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In January of 1997 a constituent of mine
signed a special services employment contract
with the government of American Samoa as
Executive Director of the Centennial 2000 pro-
gram.

In August of 2000 he was informed by the
Governor's office that his employment and
contract had been terminated. As a result re-
imbursements, per diem, travel expenses, and
salary were never fully paid under the terms of
the contract. To date, he is still owed $87,942
by the government of American Samoa for
services rendered.

| have pleaded with Governor Sunia to pro-
vide me with information necessary to make
an independent judgment on my constituent’s
case. | have also requested that the Office of
Insular Affairs withhold appropriate funds from
the government of American Samoa until my
constituent’s claims are resolved. All my ef-
forts to resolve this issue with the government
of American Samoa have been unsuccessful.

Mr. Chairman, | was hesitant to bring these
amendments to the floor but | felt that the ap-
propriations process may be my only avenue
to resolve this issue. Earlier today | was
pleased to learn that my constituent was given
an appointment with Governor Sunia to dis-
cuss this issue. | hope that a reasonable and
just solution will result from their meeting and
for this reason | will not be offering my amend-
ment.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber would like to commend the distinguished
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN), the
Chairman of the Interior Appropriations Sub-
committee, and the distinguished gentleman
from Washington (Mr. Dicks), the Ranking
Member of the Subcommittee, for their excep-
tional work in bringing this bill to the Floor.

This Member recognizes that extremely tight
budgetary constraints made the job of the
Subcommittee much more difficult this year.
Therefore, the Subcommittee is to be com-
mended for its diligence in creating such a fis-
cally responsible measure. In light of these
budgetary pressures, this Member would like
to express his appreciation to all the members
of the Subcommittee and formally recognize
that the Interior appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2003 includes funding for several projects
that are of great importance to Nebraska.

This Member is very pleased that the bill in-
cludes $400,000 from the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey-Biological Division for the establishment of
a new fish and wildlife cooperative research
unit at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. This
Member has requested funding for this coop-
erative research unit each year since 1990!
The University of Nebraska and the Nebraska
Game and Parks Commission has already
committed funds and facilities for the unit, but
a Federal earmark of $400,000 is needed to
make it a reality.

Nebraska’'s strategic location presents sev-
eral very special research opportunities, par-
ticularly relating to migratory birds. However,
Nebraska is one of the few states without a
fish and wildlife cooperative research unit with-
in the state. Locating a cooperative research
unit in Nebraska to develop useful information
relating to these issues upon which to base
critical management decisions is an urgent
need.

This Member is also pleased that Home-
stead National Monument of America receives
$300,000 under this legislation to begin imple-
menting the recommendations of the recently
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completed General Management Plan. This
level of funding is needed for planning of a
visitors center and for design of exhibits.

Homestead National Monument of America
commemorates the lives and accomplishments
of all pioneers and the changes to the land
and the people as a result of the Homestead
Act of 1862, which is recognized as one of the
most important laws in U.S. history. This
Monument was authorized by legislation en-
acted in 1936. The fiscal year 1996 Interior
Appropriations legislation directed the National
Park Service to complete a General Manage-
ment Plan to begin planning for improvements
at Homestead. The General Management
Plan, which was completed last year, made
recommendations for improvements that are
needed to help ensure that Homestead is able
to reach its full potential as a place where
Americans can more effectively appreciate the
Homestead Act and its effects upon the na-
tion.

Homestead National Monument of America
is truly a unique treasure among the National
Park Service jewels. The authorizing legisla-
tion makes it clear that Homestead was in-
tended to have a special place among Park
Service units. According to the original legisla-
tion:

I shall be the duty of the Secretary of the
Interior to lay out said land in a suitable and
enduring manner so that the same may be
maintained as an appropriate monument to
retain for posterity a proper memorial em-
blematic of the hardships and the pioneer
life through which the early settlers passed
in the settlement, cultivation, and civiliza-
tion of the great West. It shall be his duty to
erect suitable buildings to be used as a mu-
seum in which shall be preserved literature
applying to such settlement and agricultural
implements used in bringing the western
plains to its present state of high civiliza-
tion, and to use the said tract of land for
such other objects and purposes as in his
judgment may perpetuate the history of this
country mainly developed by the homestead
law.

Clearly, this authorizing legislation sets
some lofty goals. | believe that the funding in-
cluded in this bill will begin the process of re-
alizing these goals.

Also, this Member is most pleased that this
bill contains an appropriation of $8,241,000 to
complete construction of the replacement facil-
ity for the Indian Health Service (IHS) hospital
located in Winnebago, Nebraska. It has cer-
tainly been a long process and this Member
would like to thank the Subcommittee for its
invaluable assistance over the years in obtain-
ing funding for this new hospital, which is
much needed and will greatly benefit Native
Americans in Nebraska and the adjacent
states of lowa and South Dakota.

Again Mr. Chairman, this Member com-
mends the distinguished gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN), the Chairman of the Inte-
rior Appropriations Subcommittee, and the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Dicks), the Ranking Member of the Sub-
committee, for their support of projects which
are important to Nebraska and the 1st Con-
gressional District.

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.
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Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule and the amendment print-
ed in House Report 107-577 is adopted.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5093

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Department of the Interior and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2003, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

For expenses necessary for protection, use,
improvement, development, disposal, cadas-
tral surveying, classification, acquisition of
easements and other interests in lands, and
performance of other functions, including
maintenance of facilities, as authorized by
law, in the management of lands and their
resources under the jurisdiction of the Bu-
reau of Land Management, including the
general administration of the Bureau, and
assessment of mineral potential of public
lands pursuant to Public Law 96-487 (16
U.S.C. 3150(a)), $826,932,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $1,000,000 is for
high priority projects which shall be carried
out by the Youth Conservation Corps, de-
fined in section 250(c)(4)(E) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended, for the purposes of such
Act; of which $2,228,000 shall be available for
assessment of the mineral potential of public
lands in Alaska pursuant to section 1010 of
Public Law 96-487 (16 U.S.C. 3150); and of
which not to exceed $1,000,000 shall be de-
rived from the special receipt account estab-
lished by the Land and Water Conservation
Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i));
and of which $3,000,000 shall be available in
fiscal year 2003 subject to a match by at
least an equal amount by the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation, to such Foundation
for cost-shared projects supporting conserva-
tion of Bureau lands and such funds shall be
advanced to the Foundation as a lump sum
grant without regard to when expenses are
incurred; in addition, $32,696,000 for Mining
Law Administration program operations, in-
cluding the cost of administering the mining
claim fee program; to remain available until
expended, to be reduced by amounts col-
lected by the Bureau and credited to this ap-
propriation from annual mining claim fees
so as to result in a final appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $826,932,000, and
$2,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, from communication site rental fees
established by the Bureau for the cost of ad-
ministering communication site activities:
Provided, That appropriations herein made
shall not be available for the destruction of
healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros
in the care of the Bureau or its contractors:
Provided further, That of the amount pro-
vided, $43,028,000 is for conservation spending
category activities pursuant to 251(c) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, for the pur-
poses of discretionary spending limits.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TOOMEY

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TOOMEY:

On page 2, line 13, insert after the dollar
amount ‘‘(reduced by $162,254,000)"".

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to begin this discussion with just a
brief commendation of my own for the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) who has provided such a great
service to his constituents, to his
State, and to America for many, many
years. I think it is appropriate and fit-
ting that he was recognized for the out-
standing work that he has done over
many years.

I am sure that very much of what is
in this bill I would be happy to agree
with. And let me start with recognition
that the funds that are in here to fight
the forest fires are an important topic
for us to consider. First of all, there is
no question this has been a devastating
season for forest fires. It has been in-
credibly costly, and devastating to
many Americans.

The point I want to make is we
should not be putting this into this
bill, an appropriation bill for fiscal
year 2003. We should be putting this
into the supplemental bill, which is
long overdue, which would make the
funds available much sooner, whatever
the appropriate amount is. That is
what we ought to be doing with the
firefighting, and I think some Members
on the other side of the aisle and our
side probably agree with that.

But the bigger issue is the path that
we are on, the path that this bill takes
us down, in terms of overall spending.
That is a path that will bust the budget
that we adopted in this House, a budget
which we later confirmed with a deem-
ing resolution on this floor, and a
budget that the President has indi-
cated that he fully supports.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) I think very accurately agreed
with my assessment. In his comments
during the discussion of rule, he talked
about the fact that the big bills, the
bills that are in many ways more dif-
ficult to pass, they have been rather
low-balled, certainly with respect to
the President’s request. Funds have
been taken from them and added to
these earlier bills, the bills like Inte-
rior and Agriculture and Treasury-
Postal. By loading up these bills, he
can probably pass them because bills
are easier to pass with the more spend-
ing there is.

But the problem is we will get to the
end of this cycle, and we will find, as
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) observed, that we do not have
the votes to pass those bills. Now the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
and I would probably disagree what we
ought to do about this dilemma, but we
agree that we have a fundamental di-
lemma here.

I would suggest that the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget confirm
that he has a concern about this proc-
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ess, a concern that some of these
smaller bills have been added to make
them easier to pass, but making it
harder to pass the final ones. I think
this is a very serious concern.

The fact is in recent years, spending
has been out of control. The Federal
Government has grown much faster
than the rate of inflation, much faster
than the rate of economic growth of
our country. In fact, in recent years it
has approached an average rate of 9
percent per year. When that happens,
the Federal Government is squeezing
out the private sector, it is under-
mining the performance of our econ-
omy, and it is very harmful for our fu-
ture because now, sadly, it is also con-
tributing to a deficit.

We worked so hard for so many years
to get this budget in balance, and we
did it. We started paying down the
debt. We did that, Mr. Chairman, by re-
straining spending. When spending is
out of control, we will stay in deficits
and go deeper in deficits. We learned
just yesterday that we are now facing
for fiscal year 2002 a budget deficit of
about $165 billion. There is a reason for
that. We are fighting a war. We have
got a war that is extremely costly. We
have to rebuild the defense capabilities
of our Nation from years of neglect. We
need to put a lot of money into defense.
That is appropriate.

We also have vulnerabilities here. We
have vulnerabilities to future terrorist
attacks, and we need to spend money
to enhance ourselves to defend our-
selves against those attacks, or to re-
spond, God forbid, if they should occur.

These are big expenses, and we have
to accept them. It is all the more rea-
son that we have to tighten our belts in
the other areas so we can get back to
the budget surpluses that we want to
return to. If we Kkeep spending too
much money, we will never get there.
The reason we are in the dilemma we
are in today, we have built the spend-
ing base up too high, and now we are
adding to it.

Mr. Chairman, I have offered an
amendment that simply says let us
take a management fund, funds that
are used to pay salaries and other ad-
ministrative costs for the Bureau of
Land Management, and let us reduce
that back down to the level it would be
at today if only we had grown spending
on this account since 1996 at the rate of
inflation. In other words, if we said the
rate of inflation is an appropriate
spending increase each and every year,
we would be at the level that I am pro-
posing in my amendment. Instead, we
are much higher than that in the un-
derlying bill. My amendment would
have the effect of reducing spending by
$162,254,000, bringing us that much clos-
er to getting this budget in balance and
getting back to the surpluses that we
ought to return to.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of Land
Management is the last well-funded
land managing agency in this bill.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong
opposition to this amendment. First of
all, this amendment would cut $162
million. It is a 20 percent reduction,
$149 million below the President’s
budget request. Remember, the Presi-
dent of the United States in his state-
ment of administration policy says he
supports this bill.

It would cut $6.8 million from wildlife
and fisheries, $21.4 million from energy
development, $19 million from trans-
portation on Federal lands, $15 million
from resource protection.

As our former colleague, Silvio
Conte, would say, this is nothing but a
meat-ax approach by Members who
have not read the bill, and their only
possible course is to do across-the-
board cuts rather than make specific
cuts.

I rise in opposition, and I urge that
we vote down the amendment and
move along.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. I have a holding here. It is
called the Arizona Media Advisory,
sent out by the Committee on Appro-
priations to my home State. As Mem-
bers know, Arizona has lost about
450,000 acres to fire over the past
month.

[ 1815

What this media advisory says, and I
will not mention the other names in-
cluded in there, ‘‘Representative FLAKE
Works to Slash Firefighting Funds.”’

We all know why the firefighting
funds were put in there. It was to si-
lence people from the West who have
opposition to the runaway spending in
this bill. This was sent out to the
media in Arizona hoping that that
would silence me and others who had
opposition to the higher spending in
this bill. Well, it will not. I think it is
a horrible thing, and it is dirty politics
at its worst to do this kind of thing;
but let me say for the record that we
have suffered a huge loss in Arizona.
There is need for funding to fight fires.
That ought to be handled in a supple-
mental appropriation bill, not here.
Those funds will be needed now, not
later.

This bill, if we look at the last 4
years, the soonest it has been passed, 1
believe, is October 4, or October 21. The
latest is November. So if this money is
not going to be available, anyway, why
are we doing it now? The answer is
simple. It is to silence those who want
to stand up and say that we are engag-
ing in runaway spending.

I appreciated the comments of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
earlier. He hit the nail right on the
head. What we are doing here is we are
plussing up, porking up the early bills
after defense and military construc-
tion. We see here from the chart we are
well above the President’s request on
these three; but lo and behold, when we
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get to the end of the appropriation
trail, then we are well below. Does any-
body think for a minute that these
bills at the end of the process can even
get out of committee? The gentleman
from Wisconsin does not believe so on
the minority side and neither do I. I do
not think that anybody in this body
reasonably believes that those bills can
actually get out of committee, let
alone pass on the floor.

And so what we are participating in
here is a charade. We passed a budget,
and as Republicans we ought to stick
to it. We know that if we engage and
we go forward with this bill, we will
not be able to stick to that budget.
That is the objection I have, and that
is why I am supporting this amend-
ment, and we ought to support every
amendment that would bring the level
of spending down so that we can actu-
ally get back to the budget that we
passed, get back out of deficit spend-
ing, get back to surpluses and get back
to doing what we ought to do here.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I have a
point of order. Does the chart have to
be taken down when the person who
speaks is no longer speaking?

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
from Indiana is not using that chart,
then it should be taken down. The gen-
tleman from Indiana can use that chart
if he so chooses.

Mr. DICKS. Is the gentleman from
Indiana using the chart?

Mr. PENCE. Yes.

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentleman
for the opportunity to clarify my chart
usage. We likely, Mr. Chairman, will
see this chart frequently tonight as we
have conversation one with another
about fiscal responsibility.

Let me begin tonight by joining so
many others in commending Chairman
SKEEN, whose integrity, whose career,
whose commitment to public service
represents a gold standard in the House
of Representatives. I am honored to be
able to say that I have served here for
a time with him.

Mr. Chairman, it is not about chal-
lenging either the chairman or any
member of this committee on either
side of the aisle’s sincerity in attempt-
ing to address the needs of this Nation
in this important legislation. It is
more, Mr. Chairman, in this amend-
ment and in other amendments that
will very likely be offered before the
evening is out, before we may well be
into the morning hours tomorrow, it is
more about trying to live within our
means.

The administration just recently this
week indicated that if we will control
spending, read that line within the
budget that was adopted by resolution
in this House, that we can return to
surpluses within the next 2 years. That
is a remarkable observation and asser-
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tion, Mr. Chairman. To think that we
have passed through recession, through
an attack on our Nation and through
war and yet if we will but tighten our
belts in this institution and live up to
that which we have committed our-
selves to in the budget, that we can re-
turn to surpluses within the next 2
yvears. The analysis indicates, however,
that if we continue to increase spend-
ing at 5 percent-plus a year, enact a
prescription drug bill that I supported
and many of us supported as necessary
in this time and concurrent receipts for
veterans, both of which have passed the
House, that we will be in deficit for 9
out of the next 10 years. This is the
contemporary analysis of the adminis-
tration and experts in this community.

This amendment simply makes an at-
tempt to reduce the budget for the Bu-
reau of Land Management to the 1996
level, plus inflation. The current pro-
jection is a 24 percent increase. I would
simply argue that this is not the time
for us to respond to the impulse of gen-
erosity in the appropriations process.
Rather, now is the time for us to recog-
nize the time of national duress that is
truly upon us.

And so I rise tonight in support of
the amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. I will continue so long
as my energy holds out to rise into the
evening and to rise into the morning
and maybe into the daylight tomorrow
to stand for the simple principle that if
you owe debts, pay debts, that govern-
ment ought to live within its means
just like every American, like those in
Anderson, Indiana, families today who
maybe face, some 700 in number, losing
their jobs at the Delphi plant in these
uncertain economic times. Now is not
the time for us to live beyond our
means.

And so I will apply myself to this
process and trust that my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle will see the
sincerity of our purpose and urge my
colleagues to support the amendment.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

I first would like to open my com-
ments with my thoughts of Chairman
SKEEN. He is an absolute gentleman. He
is the epitome of what a legislator
ought to be. I have had two staff people
that worked for him for a number of
years, and they have shared with me so
many times what a wonderful man he
was to work with and how well he
trained them. I thank the gentleman
for allowing me to have two of his ex-
staff people who served me very well.

Mr. Chairman, I rise tonight to op-
pose this amendment. The interior bill
is the one bill in Congress that invests
in rural America. Rural America. I rep-
resent the most rural district east of
the Mississippi. Everybody thinks that
when you invest in rural America, you
are talking about agriculture. That is
true. But agriculture only impacts 10
percent of rural Americans. Ninety per-
cent of rural Americans are not in-
volved in agriculture. So this bill and
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the 100 amendments or so that have
been drafted is cutting rural America.
Rural America is economically strug-
gling. The national parks, very much a
part of rural America’s economy, man-
age 90 million acres. The forest service
manages 192 million acres. The Fish
and Wildlife Service manages 856 mil-
lion acres. The Bureau of Land Man-
agement, which this amendment goes
to, manages 262 million acres and
makes those properties available to the
American public so the American pub-
lic can enjoy nature, can enjoy recre-
ation and can enjoy the natural re-
sources that come from there.

This bill deals with the special re-
sponsibility we have to Native Ameri-
cans, our Indians. This bill deals with
energy R&D and our future. The econ-
omy of this country depends on the fu-
ture of energy and how we use it wisely
and what alternative energies we come
to. This is what this bill will fund. This
bill finally, not completely, but funds
PILT more fairly. That is Payment in
Lieu of Taxes. All this land I men-
tioned, we have never paid our taxes to
the local governments, to the local
people. This bill funds the geological
service that does natural resource
science for America. The Smithsonian
Institution. This is the bill that deals
with rural America.

We are going tonight to be hit with
dozens and dozens of amendments tak-
ing a cut out of rural America. I will
rise to oppose them, because rural
America needs a break. Rural America
needs to be treated more fairly. This is
the one bill, one of two, agriculture
and interior, that deal with rural
America that is being targeted for
these cuts that I think is unfair. It is
not well thought out; $162 million out
of management of one agency is not
well thought out.

For that reason, I oppose this amend-
ment. I urge those offering it to think
more clearly about the impact they
will have on the part of America that
is struggling the most economically,
rural America.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Twice now the House has voted to set
an overall discretionary spending level
of $748 billion for fiscal year 2003. As we
begin the appropriations process, we
begin to put in place the pieces that
will enable us to either hit that target
or to miss that target.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DICKS. Point of order, Mr. Chair-
man. Does the gentleman want this
chart?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, is
this coming out of my time?

The CHAIRMAN. No.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. This is not coming
out of my time? Yes.

Mr. DICKS. Could we see it? We can-
not even see it over here.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. We were pointing it
over here so our colleagues could see it
more, but we would be more than will-
ing to have you see it as well.
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Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman.
We wanted to make sure we could see
it.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I would also like to
commend my colleague, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN), for his
tremendous service to the House, to
the people of his district and to his
State. He is a great colleague and has
done tremendous work here and I think
has done tremendous work on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

As we take a look at putting the
pieces together for these 13 appropria-
tions bills, we see that the House has
put a marker out there of $748 billion.
The other body has yet to pass a budg-
et. President Bush has endorsed the
House-spending level and indicated in
numerous speeches that he will use his
veto if necessary to enforce the House
discretionary spending level. Why is
this important? It is important because
this year we are back in deficit. What
we really want to do is we want to
move back into surplus as quickly as
possible. The House spending level that
we have approved is almost identical to
President Bush’s fiscal year 2003 re-
quest. Any increase above the Presi-
dent’s request in one bill will need to
be offset by a decrease in another bill.

As we take a look at the schedule for
this week, we see that three out of the
first four bills that have been reported
from appropriations are going to be
above the President’s request. The in-
terior bill today is $7756 million above
the request. That does not include the
$700 million in emergency firefighting.
Treasury-Postal is $5638 million above
the request. The agriculture bill is $550
million above the request. The legisla-
tive branch looks like it will be re-
ported out at the President’s requested
level. Collectively, these bills then are
about $1.8 billion above the President’s
request.

If we are going to plus-up these early
bills, it means that at the later end of
the process, we are going to have to
have reductions in some very difficult
bills. Is this House ready for a $400 mil-
lion-plus reduction from the Presi-
dent’s request for Commerce-Justice-
State? Are we ready for a $1.8 billion
reduction from the request for Vet-
erans, HUD and FEMA? These bills are
currently scheduled to move at the end
of the appropriations process. If we are
going to be cutting from the Presi-
dent’s request, which is going to be a
very difficult process, those should be
the bills that we move first to show
that we are disciplined and we are will-
ing to make those choices. If the House
passes the first appropriations bills at
levels significantly above the request, I
think then we will be forced at the end
of the process to break the bank to
pass the veterans, HUD and FEMA bill
at levels significantly higher than
what the Committee on Appropriations
might otherwise report them here.

O 1830

We need to get back to surplus. We
need to get back to surplus, and one of
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the ways, the most direct way that we
can do this through this body is by con-
trolling spending. That is 100 percent
within our control. We should lower
these bills to the President’s request,
or we should move the other bills first
to show that we have the discipline to
pass spending bills that are below the
President’s request.

This bill is about $1 billion above last
yvear, a more than 5 percent increase.
That is more than twice the rate of in-
flation. The Committee bill is $775 mil-
lion above the President’s request. If
we had held over the last 8 years’
spending on this bill at roughly the
rate of inflation, this bill would be 30
percent smaller than what we see
today.

The administration has also clearly
indicated that the best way to get back
to surplus is to control spending. We
cannot continue to increase spending
at 5 plus percent per year. If we in-
crease spending at that kind of level, it
is unlikely that we will be back in sur-
plus any time soon.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose this
amendment. I certainly believe that
the intent of the amendment is a good
one, and I certainly appreciate the de-
bate and the opportunity to debate
what funding levels are appropriate
and what funding levels are not appro-
priate.

The Bureau of Land Management ac-
count, however, is 1.5 percent above
last year’s limit. I would love to serve
in the House of Representatives and
look at each and every government
agency and say that the level of fund-
ing is only 1.5 percent higher than it
was last year. Frankly, I would like to
see a lot of these agencies a lot less
than that, and not just a reduction in
the increase, but a cut in last year’s
level. But this is about a $14 million
level above the administration’s re-
quest.

Now, why is that the case, Mr. Chair-
man? Why is not a flat level funded? I
will say this, that if we look inside of
this, much of this is driven by House
Member requests and by the Secretary
of the Interior.

For example, included in this was the
oil and gas development money in the
Powder River Basin in Idaho and in
Montana. Also, the National Petroleum
Reserve, the Challenge Cost Share pro-
grams, all at the request of the Sec-
retary and a number of our western
Members that have a particular con-
cern in these particular accounts.

Just to give an example of why some
of this money is needed, the land man-
agement plans now are obsolete. They
have to be redone by the Secretary of
the Interior. Why do we have to have a
good land management plan? Because
if we do not have an up-to-date, cur-
rent plan, we cannot issue new permits.
Remember, the purpose of a lot of
these public lands is not just rec-
reational, but actually commercial,
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and leasing is very important. Leasing
for timber harvests, leasing for grazing
permits, leasing for oil and gas. All of
that cannot be permitted until we have
good land management plans.

So right now, what is happening is
that the Secretary of the Interior is
getting sued because environmental
groups and groups who are not really
concerned about the land, but more
concerned about the encroachment of
that evil free enterprise system which
seems to be a problem with many mem-
bers of our society today, this allows a
balance between protecting the land on
the Federal ledger and yet allowing the
private enterprise to utilize this land,
which was the original intent.

We have lots of land in America that
is locked up and cannot be used for any
purpose except for wilderness, and
some of that not even for recreational
purposes. This land, though, is not in
that category. But to be able to permit
the full public utilization of it, we have
to have a good land management pl