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and the development of surface coal mining in
the semiarid West for the first time raised the
level of public attention to the plight of coal-
field citizens adversely affected by certain coal
mining practices from a local, to a truly na-
tional, level.

The Congressional debates of the mid-
1970’s, and bills passed only to be vetoed, set
the stage for Mo Udall’s introduction of H.R. 2
on the opening day of the 95th Congress in
1977.

As a newly elected Representative from
West Virginia, | was honored to serve on the
Interior Committee at this time, at the very
time when Mo Udall took the leadership reins
of the Committee, at the very time when after
years of struggle it looked likely that a federal
strip mining act would pass muster. | was
given a great compliment when Mo Udall
chose this freshman Member from West Vir-
ginia to serve on the House-Senate Con-
ference Committee on H.R. 2, and stood in
the Rose Garden with President Carter and
Mo Udall when the bill was signed into law as
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act of 1977.

This law has served the people of the Appa-
lachian coalfields well. It has made the coal-
fields of this Nation a much better place in
which to live. The vast majority of the coal in-
dustry is in compliance with the law, and
countless acres of old abandoned coal mine
lands have been reclaimed under the special
fund established by the act.

Mo Udall’s original insight and foresight
have proven correct and we are very much in-
debted to him. When God made the moun-
tains of my home State of West Virginia, he
made a special breed of people to preside
over them. We are born of the mountains and
hollows of our rugged terrain. Our State motto
is “montani semper liberi”—mountaineers are
always free. Although Mo Udall is from the
southwest, from Arizona, he understood us.
He understood the true beauty of our hills and
hollers. He is, in my mind, an honorary West
Virginian. And his years of diligence in not
only gaining the enactment of the 1977 law,
but in pursuing its implementation, will be long
remembered by all West Virginians.

Now, if Mo was here, | can imagine what he
would say. He would tell the story about a
young man at a banquet. This young man was
getting an award and he was flustered and he
said, “I sure don’t appreciate it, but | really do
deserve it.”

Mo turned over responsibility on the com-
mittee for the surface mining act to this gen-
tleman from West Virginia, his chairman of the
Subcommittee on Mining and Natural Re-
sources. As | undertake my duties in this re-
gard, the words Mo spoke on the 10-year an-
niversary of the enactment of the 1977 law
ring in my ears: “The act was, and is, more
than a piece of legislation. It is a vehicle of
hope for those who live and who will live in
America’s coalfields.” Mo left some big shoes
to fill.

Mr. Speaker, | cannot conclude without
making note of one other mining initiative. Mo
understood what was occurring in the coal-
fields. But he also understood the abuses that
took place in the West, in hardock mining for
copper, gold, silver and other such minerals
under the Mining Law of 1872.
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It was also in 1977 that the effort to reform
the Mining Law of 1872 came to a head. Mo
Udall, a reform supporter, however, found that
the press of Committee business and other
considerations would cause this particular ini-
tiative to be shelved for the time being.

Ten years later, in 1987, as his Mining Sub-
committee chairman | resurrected the issue
and today, mining law reform legislation is
being actively considered by the Congress.
Mo, | will do my best to use the same judg-
ment, same humor, you would bring to the de-
bate. Mo Udall, this one piece of unfinished
business, once completed, is for you.

God bless you, Mo Udall.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the con-
current resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con.
Res. 40, the concurrent resolution just
adopted.

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

There was no objection.

————

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 8, 1999

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2
p.m. on Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

——————

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 9, 1999

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Monday, March 8, 1999, it ad-
journ to meet at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday,
March 9, for morning hour debates.

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

There was no objection.

———
[ 1330
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

———

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following resignation as
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY,
Washington, DC, February 25, 1999.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby request a re-
scission of my waiver to serve on three
standing committees of the House and sub-
mit my withdrawal from the Judiciary Com-
mittee effective immediately.

Sincerely,
STEVE BUYER,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

——————

WE NEED AN EFFECTIVE, GLOBAL
SOLUTION TO ADDRESS THE
STEEL CRISIS

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

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
as chairman of the Executive Com-
mittee of the Congressional Steel Cau-
cus to ask the House to direct our at-
tention at the ongoing steel crisis in
the United States. Because the U.S. re-
mains the world’s steel dumping
ground, we need an effective global so-
lution now to address the serious in-
jury being done to America’s steel

companies, our employees, and our
communities.
Unfortunately, the administration’s

recent announcements of tentative
steel agreements with Russia go in ex-
actly the opposite direction of what is
required. These agreements deny the
petitioners the relief they are entitled
to under law, and U.S. steel companies
and employees strongly oppose the
agreements.

I agree with what the petitioners said
in their February 22nd statement, that
the way to help Russia is not by sacri-
ficing the jobs and property of private

sector industries and our modern
world-class steel industry.
Mr. Speaker, I include for the

RECORD American Iron and Steel’s Feb-
ruary 19th Import Release, and the
February 22nd reaction.
The material referred to is as follows:
[News Release]

1998 STEEL IMPORTS OF 41.5 MILLION TONS
HIGHEST EVER—ANNUAL TOTAL EXCEEDS
1997 RECORD BY ONE-THIRD 4TH QUARTER IM-
PORTS UP 55 PERCENT FROM SAME PERIOD
LAST YEAR
WASHINGTON, D.C.—In 1998, the United

States had the highest import tonnage ever,
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41,519,000 net tons of steel mill products, up
33.3 percent from the previous record of
31,156,000 net tons imported in 1997, the
American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI) re-
ported today, based on a compilation of U.S.
Department of Commerce data. The 1998 im-
port tonnage was 77 percent higher than the
annual average for imports over the previous
eight years. Total imports in 1998 accounted
for 30 percent of apparent consumption, up
from 24 percent in the same period of 1997.
Fourth quarter imports in 1998, at 11,002,000
net tons, were 55 percent greater than the
7,080,000 net tons imported in the fourth
quarter of 1997.

The U.S. imported 2,861,000 net tons in De-
cember 1998, up 35.6 percent from the 2,110,000
net tons imported in December 1997. Decem-
ber 1998 imported accounted for 29.0 percent
of apparent consumption, up from 20.6 per-
cent a year earlier.

With respect to finished steel imports, 1998
was also a record. The total for the year was
34,744,000 net tons. Of the total December
1998 imports, finished products were 2,443,000
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net tons, up 41 percent from the 1,733,000 net
tons imported in December 1997. Excluding
semifinished, imports in 1998 were 26 percent
of U.S. apparent consumption.

As the chart on page 3 shows, steel imports
in 1998 surged from many countries. Com-
paring fourth quarter 1998 with same period
1997, imports were up 141 percent from
Japan; up 162 percent from Russia; up 102
percent from Korea; up 65 percent from
Brazil; and up substantially from many
other countries, e.g., Indonesia (up 553 per-
cent), India (up 365 percent), China (up 131
percent), South Africa (up 73 percent) and
Australia (up 38 percent).

Comparing fourth quarter 1998 product to-
tals with same period 1997: the 2,708,000 net
tons for hot rolled sheet were up 112 percent,
the 1,222,000 net tons for cold rolled sheet
were up 42 percent; the 871,000 net tons for
plate in coil were up 181 percent; the 706,000
net tons for structural shapes were up 130
percent; the 575,000 net tons for cut-to-length
plate were up 180 percent; and the 523,000 net
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tons for galvanized HD sheet and strip were
up 24 percent.

In response to the December and full-year
1998 import data, Andrew G. Sharkey, III,
AISI President and CEO, said this: ‘“In 1998,
the U.S. had a steel crisis caused by unprece-
dented levels of unfairly traded and injurious
steel imports. The factors that caused this
crisis remain. The December level itself is
too high to avoid sustained injury to U.S.
steel companies, employees and commu-
nities. Any December decline can be directly
tied to the pending trade litigation on a sin-
gle product category; hot rolled carbon steel,
from three countries—Japan, Russia and
Brazil. America’s current steel import prob-
lem is global. The U.S. steel import crisis
continues.”

Total 1998 exports of 5,519,000 net tons were
9 percent lower than the 6,036,000 net tons ex-
ported in 1997. The U.S. exported 366,000 net
tons of steel mill products in December 1998,
down 29 percent from the 512,000 net tons ex-
ported in December 1997.

U.S. IMPORTS OF STEEL MILL PRODUCTS—BY COUNTRY OF ORIGIN

[Thousands of net tons]

12/98 vs 12/97 %

Dec 1998 Nov 1998 Dec 1997 change 12 Mos 1998 12 Mos 1997 Ytd % change
European Union 540 656 481 12 7214 7,482 —4
Japan 436 828 199 119 6728 2,554 163
Canada 341 381 380 -10 4914 4,775 3
Brazil 252 297 185 36 2729 2,851 -4
Mexico 250 207 133 88 3167 3312 -4
Korea 239 327 136 76 3430 1,638 109
Russia 167 738 133 26 5274 3319 59
China 66 61 41 61 632 477 32
Australia 54 58 80 -33 951 439 117
South Africa 43 54 19 126 649 315 106
Indonesi 42 37 19 121 542 91 496
Turkey 40 53 57 -30 521 614 -14
India 31 2 3 933 377 194 94
Ukraine 24 68 70 —66 882 581 52
Others 336 264 174 93 3504 2515 39
Total 2861 4031 2110 36 41,520 31,157 33
4Q 1998 vs steel imports which the President submitted ceeds with this agreement, we will take ap-
4th Qtr. 4th Qtr. 401997 % he C . . 1 1 .
1998 1997 change d to the Congress in January. propriate legal action.
_While we welcome the extremely high Dre-  conrenensive steel agreement with Russia
Japan .... 2146 890 141 liminary margins ranging from 71 to 218% .
European 1883 1,752 7 found by the Department in its investiga- We also oppose the comprehensive steel
gﬂ's"sﬂla - iGa 55 i; tion, we deeply regret that the Department agreement negotiated with the Russial}s.. We
Canada . 1132 1,156 —2 does not want to allow this prescribed rem- Would support such an agreement only if it is
Korea 859 426 102 6dy to go into effect a part of a global solution to the serious in-
Brazi 138 a7 ] ; ; jury being caused by unfairly traded steel
Mexico 626 646 -3 Imports of Russian hot-rolled have in- JWVY g d. by talrly :
Australia 2 17 3 creased 700% from 508,000 metric tons in 1995 ADY agreement with Russia must be a part of
Shina ... a 4 B £0 3,468,000 metric tons in 1998, and they have 21 Administration initiated and supported
South ... 157 91 73 been sold at dumped prices substantially $201 action on all steel products which will
Africa below the cost to produce them. This has result in global quantitative restrictions,
Ukraine . 155 164 -5 . P . ini i
Turrfé;e 110 178 3 caused serious injury to the American steel Minimum prices, an adequate enforcement
India . 79 7 35 industry and the loss of thousands of steel- Mechanism, and a moratorium on further
Others ... 956 437 119 worker jobs. shipments until the inventory of dumped
0 11002 7,080 55 The suspension agreement will authorize steel has been cleared.

RUSSIAN AGREEMENTS ON STEEL EXPORTS TO
U.S.

Washington, D.C., February 22, 1999. Beth-
lehem Steel Corporation, U.S. Steel Group, a
unit of USX Corporation, LTV Steel Com-
pany, Ispat/Inland Inc., National Steel Corp.,
Weirton Steel, Gulf States Steel, Inc., Ipsco
Steel Inc., Gallatin Steel, Steel Dynamics,
and the Independent Steel Workers Union
made the following statement in response to
the announcement that the Administration
has reached agreements with the Russian
government to settle the hot-rolled steel
dumping case and to limit other steel ex-
ports to the U.S.

Suspension agreement

We continue to oppose a suspension agree-
ment. It is contrary to applicable laws and is
inconsistent with the Administration’s own
recent critical circumstances finding. Fur-
ther, it is contrary to the plan to respond to

Russia to continue to dump steel in America,
which will continue to cause serious injury
to our industry. The tons of unfairly traded
steel that the Administration is going to
allow Russia, at 750,000 metric tons per year,
will still allow Russia to be the largest sin-
gle supplier to the U.S. market. The pricing
level given to the Russians of $255 per metric
ton will both allow continued dumping and
allow inefficient Russian producers to under-
cut and damage efficient U.S. producers.

We have consistently requested the Admin-
istration to permit our laws to be enforced
as Congress intended, but by entering this
Agreement our rights have been taken away
from us.

We regret this development and will work
to convince the Administration that the pro-
posed agreement is not in the best interest of
the nation or our industry. We are also re-
questing Congress to have a prompt hearing
about this matter. If the Administration pro-

While all the details of the Russian agree-
ment are not available, we are disappointed
that they will be permitted to ship at a rate
well above the 1996 precrisis level.

We do have concern over the serious eco-
nomic problems facing Russia, but to the ex-
tent the United States provides financial and
other aid, surely we should do this in behalf
of the United States from the Federal Treas-
ury and not by sacrificing the jobs and prop-
erty of a specific private industry sector
such as our modern and world class Amer-
ican steel industry.

We will continue to work closely with the
Administration and the Congress to stop the
serious injury being caused to our industry
and to restore fair trade in steel.

For Media Contact: Bethlehem Steel Cor-
poration, Bette Kovach (610) 694-6308; U.S.
Steel Group, USX Corporation, Tom Ferrall
(412) 433-6899; Ispat/Inland Inc., John Nielsen
(219) 399-6631; LTV Steel Company, Mark
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Tomasch (216) 622-4635; National Steel Cor-
poration, Clarence Ehlers (219) 273-7327; Inde-
pendent Steel Workers Union, Mark Glyptis
(304) T748-8080; Weirton Steel, Greg Warren
(304) 797-2828; Gulf States Steel, Inc., John
Duncan (256) 543-6100; Ipsco Steel, Inc., Anne
Parker (306) 924-7390; and Gallatin Steel, Ed
Puisis (606) 567-3103.

————
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

——————

INTRODUCTION OF THE RURAL
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND
OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 1999

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

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to announce that I will introduce
legislation to address a problem that is
hurting much of rural America, a stag-
nant economy and the declining num-
ber of job opportunities.

Mr. Speaker, if we read the news-
papers inside the Beltway, we will
think that all Americans are experi-
encing the best economic times of their
lives. While our economy is indeed
strong, we have to realize that there is
a significant number of Americans,
rural Americans, who are struggling
economically because the job base in
their hometown is drying up.

According to a study by the Aspen
Institute, many of our rural economies
are suffering because of declining sales
in their natural resources market and
intense international competition in
the manufacturing sector.

Just like many industries across the
Nation, businesses in our small towns
are being forced to downsize operations
while demanding more from fewer em-
ployees. The growth in metropolitan
areas is quickly absorbing displaced
workers there, but workers in smaller,
remote communities are at a great dis-
advantage because economic develop-
ment is virtually stagnant. In fact, a
growing number of rural workers are
forced to commute long distances or
actually relocate their families in
order to find work in these metropoli-
tan areas.

In the region around my home dis-
trict, the Eighth District of North
Carolina, the Charlotte area has more
jobs than workers. Each day more than
100,000 commuters, 25 percent of the
area’s work force, leave their local
economy to go to work in Charlotte.
Obviously, this trend hurts our rural
communities, and it adds to the many
problems our metropolitan areas suffer
with traffic congestion and excessive
growth.

In the Charlotte area, the unemploy-
ment rate is a meager 2.3 percent. Just
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two counties to the east, however,
Anson County has an unemployment
rate of 8 percent, Scotland County 8
percent, and Richmond County over 8
percent. We can either address this
problem, or we can sit idly by while it
gets worse.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing the Rural Economic Develop-
ment and Opportunities Act of 1999.
What I am proposing is not a complex
package of government programs and
new spending. Instead, I am advocating
that we adopt a commonsense proposal
that will level the playing field for our
rural communities by offering a basic
tax credit for a new or existing rural
business when it creates a job for rural
workers.

It is that simple. No mountains of pa-
perwork to fill out, no layer upon layer
of government bureaucracy to work
through. Local governments and devel-
opment authorities will have all the
flexibility they need to develop a local
or regional strategy. In fact, this is not
a giveaway program that will allow
rural communities to relax. That is a
basic tax credit that gives our rural
communities a better opportunity to
increase local economic development
and job opportunities.

When we measure our nation’s eco-
nomic health, we have to look just as
closely at Main Street as we do at Wall
Street. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to
offer the Rural Economic Development
and Opportunities Act of 1999. I hope
that my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle will join me in supporting this
bill.

————

INCREASED FUNDS FOR PELL
GRANTS IN THE NATIONAL IN-
TEREST

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak about a critical na-
tional issue, one that affects our na-
tional security, our future economic
prosperity, and the position of the
United States as a world leader. I
speak, of course, about the education
of our children and their ability to af-
ford a college education.

Since the late 1970s, Federal grant as-
sistance to students pursuing their
education after high school has de-
clined dramatically. One of the most
significant measures of this decline is
what has happened to the value of the
Federal Pell Grant.

The Pell Grant program is the larg-
est need-related Federal grant program
for students pursuing a higher edu-
cation. It is considered the foundation
program for Federal student aid. It
helps students from families of modest
income who would not otherwise be fi-
nancially able to handle the costs of a
college education or special career or
technical training program.
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Created in 1972, the Pell Grant origi-
nally provided significant financial
support to students. In the 1976-1977
school year, the maximum Pell Grant
award covered 35 percent of the average
annual cost of attending a 4-year pri-
vate institution, and 72 percent of the
average cost of a 4-year public institu-
tion.

Today, Mr. Speaker, in spite of Presi-
dent Clinton’s efforts over the past 3
years to boost the purchasing power of
the Pell Grant, and the President de-
serves much credit for these efforts,
but in spite of all of this, the maximum
Pell Grant now pays for only one-third
of the average cost of a public 4-year
college, and barely one-seventh of the
cost of a private college.

This sad state of affairs came about
from cutbacks in Federal funding dur-
ing a period of escalating college costs
and tuition increases among most of
the Nation’s public and private col-
leges. I firmly believe that higher edu-
cation institutions must rein in the
cost of college tuition, but I am equal-
ly as firm in my belief that the Federal
Government must and has to restore
the value of the Federal Pell grant.

That is why I am proud to join with
my colleagues, the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) to in-
troduce H.R. 959, the Affordable Edu-
cation through Pell Grants Act of 1999.

This bill does one thing and one
thing only: It raises the maximum Pell
Grant award level to $6,500 for the aca-
demic year 2000 to 2001. This simple ac-
tion would restore the value of the Pell
Grant as originally conceived. It is
twice the amount of the maximum Pell
Grant award proposed by President
Clinton, and it is the level of funding
where the Pell Grant is meant to be.

By raising the maximum award level
to $6,500, we restore the purchasing
power of every Pell Grant awarded to
financially needy students, and we in-
crease the eligibility pool for Pell
Grants. This has an important impact
on middle-income families who face the
financial burden of having more than
one child in college at the same time.

Over the past 2 years, I have met
many students from the Third Congres-
sional District of Massachusetts who
would not have gone to college, who
would not have gone to the college of
their choice, without the Federal Pell
Grant program.

Bethany English, who has now grad-
uated from Assumption College in
Worcester, Massachusetts, has stood
alongside me on presentations on the
importance of Pell Grants. Jamie
Hoag, from a working class family in
Fall River, Massachusetts, was able to
graduate from Holy Cross College in
Worcester because he received a Pell
Grant. It is for these young people, and
all the students like them, that I urge
my colleagues to restore the value of
the Pell Grant.
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