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b 1344 
Messrs. KUCINICH, CROWLEY and 

THOMPSON of California and Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, Ms. BROWN 
of Florida and Mrs. CLAYTON changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay’’. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan and Mr. 
SHOWS 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. 
Stated against: 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker I was un-

avoidably detained by official business and un-
able to vote on H. Res. 563. I would have 
voted against H. Res. 563 (rollcall No. 442). 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, due to attend-
ance at a funeral, I was not present for sev-
eral rollcall votes today. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘aye’’ on rollcall 439, 440 and 442. I would 
have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 441. 

f 

b 1345 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill (H.R. 4942) making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2001, and for other purposes, and that I 
may include tabular and extraneous 
material. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 563 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill H.R. 4942. 

b 1346 

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. 4942) 
making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. LAHOOD 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 
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK). 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the appropria-
tion bill that we consider each year for 
the District of Columbia, the Capital of 
the United States of America. In addi-
tion to local monies and in addition to 
monies that the District receives, just 
as other communities and other States 
do through different Federal programs 
for transportation, for education, for 
public assistance, for Medicaid and 
Medicare; in addition to all of those, 
this bill appropriates $414 million for 
the District of Columbia to operate its 
prisons, its courts, and the program of 
supervising those that are on some 
form of probation or parole. 

And even beyond that, this makes ad-
ditional monies available for a number 
of special items in the District of Co-
lumbia, such as the new expansion of 
the metro system, the subway system 
in the District; funding for a special 
college tuition program that provides 
thousands of dollars to D.C. students to 
go to college, dollars that are not pro-
vided to students from any other part 
of the country; providing environ-
mental cleanup monies; or providing 
assistance in the development and the 
strengthening of the charter school 
movement here in the District of Co-
lumbia. 

I do not want to detail all of them 
right now. I do not think I need to. Mr. 

Chairman, as I made the point earlier, 
this is a different community than any 
other community in the Nation or we 
would not be talking about this. We 
would not be making special money 
available to D.C. were it not our Na-
tion’s Capital. 

We have a Nation’s Capital that was 
in severe financial straits, basically 
bankrupt financially, a few years ago; 
murder rates were at the top of the 
charts; failure rates in schools at the 
bottom. This Congress got busy several 
years ago and created a plan to re-
structure and restrengthen the District 
of Columbia, to get it back on its feet. 
And I want to applaud the people that 
were involved in this Congress, the peo-
ple that were involved in the adminis-
tration, the people involved in the Dis-
trict government, the people involved 
on the control board that was set up to 
oversee the District government, who 
collectively have worked together and 
have brought the Nation’s Capital out 
of bankruptcy so that this year, for the 
fourth straight year, they are going to 
have a budget surplus. The figure I am 
hearing is they are looking at a surplus 
of about $280 million. That is great. 

Now, it would not have happened, Mr. 
Chairman, had the Federal Govern-
ment not assumed some direct liabil-
ities that other States and commu-
nities face themselves, such as I men-
tioned earlier, the prison system, the 
court system and so forth. We also as-
sumed some retirement obligations 
that are not directly appropriated but 
are paid through the Federal Govern-
ment, and increased the Federal share 
of Medicaid reimbursements from 50 
percent to 70 percent. So, with that 
help, and some of it seen and some un-
seen, but with an agreement of involve-
ment and help of this Congress, the 
District of Columbia is back on its fi-
nancial feet. 

They still have severe problems in 
schools, with drugs, with crime, but 
there is also a resurgence of the busi-
ness community. The D.C. Council— 
and they deserve all the credit in the 
world for this—a year ago they led the 
way saying that D.C. was going to re-
duce taxes on people here because they 
wanted people to come back and live in 
the city. Tens of thousands of people 
over the years moved out of the Dis-
trict. We want them back and we want 
to create financial incentives as well as 
a better and safer place for the people 
who live here, who work here, and who 
visit here. 

The District has made a lot of finan-
cial progress. But everything is not 
straightened out yet, and we under-
stand that and we are trying to work 
patiently. There is a new Mayor: An-
thony Williams. He is a good man 
doing a good job, really focusing on 
working the bureaucracy and getting it 
whittled down because it consumes re-
sources and it stops things from hap-
pening that ought to be happening, 
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whether it is a business that wants a 
permit or whether it is a matter of run-
ning the D.C. General Hospital. 

Now, here we have a public hospital 
that already gets tens of millions of 
dollars each year in direct subsidies 
from the District government and still 
has been going beyond that. They have 
taken hundreds of millions of dollars in 
money that was not even budgeted. It 
was not even budgeted. And here is 
where I will fault the local govern-
ment. They took money that was not 
even budgeted, and hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars were supposedly loaned 
to the hospital and then they wrote off 
the loans. The District needs to be hon-
est in its budgeting. And taxpayers are 
not getting their monies’ worth in pub-
lic health benefits, yet they are paying 
inordinately high amounts for it. And 
they are paying through the use of 
gimmicks such as loans, which they 
then write off. 

I say that as one example of the man-
agement problems and the waste prob-

lems that are still severe in the Dis-
trict. If they took even half the money 
that they were wasting and applied it 
to things like a metro station, or a 
cleanup problem, or an economic devel-
opment problem, whatever it might be, 
they would not need to ask for special 
money from Congress to help with the 
revitalization of the District of Colum-
bia. They would have it. 

So we are trying to work with them 
on all fronts. This bill does that. It 
helps with the charter school move-
ment, which is a part of public schools, 
but is run differently without the nor-
mal school bureaucracy, that is ap-
proaching 15 percent of the students in 
D.C. public schools. These parents have 
chosen to send their children to a pub-
lic charter school instead of one of the 
other regular public schools, and we 
are trying to help give them equal foot-
ing with the regular public schools as 
far as the way that public resources are 
allocated and the way the bureaucracy 
treats them so the bureaucracy does 

not try to hold them back but, for the 
benefit of the future of these kids, it 
lets them advance. 

So we will have a debate, Mr. Chair-
man, on many of these different items. 
I know it is not all financial. Life is 
not just all about money, and being the 
Nation’s Capital and being in harmony 
with the rest of the country is not all 
about money either. 

I appreciate the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS), who chairs the au-
thorizing committee, the oversight 
committee. We have not worked with 
him as smoothly as we should have on 
many things, but he and his committee 
have been so supportive of helping D.C. 
to get back on its feet and helping to 
make reforms happen in Washington, 
D.C. 

Mr. Chairman, I am submitting here-
with for the RECORD a chart comparing 
the amounts recommended in H.R. 4942 
with the appropriations for fiscal year 
2000 and the request for fiscal year 2001: 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum-
bia has 13 elected city council mem-
bers; they have an elected mayor; and 
there are six members on the control 
board that are not elected but have re-
sponsibility. It is more members than 
we have on the Subcommittee on the 
District of Columbia of the Committee 
on Appropriations, and yet we gave the 
elected representatives of the District 
of Columbia 1 day of hearings and then 
turned around the very next day and 
marked up this bill. 

In the markup we decided to impose 
our fixes on some of the most serious 
problems that the District faces. For 
example, let me just give one example. 
In Anacostia, in the poorest part of 
this city and one of the poorest parts of 
this Nation, where there are homicides 
that occur on a nightly basis, where 
there is some of the worst poverty and 
desperation, rapes and all the things 
that occur when too many low-income 
people are forced into desperate cir-
cumstances, they depend on what is 
called D.C. General Hospital. The folks 
who use that hospital do not have 
health insurance, for the most part, 
and the care they need is very expen-
sive care and it is very difficult to get 
doctors and health care professionals 
working there. 

So what we decided to do, because 
they have management problems and 
financial problems, is to say that D.C. 
General cannot use its line of credit 
any more. It is actually operated by 
what is called the Public Benefits Cor-
poration. We are now told that means 
that this hospital goes under; it will 
become insolvent within a year, as well 
as the Southeast Community and a 
number of health care clinics in South-
east D.C. that deal with women and 
children throughout the neighbor-
hoods. 

Now, an alternative might have been 
to consult with the mayor, the city 
council, the professional experts work-
ing on this problem. But we did not do 
that. We gave 1 day, then imposed our 
solutions. I do not think that is the 
way we should be doing things. 

Now, we are going to talk at greater 
length on that when we have a specific 
discrete amendment on that issue, but 
it is typical of a number of what are 
called general provisions in this bill 
that attempt to legislate and to over-
ride what D.C.’s legitimately elected 
officials are trying to do to solve their 
own problems. But in addition to that, 
we have a funding shortfall. The bill is 
$31 million short of what the adminis-
tration and the District of Columbia 
government requested. It is $22 million 
below what Congress appropriated for 
the District of Columbia last year. 

Now, what excuse can we offer? We 
are in a time of great surplus. This is 

one of the cities that needs help the 
most. It is our capital city, and we 
made a commitment in the 1997 D.C. 
Revitalization Act to assume certain 
responsibilities; to make them Federal 
responsibilities. And now, in this bill, 
we are shortchanging the D.C. govern-
ment, reneging on our commitment to 
the tune of $31 million. In a $1.7 trillion 
budget we cannot find $31 million to 
meet our own commitments? The fact 
is we can, but we choose not to. 

Now, with this lower allocation, what 
don’t we fund? Well, we have two criti-
cally needed economic development 
initiatives in the District, and one is 
completion of a New York Avenue 
metro station. The private sector, the 
business community, said that they 
would put up $25 million, D.C.’s own 
taxpayers said they would put up $25 
million, and the Federal Government 
was to put up $25 million as well. This 
bill does not do that, though. They met 
their share, we are not meeting our 
share. 

We are putting up $7 million in fed-
eral funds. We are going to use $18 mil-
lion from an interest account that ex-
ists, but we find out now that the $18 
million does not exist. It has already 
been used in the D.C. budget that has 
already been submitted; that has been 
approved by the District and will be-
come law unless Congress disapprove 
it, which we will not do. 

So the $18 million does not exist. It is 
a shell game. It is double counted. So 
we are underfunding the New York Av-
enue metro station when two-thirds of 
it is not even being funded by the Fed-
eral Government. 

And then there is the Poplar Point 
brownfield remediation project, an ex-
cellent project. We agree with it. We 
give it all the rhetoric and none of the 
money that it needs. 

b 1400 

We will not have the funds to extend 
the foster care adoption incentives. 
There are kids languishing in the fos-
ter care. There are people that want to 
adopt them, good parents, and we 
underfund that. It even underfunds our 
own Financial Control Board that we 
set up to oversee the District’s budget. 

So I do not think that this is a bill 
that we should be particularly proud 
of. But even more troubling, once again 
we are going to debate a series of social 
riders and address some new ones as 
well that violate the principle of de-
mocracy and home rule and restrict 
how the District may elect to use its 
own funds to address its own set of pri-
orities. 

Earlier this year I asked the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Chairman 
ISTOOK) if we could not start with a 
clean appropriations bill this year, 
clear it of all of last year’s general pro-
visions that did not belong in an appro-
priations bill. The District of Colum-
bia, the Mayor, and the President of 

the United States followed this rec-
ommendation in their budget. But we 
have not done so. 

We have got 68 superfluous general 
provisions; and in the vast majority of 
them we would never think of imposing 
these kind of punitive, paternalistic re-
strictions on any jurisdiction that we 
were elected to represent. 

Why do we do it to the District of Co-
lumbia? We do it to the District of Co-
lumbia because they cannot fight back, 
they are helpless, we have control over 
them, and they cannot vote us out of 
office. They cannot hold us responsible. 
They cannot do a darn thing to us. And 
so we beat up on them with these kinds 
of restrictive provisions and make our-
selves look good back home. 

So we are going to offer a series of 
amendments here. I know we will prob-
ably lose them, and many of them are 
going to be found out of order because 
of this rule that protected Republican 
amendments and did not protect the 
Democratic initiatives. 

One of them deals with a controver-
sial issue, medicinal use of marijuana. 
But what did we do? We decided that 
D.C. took a referendum, and we pre-
vented them for the last year from 
even counting the results of that ref-
erendum. 

Well, that is not the responsible way 
to address a controversial issue. I will 
not get into that any further except to 
say this is not the way that we treat a 
community; it is not the way we would 
treat communities within our district. 

We have got a domestic partners law, 
and it says that D.C. cannot offer 
health insurance for domestic partners. 
But yet 3,000 employers across the 
country do it in any number of State 
and local jurisdictions. We never re-
strict any of those States and local ju-
risdictions. We did not tell employers 
they cannot do it, but we tell D.C. it 
cannot do it. 

There is a Contraceptive Coverage 
Act that has received a lot of publicity. 
It does seem that if a health insurance 
company is going to cover things like 
Viagra for men, it ought to cover con-
traception for women. That seems only 
fair and equitable. 

We put in legislation that said that 
they cannot do that unless they in-
clude the kind of religious exemption 
and ability to opt out on the grounds of 
moral objections, which makes sense, 
except that it is very broad and, again, 
we do not do it to anyone else. 

I think D.C. should be able to control 
these issues on their own. They are the 
ones that are being held responsible. 
The Mayor is going to pocket veto the 
contraceptive coverage and insist on 
the religious exemption clause. But let 
him do it. He is held accountable. Let 
them make that kind of decision. It is 
not up to us to be doing that. 

And the same legislation exists in 13 
States. We have not tried to restrict 
them in any of those States that we 
have legitimate control over. 
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Again, there are a number of specific 

situations that are objectionable in 
this bill. We have 68 general provisions 
that I mentioned. Many of them were 
punitive. They were one-time meas-
ures. Five of them are already Federal 
law. We have got another dozen rough-
ly that are already included in the D.C. 
Code or in the D.C. budget. To include 
them is superfluous. 

Why do we leave this junk in an ap-
propriations bill? We want to clear it 
out. That amendment should have been 
made in order. 

Mr. Chairman, we will now embark 
upon probably a spirited and controver-
sial debate. But the bottom line is that 
we ought not be having this debate be-
cause every issue we will discuss has 
been discussed by the members of the 
District of Columbia City Council, has 
been considered by the Mayor, has been 
considered by the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

We live in a democracy. They should 
be able to exercise their democratic 
rights, and we should not be overruling 
them. 

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the bill. 

I want to compliment the chairman 
and members of the subcommittee. 
This was not an easy bill to bring be-
fore the subcommittee or the full com-
mittee. There were considerable dif-
ferences of opinion, to say the least. 

However, I am happy to report to our 
colleagues the good news. This is the 
final appropriations bill to go through 
the House of Representatives in this 
phase of our appropriations process. 
Not only is this number 13, but the 
House has already concluded work on 
the Supplemental. We have 
conferenced the Supplemental. We 
have conferenced the Military Con-
struction appropriations bill. We have 
conferenced the Defense Appropria-
tions bill. And several other con-
ferences are under way as we speak. 

So we are moving right along. I think 
the Members will be happy to hear that 
this is the final bill, this is the 13th 
bill. 

I wanted to say something about the 
process. The gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. MORAN) when he spoke earlier 
talked about treating the Democratic 
amendments one way and Republican 
amendments another way. I will say to 
our colleagues that during the entire 
process on this bill and every other bill 
we have treated both Republicans and 
Democrats the same way. If an amend-
ment was germane to the bill, we de-
bated the amendment as much time as 
the Members wanted. And on occasion 
that was a lot of time. But we took 
whatever time was necessary to give 

everybody a fair opportunity to present 
their views and to support or oppose 
the amendments that were before the 
committee. 

Here in the House, on each of those 
amendments that we knew were sub-
ject to a point of order, we allowed the 
Member who sponsored that amend-
ment sufficient time to explain the 
amendment before we ever pressed for 
the point of order. So I think we have 
bent over backwards. 

I served here for a long time in the 
minority, and I do not recall that ever 
happening to one of our amendments 
when we were in the minority. If there 
was a point of order lying, the point of 
order was raised and the amendment 
was stricken at that point. 

In fact, on one occasion, just a few 
days ago, we allowed 3 hours of debate 
under unanimous consent on an amend-
ment offered by the Democratic side of 
the House knowing full well that it was 
subject to a point of order. The sponsor 
of the amendment knew that it was 
subject to a point of order, but yet we 
allowed 3 hours of debate. 

Now, how the gentleman could sug-
gest that we have treated Democrats 
differently than Republicans I do not 
know. But we have bent over back-
wards to be extremely fair to both 
sides of the aisle. And what is fair for 
one side is fair for the other. 

I hope that we can resolve these dif-
ferences today, Mr. Chairman; and I 
hope that we can pass this bill and let 
the appropriators get busy with the 
conference meetings with the other 
body so we can conclude our appropria-
tions business well ahead of the begin-
ning of the fiscal year. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON), who is the one person ac-
tually elected by the D.C. residents to 
represent them. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak for the 
city where free Americans reside, not 
the Federal city. The Federal city be-
longs to everyone. As free American 
citizens, Wards 1 through 8 belong to 
those of us who live in the District of 
Columbia. 

Each year lots of time has been spent 
debating the minutia of details of one 
city far afield from urgent national 
business and outside the competence of 
national legislators. The result, with-
out exception, has been multiple vetoes 
that ultimately result in turning 
around the very controversial amend-
ments voted into this bill or substan-
tially changing them. 

When will we learn? Hopefully, this 
year. There is not enough time left in 
this session to play games with the 
D.C. appropriation. 

The Mayor, the D.C. council and I 
have been clear about our two major 

objections to this bill. One: not merely 
cuts, but redirection of the remaining 
funds from indispensable priorities 
that the Mayor and the council specifi-
cally requested Federal funds to cover, 
including a subway station that is es-
sential to the District’s number one 
economic priority and to a new Federal 
ATF facility on New York Avenue; and 
two: reinserting into the bill not only 
social riders, to which we have always 
objected, but gratuitously a far larger 
number of riders that are so out of 
date, or irrelevant that OMB and the 
District believed that no Member 
would want the bill encumbered with 
them. 

A new administration that is clean-
ing house in the city and streamlining 
D.C. government deserves at least to be 
relieved of outdated and redundant rid-
ers from prior city administrations. 

The dollars used in this bill to pay 
for items meant to be federally funded 
deserve special mention and has been 
discredited in a June 30 GAO report 
commissioned by the chairman him-
self. 

The bill requires D.C. to use interest 
accumulated on D.C. accounts instead 
of Federal money in the President’s 
budget. Yet the June 30 GAO report to 
the chairman stated that Congress has 
already instructed the District on how 
the interest must be used. The GAO 
concluded: ‘‘As a result, the District 
does not have any interest earnings on 
available Federal funds.’’ 

The Mayor and the city council have 
made their views known in writing to 
the chairman, and I have had some dis-
cussions with him. The bill is not yet 
acceptable to the District, and I ask 
my colleagues to vote no on this bill. 

We are not naive about bills before 
this body. We are prepared to support 
any amendments or changes that 
would produce not the preferred bill 
but a better bill. To accomplish this, it 
will take more give and take and more 
respect for the local prerogatives freely 
given to every other locality than this 
bill reflects for the District. 

Let us get to work and challenge our-
selves to do better. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend, the distin-
guished chairman of the full com-
mittee, for yielding me the time. 

My compliments to the chairman and 
the ranking member for the time and 
energy they and their staffs have put 
forward devoted to reviewing the D.C. 
budget and bringing this bill to the 
floor in a timely manner. 

Just a few years ago, the District of 
Columbia government faced a financial 
crisis of epic proportions. That situa-
tion was so severe that the District 
could not deliver basic services, and 
there was a very real concern that it 
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would run out of cash to pay its debt 
service or to even meet its payroll. 

Today, the city’s population is stabi-
lizing, the real estate market is up, 
suburban residents are making more 
leisure trips into the city, and jobs 
have increased dramatically. 

Next year, the Control Board will go 
in a dormant state, as anticipated in 
the legislation that we passed here in 
1995. The city has balanced its budget 
for a fourth straight year; and its lead-
ers are showing, with only a handful of 
exceptions, that they are focused on 
fostering economic growth and deliv-
ering basic services. 

This budget goes a long way toward 
continuing the tremendous strides we 
have made in the Nation’s capital over 
the past 6 years. It funds a wide variety 
of programs. It will greatly enhance 
the quality of life for D.C. residents 
and those who visit and work in this 
wonderful city from enhanced resource 
for foster care, for drug treatment and 
public education, to money to clean up 
the Anacostia River and construct a 
Metro Rail Station on New York Ave-
nue. 

b 1415 

There are funds for a number of pro-
grams to bolster opportunities for the 
city’s youth population, including 
$500,000 for character education and 
$250,000 for youth mentoring programs. 

And there is much more: $1 million 
for the Washington Interfaith Network 
for affordable housing in low-income 
neighborhoods and another $250,000 for 
new initiatives to battle homelessness; 
$6 million to cover the city’s costs as-
sociated with the 2001 presidential in-
auguration; $250,000 for Mayor Williams 
to simplify personnel practices, money 
which will allow the city to build on 
the many improvements already under 
way in the area of management reform. 

But there are shortcomings to this 
bill as well. I am concerned, for exam-
ple, that funding for the D.C. college 
access program, a program created by 
legislation I introduced in the last Con-
gress, is cut by $3 million in this budg-
et. I am profoundly concerned that this 
shortage could leave some D.C. stu-
dents out in the cold, back in their old 
disadvantaged position and unable to 
become all that they can and should 
be. However, I am heartened by the 
fact that the Senate has a higher 302(b) 
allocation and that hopefully when this 
comes to conference some of this 
money can be restored. I urge my col-
leagues to restore the funding level for 
this historic program. 

The religious exemption or con-
science clause that is in this legisla-
tion may be rendered moot by the fact 
that the Mayor has said that he will 
pocket veto this legislation. In my 
judgment, the city council made a huge 
mistake in not having a conscience 
clause attached to their contraceptive 
coverage legislation, but we ought to 

let the city and encourage the city to 
remedy the mistakes they make. That 
is the only way democracy is going to 
grow and nurture, is not having us try 
to redo everything that they do but 
make them accountable for their own 
ordinances and their own mistakes. In 
this case, I think the council and most 
importantly the Mayor have stepped up 
to the plate and have said that they 
would try to remedy this on their own. 

Overall, I commend the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK), though, 
for this forward-looking spending plan, 
a budget that ensures the District of 
Columbia’s renaissance will continue 
in coming years. I am proud to have 
played a part in the city’s rebirth these 
past years, and I want to thank the fel-
low members of my subcommittee on 
the authorizing side, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. 
NORTON), the ranking Democrat; and 
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs. 
MORELLA), my vice chairman; and 
other Republicans and Democrats for 
the work that they have done over 
these past years to get the District 
back on its feet. I wish Mayor Williams 
and the city council the best of luck in 
the future. I think the city is in pretty 
good hands at this point. Although this 
bill is not everything it can and prob-
ably should be, this is a very difficult 
measure to craft, as we have found 
every year on this floor. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the bill. 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT). 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to express my concern about the 
amendments regarding needle ex-
change programs in the District of Co-
lumbia that are being offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) 
and the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT). The bill before us already bars 
the use of Federal funds to pay for 
these programs. But the Souder amend-
ment would go further. It would pro-
hibit the people of the District from 
using their own money, money ob-
tained through local taxation, for pro-
grams that are widely supported by the 
local citizenry. This is unfair to D.C. 
citizens who find themselves subject to 
the whims of representatives whom 
they did not elect. But I would submit 
it is also a terrible precedent for the 
country as a whole, because despite the 
squeamishness of some Members of 
Congress at the mere sight of a needle, 
the truth is that these programs work. 
They prevent HIV infection. They do 
not encourage or increase drug abuse. 
In fact, there is solid evidence that 
they actually help reduce drug abuse 
by encouraging injection drug users to 
enter treatment. 

It is bad enough for legislators to 
overrule local decision-makers in mat-
ters of this kind, but it is the worst 
kind of irresponsibility for us to sub-

stitute our own uninformed opinions 
for the sound judgment of the public 
health community, to say, in effect, 
Our minds are made up. Don’t confuse 
us with facts. 

I have seen what needle exchange 
programs have accomplished in Massa-
chusetts, Mr. Chairman. I know they 
save lives. If the Souder amendment 
becomes law, more people in Wash-
ington, D.C., may be infected with the 
AIDS virus. More people will die of it. 
And our Nation’s capital will continue 
to lose ground in its fight to protect 
the public health of its citizens. 

On the other hand, if the Souder 
amendment is enacted, local needle ex-
change programs in the District will 
somehow manage to carry on their 
work without the benefit of public 
funding as they have been doing with 
the current restrictions. But the 
Tiahrt amendment would have a seri-
ous and immediate impact on these ex-
isting programs. It would prohibit 
them from distributing sterile needles 
within 1,000 feet of a school or univer-
sity, public housing project, student 
center or other recreational facility. I 
realize the gentleman is trying to pro-
tect children from exposure to unsafe 
needles and the drugs that are used to 
inject. I only wish the problem were 
that simple. As a former law enforce-
ment official, I have spent considerable 
time in our inner cities. The reality is 
there are plenty of needles out there 
well within 1,000 feet of schools and 
housing projects and student centers, 
and those needles are not sterile. 

This amendment will do nothing to 
change that tragic reality. It will not 
keep out the drugs and drug para-
phernalia that litter these urban bat-
tlegrounds, if you will. It will not keep 
out the diseases that are spread by ig-
norance and lack of sanitation. What it 
will do is make sure that these kids 
who inject drugs and who live in these 
neighborhoods, the very young people 
who are at most risk for HIV/AIDS, 
hepatitis and other diseases trans-
mitted through infected needles, will 
have no recourse but to reuse unsterile 
equipment. 

We cannot cure the problem by 
throwing a cordon around our public 
institutions. Only good science and 
sound health policy can do that. 

I urge my colleagues to reject these 
amendments. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. TIAHRT), one of the valued mem-
bers of our subcommittee. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to step back just 6 years and look 
at the District of Columbia because it 
was a very different place then. They 
were running a budget deficit. Schools 
were failing. It was known as the mur-
der capital. And crime had kept people 
in fear. 

The first interaction that I had with 
the District of Columbia was trying to 
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get a constituent who had been killed 
by a taxi, have their body released to 
the family. Red tape ruled in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and it was a very 
large task just to get the deceased re-
leased to their family. 

But today it is a better city by a long 
ways. The D.C. budget is balanced, and 
that is why it was accepted in this bill. 
The quality of education has improved 
through charter schools and through 
new projects in public schools. It is a 
safer community to live in. And the 
people from Kansas are more com-
fortable when they come to the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Things have gotten 
better. 

But it did not happen by accident. 
Congress did get involved. It provided 
oversight. The D.C. control Board in-
sisted on revisions to the city and to 
the police department. The gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) said earlier the Federal 
city belongs to everyone. I think that 
is exactly what the writers of the Con-
stitution had in mind when they gave 
Congress, and I quote, ‘‘power to exer-
cise exclusive legislation in all cases 
whatsoever,’’ in article 1, section 8 of 
our Constitution. 

The opponents of our bill say, Well, 
our cities aren’t regulated like this, so 
we shouldn’t be involved. But if you 
talk to the city councils in Kansas, 
they know that Congress has inter-
vened. They have intervened through 
the Clean Air Act, through clean water 
regulations, through transportation 
regulations, air travel regulations, 
labor regulations, wage restrictions. 
And the people in the city have been 
regulated by Congress, too, health 
care, work requirements. Congress has 
injected itself into our schools, our 
hospitals, our city councils and our 
own homes. Congress does have over-
sight of the District of Columbia. 

So the question is, How should we be 
involved in this process? I think one of 
the things that this bill does that is 
very positive is that we go into the 
areas of this city which need to be re-
claimed and provide mentoring pro-
grams to children that are at risk, giv-
ing a mentor to them, to be with them 
when they need to go to school to find 
out their homework assignments, when 
they need to go to the hospital or to 
the physician, and God forbid they 
should have to go to court, the mentor 
is there with them. This bill provides 
such help. It also provides a hotline so 
that if someone is in need in this city, 
they call a hotline and they are not let 
off the phone line until they are di-
rectly connected with an agency that 
can provide directly for their need. 

There are other things we are going 
to debate. We are going to debate 
where we should deliver needles 
through the drug needle exchange pro-
gram. I personally think we ought to 
protect the children. We have talked to 
the District of Columbia Police Depart-

ment. There are currently four loca-
tions that would not be affected by my 
amendment where needles could be dis-
tributed. 

As we continue this debate, Mr. 
Chairman, I hope we come to a conclu-
sion and pass this bill today. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds on this 
issue, we are going to have a little time 
later on to discuss it, in terms of nee-
dle exchange. 

D.C. has the worst problem of AIDS 
infection of women and children, and 
the principal reason is the exchange of 
dirty needles. The exchange of clean 
needles works, but it is very restricted 
because of the Congress’ intervention. 
This amendment would effectively pre-
clude even private organizations from 
being able to address this problem. 
There are too many women and chil-
dren dying of AIDS in D.C. We ought to 
do whatever is necessary to save their 
lives. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), the leader of the Smart 
Growth Initiative nationwide. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
can only imagine the frustration that 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) must feel talk-
ing about the special benefits that are 
accorded to the District of Columbia; 
for indeed what we have done, the Dis-
trict has special obligations that no 
other local government in the country 
has. It has the burdens of both a city 
and a State and it does not have the 
tools that we give the rest of America. 
On top of that, Congress is interfering 
unnecessarily, making that job even 
harder. 

Not only does it add unnecessary and 
outdated riders, but the budget that we 
are discussing here today is $22 million 
below last year’s funding level. The 
funding that remains is not fairly dis-
tributed to the city’s most urgent eco-
nomic and educational priorities. 

I care specifically about livable com-
munities, and I would like to reference 
two: one, the New York Avenue Metro 
station and Poplar Point in Southeast 
District of Columbia. The proposed 
Metro station at New York and Florida 
Avenues is the linchpin of proposed 
new economic development activity for 
the District. 

We here in the District every day ex-
perience poor air quality, choking traf-
fic. We hear about problems of sprawl 
and economic development. The pro-
posed Metro station represents an im-
portant step in bringing jobs and peo-
ple together in a location that is con-
venient for commuters and does not in-
crease sprawl or require massive addi-
tional infrastructure investments in 
outlying areas. 

This has been extensively planned 
through public and private initiatives 
with the District, the Federal Govern-
ment, and the private sector each com-

mitting one-third of the funds. While 
the city and the private sector have 
stepped up, Congress is shirking its 
duty by not providing the full $25 mil-
lion in Federal funds that the Presi-
dent has proposed. It includes only $7 
million directly and makes up the re-
maining $18 million through account-
ing gimmicks, including the borrowing 
on the city’s interest fund which only 
has $6 million left and is already obli-
gated by other uses. 

The choice forced on the city to 
delay building the station or losing 
other important priorities is not ac-
ceptable. We compound this missed op-
portunity by the nearby development 
of the Metropolitan Branch Trail, the 
bicycle beltway within the Beltway 
that could have the $8 million that we 
have already allocated through TEA–21 
coordinated with the station. We risk 
losing both the station and the coordi-
nation of the trail. It would be a trag-
edy. 

Poplar Point, a 110-acre site along 
the southern corridor of the Anacostia 
River, has the potential of becoming a 
vital urban waterfront, serving the 
needs of District residents who now 
must travel faraway to enjoy the wa-
terfront amenities that are right out-
side their and our door. 

Not only has the site been neglected 
by the Federal Government, but a por-
tion of the environmental damage is 
the result of pesticide residue left by 
the Architect of the Capitol, because 
that was our nursery that operated 
there for many years. It adds a new di-
mension of interference for the Con-
gress in the District of Columbia. It il-
lustrates the special responsibility we 
owe to the District both as a neighbor 
and as a tenant. 

The bill does not provide the re-
quested $10 million for environmental 
cleanup and infrastructure improve-
ment needed to spur the redevelopment 
and improve the economic health for 
the residents living near Poplar Point. 

b 1430 

Between the irrelevant riders, the 
limitations of the District’s ability to 
self-govern, we are missing an oppor-
tunity. It is not just unfair to the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia, it is 
not fair to the American public. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I keep hearing people 
try to create a fiction that supposedly 
we are not taking care of what the Dis-
trict says is its top priority; namely, 
the Metrorail station at New York Av-
enue. In fact, at the Full Committee, 
we shifted a few million dollars more of 
Federal funds into the Metrorail 
project, as well as the interest earnings 
on the Federal and other funds that we 
are allocating. 

Mr. Chairman, I heard the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) say, 
oh, but the fund only has $6 million, 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 11:00 Nov 21, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H26JY0.000 H26JY0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 16453 July 26, 2000 
and it does not have $18 million. That 
is not accurate. Mr. Chairman, what 
has happened is after the control board 
found out that we thought that money 
should go to the top priority of the Dis-
trict, then we started receiving lists 
saying ‘‘we have these things that were 
not part of our budget, we want to 
spend this money on something dif-
ferent than our top priority.’’ And that 
is where we found out they want to 
spend the money on more bonuses at 
city hall and golden parachutes for 
people involved with the control board, 
to double their budget in the control 
board in their last year of operation, 
Mr. Chairman. 

I wanted to correct that, Mr. Chair-
man; and I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM), a member of our sub-
committee. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
live in D.C. and have for some time. I 
have sat and I have talked to residents, 
many of them minorities, and many 
saying to me we need help for years 
and years and years. When we look at 
the school systems, we look at the 
economy, we look at the Anacostia 
River, the sewage systems, the crime, 
the drugs and the lack of response, 
they would say, I know you are a Re-
publican, we are Democrat, but would 
you help us? 

I think this committee has done a lot 
in the last few years. I say to my col-
leagues that for 30 years my D.C. was 
kind of an anachronism, that there was 
not that help and we let the D.C. rule, 
but then we had a mayor that ended up 
putting more cocaine up his nose than 
worrying about the economy of his own 
city. The good news is that Mayor Wil-
liams is trying to work with us and do 
many of the things that we are trying 
to do for this city. 

I lived by the train station and in one 
year, my car was broken into twice. I 
heard a gunshot out my driveway, a 
young man was caught and said he just 
wanted to know what it felt like to kill 
somebody. Two of the women in my 
complex were mugged going into a 
locked gate. There is a grocery store, 
the little mom and pop store, across 
the street was robbed six times in one 
year. The residents were saying, we 
have to live in this, can you do some-
thing, Mr. Congressman. Our children, 
the roofs on their schools are falling 
apart. And my colleagues will remem-
ber they had to cancel schools. We 
fully funded schools. We established 
charter schools. 

My own party wanted to cut funds 
from our public funds, and we were able 
to work in a bipartisan way saying 
that our schools are moving in the 
right direction, let us fully fund them. 
And I think we have seen some move-
ment. We have a long way to go in this 
Nation’s Capital, but there are good 
teachers. There are good schools, but 
many of those schools are still failing 
and we need help. 

That is the direction we are working 
in. When I first arrived here, there was 
a woman on the board that was ap-
pointed by Marion Barry that could 
not read. She was on the committee on 
the budget, but she had never had an 
accounting course. She was a func-
tioning illiterate, but yet she was a po-
litical appointee. We appointed a board 
to try and help that. And we have done 
a lot of very positive things in that. 

We wanted to work on something for 
D.C. We need a long-term sewage prob-
lem. Every time it rains in Wash-
ington, D.C., and it is raining right 
now, that raw sewage goes into the 
Anacostia River every time it rains. It 
has the highest fecal count in any river 
in the United States, and we need to 
address that. 

The mayor is trying to take that up 
as well, the cleanup of the Anacostia 
River. But I look at the economy. 
When I first came here, the city was 
left up to its own devices, they had 
month-to-month leases. Now no busi-
ness is going to come into the city and 
make an investment, because people 
were getting money under the table. 

They had governmental control over 
those businesses to make them do what 
they wanted, and no one would invest. 
And we looked at the businesses. We 
could not even get a Safeway here be-
cause of the practices of the city coun-
cils and the government, and we have 
changed that, in a bipartisan way. We 
are starting to get investment. We 
have increased those leases. We are 
starting to get jobs into D.C., and I 
think that is positive change. 

I would say one thing about the 
Tiahrt amendment, if we look at his 
amendment on drug exchange, none of 
my colleagues would want one of these 
outside their door, because it attracts 
drug dealers, it attracts drug users. 
Needles are discarded. What his amend-
ment says, where we have schools, 
where we have parks and swimming 
pools, where children play barefooted 
and fall, that we do not want to have 
our children to have the risk of the 
contracting AIDS or other diseases like 
hepatitis. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a support of 
the bill. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 seconds to re-
spond to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK). With regard to the 
use of the New York Avenue Metro 
money, the reality is that that money 
was included in the D.C. budget, that 
D.C. budget was received by the Con-
gress before the bill was marked up. 
There is no way that the D.C. govern-
ment could have known, and so that 
money was already spent before we 
spent it again. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CUMMINGS), a most respected and effec-
tive legislator. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 

Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) for yielding the 
time to me and to say to the last 
speaker, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM), one of the inter-
esting things is about the needle ex-
change program in Baltimore, there 
are people who actually want the nee-
dle exchange program in certain areas, 
because they have discovered that it 
cleans up the needles. It gets rid of the 
problem. I think that one should take 
a look at that, and that is something 
very important. 

The other thing that I find so inter-
esting is how the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS) and now the distin-
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM) have talked about 
the wonderful job that the mayor is 
doing. He is doing an outstanding job 
and a wonderful job. I would also say 
that the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is doing 
a wonderful job. 

At some point in time, folks ought to 
be able to control D.C. themselves. We 
do not have to have Big Brother hang-
ing around forever and forever. I think 
that it has been clear and it has been 
said here over and over again by both 
sides that they are doing an out-
standing job. 

The motto for the District of Colum-
bia is justice to all. Justice in the form 
of the ability of District of Columbia 
residents to use their own funds to op-
erate needle exchange programs in 
areas they deem appropriate. Justice in 
allowing D.C. to determine appropriate 
laws to address the issue of tobacco use 
among minors. Justice in the right of 
District of Columbia residents and the 
city council to approve and enact legis-
lation that will permit city employees 
to receive health insurance benefits for 
their long-term partners, regardless of 
gender, and to require insurers and em-
ployers to cover contraceptive if other 
prescription drugs are covered. 

Justice in increased funding for Met-
rorail construction at New York and 
Florida Avenues, Northeast, an area 
ripe for economic development. 

Justice in increased funding for tui-
tion assistance for District of Columbia 
college-bound students, helping to off-
set out-of-State tuition costs at col-
leges and universities across the coun-
try. As a result of this program, nu-
merous D.C. students applied to Mary-
land colleges and universities, includ-
ing 10 at Coppin State University and 
Morgan State University in my dis-
trict. 

Justice in the right of the District to 
use funds to petition for or file a civil 
action intended to obtain District vot-
ing representation in Congress. 

Unfortunately, if this bill is passed in 
its current form, justice to all will not 
prevail. Instead, this body will send a 
message to District residents that they 
are not to be afforded justice, but are 
to be burdened with requirements that 
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Congress imposes on no other local ju-
risdiction and stripped of their right to 
make local decisions. 

I submit that it is our duty as law-
makers to ensure that justice is ap-
plied impartially and equally to all of 
our Nation’s citizens. Therefore, I urge 
my colleagues to oppose this bill and 
support District residents and the prin-
ciple of justice for all. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a general 
principle we often quote here that says, 
you should not do for people what they 
are capable of doing for themselves, be-
cause you don’t want to restrict their 
ability to grow and to achieve. 

It is not a matter of we do not want 
to help them, but it is a matter we 
want to do it in the right way. 

I hear a lot of comments about we 
ought to be doing more for the District 
here, we ought to be doing more for the 
District there. Then I hear people say, 
oh, we have cut this budget or that 
budget. For example, they claim, inac-
curately, but they claim, that we have 
cut a Federal commitment to the 
metro subway station. Let us back up. 

What Federal commitment are we 
talking about? We are talking about 
the budget proposal submitted by the 
White House which is not a budget sub-
mitted or approved by the Congress. 
Just because something is proposed by 
the President, let us not pretend that if 
we do not agree with the President on 
something, that we have gone out and 
we have cut budgets or that we reneged 
on a commitment; that is not the case. 

We have made sure that rather than 
going to this new, after-the-budget, 
laundry list of things that now they 
say are higher priorities than the 
metro subway station, so we cannot 
spend money out of this account for it. 
Instead of doing that, we said no, we 
are going with the top priority of the 
metro station. 

Let us look at what the District is 
doing or not doing for themselves. We 
know they have remaining significant 
management and financial problems. 
Let me just give my colleagues the fig-
ures on just one of them. In addition to 
the money budgeted and tens of mil-
lions of dollars of subsidies that were 
budgeted, the D.C. General Hospital 
with the Public Benefit Corporation in 
the last 4 years has had loans, so- 
called, of $174 million, which were, in 
fact, spending beyond what was author-
ized or appropriated by law. 

In that one institution alone there 
was $174 million. On top of the sub-
sidies, on top of their budget. We had a 
hearing on this, more than one hearing 
that we had, and District officials in-
cluding the central board said they are 
not loans they are receivables because 
the hospital is supposed to pay it back 
out of money they receive. No, they 
know that. They do not even have the 
hospital sign any paper. There is no 

written agreement. The city and the 
control board just write checks for mil-
lions of dollars until they have gone 
$174 million in the hole, beyond their 
budget, beyond the subsidies, and then 
the District government writes it off. 

They have a group looking at it right 
now that is telling horror stories about 
the level of management. In fact, the 
just-fired individual in charge, even 
though people will say when he was in 
charge, this hospital got run into the 
ground even farther than it was al-
ready, he wants a million dollars sever-
ance pay, a million dollars severance 
pay for helping something go $174 mil-
lion in the red. 

That is the kind of priorities or lack 
of them that waste money, and then 
they come to Congress and say we 
make up the difference, and then claim 
we are reneging on a pledge made at 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue if we do not 
just rubber stamp that instead of try-
ing to take a more responsible ap-
proach. 

They say we are using too much of 
their money for these things. We are 
using money of the taxpayers of the 
United States of America in this bill, 
$414 million. And we still have manage-
ment problems. I agree that Mayor 
Williams is working diligently and 
making a bona fide effort, but if we 
look at who is still in charge, the upper 
level, what they call the ‘‘excepted 
service’’ positions, in other words, 
these are the people that can be hired 
and fired by the mayor, as opposed to 
through a civil service system. 

The Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs still has 62 percent 
of the upper level people who are hold-
overs from the prior administration 
and administrations that had these se-
vere problems with how they handled 
taxpayers’ money. 

b 1445 
In the Department of Employment 

Services, two-thirds, two-thirds are 
still management holdovers. In the Of-
fice of Contracting and Procurement, 
two-thirds are holdovers. In the De-
partment of Public Works, 62 percent. 
There is a lot of change that has not 
happened yet. There is a lot of savings 
the District can achieve in its own 
budget, and we are trying everything 
we can to help them to do that. 

But remember, you ought to come to 
this Congress, and if you are wanting 
people to do something because you are 
the Nation’s Capital, you ought to 
show what you have done for yourself. 
We had, I believe it was $330 million in 
past years, that this Congress provided 
to the District for management re-
forms to achieve savings, and we had 
the General Accounting Office go in a 
few months ago and say, okay, we 
spent $330 million supposedly to create 
savings beyond that figure. How much 
savings can you find? 

GAO said, well, you spent $330 mil-
lion, and the savings were supposed to 

be $200 million annually. What was ac-
tually achieved was about $1.5 million 
annually. You spend $330 million, and 
you get back $1.5 million? That is not 
a good investment by the taxpayers. 
The District needs more focus on get-
ting its own House in order. It is mak-
ing progress, but it has not made near 
enough. It needs more focus on that, 
rather than accusing the Congress of 
not doing its job. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask support for this 
bill. 

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, we debated the D.C. bill six times 
on the floor, and it was vetoed twice 
last year. The principal issue was nee-
dle exchanges. We are going to have 
the ranking member of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, and 
for many years the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on the District of Co-
lumbia of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman from Los Angeles, 
California (Mr. DIXON), explain how im-
portant this needle exchange program 
is and why the amendment that is 
going to be offered will not work. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia (Mr. DIXON). 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding me 
time. 

This is the traditional day that when 
the city is wrong, it is wrong; and when 
the city is right, it is wrong. 

The bill provides to allow the city of 
Washington D.C. to have a needle ex-
change program to use its own funds 
and private funds. The gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) is going to offer 
an amendment that basically says 
within 330 yards of 14 designated areas, 
that you shall not be able to imple-
ment the needle exchange program. It 
is really a fox in sheep’s clothing. The 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) in 
the full committee voted against the 
program, so he is not here to in fact as-
sist the needle exchange program in 
any way or for good public policy rea-
sons. 

When the gentleman shows you a 
chart later, he will have designated 
some schools that in fact one will not 
be allowed within 330 yards to provide 
needle exchange programs. But that is 
only one element of the amendment. 
There are 13 others. So when you add 
that to the list, and you consider that 
Washington, D.C., is only 66 square 
miles, that leaves about five positions 
that you can exchange needles: the 
Mall, Soldiers’ Home, Bolling Air 
Force Base, St. Elizabeth’s, Wash-
ington Hospital Center, and Rock 
Creek Park. 

The problem with the D.C. bill is that 
no one comes to the floor straight; 
they come with a cosmetic reason for 
whatever they want to do. This Tiahrt 
amendment is designed to make the 
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needle exchange program ineffective. It 
should be voted down. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DIXON) explained, the 
amendment that we will be considering 
precludes the ability of any needle ex-
change program to effectively operate. 

Now, why is that important? It is im-
portant because we have hundreds, 
thousands, of residents of the District 
of Columbia who are infected with the 
ignominious disease of AIDS, and in 
the District the population where the 
AIDS epidemic is growing fastest are 
women and children. 

Imagine what it must be like to real-
ize that your baby is infected with 
AIDS. Now, you can blame the mother, 
you can blame whoever, you can blame 
society; but the reality is that there is 
horrible, unjust suffering going on, and 
the principal reason for that pain and 
suffering is because of the use of dirty 
needles. 

The only program we have found that 
actually works, and we have any num-
ber of studies that proves that it 
works, is when an organization offers 
clean needles. But you only get a clean 
needle if you give back a dirty needle, 
and you have to get into a program. It 
is access to drug treatment, and it is 
working. 

Mr. Chairman, we might like to turn 
our backs and pretend this stuff does 
not go on and pretend there are easier 
ways to do it and ways that are less 
controversial, but there are not. They 
are not working as effectively, and 
that is why the administration stood 
up and kept vetoing this bill, because 
we have to care about people who are 
suffering and dying needlessly, if there 
is a way that we can stop it. 

This program can stop it, and that is 
why we ought to let it function, but 
not with any Federal funds, not with 
any public money, all with private do-
nations. That is the point, that is how 
the program is being operated. But it 
ought to be allowed to operate. That is 
only fair. And the D.C. Government 
ought to be allowed to decide how it is 
going to cope with its problem, and not 
let us gain political advantage by su-
perseding their judgment and pre-
venting them from being able to ad-
dress a critically important, desperate 
need within the District of Columbia. 
That is why this issue is so important. 

There are funding issues. Maybe we 
can take care of the funding issues in 
conference. We are going to try to do 
that. It is silly, when we have a $2.2 
trillion surplus, a $1.7 trillion budget, 
we cannot find $31 million to make the 
District whole on a contractual obliga-
tion that we agreed to assume. 

So I trust we will be able to find that 
money. The District is getting on its 
feet. It has got a great Mayor, it has 
got a good city council. It is getting a 

lot of good people in running its gov-
ernment. If we believe in democracy, if 
we believe that the people have the 
power to regulate, to run their own af-
fairs, that they will elect the people 
that will provide the kind of quality of 
life and security in the future for their 
children that they decide they want, 
that is what this is all about. 

Let us extricate ourselves from these 
matters where we ought not be in-
volved. Let us do right for the District 
of Columbia. Until we fix this bill, I do 
not think we can support it. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma is recognized for 2 min-
utes. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, drug 
problems in the District of Columbia 
are America’s problem, because Wash-
ington, D.C., is America’s capital. I am 
sorry to hear that the gentleman says 
that if you do not have a program to 
exchange drug needles, you are causing 
pain and suffering. No. Pain and suf-
fering is caused by the use of drugs. 
Crime is caused by the use of drugs. 
Parents failing to take care of their 
kids is caused by the use of drugs. 

You are saying dirty needles cause 
pain and suffering? No, people injecting 
themselves with drugs cause pain and 
suffering. We are not talking about 
sewing needles here; we are talking 
about hypodermic syringes, needles for 
people to inject illegal drugs into 
themselves, and a program operating in 
broad daylight out on public streets to 
do these swaps. Bring in a dirty needle, 
get a clean needle, go shoot yourself 
up. 

I know a couple of people that the 
other day observed one of these sites, 
and it was an area where there were 
residences and small businesses. The 
van is there for a few hours, and just 
minutes after the van they used for the 
needle exchange pulls away, you know 
what pulled up? A school bus. It is a 
bus stop for school kids. 

The D.C. Council passed its own law 
declaring drug-free zones. The amend-
ment of the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. TIAHRT) just says those areas that 
the District has already chosen to be 
drug-free zones should not be used for 
these programs to exchange drug nee-
dles. The D.C. Council defined them. 
For example, 1,000 feet around a youth 
center or public library or public hous-
ing or a swimming pool or an elemen-
tary school or vocational school or a 
video arcade, the D.C. Council says 
those sites are supposed to be drug free 
zones. The amendment of the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) just 
says if that is supposed to be a drug- 
free zone, what are you doing with a 
drug needle exchange program taking 
place in the same spot? 

I urge support of the bill; and when 
the time comes, I certainly will sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman 
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT). 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

No amendment to the bill shall be in 
order except those printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate, and 
amendments printed in the House Re-
port 106–790. 

Amendments printed in the report 
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report and only at the 
appropriate point in the reading of the 
bill, shall be considered read, shall be 
debatable for the time specified in the 
report, equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for a 
division of the question. 

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

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 4942 
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 
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses, namely: 

FEDERAL FUNDS 
FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR RESIDENT TUITION 

SUPPORT 
For a Federal payment to the District of 

Columbia for a nationwide program to be ad-
ministered by the Mayor for District of Co-
lumbia resident tuition support, $14,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That such funds may be used on behalf of eli-
gible District of Columbia residents to pay 
an amount based upon the difference be-
tween in-State and out-of-State tuition at 
public institutions of higher education, usa-
ble at both public and private institutions 
for higher education: Provided further, That 
the awarding of such funds may be 
prioritized on the basis of a resident’s aca-
demic merit and such other factors as may 
be authorized: Provided further, That not 
more than 5 percent of the funds may be used 
to pay administrative expenses. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR INCENTIVES FOR 
ADOPTION OF CHILDREN 

The paragraph under the heading ‘‘Federal 
Payment for Incentives for Adoption of Chil-
dren’’ in Public Law 106–113, approved No-
vember 29, 1999 (113 Stat. 1501), is amended to 
read as follows: ‘‘For a Federal payment to 
the District of Columbia to create incentives 
to promote the adoption of children in the 
District of Columbia foster care system, 
$5,000,000: Provided, That such funds shall re-
main available until September 30, 2002, and 
shall be used to carry out all of the provi-
sions of title 38, except for section 3808, of 
the Fiscal Year 2001 Budget Support Act of 
2000, D.C. Bill 13–679, enrolled June 12, 2000. 
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FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE CHIEF FINANCIAL 

OFFICER OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
For a Federal payment to the Chief Finan-

cial Officer of the District of Columbia, 
$1,500,000, of which $250,000 shall be for pay-
ment to a mentoring program and for hotline 
services; $500,000 shall be for payment to a 
youth development program with a char-
acter building curriculum; $500,000 to remain 
available until expended, shall be for the de-
sign, construction, and maintenance of a 
trash rack system to be installed at the 
Hickey Run stormwater outfall; and $250,000 
shall be for payment to support a program to 
assist homeless individuals to become pro-
ductive, taxpaying citizens in the District of 
Columbia. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS 

For salaries and expenses of the District of 
Columbia Corrections Trustee, $134,300,000 
for the administration and operation of cor-
rectional facilities and for the administra-
tive operating costs of the Office of the Cor-
rections Trustee, as authorized by section 
11202 of the National Capital Revitalization 
and Self-Government Improvement Act of 
1997 (Public Law 105–33; 111 Stat. 712) of 
which $1,000,000 is to fund an initiative to 
improve case processing in the District of 
Columbia criminal justice system: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, funds appropriated in this Act for the 
District of Columbia Corrections Trustee 
shall be apportioned quarterly by the Office 
of Management and Budget and obligated 
and expended in the same manner as funds 
appropriated for salaries and expenses of 
other Federal agencies: Provided further, 
That in addition to the funds provided under 
this heading, the District of Columbia Cor-
rections Trustee may use any remaining in-
terest earned on the Federal payment made 
to the Trustee under the District of Colum-
bia Appropriations Act, 1998, to carry out the 
activities funded under this heading. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA COURTS 

For salaries and expenses for the District 
of Columbia Courts, $99,500,000 to be allo-
cated as follows: for the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals, $7,709,000; for the District 
of Columbia Superior Court, $72,399,000; for 
the District of Columbia Court System, 
$16,892,000; and $2,500,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2002, for capital improve-
ments for District of Columbia courthouse 
facilities: Provided, That none of the funds in 
this Act or in any other Act shall be avail-
able for the purchase, installation or oper-
ation of an Integrated Justice Information 
System until a detailed plan and design has 
been submitted by the courts and approved 
by the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, all amounts under 
this heading shall be apportioned quarterly 
by the Office of Management and Budget and 
obligated and expended in the same manner 
as funds appropriated for salaries and ex-
penses of other Federal agencies, with pay-
roll and financial services to be provided on 
a contractual basis with the General Serv-
ices Administration (GSA), said services to 
include the preparation of monthly financial 
reports, copies of which shall be submitted 
directly by GSA to the President and to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on Government Re-
form of the House of Representatives: 

DEFENDER SERVICES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
COURTS 

For payments authorized under section 11– 
2604 and section 11–2605, D.C. Code (relating 
to representation provided under the District 
of Columbia Criminal Justice Act), pay-
ments for counsel appointed in proceedings 
in the Family Division of the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia under chapter 23 
of title 16, D.C. Code, and payments for coun-
sel authorized under section 21–2060, D.C. 
Code (relating to representation provided 
under the District of Columbia Guardian-
ship, Protective Proceedings, and Durable 
Power of Attorney Act of 1986), $34,387,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the funds provided in this Act under 
the heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Courts’’ (other than the 
$2,500,000 provided under such heading for 
capital improvements for District of Colum-
bia courthouse facilities) may also be used 
for payments under this heading: Provided 
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading, the Joint Com-
mittee on Judicial Administration in the 
District of Columbia shall use funds provided 
in this Act under the heading ‘‘Federal Pay-
ment to the District of Columbia Courts’’ 
(other than the $2,500,000 provided under such 
heading for capital improvements for Dis-
trict of Columbia courthouse facilities), to 
make payments described under this heading 
for obligations incurred during any fiscal 
year: Provided further, That such funds shall 
be administered by the Joint Committee on 
Judicial Administration in the District of 
Columbia: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, this ap-
propriation shall be apportioned quarterly 
by the Office of Management and Budget and 
obligated and expended in the same manner 
as funds appropriated for expenses of other 
Federal agencies, with payroll and financial 
services to be provided on a contractual 
basis with the General Services Administra-
tion (GSA), said services to include the prep-
aration of monthly financial reports, copies 
of which shall be submitted directly by GSA 
to the President and to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives: Provided further, That the 
District of Columbia Courts shall implement 
the recommendations in the General Ac-
counting Office Report GAO/AIMD/OGC–99– 
226 regarding payments to court-appointed 
attorneys and shall report to the Office of 
Management and Budget and to the House 
and Senate Appropriations Committees quar-
terly on the status of these reforms. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE COURT SERVICES 
AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION 

AGENCY FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For salaries and expenses of the Court 
Services and Offender Supervision Agency 
for the District of Columbia, as authorized 
by the National Capital Revitalization and 
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997, 
(Public Law 105–33; 111 Stat. 712) $115,752,000, 
of which $69,871,000 shall be for necessary ex-
penses of Community Supervision and Sex 
Offender Registration, to include expenses 
relating to supervision of adults subject to 
protection orders or provision of services for 
or related to such persons; $18,778,000 shall be 
transferred to the Public Defender Service; 
and $27,103,000 shall be available to the Pre-
trial Services Agency: Provided, That of the 
amount provided under this heading, 

$22,161,000 shall be used to improve pretrial 
defendant and post-conviction offender su-
pervision, enhance drug testing and sanc-
tions-based treatment programs and other 
treatment services, expand intermediate 
sanctions and offender re-entry programs, 
continue planning and design proposals for a 
residential Sanctions Center and improve ad-
ministrative infrastructure, including infor-
mation technology; and $836,000 of the 
$22,161,000 referred to in this proviso is for 
the Public Defender Service: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, all amounts under this heading shall be 
apportioned quarterly by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and obligated and ex-
pended in the same manner as funds appro-
priated for salaries and expenses of other 
Federal agencies: Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 446 of the District of 
Columbia Home Rule Act or any provision of 
subchapter III of chapter 13 of title 31, 
United States Code, the use of interest 
earned on the Federal payment made to the 
District of Columbia Offender Supervision, 
Defender, and Court Services Agency under 
the District of Columbia Appropriations Act, 
1998, by the Agency during fiscal years 1998 
and 1999 shall not constitute a violation of 
such Act or such subchapter. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR WASHINGTON 
INTERFAITH NETWORK 

For a Federal payment to the Washington 
Interfaith Network to reimburse the Net-
work for costs incurred in carrying out 
preconstruction activities at the former Fort 
Dupont Dwellings and Additions, $1,000,000: 
Provided, That such activities may include 
architectural and engineering studies, prop-
erty appraisals, environmental assessments, 
grading and excavation, landscaping, paving, 
and the installation of curbs, gutters, side-
walks, sewer lines, and other utilities: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall make such payment only 
after the Network has received matching 
funds from private sources (including funds 
provided through loans) to carry out such ac-
tivities in an aggregate amount which is 
equal to the amount of such payment (as cer-
tified by the Inspector General of the Dis-
trict of Columbia) and has provided the Sec-
retary of the Treasury with a request for re-
imbursement which contains documentation 
certified by the Inspector General of the Dis-
trict of Columbia showing that the Network 
carried out the activities and that the costs 
incurred in carrying out the activities were 
equal to or less than the amount of the reim-
bursement requested: Provided further, That 
none of the funds provided under this head-
ing may be obligated or expended after De-
cember 31, 2001 (without regard to whether 
the activities involved were carried out prior 
to such date). 

TAX REFORM IN THE DISTRICT 

For a Federal payment to the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia for a study analyzing 
the District’s tax structure, and the antici-
pated impact upon the District’s economy 
and government of recent and potential tax 
changes, and of tax simplification, $100,000, 
to remain available until expended. This 
may include but not be limited to proposals 
made by the District’s Delegate to the House 
of Representatives. Provided, That the Mayor 
shall enter into a contract for such analysis 
only with a qualified independent auditor 
who is experienced in analyzing tax sources 
and who has no other affiliation with the 
District government. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK 

PRINTED IN HOUSE REPORT 106–790 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 1 printed in House Report 

106–790 offered by Mr. ISTOOK: 
Strike the item relating to ‘‘TAX REFORM 

IN THE DISTRICT’’. 
In the item relating to ‘‘METRORAIL CON-

STRUCTION (INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)’’, 
strike ‘‘$7,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘$7,100,000’’. 

In the item relating to ‘‘METRORAIL CON-
STRUCTION (INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)’’, 
strike ‘‘$18,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘$17,900,000’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 563, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK). 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think 5 min-
utes will be necessary. I believe this 
amendment will be adopted by unani-
mous consent and neither of us will 
need the 5 minutes. 

This simply removes an item for a 
study of the future tax structure po-
tential in the District and shifts the 
$100,000 in Federal funds that was allo-
cated for it to support the new Metro 
station that is planned at the New 
York Avenue site. 

b 1500 

I believe there is no debate, and if 
that is the case I would ask unanimous 
consent that we yield back the balance 
of our time and adopt the amendment. 

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond, but 
not in a critical manner. Mr. Chair-
man, what we are withdrawing here is 
a study that was proposed that was re-
lated to the idea of a D.C. commuter 
tax. There had been a provision that 
was included in the subcommittee bill 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK) that said that if residents of 
suburban Maryland or Virginia earned 
money in the District of Columbia they 
do not have to pay state income taxes 
on that money to Virginia or Maryland 
or basically any other State where 
they might reside. So it meant every 
Member of Congress who earns their 
money here would not have to pay any 
state income taxes on their income, 
until the District was permitted to tax 
income they might earn in the Dis-
trict. 

What we could have done is to sug-
gest then that if that is the case then 
any resident of the District of Colum-
bia that earns money in another State 
would not pay taxes in D.C., and D.C. 
would have wound up worse because 

the reverse flow of people finding jobs 
in the suburbs where the economic 
growth is happening is even greater 
than economic development in D.C. So 
there were problems with that. It was 
withdrawn. 

There was going to be a further 
study. The gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. ISTOOK), upon consideration and 
discussion with the chair of the author-
izing committee, has decided not to do 
that study. I personally would have 
preferred that we do a study that was 
broad based, looking at D.C.’s long- 
term revenue needs. I think that needs 
to be done. I think it could probably be 
done for $100,000. So I was hoping we 
would do that, but the study ought to 
be done by organizations that are lo-
cated within the District of Columbia, 
private, nonprofit organizations, prob-
ably nonpartisan. We could get maybe 
the Brookings Institution and the Hud-
son Institute to collaborate. In doing 
so, they could look at ways that we can 
raise sufficient revenues to ensure that 
D.C. remains the economic core of the 
metropolitan Washington region but 
also sustain the economic viability of 
the suburbs as well. 

That is a long-term, mutually shared 
objective. I know that the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) is in agree-
ment with that objective. I would hope 
that we could find the money to put in 
this bill to do that kind of a study, but 
I have no objection to the manager’s 
amendment and the decision of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK) at this point to withdraw fund-
ing for this study. 

No one on this side is going to object 
to the manager’s amendment, Mr. 
Chairman. 

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, any study that the 
District may desire to do certainly 
they have the authority and the capa-
bility of doing whatever study. I cer-
tainly would not agree with all of the 
characterizations of the gentleman, 
but I certainly appreciate his interest 
in the economic conditions in the Dis-
trict, as well as in the surrounding 
Northern Virginia area that he rep-
resents. 

However, I think we have all agreed 
that right now there is a high priority 
with the District of the New York Ave-
nue Metrorail station, and if the Dis-
trict wants to do a study they can do 
it. In the meantime, we would like to 
put this Federal contribution of the 
$100,000 toward that Metro station at 
New York Avenue. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask adoption of the 
amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR SIMPLIFIED 
PERSONNEL SYSTEM 

For a Federal payment to the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia to study and design a 
system approved by the Comptroller General 
for simplifying the administration of per-
sonnel policies (including pay policies) with 
respect to employees of the District govern-
ment, $250,000: Provided, That the Mayor 
shall carry out such study and design 
through a contractor approved by the Comp-
troller General. 

METRORAIL CONSTRUCTION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For a contribution to the Washington Met-
ropolitan Area Transit Authority for con-
struction of a Metrorail station located at 
New York and Florida Avenues, Northeast, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $7,000,000 is appropriated 
under this heading and $18,000,000 shall be 
transferred by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority (DCFRMA) from interest 
earned on accounts held by DCFRMA on be-
half of the District of Columbia government. 
FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR NATIONAL MUSEUM OF 

AMERICAN MUSIC 
For a Federal payment to the Federal City 

Council for the establishment of a National 
Museum of American Music, $250,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That such funds shall be used for the costs of 
activities necessary to complete the plan-
ning phase for such Museum, including the 
costs of personnel, design projects, environ-
mental assessments, and the preparation of 
requests for proposals: Provided further, That 
such funds shall be deposited into a separate 
account of the Federal City Council used ex-
clusively for the establishment of such Mu-
seum: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall make such payment only 
after the Federal City Council has deposited 
matching donated funds from private sources 
into the account in an aggregate amount 
which is equal to 200 percent of the amount 
appropriated herein (as certified by the In-
spector General of the District of Columbia.) 

PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURATION 
For a payment to the District of Columbia 

to reimburse the District for expenses in-
curred in connection with Presidential inau-
guration activities, $5,961,000, as authorized 
by section 737(b) of the District of Columbia 
Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 
(87 Stat. 824; D.C. Code, sec. 1–1132), which 
shall be apportioned by the Chief Financial 
Officer within the various appropriation 
headings in this Act. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 
The following amounts are appropriated 

for the District of Columbia for the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, except 
for section 136(a) of this Act, the total 
amount appropriated in this Act for oper-
ating expenses for the District of Columbia 
for fiscal year 2001 under this heading shall 
not exceed the lesser of the sum of the total 
revenues of the District of Columbia for such 
fiscal year or $5,689,276,000 (of which 
$192,804,000 shall be from intra-District funds 
and $3,245,623,000 shall be from local funds): 
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Provided further, That the Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority shall 
take such steps as are necessary to assure 
that the District of Columbia meets these re-
quirements, including the apportioning by 
the Chief Financial Officer of the appropria-
tions and funds made available to the Dis-
trict during fiscal year 2001, except that the 
Chief Financial Officer may not reprogram 
for operating expenses any funds derived 
from bonds, notes, or other obligations 
issued for capital projects. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPONSI-
BILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU-
THORITY 

For the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, established by section 101(a) of the 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Act of 
1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public Law 104–8), $3,140,000 
from local funds: Provided, That none of the 
funds contained in this Act may be used to 
pay any compensation of the Executive Di-
rector or General Counsel of the Authority 
at a rate in excess of the maximum rate of 
compensation which may be paid to such in-
dividual during fiscal year 2001 under section 
102 of such Act, as determined by the Comp-
troller General (as described in GAO letter 
report B–279095.2). 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Governmental direction and support, 
$194,621,000 (including $161,022,000 from local 
funds, $20,424,000 from Federal funds, and 
$13,175,000 from other funds): Provided, That 
not to exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for 
the Chairman of the Council of the District 
of Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis-
trator shall be available from this appropria-
tion for official purposes: Provided further, 
That any program fees collected from the 
issuance of debt shall be available for the 
payment of expenses of the debt manage-
ment program of the District of Columbia: 
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Statehood Com-
mission and Statehood Compact Commis-
sion: Provided further, That the District of 
Columbia shall identify the sources of fund-
ing for Admission to Statehood from its own 
locally-generated revenues: Provided further, 
That all employees permanently assigned to 
work in the Office of the Mayor shall be paid 
from funds allocated to the Office of the 
Mayor: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, or May-
or’s Order 86–45, issued March 18, 1986, the Of-
fice of the Chief Technology Officer’s dele-
gated small purchase authority shall be 
$500,000: Provided further, That the District of 
Columbia government may not require the 
Office of the Chief Technology Officer to sub-
mit to any other procurement review proc-
ess, or to obtain the approval of or be re-
stricted in any manner by any official or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia govern-
ment, for purchases that do not exceed 
$500,000: Provided further, That $303,000 and no 
fewer than 5 FTEs shall be available exclu-
sively to support the Labor-Management 
Partnership Council: Provided further, That 
no funds except those already encumbered 
shall be available for the Maximus, Inc., rev-
enue recovery services contract (Contract 
GF 98104) until such time as the contract is 
renegotiated to require Maximus, Inc., to re-
cover maximum revenue first for Medicaid 
reimbursable special education transpor-
tation costs, second for Medicaid reimburs-

able special education residential placement 
costs, and third for the Medicaid reimburs-
able costs of Mental Retardation and Devel-
opmental Disabilities Administration cli-
ents. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Economic development and regulation, 
$205,638,000 (including $53,562,000 from local 
funds, $92,378,000 from Federal funds, and 
$59,698,000 from other funds), of which 
$15,000,000 collected by the District of Colum-
bia in the form of BID tax revenue shall be 
paid to the respective BIDs pursuant to the 
Business Improvement Districts Act of 1996 
(D.C. Law 11–134; D.C. Code, sec. 1–2271 et 
seq.), and the Business Improvement Dis-
tricts Amendment Act of 1997 (D.C. Law 12– 
26): Provided, That such funds are available 
for acquiring services provided by the Gen-
eral Services Administration: Provided fur-
ther, That Business Improvement Districts 
shall be exempt from taxes levied by the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase or lease of 135 passenger carrying vehi-
cles for replacement only, including 130 for 
police-type use and five for fire-type use, 
without regard to the general purchase price 
limitation for the current fiscal year, and 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
refunds and for the payment of judgments 
that have been entered against the District 
of Columbia government $762,346,000 (includ-
ing $591,365,000 from local funds, $24,950,000 
from Federal funds, and $146,031,000 from 
other funds): Provided further, That the Met-
ropolitan Police Department is authorized to 
replace not to exceed 25 passenger carrying 
vehicles and the Department of Fire and 
Emergency Medical Services of the District 
of Columbia is authorized to replace not to 
exceed five passenger carrying vehicles an-
nually whenever the cost of repair to any 
damaged vehicle exceeds three fourths of the 
cost of the replacement: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $500,000 shall be available 
from this appropriation for the Chief of Po-
lice for the prevention and detection of 
crime: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, or May-
or’s Order 86–45, issued March 18, 1986, the 
Metropolitan Police Department’s delegated 
small purchase authority shall be $500,000: 
Provided further, That the District of Colum-
bia government may not require the Metro-
politan Police Department to submit to any 
other procurement review process, or to ob-
tain the approval of or be restricted in any 
manner by any official or employee of the 
District of Columbia government, for pur-
chases that do not exceed $500,000: Provided 
further, That the Mayor shall reimburse the 
District of Columbia National Guard for ex-
penses incurred in connection with services 
that are performed in emergencies by the 
National Guard in a militia status and are 
requested by the Mayor, in amounts that 
shall be jointly determined and certified as 
due and payable for these services by the 
Mayor and the Commanding General of the 
District of Columbia National Guard: Pro-
vided further, That such sums as may be nec-
essary for reimbursement to the District of 
Columbia National Guard under the pre-
ceding proviso shall be available from this 
appropriation, and the availability of the 
sums shall be deemed as constituting pay-
ment in advance for emergency services in-
volved: Provided further, That the Metropoli-
tan Police Department is authorized to 
maintain 3,800 sworn officers, with leave for 
a 50 officer attrition: Provided further, That 

$100,000 shall be available for inmates re-
leased on medical and geriatric parole: Pro-
vided further, That commencing on December 
31, 2000, the Metropolitan Police Department 
shall provide to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives, quarterly reports on the 
status of crime reduction in each of the 83 
police service areas established throughout 
the District of Columbia. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 
Public education system, including the de-

velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $995,418,000 (including $821,367,000 
from local funds, $147,643,000 from Federal 
funds, and $26,408,000 from other funds), to be 
allocated as follows: $769,443,000 (including 
$628,809,000 from local funds, $133,490,000 from 
Federal funds, and $7,144,000 from other 
funds), for the public schools of the District 
of Columbia; $200,000 from local funds for the 
District of Columbia Teachers’ Retirement 
Fund; $1,679,000 from local funds for the 
State Education Office, $14,000,000 from local 
funds, previously appropriated in this Act as 
a Federal payment, for resident tuition sup-
port at public and private institutions of 
higher learning for eligible District of Co-
lumbia residents; $105,000,000 from local 
funds for public charter schools: Provided, 
That there shall be quarterly disbursement 
of funds to the D.C. public charter schools, 
with the first payment to occur within 15 
days of the beginning of each fiscal year: 
Provided further, That the D.C. public charter 
schools will report enrollment on a quarterly 
basis: Provided further, That the quarterly 
payment of October 15, 2000, shall be fifty (50) 
percent of each public charter school’s an-
nual entitlement based on its unaudited Oc-
tober 5 enrollment count: Provided further, 
That if the entirety of this allocation has 
not been provided as payments to any public 
charter schools currently in operation 
through the per pupil funding formula, the 
funds shall be available for public education 
in accordance with the School Reform Act of 
1995 (D.C. Code, sec. 31–2853.43(A)(2)(D); Pub-
lic Law 104–134, as amended): Provided fur-
ther, That the Mayor of the District of Co-
lumbia shall convene a task force to rec-
ommend changes, which shall be released by 
December 31, 2000, to the School Reform Act 
of 1995, for the purpose of instituting a fund-
ing mechanism which will account for the 
projected growth of charter schools: Provided 
further, That $480,000 of this amount shall be 
available to the District of Columbia Public 
Charter School Board for administrative 
costs: Provided further, That $76,433,000 (in-
cluding $44,691,000 from local funds, 
$13,199,000 from Federal funds, and $18,543,000 
from other funds) shall be available for the 
University of the District of Columbia: Pro-
vided further, That $200,000 is allocated for 
the East of the River Campus Assessment 
Study, $1,000,000 for the Excel Institute 
Adult Education Program to be used by the 
Institute for construction and to acquire 
construction services provided by the Gen-
eral Services Administration on a reimburs-
able basis, $500,000 for the Adult Education 
State Plan, $650,000 for The Saturday Acad-
emy Pre-College Program, and $481,000 for 
the Strengthening of Academic Programs; 
and $26,459,000 (including $25,208,000 from 
local funds, $550,000 from Federal funds and 
$701,000 other funds) for the Public Library: 
Provided further, That the $1,020,000 enhance-
ment shall be allocated such that; $500,000 is 
used for facilities improvements for 8 of the 
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26 library branches, $235,000 for 13 FTEs for 
the continuation of the Homework Helpers 
Program, $166,000 for 3 FTEs in the expansion 
of the Reach Out And Roar (ROAR) service 
to license day care homes, and $119,000 for 3 
FTEs to expand literacy support into branch 
libraries: Provided further, That $2,204,000 (in-
cluding $1,780,000 from local funds, $404,000 
from Federal funds and $20,000 from other 
funds) shall be available for the Commission 
on the Arts and Humanities: Provided further, 
That the public schools of the District of Co-
lumbia are authorized to accept not to ex-
ceed 31 motor vehicles for exclusive use in 
the driver education program: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $2,500 for the Super-
intendent of Schools, $2,500 for the President 
of the University of the District of Columbia, 
and $2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be 
available from this appropriation for official 
purposes: Provided further, That none of the 
funds contained in this Act may be made 
available to pay the salaries of any District 
of Columbia Public School teacher, prin-
cipal, administrator, official, or employee 
who knowingly provides false enrollment or 
attendance information under article II, sec-
tion 5 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide 
for compulsory school attendance, for the 
taking of a school census in the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes’’, approved 
February 4, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec. 31–401 et 
seq.): Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall not be available to subsidize the 
education of any nonresident of the District 
of Columbia at any District of Columbia pub-
lic elementary and secondary school during 
fiscal year 2001 unless the nonresident pays 
tuition to the District of Columbia at a rate 
that covers 100 percent of the costs incurred 
by the District of Columbia which are attrib-
utable to the education of the nonresident 
(as established by the Superintendent of the 
District of Columbia Public Schools): Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall 
not be available to subsidize the education of 
nonresidents of the District of Columbia at 
the University of the District of Columbia, 
unless the Board of Trustees of the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia adopts, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, a 
tuition rate schedule that will establish the 
tuition rate for nonresident students at a 
level no lower than the nonresident tuition 
rate charged at comparable public institu-
tions of higher education in the metropoli-
tan area: Provided further, That $2,200,000 is 
allocated to the Temporary Weighted Stu-
dent Formula to fund 344 additional slots for 
pre-K students: Provided further, That $50,000 
is allocated to fund a conference on learning 
support for children ages 3–4 in September 
2000 hosted jointly by the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools and District of Columbia 
public charter schools: Provided further, That 
no local funds in this Act shall be used to ad-
minister a system wide standardized test 
more than once in FY 2001: Provided further, 
That no less than $389,219,000 shall be ex-
pended on local schools through the Weight-
ed Student Formula: Provided further, That 
the District of Columbia Public Schools may 
spend $500,000 to engage in a Schools Without 
Violence program based on a model devel-
oped by the University of North Carolina, lo-
cated in Greensboro, North Carolina: Pro-
vided further, That section 441 of the District 
of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved De-
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 798; D.C. Code, sec. 
47–101), is amended as follows: 

(a) The third sentence is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘However, the fiscal year for the Armory 
Board shall begin on the first day of January 

and shall end on the thirty-first day of De-
cember of each calendar year, and, beginning 
the first day of July 2001, the fiscal year for 
the District of Columbia Public Schools and 
the District of Columbia Public Charter 
Schools shall begin on the first day of July 
and end on the thirtieth day of June of each 
calendar year.’’. 

(b) One new sentence is added at the end to 
read as follows: ‘‘The District of Columbia 
Public Schools shall take appropriate action 
to ensure that its financial books are closed 
by June 30, 2003.’’. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

Human support services, $1,532,204,000 (in-
cluding $633,897,000 from local funds, 
$881,589,000 from Federal funds, and 
$16,718,000 from other funds): Provided, That 
$25,836,000 of this appropriation, to remain 
available until expended, shall be available 
solely for District of Columbia employees’ 
disability compensation: Provided further, 
That the District of Columbia shall not pro-
vide free government services such as water, 
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection, 
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar 
services to any legally constituted private 
nonprofit organization, as defined in section 
411(5) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act (101 Stat. 485; Public Law 100– 
77; 42 U.S.C. 11371), providing emergency 
shelter services in the District, if the Dis-
trict would not be qualified to receive reim-
bursement pursuant to such Act (101 Stat. 
485; Public Law 100–77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et 
seq.): Provided further, That $1,250,000 shall be 
paid to the Doe Fund for the operation of its 
Ready, Willing, and Able Program in the Dis-
trict of Columbia as follows: $250,000 to cover 
debt owed by the District of Columbia gov-
ernment for services rendered shall be paid 
to the Doe Fund within 15 days of the enact-
ment of this Act; and $1,000,000 shall be paid 
in equal monthly installments by the 15th 
day of each month: Provided further, That 
$400,000 shall be available for the administra-
tive costs associated with implementation of 
the Drug Treatment Choice Program estab-
lished pursuant to section 4 of the Choice in 
Drug Treatment Act of 2000, signed by the 
Mayor on April 20, 2000 (D.C. Act 13–329): Pro-
vided further, That $7,000,000 shall be avail-
able for deposit in the Addiction Recovery 
Fund established pursuant to section 5 of the 
Choice in Drug Treatment Act of 2000, signed 
by the Mayor on April 20, 2000 (D.C. Act 13– 
329). 

PUBLIC WORKS 

Public works, including rental of one pas-
senger carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor 
and three passenger carrying vehicles for use 
by the Council of the District of Columbia 
and leasing of passenger-carrying vehicles, 
$278,242,000 (including $265,078,000 from local 
funds, $3,328,000 from Federal funds, and 
$9,836,000 from other funds): Provided further, 
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able for collecting ashes or miscellaneous 
refuse from hotels and places of business: 
Provided further, That $100,000 shall be avail-
able for a commercial sector recycling ini-
tiative: Provided further, That $250,000 shall 
be available to initiate a recycling education 
campaign: Provided further, That $10,000 shall 
be available for community clean-up kits: 
Provided further, That $190,000 shall be avail-
able to restore a 3.5 percent vacancy rate in 
Parking Services: Provided further, That 
$170,000 shall be available to plant 500 trees: 
Provided further, That $118,000 shall be avail-
able for two water trucks: Provided further, 
That $150,000 shall be available for contract 
monitors and parking analysts within Park-

ing Services: Provided further, That $1,409,000 
shall be available for a neighborhood cleanup 
initiative: Provided further, That $1,000,000 
shall be available for tree maintenance: Pro-
vided further, That $600,000 shall be available 
for an anti-graffiti program: Provided further, 
That $226,000 shall be available for a haz-
ardous waste program: Provided further, That 
$1,260,000 shall be available for parking con-
trol aides: Provided further, That $400,000 
shall be available for the Department of 
Motor Vehicles to hire additional ticket ad-
judicators, conduct additional hearings, and 
reduce the waiting time for hearings. 

RECEIVERSHIP PROGRAMS 

For all agencies of the District of Colum-
bia government under court ordered receiv-
ership, $389,528,000 (including $234,913,000 
from local funds, $135,555,000 from Federal 
funds, and $19,060,000 from other funds). 

RESERVE 

For replacement of funds expended, if any, 
during fiscal year 2000 from the Reserve es-
tablished by section 202(i) of the District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995, Public Law 
104–8, $150,000,000: Provided, That none of 
these funds shall be obligated or expended 
under this heading until (1) the reductions 
from ‘‘Operational Improvement Savings’’, 
‘‘Management Reform Savings’’, and ‘‘Cafe-
teria Plan’’ have been achieved and the 
achievement certified by the District of Co-
lumbia Inspector General; (2) the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer certifies that the reserve as-
sets are not required to replace funds ex-
pended in fiscal year 2000 from the Reserve 
established by section 202(i) of the District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995, Public Law 
104–8; and (3) the District of Columbia gov-
ernment enters into leases provided for 
under the heading ‘‘Federal Payment for Wa-
terfront Improvements’’ in Public Law 105– 
277, approved October 21, 1998 (112 Stat. 2681– 
124), as amended by section 164 of Public Law 
106–113, approved November 29, 1999 (113 Stat. 
1529): Provided further, That the unexpended 
portion of the fiscal year 2000 reserve that is 
carried over into fiscal year 2001 will free up 
local funds in the fiscal year 2001 Reserve 
that can be used to fund selected programs 
upon certification by the Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia that: (1) the 
Mayor will achieve operational improvement 
savings and management reform produc-
tivity savings in the fiscal year 2001 Budget 
and Financial Plan, (2) the collection of ad-
ditional revenues within the fiscal year 2001 
Budget and Financial Plan will be achieved; 
and (3) agency expenditures are monitored 
and fiscal challenges are addressed to the 
satisfaction of the Chief Financial Office 
during fiscal year 2001. The programs that 
will be funded following certification by the 
Chief Financial Officer are as follows: GOV-
ERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT, 
$4,163,000 (including $621,000 for the Office of 
the Mayor; $1,042,000 for Human Resource De-
velopment; $2,500,000 for the Office of Prop-
erty Management): ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AND REGULATION, $3,496,000 (including 
$3,296,000 for the Department of Housing and 
Community Development; $200,000 for the 
Department of Employment Services): PUB-
LIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE, $6,483,000 (including 
$200,000 for the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment, $1,293,000 for the Fire and Emergency 
Medical Services Department, $4,890,000 for 
Settlements and Judgments, $100,000 for the 
Citizen Complaint Review Board): PUBLIC 
EDUCATION SYSTEM, $15,099,000 (including 
$12,079,000 for Public Schools, $2,500,000 for 
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the University of the District of Columbia, 
$400,000 for the Public Library, $120,000 for 
the Commission on the Arts and Human-
ities): HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES, $17,830,000 
(including $4,245,000 for the Department of 
Health, $1,511,000 for the Department of 
Recreation and Parks, $574,000 for the Office 
on Aging, $1,500,000 for the Office on Latino 
Affairs, $10,000,000 for Children and Youth In-
vestment Fund): PUBLIC WORKS, $4,050,000 
(including $1,500,000 for the Department of 
Public Works, $1,000,000 for the Department 
of Motor Vehicles, $1,550,000 for the Taxicab 
Commission): RECEIVERSHIP PROGRAMS, 
$19,300,000 (including $6,300,000 for Child and 
Family Services, $13,000,000 for the Commis-
sion on Mental Health Services): and CAFE-
TERIA PLAN SAVINGS, $5,000,000: Provided fur-
ther, That the freed-up appropriated funds in 
fiscal year 2001 from the reserve rollover 
shall be used to provide funding in the fol-
lowing order: (1) the first $32,000,000 shall be 
used to provide in the following order, 
$6,300,000 to the LaShawn Receivership, 
$13,000,000 to the Commission on Mental 
Health, $12,079,000 to the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools, and $621,000 to the Office 
of the Mayor, if the Chief Financial Officer 
certifies that the first $32,000,000 is not re-
quired to replace funds expended in fiscal 
year 2000 from the Reserve established by 
section 202(i) of the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Act of 1995, Public Law 104–8; (2) the 
next $37,189,000 shall be used to provide 
$37,189,000 to Management Savings to the ex-
tent, if any, the Chief Financial Officer de-
termines the Management Savings is not 
achieving the required savings, and the bal-
ance, if any, shall be provided in the fol-
lowing order: $10,000,000 to the Children In-
vestment Trust, $1,511,000 to the Department 
of Parks and Recreation, $1,293,000 to the De-
partment of Fire and Emergency Medical 
Services, $120,000 to the Commission on the 
Arts and Humanities, $400,000 to the District 
of Columbia Public Library, $574,000 to the 
Office on Aging, $3,296,000 to the Department 
of Housing and Community Development, 
$200,000 to the Department of Employment 
Services, $2,500,000 to the University of the 
District of Columbia, $1,500,000 to the De-
partment of Public Works, $1,000,000 to the 
Department of Motor Vehicles, $4,245,000 to 
the Department of Health, $1,500,000 to the 
Commission on Latino Affairs, $1,550,000 to 
the Taxicab Commission, $2,500,000 to the Of-
fice of Property Management, and $5,000,000 
for the savings associated with the imple-
mentation of the Cafeteria Plan, if the Chief 
Financial Officer certifies that the $37,189,000 
is not required to replace funds expended in 
fiscal year 2000 from the Reserve established 
by section 202(i) of the District of Columbia 
Financial Responsibility and Management 
Assistance Act of 1995, Public Law 104–8, in 
fiscal year 2000, and that all the savings are 
being achieved from the Management Sav-
ings; (3) the next $10,000,000 shall be used to 
provide $6,232,000 to Operational Improve-
ment to the extent, if any, the Chief Finan-
cial Officer determines the Operational Im-
provement is not achieving the required sav-
ings, and the balance, if any, shall be pro-
vided in the following order: $100,000 to the 
Civilian Complaint Review Board, $200,000 to 
the Metropolitan Police Department for the 
Emergency Response Team, $1,042,000 to be 
used for Training, and $4,890,000 to the Set-
tlement and Judgments Funds, if the Chief 
Financial Officer certifies that the $6,232,000 
is not required to replace funds expended in 
fiscal year 2000 from the Reserve established 
by section 202(i) of the District of Columbia 

Financial Responsibility and Management 
Assistance Act of 1995, Public Law 104–8, in 
fiscal year 2000 and that all the savings are 
being achieved from the Operational Im-
provement Savings; and (4) the balance shall 
be used for Pay-As-You-Go Capital Funds in 
lieu of capital financing if the Chief Finan-
cial Officer certifies that the balance is not 
required to replace funds expended in fiscal 
year 2000 from the Reserve established by 
section 202(i) of the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Act of 1995, Public Law 104–8: Pro-
vided further, That section 202(j) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Act of 1995, ap-
proved April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 109; D.C. Code, 
sec. 47–392.2(j)), is amended as follows: 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

For payment of principal, interest and cer-
tain fees directly resulting from borrowing 
by the District of Columbia to fund District 
of Columbia capital projects as authorized 
by sections 462, 475, and 490 of the District of 
Columbia Home Rule Act, approved Decem-
ber 24, 1973, $243,238,000 from local funds: Pro-
vided further, That for equipment leases, the 
Mayor may finance $19,232,000 of equipment 
cost, plus cost of issuance not to exceed 2 
percent of the par amount being financed on 
a lease purchase basis with a maturity not to 
exceed 5 years: Provided further, That 
$2,000,000 is allocated to the Metropolitan 
Police Department, $4,300,000 for the Fire 
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment, $1,622,000 for the Public Library, 
$2,010,000 for the Department of Parks and 
Recreation, $7,500,000 for the Department of 
Public Works and $1,800,000 for the Public 
Benefit Corporation. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY 
DEBT 

For the purpose of eliminating the 
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit 
as of September 30, 1990, $39,300,000 from 
local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of 
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, (105 
Stat. 540; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321(a)(1)). 

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM 
BORROWING 

For payment of interest on short-term bor-
rowing, $1,140,000 from local funds. 

PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURATION 

For reimbursement for necessary expenses 
incurred in connection with Presidential in-
auguration activities as authorized by sec-
tion 737(b) of the District of Columbia Home 
Rule Act, Public Law 93–198, as amended, ap-
proved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 824, and 
D.C. Code, sec. 1–1803), $5,961,000, which shall 
be apportioned by the Chief Financial Officer 
within the various appropriation headings in 
this Act. 

CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION 

For lease payments in accordance with the 
Certificates of Participation involving the 
land site underlying the building located at 
One Judiciary Square, $7,950,000 from local 
funds. 

WILSON BUILDING 

For expenses associated with the John A. 
Wilson Building, $8,409,000. 

OPTICAL AND DENTAL INSURANCE PAYMENTS 

For optical and dental insurance pay-
ments, $2,675,000 from local funds. 

MANAGEMENT SUPERVISORY SERVICE 

For management supervisory service, 
$13,200,000 from local funds, to be transferred 
by the Mayor of the District of Columbia 
among the various appropriation headings in 

this Act for which employees are properly 
payable. 

TOBACCO SETTLEMENT TRUST FUND TRANSFER 
PAYMENT 

There is transferred $61,406,000 to the To-
bacco Settlement Trust Fund established 
pursuant to section 2302 of the Tobacco Set-
tlement Trust Fund Establishment Act of 
1999, effective October 20, 1999 (D.C. Law 13– 
38; to be codified at D.C. Code, sec. 6–135), to 
be spent pursuant to local law. 

OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS SAVINGS 
(INCLUDING MANAGED COMPETITION) 

The Mayor and the Council in consultation 
with the Chief Financial Officer and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority, shall 
make reductions of $10,000,000 for operational 
improvements savings in local funds to one 
or more of the appropriation headings in this 
Act. 

MANAGEMENT REFORM SAVINGS 

The Mayor and the Council in consultation 
with the Chief Financial Officer and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority, shall 
make reductions of $37,000,000 for manage-
ment reform savings in local funds to one or 
more of the appropriation headings in this 
Act. 

CAFETERIA PLAN SAVINGS 

For the implementation of a Cafeteria 
Plan pursuant to Federal law, a reduction of 
$5,000,000 in local funds. 

ENTERPRISE AND OTHER FUNDS 

WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE 
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT 

For operation of the Water and Sewer Au-
thority and the Washington Aqueduct, 
$275,705,000 from other funds (including 
$230,614,000 for the Water and Sewer Author-
ity and $45,091,000 for the Washington Aque-
duct) of which $41,503,000 shall be appor-
tioned and payable to the District’s debt 
service fund for repayment of loans and in-
terest incurred for capital improvement 
projects. 

For construction projects, $140,725,000, as 
authorized by the Act entitled ‘‘An Act au-
thorizing the laying of watermains and serv-
ice sewers in the District of Columbia, the 
levying of assessments therefor, and for 
other purposes’’ (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58– 
140; D.C. Code, sec. 43–1512 et seq.): Provided, 
That the requirements and restrictions that 
are applicable to general fund capital im-
provements projects and set forth in this Act 
under the Capital Outlay appropriation title 
shall apply to projects approved under this 
appropriation title. 

LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982 (95 Stat. 1174, 
1175; Public Law 97–91), for the purpose of im-
plementing the Law to Legalize Lotteries, 
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles 
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co-
lumbia (D.C. Law 3 172; D.C. Code, sec. 2–2501 
et seq. and sec. 22–1516 et seq.), $223,200,000: 
Provided, That the District of Columbia shall 
identify the source of funding for this appro-
priation title from the District’s own locally 
generated revenues: Provided further, That no 
revenues from Federal sources shall be used 
to support the operations or activities of the 
Lottery and Charitable Games Control 
Board. 
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SPORTS AND ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION 

For the Sports and Entertainment Com-
mission, $10,968,000 from other funds: Pro-
vided, That the Mayor shall submit a budget 
for the Armory Board for the forthcoming 
fiscal year as required by section 442(b) of 
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 
Stat. 824; Public Law 93–198; D.C. Code, sec. 
47–301(b)). 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HEALTH AND 
HOSPITALS PUBLIC BENEFIT CORPORATION 

For the District of Columbia Health and 
Hospitals Public Benefit Corporation, estab-
lished by D.C. Law 11–212, D.C. Code, sec. 32– 
262.2, $123,548,000 of which $45,313,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from the general fund, 
and $78,235,000 from other funds: Provided, 
That no appropriated amounts and no 
amounts from or guaranteed by the District 
of Columbia government (including the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority) may 
be made available to the Corporation 
(through reprogramming, transfers, loans, or 
any other mechanism) which are not other-
wise provided for under this heading. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD 

For the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board, established by section 121 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Retirement Reform Act of 
1979 (93 Stat. 866; D.C. Code, sec. 1–711), 
$11,414,000 from the earnings of the applica-
ble retirement funds to pay legal, manage-
ment, investment, and other fees and admin-
istrative expenses of the District of Colum-
bia Retirement Board: Provided, That the 
District of Columbia Retirement Board shall 
provide to the Congress and to the Council of 
the District of Columbia a quarterly report 
of the allocations of charges by fund and of 
expenditures of all funds: Provided further, 
That the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board shall provide the Mayor, for trans-
mittal to the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia, an itemized accounting of the 
planned use of appropriated funds in time for 
each annual budget submission and the ac-
tual use of such funds in time for each an-
nual audited financial report. 

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES FUND 

For the Correctional Industries Fund, es-
tablished by the District of Columbia Correc-
tional Industries Establishment Act (78 Stat. 
1000; Public Law 88–622), $1,808,000 from other 
funds. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE 
FUND 

For the Washington Convention Center En-
terprise Fund, $52,726,000 from other funds. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For construction projects, an increase of 
$1,077,282,000 of which $806,787,000 is from 
local funds, $66,446,000 is from highway trust 
funds and $204,049,000 is from Federal funds, 
and a rescission of $55,208,000 from local 
funds appropriated under this heading in 
prior fiscal years, for a net amount of 
$1,022,074,000 to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds for use of each 
capital project implementing agency shall be 
managed and controlled in accordance with 
all procedures and limitations established 
under the Financial Management System: 
Provided further, That all funds provided by 
this appropriation title shall be available 
only for the specific projects and purposes 
intended: Provided further, That notwith-
standing the foregoing, all authorizations for 
capital outlay projects, except those projects 
covered by the first sentence of section 23(a) 

of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968 (82 
Stat. 827; Public Law 90–495; D.C. Code, sec. 
7–134, note), for which funds are provided by 
this appropriation title, shall expire on Sep-
tember 30, 2002, except authorizations for 
projects as to which funds have been obli-
gated in whole or in part prior to September 
30, 2002: Provided further, That upon expira-
tion of any such project authorization, the 
funds provided herein for the project shall 
lapse. 

Mr. ISTOOK (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remainder of the bill through 
page 40, line 19 be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to that portion of the bill? 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. MORAN OF 

VIRGINIA 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer amendment No. 12. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 12 printed in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD offered by Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia: 

In the item relating to ‘‘DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA HEALTH AND HOSPITALS PUBLIC BEN-
EFIT CORPORATION’’, strike ‘‘funds:’’ and all 
that follows and insert a period. 

Strike section 164 (and redesignate the suc-
ceeding provisions accordingly). 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, the purpose of this amendment is, 
again, to let the District of Columbia 
deal with its most severe problems, and 
one of its most severe problems has to 
do with the operation of D.C. General 
Hospital. 

Mr. Chairman, within the District of 
Columbia, there are over 80,000 people 
who have no health insurance, and D.C. 
General is their health care of last re-
sort. When they go to the hospital, it is 
too often because they have a gunshot 
wound, because they have been phys-
ically attacked, because women have 
been raped, because they have serious 
drug problems, because they have prob-
lems that take acute attention and of-
tentimes very expensive care. Because 
these people generally do not have the 
money to pay for their health care, 
D.C. General has gone broke, as has 
Southeast Community Hospital, a 
number of the health clinics in the 
community. 

We are talking about places like Ana-
costia primarily, very low-income sec-
tion of the city. Some people are in 
desperate poverty, even in today’s 
world in the capital city. So a public 
benefit corporation was set up to see if 
they cannot manage these health care 
facilities and find a way to finance 

them. The PBC has not been successful 
in doing that. It is unfortunate. It 
needs to be corrected, but this bill tries 
to correct it without consultation with 
the mayor, the D.C. council and the 
outside health care consultants who 
have been looking at this problem for 
years. 

One of the ways it attempts to cor-
rect it is by cutting off its funding, ter-
minating its line of credit. So what 
happens? The hospital, we are told, will 
become insolvent, will shut down with-
in a year if this amendment is included 
in the bill and the bill is enacted. 

Okay. Fine. It is not being run well. 
It is losing money, but tell me, Mr. 
Chairman, what do we do with the 
thousands of people who go to D.C. 
General as their health care of last re-
sort? No one else wants to handle 
them. No one else wants to handle 
these gunshot victims. No one else 
wants to handle these drug addicts. No 
one else wants to handle these people 
who have no money to pay for their 
health care. 

So what are we going to do with 
them? Are we just going to let them 
loose without health care? We are 
going to send them to other hospitals 
that do not take them, that do not 
want them, that are not going to treat 
them. So that is my problem with this 
solution. It is too easy. It was not done 
by D.C. because D.C. is held account-
able by its voters for coming up with 
constructive alternatives. This is too 
easy an alternative: Cut it off, shut it 
down. 

That is not the way to handle a very 
difficult, complex problem. So what I 
want to do with this amendment is 
strike the language, leave it to D.C. to 
deal with. Do not come up with solu-
tions that are going to make the situa-
tion worse. Do not have that pain and 
suffering of people who have no health 
care and desperately need it on our 
hands. We have no business getting in-
volved in this issue, unless we have a 
constructive alternative. We do not, so 
we ought to strike the language. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment 
as to the underlying merits. I will offer 
at an appropriate time a written state-
ment for the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
order against the amendment because 
it violates the rules of the House since 
it calls for the en bloc consideration of 
two different paragraphs in the bill. 
The precedents of the House are clear 
in this matter: Amendments to a para-
graph or section are not in order until 
such paragraph or section has been 
read. Cannon’s Precedents, Volume 8, 
section 2354. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling from 
the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. If no other Member 
desires to be heard, for the reasons 
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stated by the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK), the point of order is 
sustained. 

Are there any other amendments to 
this portion of the bill? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, par-

liamentary inquiry. Are we at general 
provisions where an amendment can be 
at the desk and now be pursued? 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Clerk be-
gins to read again, he will begin at that 
portion. 

The Clerk will read section 101. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. The expenditure of any appropria-

tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MS. NORTON 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 22 printed in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD offered by Ms. NORTON: 
Strike ‘‘GENERAL PROVISIONS’’ and all that 

follows through the last section before the 
short title. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. This amendment 
touches portions of the bill that have 
not yet been read or considered. Does 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) ask unanimous 
consent for its present consideration? 

Ms. NORTON. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia? 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order. I have no objection to 
the gentlewoman proceeding for, I be-
lieve, the agreed upon time was for 5 
minutes to certainly explain her 
amendment and her position. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
pending the point of order, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes on her amendment. 

There was no objection. 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I be-

lieve that there has been a time agree-
ment for 20 minutes divided equally. If 
I may have unanimous agreement on 
that time? 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
certainly agree to that. I misstated on 
the time. I agree to a unanimous con-
sent request of 20 minutes to be divided 
10 minutes per side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the time on the amendment of the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON) will be 20 minutes di-
vided equally. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. That will include 

any amendments thereto. 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to introduce a 

democracy amendment that will wipe 
out all riders, most of them oper-
ational riders, that are outdated or ir-
relevant. Members would not commit 
themselves one way or the other on the 
substance of any underlying provision 
by voting to eliminate them all. 

The chairman announced on the floor 
just a few minutes ago that he has 
himself begun to look at these provi-
sions and has found some of them to be 
outmoded. I appreciate that he is now 
looking into the bill in this way. 

In his budget, as transmitted, the 
President offered to work with the 
Congress and the District to identify 
and limit at the very least the number 
of general provisions or attachments 
not only to be consistent with the prin-
ciple of home rule but also because 
most are so old that they have been 
overtaken by events, or they are now a 
part of D.C. or Federal law. 

Last year, the chairman indicated 
that riders in the D.C. appropriation 
reflected the fact that over many 
years, whoever was President had been 
transmitting old riders and the chair-
man had simply included what the 
President sent. Upon inspection, the 
White House found that most of the at-
tachments are no longer applicable. 
Many already exist in Federal law or 
the D.C. Code. Example, section 114 re-
quires council approval of capital 
project borrowing; but that is now re-
quired by the D.C. code. 

Other riders should be deleted be-
cause they are incorporated into the 
D.C. budget text or the local budget 
act, or will be proposed locally this 
year. Example, restrictions on the use 
of official vehicles, a restriction re-
quired by Congress and adopted in the 
local Budget Support Act. 

Still, other riders should be deleted 
because they are one-time provisions, 
are no longer applicable or duplicate 
existing Federal law. Example, the bill 
says appropriations or obligations that 
expire at the end of the year unless 
otherwise stated. Yet this matter is 
covered by Federal law. 

Other provisions should be deleted 
because they are issues of local home 
rule and/or should be deleted to ensure 
that the District is treated the same as 
any other State or local jurisdiction. 
Some of these are social riders, such as 
voting rights. Most, however, are oper-
ational matters normally left to local 
jurisdictions. The democracy amend-
ment I offer today would eradicate all 
of these riders, most of them oper-
ational and out of date or redundant of 
current law. 

b 1515 
No Member would answer for any one 

of them, because the amendment is a 

democracy and autonomy amendment 
that does not address any substantive 
issue or specific provision. However, we 
will surely answer for the piling on of 
amendments that are already in local 
or Federal law, or corpses, left over 
from prior years and circumstances 
and administrations that are dead and 
gone. 

Mr. Chairman, District residents 
gave themselves a new start with a new 
mayor and a reconstructed city coun-
cil. I ask the House to respond with a 
new bill that does not hang on the back 
of today’s cities, tails, and times it has 
thrown off. 

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve my point of order, and 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, basically, the gentle-
woman representing the District of Co-
lumbia has offered an amendment to 
strike out all of the provisions after 
the appropriating paragraphs, all of the 
substantive provisions in this bill; and 
basically, as I believe she stated, there 
are two categories. One of them are so- 
called social riders, such as the concern 
with programs to exchange drug nee-
dles out on the public streets, and pro-
grams such as the marijuana initiative 
that the District in a referendum 
adopted, which this Congress has ex-
pressly disapproved and said it shall 
not go into effect. Other provisions are 
not so-called social riders, but they are 
provisions that have been carried on 
this bill for a number of years because 
they have not been enacted into sub-
stantive law, where this would be the 
controlling standard if they were not 
in the bill. 

Now, I realize that the gentlewoman 
says, well, these are old things to be 
done away with; they are not needed 
anymore. We went through those provi-
sions before this bill was offered this 
year; and we wiped out two dozen, two 
dozen provisions that have been carried 
on this bill for years, that I agree, fit 
the description of things that were out-
dated, outmoded, duplicative, and no 
longer necessary. If there are any oth-
ers of those that still remain, we want 
to take them out too; but we are not 
satisfied that that is the case. 

For example, we do have provisions 
in this bill to make it clear that all 
contracts regarding the District are a 
matter of public record. We had a cir-
cumstance, Mr. Chairman, just a few 
weeks ago when the former head of the 
Public Benefit Corporation, which op-
erates the D.C. General Hospital, said, 
since you fired me, I am entitled to $1 
million, and people said, where is the 
contract? And people could not find it. 
It should have been public record. 

We had testimony in a hearing from 
the control board that is supposed to 
be a repository of these, and they said, 
we never saw such a contract. And get 
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this: the control board, headed by the 
former vice chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board, has been writing checks 
for millions of dollars not budgeted, 
not approved, for millions of dollars, as 
I mentioned before, to keep this facil-
ity afloat, despite years of efforts by 
this Congress, years and years by this 
Congress saying, they are wasting 
money over there, it is a sink hole, 
they have not fixed it, and the control 
board continued writing millions of 
dollars worth of checks. 

There were no signed agreements, 
there were no memoranda, there were 
no security agreements, there was no 
promissory note, there was no state-
ment of collateral, there was nothing, 
nothing, for about $200 million of out-
lay of public money, not budgeted, not 
authorized by law, and they did not 
even have any sort of written agree-
ments for it. 

So of course we need a provision that 
says, all of these contracts are a mat-
ter of public record. If the District or 
the control board is going to loan 
money to the Public Benefit Corpora-
tion for the D.C. General Hospital, they 
ought to have at least one piece of 
paper that reflects why they wrote all 
of these millions of dollars of checks. 
All contracts are a matter of public 
record. That is an example of one of 
the provisions that the gentlewoman 
wishes to strike. 

Also, a restriction saying, we do not 
use this public money for personal 
cooks, chauffeurs or other servants. 
They cannot use it for any sole-source 
contracts. They cannot renew con-
tracts or extend them without taking 
competitive bids. Let us protect the 
taxpayer from sweetheart deals. 

Now, we can be satisfied that some 
provisions are actually in the law else-
where so that they do not need to be 
carried in this bill. That is why we 
wiped out two dozen of them that have 
been carried year after year; and we 
want to get rid of all of these and have 
them in substantive law, but they are 
not there yet. 

That is just an example, Mr. Chair-
man, of the provisions of the gentle-
woman’s amendment, along with many 
others that we will be discussing later, 
would wipe out all in one block. 

As well as reserving my point of 
order against this amendment, Mr. 
Chairman, as an improper way to bring 
issues up before this House, I certainly 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve my point of 
order, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

If I may respond, the gentleman has 
named what amounts to violations of 
D.C. law and violations of what is re-
quired in this appropriation attach-
ment. All that demonstrates is having 
it in an attached provision, does not 
get the provision enforced. 

The point is, is it a matter of D.C. 
law, and is it a matter of Federal law? 
Once it is a matter of law, anything 
else we do to make it a matter of law 
is redundant, a law that is already 
there. And if one has a complaint about 
sole-source contracts, and I certainly 
would, if one has a complaint about 
competitive bids, and I certainly 
would, then you have to go to those 
who are not enforcing the law, not sim-
ply pile on attachments, which also do 
not enforce the law. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I offered this democracy amend-
ment in the full Committee on Appro-
priations, and I appreciate the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) offering it today on the 
House floor, because she is the demo-
cratically elected representative of the 
District of Columbia, and she well 
knows that most of the provisions in 
this appropriations bill do not belong 
in any Federal appropriations bill. 

There are 72 provisions at last count, 
17 new ones in the bill this time. We 
have a couple dozen provisions that are 
either already part of Federal law, 
other parts of Federal law that do not 
need to be here for any purpose, or are 
in the D.C. Code. D.C. is legally re-
quired to do these things. It is in their 
law. What are we doing keeping this 
stuff in the D.C. appropriations bill? It 
is sort of just making sure that that 
heel stays deep on D.C.’s throat so that 
they do not ever think that they can 
run their own affairs. 

Let us get rid of this junk. It is detri-
tus. It does not belong on an appropria-
tions bill. There are so many of these 
examples, punitive examples where we 
tell them what to do with their own ve-
hicles, how much allowance for pri-
vately owned vehicles, how fuel-effi-
cient automobiles have to be. It is all 
stuff that is contained in other places, 
or it ought not to be contained any-
place. 

Now, there are some controversial 
issues included in this amendment. 
There is a domestic partnership, tough 
issue. But the reality is that 3,000 em-
ployers across the country offer domes-
tic partnership coverage. All kind of 
States and localities. I was not given 
those numbers this year, but we know 
the numbers; and it is a whole bunch of 
States and localities that do this. Why 
are we telling the District that it can-
not? We do not turn around and tell 
anybody in the jurisdictions that we 
represent that they cannot do this; but 
we tell D.C. they cannot do it, because 
we are not accountable to them. They 
cannot do anything to fight back. 

Mr. Chairman, that is why this de-
mocracy amendment is in order, and 
that is why it is called a democracy 
amendment. We believe that people 
ought to be able to run their own af-

fairs, that the power comes not from 
the State to the people, but from the 
people to the government. Then let the 
people of the District of Columbia be 
empowered to run their own govern-
ment and get rid of this extraneous 
stuff. It does not belong here. Treat 
D.C. residents the way we treat our 
own constituents. That is all we are 
asking. That is the bottom line of this 
amendment. Do unto others as you 
would do unto yourself. 

Mr. Chairman, we would not do it to 
our constituents; we should not do it to 
D.C. residents. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI). 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
commend the subcommittee chairman 
for the provisions he has put in the 
bill, and I oppose the amendment. The 
fact of the matter is, there has been an 
ongoing effort to expand charter 
schools in the District of Columbia. It 
is one of the most successful efforts in 
the United States. We have had a pol-
icy for a number of years, when the 
D.C. government closes a school, to 
allow the people who have charter 
school programs to have an oppor-
tunity to use the unused school build-
ing, and that policy has been flouted. It 
has not been put into effect. The chair-
man, in the bill, is trying to honor that 
agreement and get the D.C. Govern-
ment off the dime to allow the unused 
school buildings, under proper cir-
cumstances, to be used by the children 
of the District who are enrolled in 
charter schools. 

I understand that if we drop this lan-
guage, the charter school people are 
going to be ignored. If we keep the lan-
guage in, we will have an opportunity 
to work out something reasonable, so I 
commend the chairman for his lan-
guage. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN). 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of my colleague’s 
amendment, and I thank her for her 
leadership on these issues. 

I want to address just one provision 
in the gentlewoman’s democracy 
amendment, the domestic partnership 
health benefits. 

At a time when 44 million people in 
our country lack health care coverage, 
this House has decided that it will 
erect new barriers for certain citizens 
of our capital city to obtain health 
care insurance. They have decided to 
prohibit the implementation of the 
District’s plan to extend health care 
coverage to domestic partners of city 
employees, and I must ask why. Con-
gress stands as the only barrier be-
tween affordable health care for count-
less families of city employees. This 
stand could mean the difference be-
tween having a sensible health care 
plan or no plan at all; it could mean 
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the difference between wellness and ill-
ness, and in some cases, life and death. 

As a proponent for health care for 
all, I am extremely disturbed by this 
underlying provision. The employees of 
this city want nothing more and noth-
ing less than fairness and equality in 
the workplace. Allowing access to the 
most basic of benefits, health care, 
does just that. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. TIAHRT). 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, on July 
11, the D.C. Council passed a bill which 
would require employers in the District 
of Columbia to provide contraceptive 
coverage to their employees. Despite 
the fact that a good conscience clause 
exempting employers who wish to 
waive this on religious or moral obliga-
tions was offered, it was not adopted by 
the council. 

Furthermore, the debate got rather 
ugly and some council members es-
poused anti-Catholic and anti-Chris-
tian beliefs in the course of this discus-
sion. One of the provisions that would 
be deleted by the gentlewoman’s 
amendment would be the requirement 
for the District of Columbia City Coun-
cil to go back and reconsider the con-
science clause, allowing for religious 
and moral obligations. 

Now, if the concern is that there are 
not contraceptives available in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, according to the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, there are 10 locations inside the 
District of Columbia where contracep-
tives can be obtained free. 

b 1530 
If one is above the poverty level, one 

can pay a minimum cost for contracep-
tives. Contraceptives are available in 
the District of Columbia. There is no 
reason for the District, for the council 
to carry on this debate about religious 
and moral convictions not being appli-
cable. Because if someone for some rea-
son did not have access to health care 
coverage that provided contraceptives, 
and they wanted to obtain contracep-
tives, they could go to one of the 10 lo-
cations in the District of Columbia 
where they could get free contracep-
tives at low cost if they are above the 
poverty level. 

So I think the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment to strike all provisions would go 
way too fast and would not task the 
city council with going back and recon-
sidering the conscience clause which I 
think they should could consider. 

So if one strikes all the general pro-
visions, I think it is a bridge too far, a 
step too far; and I think it is a wrong 
thing. I think we should allow Con-
gress, which has the constitutional re-
quirement to oversee this, to carry on 
with these general provisions as are 
listed in the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia has 11⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in strong support of her 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as I sat here to think 
about what could one say in 90 seconds, 
it occurs to me that each and every one 
of my colleagues ought to consider 
this. None of us, not one of us in this 
body wants to take ownership of every 
policy adopted by the D.C. City Council 
and its mayor, not one of us. It is 
theirs to take, theirs to do. 

But I suggest to my colleagues, to 
the extent that we include provision 1, 
2, 3, and 4 and leave out 5, 6, and 7, one 
could clearly argue, well, apparently 
one is against 1 through 5, but one 
must be for 6, 7 and 8. That is not the 
case. It is not the case. I am not re-
sponsible for what the D.C. City Coun-
cil does, the D.C. City Council is, and 
the voters of the District of Columbia 
are, any more than the D.C. Council is 
responsible for what I do on this floor. 

This is called a democracy amend-
ment, because, in a democracy, we be-
lieve that the people can be wrong. The 
people can disagree. The people do not 
all need to be overseen by Big Brother. 
It seems to me that is a conservative 
concept. It seems to me that is some-
thing that people who want smaller 
government adopt as a premise, that 
Big Brother ought not to be overseeing 
the District of Columbia. Vote for this 
democracy amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) has 2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

There has always been, there always 
will be, there is now bureaucratic oppo-
sition to any sort of reform, especially 
in school reform that gives parents 
greater opportunities, greater free-
doms. 

The gentleman rails on about micro-
managing this and avoidance of that. 
What we are trying to do with, espe-
cially the charter school provision, is 
to give people, the individuals, the par-
ents in the District of Columbia, great-
er freedom, greater choice, not the bu-
reaucrats, not the educational system 
in general, but parents, individuals. 

Is that not the best kind of freedom 
to give anybody? Is that not the best 
kind of public policy to adopt here? It 
is not a hard hand of government com-
ing down on the District. It is the free-
dom we are going to give parents in the 
District of Columbia to select charter 
schools for their kids, the greatest op-
portunity we can possibly give to any-
one, including the residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Certainly, as I said before, I agree 
with the concept that, if there are 
things in this bill that are carry-overs 
that serve no purpose any further, then 
they should join the two dozen provi-
sions that we have already taken out 
that have been carried year after year 
in this bill. 

We will continue to work with the 
other side of the aisle and our own side 
to make sure that we do not carry any-
thing that is not necessary. Of course, 
the other issues are policy issues such 
as we have talked about relating to 
drug needles, relating to contraceptive 
mandates that exclude a conscience 
clause. Those issues are going to be 
brought up in further amendments. 

But as to this one, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to close the debate. 

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

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
order against the amendment because 
it violates the rules of the House since 
it calls for the en bloc consideration of 
two different paragraphs in the bill. 

The precedents of the House are clear 
in this matter: ‘‘Amendments to a 
paragraph or section are not in order 
until such paragraph or section has 
been read,’’ Cannon’s Precedents, Vol-
ume 8, section 2354. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-

woman from the District of Columbia 
desire to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the rules of the House. I appre-
ciate that I have been heard on what, 
for us, is a vital amendment. I will con-
tinue to work with the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) to eliminate 
such provisions as we can agree should 
be eliminated. 

The CHAIRMAN. For the reasons 
stated by the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK), the point of order is 
sustained. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
PETRI) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4942) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the reve-
nues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2001, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 11:00 Nov 21, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H26JY0.001 H26JY0


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T16:58:16-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




