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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 28, 2000

The House met at 10 a.m.

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

Lord of truth, God of our salvation,
at times we think we are wronged for
simply doing what seems to be right to
us, but who can really harm us if we
are truly devoted to what is good?

Lord, allow no weakening of our com-
mitment to be a body of justice and the
defense of the oppressed.

Strengthen us to suffer for virtue’s
sake. For whom should we fear, or why
should we be perturbed, if You, O Lord,
are reverenced in our hearts?

Free the conscience of this assembly
and this Nation, that we may be Your
instrument of goodness and peace, now
and forever, Amen.

————

THE JOURNAL

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

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

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

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

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

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 2647. An act to amend the Act entitled
“An Act relating to the water rights of the
AKk-Chin Indian Community’ to clarify cer-
tain provisions concerning the leasing of
such water rights, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 1752. An act to reauthorize and amend
the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 10 one-minute speeches on each
side of the aisle.

BRUTALITY IN BURMA BEING
IGNORED

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the govern-
ment of Burma has engaged in repres-
sive, brutally violent tactics against
its people.

Earlier this week we heard testimony

of women, children and men being
raped, forced into slave labor, and
watching their villages and food

sources destroyed. Squadrons of Bur-
mese military have tortured and mur-
dered villagers throughout the coun-
try.

One eyewitness recounts this horror:
“Before the military killed them they
captured them, they did not feed them
rice or give them water for 7 days.
They beat them and punched each of
their faces more than 500 times. They
sliced their legs and arms and dried
them in the hot sun. They stabbed
them at least 200 times each. They
abused them until they cut out their
intestines and then pushed them back
in their gut, but didn’t kill them right
away. They kept them like that day
and night and then killed them in the
jungle.”

In light of these atrocities, why does
Burma not get more attention by the
international community?

Mr. Speaker, the international com-
munity must do something to assist
these people who have suffered for too
many years at the hands of this brutal
dictatorship.

———

COMMENDING JEFF SCHIEFEL-
BEIN, FOUNDER OF CARPOOL

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

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
going to digress from my normal mes-
sage on international child abduction
to commend a new acquaintance, Jeff
Schiefelbein. Jeff is founder of an orga-
nization called CarPool, a designated
driver program that provides safe rides
for the Texas A&M area to intoxicated
or otherwise incapacitated students.

After receiving a DWI, a driving
while intoxicated charge, and while
serving an 18-month probation sen-
tence, Jeff and his friends created a
program intended to decrease the
amount of drivers under the influence
in the community that would be good
for the users and the helpers.

This spring, CarPool received an
award for the Outstanding Achieve-
ment for a New Committee at Texas
A&M, and another award for the best
Individual Contribution to Campus for
his work on CarPool. In its first year of
operation, CarPool gave 6,343 rides and
is now in demand at other college uni-
versities, on other campuses.

Great by great young people. Con-
gratulations to Jeff Schiefelbein at
Texas A&M University and his friends
for their dedication in stopping drink-
ing and driving.

——————

ADMINISTRATION PLAN TO
RELEASE OIL IS RECKLESS

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, after
T years of no energy policy and sky-
rocketing fuel prices, the Clinton-Gore
administration plans to release 30 to 35
million barrels of oil from the TU.S.
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. It is not
that we do not appreciate the gesture,
but it is just a 2-day supply.

But there is a bigger problem. This is
the first time that the reserve has been
tapped since 1991, when the United
States was in the middle of the Persian
Gulf War and our oil supply was in dan-
ger of being cut off.

Madam Speaker, the administra-
tion’s decision is ill-conceived, illogi-
cal, ill-advised, and perhaps even ille-
gal. Even the administrations’s own
top advisors oppose tapping the oil re-
serve, including Treasury Secretary
Summers, who said that the decision
would be ‘‘a major and substantial pol-
icy mistake.”

This Republican Congress has tried
to promote a sound energy policy, both
domestically and abroad, but the ad-
ministration has vetoed every attempt
at doing so. Yet 46 days before the elec-
tion, the Clinton-Gore administration
announces a desperate plan, which will
not lower oil prices but will endanger
our national security.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the
Clinton-Gore plan as a blatant political
ploy.

————

SOCIAL SECURITY INEQUITIES

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

Mr. REYES. Madam Speaker, the
teachers in the State of Texas and in
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many states do not pay Social Security
taxes. Because they do not pay into So-
cial Security, teachers do not receive
Social Security benefits. Instead, these
teachers receive a pension from their
respective State.

While retired teachers may be eligi-
ble to receive Social Security benefits
as a result of previous jobs, these bene-
fits are often greatly reduced. Further,
some or all of a spouse’s or widow’s or
widower’s benefits may be offset if a re-
tired teacher receives a pension that
did not require payment of Social Se-
curity benefits.

This is why I am a cosponsor of H.R.
1217, a bill that would address the prob-
lem of reduced Social Security benefits
in the case of spouses and surviving
spouses who are also receiving govern-
ment pensions. These would include
the pensions that teachers receive from
the State of Texas and other States.

H.R. 121 would modify the formula,
and is currently pending in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means Sub-
committee on Social Security.

Madam Speaker, there are 253 co-
sponsors of this important legislation,
and I would request that this bill be
moved out of committee and brought
before the House for a vote.

RECKLESS USE OF STRATEGIC OIL
RESERVE

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

Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, have
you ever noticed that when you borrow
money from your savings account with
good intentions, it never seems to find
its way back to the account? Well, that
is what we are doing with the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve account.

We are announcing today that in
order to help oil prices, that we are
going to release 30-plus million barrels
of oil from that strategic reserve. The
question is, when do you replace it, and
how much is the cost when it is re-
placed?

The campaign of the Vice President
is quickly running out of gas itself, so,
in order to make themselves also more
popular with voters, they have suc-
cumbed to a ploy that I think is reck-
less and dangerous. Every editorial
board around the country has con-
demned it as a bad idea and not appro-
priate.

Madam Speaker, this administration
sued Microsoft. They should have sued
OPEC. We have got a lot of problems
with price collusion. Maybe the Amer-
ican taxpayer would not be worrying
about future energy prices or supplies
if they had acted more aggressively.
Here are our friends that we bailed out
of the Kuwait invasion now turning
against us by raising oil prices daily.
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BEFORE IT IS TOO LATE

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

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, yester-
day the National Commission on Math-
ematics and Science Teaching for the
21st Century issued its report entitled
“‘Before it’s too late” on the state of
math and science teaching in America.
The Glenn Commission, as it has come
to be known, identifies teaching as the
most powerful instrument for reform in
education, and thus the place to begin.

I am proud to be one of four Members
of Congress selected to serve on the
Glenn Commission, which was chaired
by former senator and astronaut John
Glenn.

As the report concludes, we must sig-
nificantly increase the number of
teachers who feel qualified to teach
math and science, and change the envi-
ronment of professional development
to create an ongoing system of im-
provement in our schools.

Teaching our children math and
science is important for economic pro-
ductivity and national security. It is
also important at an even more pro-
found level than the practical benefits
to our economy.

Math and science bring order and
harmony and balance to our lives.
They teach us that our world is not ca-
pricious, but predictable, that it con-
tains pattern and logic. They also pro-
vide us with foundational skills for
lifelong learning, for creating progress
itself.

———

HOLDING THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION ACCOUNTABLE

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

Mr. SCHAFFER. Madam Speaker,
America’s children deserve the world’s
best education, but they are not get-
ting it. Even though the Federal Gov-
ernment has spent over $100 billion an-
nually on education, 40 percent of our
Nation’s fourth graders fall below the
basic level of reading achievement.

Madam Speaker, it is little wonder
the Department of Education has mis-
managed and lost billions of taxpayer
dollars, and millions more have been
literally stolen from Department office
buildings, stolen from America’s chil-
dren. The Department of Education
cannot account for how it spent nearly
$32 billion in taxpayer funds.

Since 1983, more than 20 million stu-
dents have reached their senior year
unable to do basic math, and it all
seems to have gone unnoticed by the
Department of Education. The Depart-
ment does not expect to pass audits for
at least 2 more years.

Madam Speaker, it is time that the
Department of Education is held ac-
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countable for how it spends our money.
The Clinton-Gore administration has
been in office for 8 years, and they
squandered their opportunity to help.

Republicans believe no child should
be left behind.

———
PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFIT

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker,
many, many of our seniors must choose
between buying food and buying medi-
cine every day and every week of their
lives, and we know that that is not
right. But what are we doing about it?
What are we doing in this Congress as
we come to the end of the 106th Con-
gress?

My Republican colleagues would sug-
gest that private insurance companies
take over this issue, but from 1995 to
1999 this country has doubled what is
spent on prescription drugs, from $65
billion a year to $125 billion a year.

Prescriptions are a fact of life. Do we
really believe that private insurers are
willing to take on the burden of 18 pre-
scription drugs on average per year for
a senior citizen? Of course not. If it
were at all profitable, private insurers
would already be all over this market.

Instead, we need to expand Medicare.
We need to include the guaranteed pre-
scription drug benefits through a good
program that has been working for us
for 30 years.

——

101ST ANNIVERSARY OF
VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS

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

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Madam Speaker,
on the evening of September 29, 1899, 13
men gathered in a tailor’s shop at 286
East Main Street in Columbus, Ohio.
They were all veterans of the U.S. 17th
Infantry Regiment who had fought in
Cuba during the Spanish-American
War. They gathered to remember those
killed in action, to assist their sur-
viving brothers, and to care for the
families of those who had died. This
meeting formed the foundation of an
order, which we know today as the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars.

While the total significance of this
first meeting was unknown to these 13
veterans, without a question, the
VFW’s actions have left an indelible
mark on the last 100 years of our Na-
tion’s proud history.

Madam Speaker, tomorrow I will
have the distinct privilege and honor
to unveil an historic marker at the
very site where the VFW was born, ex-
actly 101 years ago in Columbus. As a
sponsor of this historic marker, I am
proud that we will be commemorating
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the very spot where this organization
first got its start. Undoubtedly, this
marker represents the VFW’s wonder-
ful tradition of service to our commu-
nity in central Ohio and to our great
Nation.
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MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG
COVERAGE

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

Mr. ALLEN. Madam Speaker, after
fighting tooth and nail against Demo-
cratic efforts to provide seniors with
prescription drug coverage, the Repub-
lican leadership now appears willing to
make a small concession. They will
agree to let pharmacies buy drugs from
Canada for sale to U.S. citizens. This is
the bipartisan crumb that may be
given to seniors by the 106th Congress.

The Republican leadership believes
that if they govern as Republicans for
22 months, they can win elections by
talking like Democrats for the last 2.

Governor Bush barely mentioned the
words ‘‘prescription drugs’ during the
primary season. Now he says he has a
plan, but it will not help middle-in-
come seniors with huge drug bills. He
says that Medicare is a government
HMO. It is not. It is reliable. Medicare
does not pick up and leave a State if it
is not making money.

It is cost effective. Medicare has 3
percent administrative costs instead of
30 percent for the private insurance
companies. It is fair. Medicare covers
all seniors, not just a few.

A Medicare prescription drug benefit
with negotiated lower prices for all
seniors, that is the Democratic prom-
ise.

———
NATIONAL ALLIANCE FOR AUTISM
RESEARCH SPONSORS “WALK

FAR”

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, autism strikes one out of every 500
children. In Florida, 50 percent of all
children and adults afflicted with au-
tism reside within my congressional
district. I have become very familiar
with this disorder because my close
friend, Patience Flick, has two chil-
dren, Bonnie and Willis, with autism.

On November 4, we will be partici-
pating in Walk FAR, Friends and Rel-
atives, sponsored by the National Alli-
ance for Autism Research. This first
walk of its kind is being organized by
the cochairs, Michelle Cruz and Marie
Eileen Whitehurst, two south Florida
mothers whose children have autism.

South Florida will come together
that Saturday to raise research funds
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for the National Alliance for Autism
Research, which in only 4 years has
committed $3 million for 50 specific
projects and fellowships around the
world to combat this devastating dis-
order.

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues
to join me in congratulating Michelle
and Marie Eileen, as well as Karen
London, founder of the National Alli-
ance for Autism Research, Dr. Michael
Alessandri, director of the University
of Miami Center for Autism and Re-
lated Disorders, and the hundreds of
south Florida families who will join
forces to begin the eradication of au-
tism.

SENIORS MUST HAVE MEDICARE
PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Speaker, today, once again,
America awoke to the story of another
senior citizen that finds the difficult
choices in their life because of the cost
of prescription drugs.

Winifred Skinner, 79 years old, of Des
Moines, Iowa, yesterday told the Vice
President how on her $800-a-month in-
come, $2560 will go to prescription
drugs, which leaves her very little for
her other costs of maintaining her
household. Therefore, she spends 2 and
3 hours a day collecting aluminum cans
to turn in to provide food for herself.
She is reduced to walking the streets
and the roads of Des Moines, Iowa, so
that she can collect cans to provide
food because of the high cost of pre-
scription drugs. She has no prescrip-
tion drug benefit.

Madam Speaker, we have been trying
now for almost 2 years to get the Re-
publicans to agree to have a Medicare
prescription drug benefit so people like
Winifred Skinner will have a reliable
benefit to help pay for the medicines
that they need; not a plan that depends
on whether or not their HMO is in busi-
ness or out of business; not a plan that
depends on whether or not an insur-
ance company will write the benefit or
not, but a guaranteed plan within the
Medicare system so that seniors know
that they can rely on it.

The time has come so Winifred Skin-
ner does not have to keep walking the
roads.

————

MEDIA WATCHDOG ORGANIZATION
NEEDED

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, since Labor Day, the traditional
start of presidential campaigns, ABC,
CBS and NBC evening newscasts have
given AL GORE 55 percent positive cov-
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erage and George Bush only 35 percent.
The networks, which are the primary
source of information for most Ameri-
cans, did not cover several possible
scandals involving the Gore campaign.

Sometimes I wonder if they are try-
ing to control our political process.
The media do not have a license to lie
or mislead or slant or skew the news.
We should hold biased members of
media accountable and encourage them
to be fair, impartial, and balanced.

One way is to form a citizen’s watch-
dog organization. If the media will not
police themselves, and if we cannot
allow the government to intervene,
then it is up to us to take the initia-
tive.

Good government and fair media cov-
erage demands that we take such an
action.

——————

OIL AND FUEL PRICES

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
gasoline is going up to $2 a gallon.
Home heating oil fuel is going up 50
percent. Diesel fuel is so high we will
get a nosebleed.

Beam me up.

We do not need to open up emergency
oil reserves. That helps oil companies
and monarchs who can continue to
gouge. It is time for Congress to slap
huge fines on those companies that
gouge the American consumer.

But, finally, it is also time to tell
those monarchs and dictators from the
OPEC countries the next time Saddam
Hussein comes calling, dial 911 for the
Boy Scouts, because they are on their
own. I guarantee in 30 days this thing
will be resolved.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the fact
that America is being gouged as much
by American companies as they are by
these monarchs and dictators overseas.

———

TAXPAYERS’ CHOICE DEBT
REDUCTION ACT

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

Mr. SANFORD. Madam Speaker, Hi-
senhower apparently once said that he
believed that there could be no surplus
as long as our Nation was in debt. I
come from that school of thought, and
yet that is not exactly where we are
right now in Washington.

Where we are right now is debating
whether or not 90 percent or 50 percent,
or some number in between, of these
projected future surpluses should be al-
located to the debt.

What struck our office is the fact
that really more than just the Con-
gress should be involved in that debate.
It is for that reason that I introduce
today the Taxpayers’ Choice Debt Re-
duction Act.
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Madam Speaker, what it would do
would be to simply take the 1040, the
tax return as we now know it. And
right now, we can send $3 to the presi-
dential campaign. This would create
another box wherein we could send 3
bucks to debt reduction. That is not
enough money to change our national
debt, but it is enough money to make
a small step in an important debate
that we all ought to be a part of.

——————

RETURN EDUCATION DECISIONS
TO LOCAL CONTROL

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

Mr TIAHRT. Madam Speaker, the
Federal Government has spent a lot of
money on education. Yet the United
States continues to rank near the bot-
tom of industrialized nations in stu-
dent test scores. This simply is unac-
ceptable.

The United States is the most pros-
perous Nation in the world. There is no
reason why our schools cannot be sec-
ond to none. However, just loading up
the Federal bureaucracy with more
money is not the solution. Yet this is
the very approach the Big Government
party of Clinton and Gore and the
other liberals are attempting, and it
has failed time and time again over the
past 40 years.

So what is the solution? We Repub-
licans want to return the dollars and
the decisions back to the parents and
teachers who know our children’s
names and their educational needs.
Parents and teachers should set edu-
cation policy, not some Washington bu-
reaucracy or someone sitting in a
fourth story of a government office
building right here in Washington, D.C.

The only way to turn the test score
embarrassment around is local control
of local schools. But if the liberals
keep following their presidential nomi-
nee down the path to the roadblock,
America’s future in education has no
hope. For the sake of our Nation’s chil-
dren, let us join together and return
control back to our schools and our
local governments and our parents and
teachers.

———
KENNY GAMBLE’S ONE-MAN
URBAN RENEWAL IN SOUTH
PHILADELPHIA

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, re-
cently I had the opportunity to go to
Philadelphia, and there I met with
Kenny Gamble. My colleagues may re-
member the Gamble and Huff song
writing team who produced music for
the O’Jays and Harold Melvin and the
Blue Notes. Mr. Gamble is a very suc-
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cessful businessman and music pro-
ducer. He moved back to South Philly,
his childhood home in the ghetto, and
is basically starting a one-man urban
renewal project.

It is a very inspirational project. One
of the keystones of that is a charter
school that he started. Four hundred
kids are in that charter school, with a
waiting list of 1,400 children.

Why is it successful? Because it is
run locally with input from the teach-
ers and the parents. It is something
that all the neighborhood and the com-
munity can focus on and take a lot of
pride in. It does not have Washington
bureaucrats micromanaging it. It does
not have people from the State capital
in Pennsylvania telling them what to
do.

Madam Speaker, I believe this is a
key corner to our education reform ef-
fort to get people back home interested
and involved in the education process,
because our children and our future are

at stake. We should all follow Mr.
Gamble’s lead.

———
WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER

AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 4733, ENERGY AND
WATER DEVELOPMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, by direction of the
Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 598 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 598

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 4733) making appropriations for energy
and water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are waived. The conference report shall be
considered as read.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, for the purposes of de-
bate only, I yield the customary 30
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY), the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Rules, pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purposes of debate only.

Madam Speaker, H. Res. 598 is a rule
providing for the consideration of the
conference report to accompany H.R.
4733, the Energy and Water Appropria-
tion Act of 2001. The rule waives all
points of order against the conference
report and against its consideration
and provides that the conference report
shall be considered as read.
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The conference agreement provides
$23.59 billion in new discretionary
spending authority for the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, the Department of
the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation,
the Department of Energy, and several
independent agencies.

The bill is $2.3 billion above fiscal
year 2000, and $889 million above the
President’s request.

Most notably, Madam Speaker, as a
Member whose district includes the
most challenging nuclear cleanup
project in the Nation, I am pleased
that the conference report increases
the funding for the defense environ-
mental management cleanup activities
by $6.12 billion, an increase of $406 mil-
lion over last year.

Specifically, this legislation includes
$377 million for the critically impor-
tant Hanford Tank Waste Treatment
Facility that is located in my district.

Finally, I would like to point out to
my colleagues that this conference re-
port also includes an appropriation of
$5 million dedicated solely to reducing
the national debt.

Madam Speaker, I want to commend
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Energy and Water Appropriations, the
gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD), and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), for their efforts to defend the
House position on a long list of impor-
tant items in this legislation. They
have worked long and hard to bring
this agreement to the House, and ac-
cordingly, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port both the rule and the conference
report.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

0 1045

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS), my colleague and my dear
friend, for yielding me the customary
half hour.

Madam Speaker, I would also like to
thank the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. PACKARD) for their
work on this bill. They really had to
juggle a lot of requests and a lot of
issues. And as a result, this conference
report contains funding for some very,
very good water projects and infra-
structure projects.

Unfortunately, Madam Speaker,
something happened last night in con-
ference that will force me to oppose
this rule and oppose it very strongly.
Despite the fact that many people in
the Northeast are currently facing
what promises to be the worst heating
crisis, winter heating crisis in two dec-
ades, some of my colleagues have de-
cided to eliminate the funding in this
conference report for Northeast home
heating oil reserve.
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Madam Speaker, I do not know why
my colleagues would want to take
steps to avoid helping their neighbors,
but I do know how bad the situation
could be in Massachusetts. According
to today’s Boston Globe, the Energy
Information Administration announced
yesterday that the stocks of heating
o0il shrank by another 300,000 barrels
over the last week, and what that
means, Madam Speaker, is that New
England has less than one-third of the
supply of heating oil that it had last
year.

Madam Speaker, the winter we had
last year was terrible, and we did not
have anywhere near enough home heat-
ing oil.

Madam Speaker, two million house-
holds in Massachusetts depend on heat-
ing oil to warm their homes in the win-
ter. Meanwhile, prices are up to about
$1.40 a gallon and to give you a sense of
perspective, it was $1 last winter and 80
cents the winter before. Madam Speak-
er, let me tell my colleagues it gets
cold in Massachusetts and these very
high prices force families to make that
horrible choice between heating their
homes or feeding their children.

But, Madam Speaker, we can do
something about this. We can insist on
a New England heating oil reserve. We
can oppose efforts to stop the President
from releasing 30 million barrels of oil
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.
Now, to hear some of my Republican
friends talk, this is a violation of a sa-
cred thing to release this oil, but this
is not the first time this oil has been
released from the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve.

Madam Speaker, this would be the
11th time that oil has been released
and every time, Madam Speaker, the
release had the blessings of my Repub-
lican colleagues. But all of a sudden
the 11th time it is released, it is polit-
ical, but the other 10 times it was not.

So contrary to the way it may seem,
oil really is not a matter of political
parties, it is not a matter of competi-
tion between one region or another. In
Massachusetts, heating your home
really is not a luxury.

For many in the Northeast, Madam
Speaker, it really could be a matter of
life and death. So to put people’s
health and safety at risk for partisan
gain is absolutely inexcusable. So I
urge my colleagues to oppose this rule.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield
as much time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
PACKARD), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment, who is dealing with this legis-
lation and somebody who is working on
his last appropriations bill before he
retires.

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
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the time, and I would like to respond
to the remarks of the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) con-
cerning Northeast home heating oil re-
serve and the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve.

I want to correct, what I hope is a
misunderstanding. We have never had
in this bill funding for the Northeast
energy oil problem. That funding is in
the Subcommittee on Interior, not in
this bill. So we not only did not knock
it out, it never was in this bill. There
was an amendment passed on the floor
of the House to do something in this
area, but that jurisdiction really be-
longs in the Committee on Interior and
not in this committee.

This is to further clarify this whole
issue. The House did pass a separate
freestanding bill, the Energy Policy
and Conservation Act, and that would
have dealt with the Northeast oil issue,
but that bill is being held up in the
Senate by Senator BOXER. And for that
reason, it has not moved. It is on hold
by the Senator.

The administration claims, however,
that as long as the appropriations
exist, they do not need legislation to
release o0il from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. In fact, the President
announced last Friday that he was re-
leasing 30 million barrels from that re-
serve. Clearly, he does not feel that
legislation is necessary for this pur-
pose.

Madam Speaker, I do not agree with
him, and frankly I do not think that is
a wise policy, but the fact is that is
what he announced. And so we did not
need to include funding in this bill for
that purpose, and we did not include it
in the bill. It does not belong in our
bill. It belongs in the Interior Appro-
priations subcommittee bill. So we
have not included it.

Madam Speaker, on the rule itself,
however, let me just make a comment.
I totally support the rule that is before
the House. I commend the Committee
on Rules for providing us with this
rule. It should be very simple for us to
move forward with this conference re-
port under the rule, and I hope that the
House will unanimously vote for the
rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, we had an immigra-
tion bill that started out in one bill
and then it was pulled out, it was put
in another bill, and then when we
passed it on the floor, it was pulled up
and put in another bill. Is this what is
going to happen from the Northeast, it
is going to go from Interior to Energy
and Interior to Energy? There was a
vote, 360 people voted for this North-
east petroleum reserve. It should be in
the Energy bill. So to have the gen-
tleman say it should not be in the En-
ergy bill, I do not know why it should
be in Interior and not in Energy.
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I think legislation may be necessary
to give the President the right, because
the right the President had to release
that oil lapsed last month, and I think
there is a question of whether he needs
the authority or not. But regardless of
what happens, the Northeast petroleum
reserve should have been in the Energy
bill, unless the gentleman can tell me
it is absolutely going to be in the Inte-
rior bill.

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, all
jurisdiction for fossil fuel lies within
the Subcommittee on Interior, not this
subcommittee, Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Water Development, we have
other energy issues, but not fossil fuel.
The Strategic Petroleum Reserve is in
the Interior jurisdiction.

I served on that subcommittee when
I first went on appropriations, and that
is where we dealt with it then and that
is where it ought to be dealt with at
this time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, but the gentleman,
I am sure, knows it is not going to be
dealt with. And we know in the past we
put amendments in other bills that
really did not have the jurisdiction and
it passed. But I think it is going to get
awful cold awful quick, and I would
hate to be someone who voted against
this to answer the questions why did
not we not act when we had time.

As I say, go back to the Cubin bill. It
goes from one committee to the other.
Every time it comes up, the committee
says no, it is not our jurisdiction, it is
somebody else’s jurisdiction. I think
we should look at the problem itself
and how complex it is and how nec-
essary it is that some people have to
choose between heating and eating.

And I do not think we should say it
should not be in this bill because we
have never handled it before. We have
done a lot of things that we have never
done before.

And as far as the release of the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve, I am not say-
ing it is in this bill, I am just referring
to an action of a Member of his party
that is trying to stop the release of the
petroleum. I just want to show that
this has been done.

This will be the 11th time it has been
done, and this is the first time that
anybody accused it of being political.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I have no more re-
quests for time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
the great State of Massachusetts (Mr.
CAPUANO), a colleague of mine from
Somerville.

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for yielding me
the time.
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Madam Speaker, as I was watching
this back in the office and as I was
reading the contents of the particular
bill, I have to tell my colleagues I am
absolutely shocked. I do not think any-
one at home, certainly nobody in my
district, cares who has what jurisdic-
tion. They could care less, they care
about one thing, keeping their seniors
and their kids warm. And for us to sit
here and argue about jurisdiction to
make promises that we may not be
able to keep is ridiculous. It is patently
absurd and unfair.

I came over today to make sure that
the people I represent do not care if it
is political or not. We are all politi-
cians. We all do things for political
reasons. Do my colleagues think any
senior citizen who freezes in the middle
of the winter cares about politics?
They want heat. And for those people
who do not have to rely on oil heat like
we do in the Northeast, mark my
words, without question, if we do noth-
ing and oil heat price rises, natural gas
prices will rise as well.

There are already supply problems. If
we do not do it, people like me may
start thinking about changing to nat-
ural gas. If we do, that puts further de-
mand on diminished natural gas sup-
plies. Those prices will be right behind
us. And I will tell my colleagues,
whether it is political or not, my hope
is that every single politician in any
one of us in the Frostbelt States makes
this an issue, one way or the other; I
am for it, I am against it.

I do not think, I have been involved
with this since the day I got here, I do
not think anyone who has argued for or
against the Strategic Oil Preserve has
said this is the only way to do it. We
said there are a thousand things we can
and should be doing and hopefully we
will. This is one. This is the one that
we can do immediately. Most of the
others will take time.

For us to sit here and fiddle while the
Northeast and the Midwest freezes is
an insult to the people who have elect-
ed us.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I would just like to
read from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of June 27, the Sherwood amendment
printed in House Report 106-701 in-
cludes the text of H.R. 2884 as passed
the House, includes provisions to reau-
thorize the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve through 2003 and authorizes the
Energy Department to buy oil from
stripper wells and establish a regional
home heating oil reserve in the North-
east. Agreed on by a record vote of 393-
33. Nobody who voted then questioned
what bill it was going to be put in.

Madam Speaker, I think we should
take the will of the House, and it
should have been in this report. And I
think unless it is in this report, the re-
port is flawed.
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Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield as much time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER), the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate my friend from Washington
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding me the
time and thank him for his manage-
ment of this rule.

We filed this late last night, and I
want to rise in strong support of it and
the underlying conference report. And I
want to congratulate the retiring dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. PACKARD), the former mayor of
Carlsbad, who will go off and be doing
all kinds of wonderful things as he
leaves behind him this great work
product.

I also want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

And I want to take just a few min-
utes to talk about a very important
provision which is in this bill, which I
have been working on for a number of
years. It began in Southern California
when the water quality authority, a
group that came together to address
the water challenges that we have
there, found something called per-
chlorate in the groundwater. And per-
chlorate is a chemical which unfortu-
nately has tremendous negative reper-
cussions getting into the groundwater.

We worked hard to try and find out
exactly what led to the perchlorate
getting into the groundwater, and they
discovered that it came from the legal
disposal of spent rocket fuel during the
military buildup during the Cold War
during the 1950s and 1960s.

Many people, when this perchlorate
was discovered, began pointing fingers
and saying that somebody is respon-
sible for this. One of the things that we
found, Madam Speaker, is that there
are many companies that were very
important to the buildup during the
Cold War that are no longer in busi-
ness, and so it was easy to begin point-
ing fingers. Some of us said that we
needed to solve the problem, and so
that is why, when we look at the fact
this is a national security issue, yes, it
was first discovered in Southern Cali-
fornia, but this has national repercus-
sions.

It has national repercussions because
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS), my friend, has been faced with
the same problem.
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There are people from other States of
the Union who have found just recently
the discovery of perchlorate in the
groundwater. So I was very pleased
that several months ago the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), the

19939

chairman of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), the subcommittee chairman,
agreed to put together a hearing which
was designed to specifically address
this question.

We were able to utilize something I
am very proud of, new technology; and
we had a hearing of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, the
subcommittee that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) chairs,
which was able to include community
activists from Southern California,
people with the Water Quality Author-
ity, and several of my colleagues who
in a bipartisan way joined in intro-
ducing the authorizing legislation,
H.R. 910.

They included the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MARTINEZ)
and others, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN),
who have been very supportive of this
effort.

Well, Madam Speaker, I am pleased
that we have been able to include in
this legislation in this conference re-
port important funding to begin this to
find a solution to this problem. It is a
small amount of money. But it is a be-
ginning. Again, it is one of the very se-
rious environmental questions that we
have.

So in passage of this conference re-
port, we will in this Congress be taking
a very bold step towards addressing a
major environmental concern, not only
for Southern California, but for the en-
tire country.

I want to express my appreciation
again to the gentleman from California
(Mr. PACKARD). I would especially like
to thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, who has been phenomenal in pro-
viding me with assistance in dealing
with this.

Also, I want to express my apprecia-
tion to Chairman DOMENICI for his
work on this and, as I said, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Chairman
SHUSTER) and the gentleman from New
York (Chairman BOEHLERT) for the ef-
fort that they have put together in
helping us deal with an important
problem that, as I said, impacts, it ap-
pears, Southern California right now
but also the entire Nation.

So I urge strong support of this rule
and support of the conference report.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, my colleagues may
recall that I applauded all that is in
this bill. I am not taking anything
away from my chairman. I think he did
a masterful job in getting the money
he got for that project, and it is well
needed.
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I am talking about what is not in the
bill, and what is not in the bill is going
to help protect the lives and safety of
the people in the Northeast. Two years
ago, we had an elderly couple freeze to
death because they did not have money
to buy fuel oil, and there was no re-
serve set up. We are trying to build
against that so we will not have the
same thing happen again.

I think it is very, very small for some
people to play petty politics with this
very, very important issue. Just be-
cause it affects the Northeast where
maybe our Republican candidate is not
doing too well and he can just ‘‘dis” it
off. But there are human beings up
there that are fighting for their lives,
and probably some may lose their lives
if the winter is as bad as some people
predict.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST),
the head of the Democratic Caucus.

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

Madam Speaker, we ought to be very
clear about the game that the Repub-
licans are playing right now. On the
one hand, they are critical of the Presi-
dent for announcing that he is going to
release oil from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. In fact, they are even
talking about filing a lawsuit or per-
haps passing legislation to prevent the
President from releasing oil from the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

Yet, in this bill, they deleted the au-
thority for the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve. So on the one hand, they are
saying, gee, the President does not
have the authority. On the other hand,
they are deleting the authority and not
giving it to him. One cannot have it
both ways.

Now they try and say, oh, well, it
should be in another bill. We know that
is a ludicrous argument late in the ses-
sion. This is a bill that is moving for-
ward. This is the opportunity to pro-
vide the authority to release oil from
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve so
that we can deal with home heating oil
prices so that we can deal with the
price of gasoline.

The facts are very clear. They do not
want the President to have that au-
thority so then they can say, well, he
does not have it. So we are going to
challenge his action. This is perhaps
one of the most cynical actions that a
legislative majority could possibly
take.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FROST. Yes, I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, is
the gentleman from Texas aware this
has been done 10 separate and distinct
times under Republican leadership, and
not one word of political chicanery was
ever mentioned?

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I am
aware of the history. It just is iromic
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that today one of the committees of
this House under the leadership of a
Republican chairman is criticizing the
President for exercising this authority
while the other Republicans are on the
floor trying to prevent the President
from having the authority.

Now, I cannot think of anything that
is more cynical, any more than a legis-
lative body could take to say, gee, he
cannot do that, but we are sure not
going to give him the authority to do
it; so maybe then we can challenge his
right to do it.

Madam Speaker, this is perhaps one
of the worst pieces of energy policy
that this majority has done in the last
6 years. I conclude my remarks. I think
it is extraordinary what is happening
today.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, we
had some other speakers, but we do not
seem to have them here; and I guess
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) has no speakers, so I reluc-
tantly yield back the balance of my
time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The Chair will take this op-
portunity to remind all Members not
to wear communicative badges while
under recognition.

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

Madam Speaker, I just want to re-
peat once again that all this discussion
has been on home heating oil for the
Northeast. I know that is a major issue
for people who live up in that part of
the country, but this is being addressed
already in another bill where there is
funding in the conference report that is
working its way through. That is the
proper venue for this.

I would like to make one other point
because this is probably the first time
that the issue has really been debated
on the floor regarding the Strategic Oil
Reserves. Part of the long-term solu-
tion, I want to emphasize the word
‘“‘long-term solution,” is obviously to
try to find more sources to get petro-
leum. That has not been talked about.
It certainly was not talked about at all
here in debate.

I would like to cite one statistic.
When we created the Department of
Energy some 25, 30 years ago, it was a
crisis. One of the reasons why we cre-
ated the Department of Energy is, hor-
ror upon horrors, we were importing
about one-third of our oil. So now here
we are 25 years or so or more later and
we are importing some 50 percent of
our oil.

I would just contend, if it was a crisis
some 25, 30 years ago to have a cabinet-
level agency to look at our energy poli-
cies when we were only importing 30
percent, it certainly ought to be some-
thing that we look at right now. Obvi-
ously, part of the long-term solution is
to find more sources for oil.
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Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays
186, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 500]

Evi-

YEAS—231
Aderholt Everett Lucas (OK)
Archer Ewing Manzullo
Armey Fletcher Martinez
Bachus Foley McCrery
Baker Fowler McInnis
Ballenger Franks (NJ) McIntyre
Barr Frelinghuysen McKeon
Barrett (NE) Frost Meek (FL)
Bartlett Gallegly Metcalf
Barton Ganske Mica
Bass Gekas Miller (FL)
Bentsen Gibbons Miller, Gary
Bereuter Gilchrest Mollohan
Berkley Gillmor Moore
Biggert Gilman Moran (KS)
Bilbray Goode Morella
Bilirakis Goodlatte Myrick
Blunt Goodling Napolitano
Boehlert Goss Nethercutt
Boehner Graham Ney
Bonilla Granger Northup
Bono Green (TX) Nussle
Brady (TX) Green (WI) Ose
Brown (FL) Greenwood Oxley
Bryant Gutknecht Packard
Burr Hall (TX) Pastor
Burton Hansen Pease
Buyer Hastings (WA) Peterson (PA)
Callahan Hayes Petri
Calvert Hayworth Pickering
Camp Hefley Pitts
Campbell Herger Pombo
Canady Hill (MT) Porter
Cannon Hilleary Portman
Carson Hobson Pryce (OH)
Chabot Hoekstra Radanovich
Chambliss Horn Rahall
Chenoweth-Hage Hostettler Ramstad
Clyburn Houghton Regula
Coble Hulshof Riley
Collins Hunter Rogan
Combest Hutchinson Rogers
Cook Hyde Rohrabacher
Cooksey Isakson Ros-Lehtinen
Cox Istook Roukema
Crane Jenkins Royce
Cubin Johnson (CT) Ryan (WI)
Cunningham Johnson, Sam Ryun (KS)
Dayvis (FL) Jones (NC) Salmon
Davis (VA) Kasich Sandlin
Deal King (NY) Sanford
DeLay Kingston Saxton
DeMint Knollenberg Scarborough
Diaz-Balart Kolbe Schaffer
Dickey Kuykendall Sensenbrenner
Dicks LaHood Sessions
Dooley Lampson Shadegg
Doolittle Largent Shaw
Dreier Latham Shays
Duncan LaTourette Sherwood
Dunn Leach Shimkus
Ehlers Lewis (CA) Shows
Ehrlich Lewis (KY) Shuster
Emerson Linder Simpson
English LoBiondo Skeen
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Smith (MI) Thomas Watkins
Smith (NJ) Thompson (MS) Watts (OK)
Smith (TX) Thornberry Weldon (FL)
Souder Thune Weldon (PA)
Spence Tiahrt Weller
Stearns Toomey Whitfield
Stump Traficant Wicker
Sununu Upton Wilson
Tauscher Vitter Wise
Tauzin Walden Wolf
Taylor (NC) Walsh Young (AK)
Terry Wamp Young (FL)
NAYS—186

Abercrombie Hastings (FL) Olver
Ackerman Hill (IN) Ortiz
Allen Hilliard Owens
Andrews Hinchey Pallone
Baca Hinojosa Pascrell
Baird Hoeffel Payne
Baldacci Holden Pelosi
Baldwin Holt Peterson (MN)
Barcia Hooley Phelps
Barrett (WI) Hoyer Pickett
Becerra Inslee Pomeroy
Berman Jackson (IL) Price (NC)
Bg}rry Jackson-Lee Quinn
Bishop (TX) Rangel
Blagojevich Jefferson Reyes
Bliley John Reynolds
glumenauer % ohrllsonI;‘EB‘ Rivers

onior anjorski ri
Borski Kaptur ggg;ge?ez
Boswell Kelly Rothman
Boucher Kennedy Roybal-Allard
Boyd Kildee Rush
Brady (PA) Kilpatrick Sabo
Brown (OH) Kind (WI) Sanchez
Capps Kleczka Sanders
Capuano Kucinich Sawyer
Cardin Lantos Schakowsky
Clayton Larson
Clement Lee zcott
Coburn Levin S}elgiiil;n
Condit Lewis (GA) L
Conyers Lipinski Sisisky
Costello Lofgren Skelton
Coyne Lowey S“Wghter
Cramer Lucas (KY) Smith (WA)
Crowley Luther Snyder
Cummings Maloney (CT) Spratt
Danner Maloney (NY) Stark
Davis (IL) Markey Stenholm
DeFazio Mascara Strickland
DeGette Matsui Stupak
Delahunt McCarthy (MO) ~ Sweeney
DeLauro McCarthy (NY) Tancredo
Deutsch McDermott Tanner
Dingell McGovern Taylor (MS)
Dixon McHugh Thompson (CA)
Doggett McKinney Thurman
Doyle McNulty Tierney
Edwards Meehan Towns
Etheridge Meeks (NY) Turner
Evans Menendez Udall (CO)
Farr Millender- Udall (NM)
Fattah McDonald Velazquez
Filner Miller, George Visclosky
Forbes Minge Waters
Ford Mink Watt (NC)
Frank (MA) Moakley Waxman
Gejdenson Moran (VA) Weiner
Gephardt Murtha Wexler
Gonzalez Nadler Weygand
Gordon Neal Woolsey
Gutierrez Oberstar Wu
Hall (OH) Obey Wynn

NOT VOTING—16
Castle Klink Paul
Clay LaFalce Stabenow
Engel Lazio Talent
Eshoo McCollum Vento
Fossella McIntosh
Jones (OH) Norwood
0 1116

Messrs. MCHUGH, HOLT, TAYLOR of
Mississippi, QUINN, SWEENEY, REY-
NOLDS, and Mrs. KELLY changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. LAMPSON changed his vote from
“nay” to &‘yea.?7

So the resolution was agreed to.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material on the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 4733.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

———————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 5130

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that my name
be removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 5130.

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

There was no objection.

———
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Speaker, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Speaker, this
morning, as I was walking onto the
floor, you reminded us that if we were
going to speak on the floor that we
could not wear any button that com-
municated a message.

I bring that to your attention be-
cause I ask what the rule is that, in the
past, we have had Members speak on
the floor while wearing such buttons.

In particular, yesterday I saw a num-
ber of Members that were wearing a
button that communicated 90 percent.
And this morning I was hoping to wear
a button, but I was reminded by you
that I could not.

The question is, what is the rule on
wearing buttons on the floor while we
speak, especially buttons that commu-
nicate a message?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Clause 1
of rule XVII, which requires Members
to address their remarks to the Chair,
has been interpreted to proscribe the
wearing of badges by Members to com-
municate a message while under rec-
ognition to speak by the Chair.

The Chair would direct the gen-
tleman to page 693 of the House Rules
and Manual for a recitation of prece-
dents under this rule, some of which in-
volve the Chair taking the initiative
when the Chair observed their display
while the Member was speaking.

The Chair will endeavor to be con-
sistent in this enforcement and will use
due diligence to call the attention of
the Member to this rule.
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Mr. PASTOR. Madam Speaker, I
want to thank Madam Speaker for her
comments.

Hopefully, maybe in the morning be-
fore we start, the Chair might remind
us what the rule is on buttons that
communicate a message.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair thanks the gentleman for calling
that to the attention of the Chair.

——————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4733,
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT  APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 598, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
4733) making appropriations for energy
and water development for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Pursuant to
House Resolution 598, the conference
report is considered as having been
read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 27, 2000, at page H8312.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD)
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. PACKARD).

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present
to the House the conference report on
H.R. 4733, the fiscal year 2001 Energy
and Water Development Appropriations
Act.

At the outset, I would like to briefly
state how pleased I am that the con-
ference committee was able to work
out the dramatic differences between
the House and the Senate bills as ami-
cably as we have and with a positive ef-
fect. Given the great divide over the
House and Senate priorities, many con-
cluded that we would never be able to
resolve our differences. Not only did we
resolve those differences, but we did so
in such a way that the critical prior-
ities of the House were carefully pro-
tected.

I am proud of the agreement struck
between the House and that Senate on
energy and water resources develop-
ment programs. It was a difficult and
arduous negotiation, but the product of
our deliberations is a package that will
help strengthen our defense, rebuild
our critical infrastructure, and in-
crease our scientific knowledge.

The total amount included in the
conference agreement for energy and
water program is $23.3 billion. This is
about $1.6 billion over the amount in-
cluded in the House-passed bill. The
bill also includes $214 million in emer-
gency appropriations primarily to con-
tinue recovery operations at the Los
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Alamos National Laboratory as a re-
sult of the Cerro Grande fire.

I am especially pleased with the level
of funding we have recommended for
the Civil Works program of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. At $4.52 bil-
lion, the recommended funding is al-
most $460 million higher than the ad-
ministration’s inadequate budget re-
quest. The majority of this increase,
about $350 million, is in the Corps’ con-
struction program. While that may
sound like a large increase, the amount
we have recommended is about the
same as the amount the Corps will ex-
pend this year on construction. If we
had funded the construction program
at the level requested by the adminis-
tration, the result would have been
schedule delays, increased project
costs, and the loss of project benefits.

In addition to providing more fund-
ing for ongoing projects, I am pleased
that the conference agreement includes
funding for a number of new construc-
tion starts.

For the Bureau of Reclamation we
have provided $816 million, which is $10
million above the fiscal year 2000 level
and $24 million above the budget re-
quest.

Perhaps the most significant item is
one that we did not fund, the Bay-
Delta Ecosystem Restoration Program
in my State of California. The adminis-
tration had requested $60 million to
continue this program in fiscal year
2001. However, the authorization for
the program expires at the end of this
fiscal year; and as a result, neither the
House nor the Senate included funding
in their respective bills for this
project.

The House authorizing committee re-
ported the bill to reauthorize this pro-
gram for fiscal year 2001; and as late as
yesterday afternoon, we thought a
compromise had been reached to per-
mit the program to go forward. How-
ever, negotiations broke down when
the Senate did not agree with the pro-
posal. Accordingly, we have not funded
it in this conference report.

For the non-defense programs of the
Department of Energy, our top priority
all year long was to provide adequate
funding for the basic research pro-
grams of the Department. The basic re-
search performed by the Department of
Energy has led to many of the techno-
logical breakthroughs that have helped
our economy grow. These programs
will be even more important as we
move into the 21st century.

I am pleased to report that addi-
tional allocations were received to en-
able us to fund these programs near the
level requested by the administration.
For renewable energy programs, I am
pleased to report that we were able to
provide about $30 million over the
House-passed level.

For the Atomic Energy Defense pro-
grams of the Department of Energy,
the conference agreement includes
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about $13.5 billion. These funds will
permit the Department to ensure that
we have a reliable and safe nuclear
weapons stockpile.

For the National Ignition Facility,
we provided $199 million. We are very
concerned about the way this program
has been managed in the past. How-
ever, we believe that the Department
has assembled the management team
and put in place the procedures that
will enable the project to be success-
fully completed.

I need to point out to the Members of
the House that when we were at con-
ference this week, we received a letter
signed by the President’s chief of staff
indicating that the President would
veto the bill if a provision regarding
the management of the Missouri River
included in the Senate bill was not
dropped in the conference. It was not
dropped, incidentally, in the con-
ference. I believe that this is the only
item in the bill that the Senate actu-
ally voted on. Therefore, the provision
was retained in conference.

I would point out that the President
has signed this very same provision
into law four times previously. I would
hope that on the fifth time the Presi-
dent would not see fit to veto the en-
tire bill over this one issue that he has
agreed to in the past and would not
allow a single issue to destroy months
of hard work by the House and the Sen-
ate.

The conference agreement includes
funding for many of the administrative
initiatives, particularly in the Depart-
ment of Energy’s science programs, but
also in a number of smaller programs
that are important to the President.

I want to thank my Senate counter-
part, Chairman PETE DOMENICI, and his
ranking minority member, Senator
HARRY REID, for their cooperation and
hard work in conferencing the bill.
Moreover, I would like to express my
sincere appreciation to my colleagues
on the House Subcommittee on Energy
and Water, whose devoted efforts have
made this conference report possible.

I am especially grateful to my very
good friend and the ranking minority
member of the House subcommittee,
the honorable gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. VISCLOSKY), for his tremendous ef-
fort on behalf of this conference report.
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Some last minute issues arose yester-
day that had the potential to reopen
our conference and not allow us to be
here today and finish the work. His
willingness to cooperate permitted us
to complete our work, and I am deeply
grateful for his cooperation.

I also want to thank our chairman,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YouNG), and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking member
of the full committee, for their co-
operation in enabling us to bring this
conference report to the floor today.
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I would be remiss if I did not express
my sincere gratitude to all of the staff
people who have worked on this con-
ference report. They have given
untireless effort to getting the con-
ference report ready for this morning,
and I sincerely want to thank them:
Mr. Bob Schmidt, the clerk of the com-

mittee; Jeanne Wilson; Tracey
LaTurner; Witt Anderson; Terry
Tyborowski; Sally Chadbourne; and

Rich Kaelin; and perhaps several others
even on the Senate side that have
helped us so much.

I believe the conference agreement is
balanced and fair. I would urge the
unanimous support of the House for its
adoption. I would hope we could quick-
ly conclude action on this conference
report so we can get the bill to the
White House before the new fiscal year

begins.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, 1

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would
want to note for all of the Members in
the Chamber that as we begin the de-
bate on this conference report, this will
also be the last time that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD)
will manage legislation on the House
floor.

As I mentioned in my earlier re-
marks during House consideration of
this legislation, we ought to all just
take a moment to appreciate the fact
that for over 4 decades, every day of
every year of more than 40 years, the
gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD) has dedicated his life not only to
his family, but to his country. We are
richer for that. And given the experi-
ence I have had during the last 2 years
of working closely with the gentleman
from California (Mr. PACKARD) as my
chairman, I certainly would emphasize
to all of the Members of the House that
the golf game of the gentleman from
California (Mr. PACKARD) will certainly
improve, not that it needs much im-
provement, in his retirement, his fam-
ily will see him more often, but we will
be the poorer of it.

Again, I would say to the gentleman
from California (Mr. PACKARD), he has
done a terrific job, and we ought to
give him a hand.

Mr. Speaker, I want to also not only
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. PACKARD) and the members of the
subcommittee and full committee, but
to thank those who are truly respon-
sible for ensuring that this legislation
is on the floor, and that is the staff
connected with the committee, as well
as the personal offices. I want to thank
Nora Bomar, who is in the office of the
gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD); Terry Tyborowski; Carol Angier;
Tracey LaTurner; Witt Anderson; Sally
Chadbourne; Jeanne Wilson; Bob
Schmidt; Rich Kaelin; and, as a former
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associate staff person myself, all of the
associate staff who worked so hard
with the professional staff throughout
the year to make this conference re-
port a reality.

Before getting into the merits of the
bill, T would also want to express my
regret and apology to Members who
feel that, for whatever reason, their re-
quests were not met in this bill. While
we did receive a larger allocation after
conference, there clearly was more de-
mand placed on us than ability to per-
form.

I do want to emphasize to Members
that, regardless of which side of the
aisle they were on, particularly on
water projects, we tried to give every-
one every serious consideration, every
fair consideration, but clearly we could
not do everything. I do regret that. I
am sure that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PACKARD) does as well. It
was unavoidable.

During House consideration and con-
sideration in the committee, I ex-
pressed concern that as far as this
country’s investment in infrastructure,
we have fallen short; and while we have
moved strongly in the right direction
during conference on this bill, I would
reiterate that, for myself, I do believe
that we continue to under invest in
economic infrastructure, and I would
continue to use the Army Corps as an
example of that failure.

There are $30 billion on the active
construction list that are authorized,
that are economically justified, and
that are supported by non-Federal enti-
ty. Most of those will, unfortunately,
not be funded in this bill, because,
again, of the squeeze of our allocation.
There is $450 million in backlog of crit-
ical deferred maintenance for next year
alone, and the Corps estimates they
need $700 million per year to permit
projects to move forward on their most
efficient schedule.

The administration asked for a new
initiative on recreational facility mod-
ernization, and the money was not
available to do that. The administra-
tion asked for the Challenge 21
Riverine Exploration Program to
begin, and there was not enough money
for that.

Generically, in constant dollars, we
have seen expenditure on these kinds of
projects to decline from 1996 of $5 bil-
lion to approximately $1.7 billion dur-
ing the 1990s in constant dollars. So
while we have improved this bill and
increased funding for economic infra-
structure, I think, generically, this in-
stitution and the administration has
not paid enough attention to this crit-
ical need.

I would also want to advise Members
that while I am going to vote for this
bill, they should all, as a matter of in-
formation, understand that the Presi-
dent has threatened to veto this bill
because of a paragraph included in the
Senate relative to a master water con-
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trol manual for the Missouri River that
is being developed by the Army Corps
of Engineers.

Relative to the House mark, the
Army Corps of Engineers will have an
additional $395 million, and I think
that is a vast improvement. I am also
happy that the compromise struck in
the conference raised the dollars to the
House level relative to the regulatory
programs that the Corps has to under-
go. That figure is $125 million.

I would note, however, for the record
that because of additional regulatory
requirements that the Corps has now
undertaken, as well as additional re-
porting requirements that we will be
imposing on the Corps in this bill, it is
my belief today that the Corps remains
$6 million short.

I warn Members that I hope we do
not see a self-fulfilling prophesy; and
that is during the debate on these new
regulations and requirements the sug-
gestion was this was going to slow
down permitting process nationally,
well, if you do not give an agency the
required monies, that is not a possi-
bility. It would not in this case be the
Army Corps’ fault.

We had a debate during House consid-
eration as far as monies set aside for
civilian science. That number is higher
today than it was in the House, and in
fact is $356 million higher.

Finally, we had an amendment in de-
bate on renewable energy. The figure in
this conference is $422 million. That is
$59 million greater than when the bill
left the House, but I would also note
for the information of Members that it
remains $30 million below the Presi-
dent’s request. Again, I have these
iterations essentially for the informa-
tion of Members.

It has been a pleasure to work with
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man PACKARD). This is a good bill, I
support it, but I do want Members to
be fully informed before their vote.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the two gen-
tleman bringing this bill to the floor
have done a fine job. The gentleman
from California (Mr. PACKARD) is a fine
Member of this institution, and I am
going to hate to see him leave his post.
The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY) is also an extremely fine Mem-
ber. But I am not going to vote for this
bill, and I want to explain why.

This bill is the product of the total
and utter collapse of the budget proc-
ess. That collapse came about as a re-
sult of the adoption of a budget resolu-
tion last spring which pretended that
domestic spending priorities could be
squeezed to the bone, far below the
level that everyone understood would
actually be producible by this Con-
gress, and under that resolution the
House then proceeded to debate and
pass all 13 appropriation bills. We spent
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the entire summer working on those
bills. Many of those bills passed by the
narrowest of margins because of con-
cerns expressed on both sides of the
aisle over the lack of adequate re-
sources being provided and most of
them to fund government activities.

Now, suddenly, in the last inning, in
the middle of September, only a few
weeks before the beginning of the fiscal
year, that budget resolution has been
thrown out. Discipline has been thrown
out. Now we are told that we should ig-
nore all decisions that were made in
early morning and late night sessions
throughout the spring and summer to
produce radically different bills.

The new guidelines that we have been
given by the Republican leadership are
to spend up to 10 percent of the unified
budget surplus of nearly $280 billion.
That was first interpreted to mean
about $28 billion. Later Republican
leaders revealed that, relative to the
budget passed last spring, they would
permit $41 billion of the surplus to be
spent. But you need to understand that
really means close to $80 billion. Here
is why.

The surplus is only spent when the
funds actually leave the Treasury.
Most appropriations for discretionary
programs do not result in all of the
money leaving the Treasury in the fis-
cal year for which they are provided.
They are spent later. So, on average,
only half of the appropriated funds
leave the Treasury in any give year,
and, for some programs, less than one-
tenth of the appropriated funds result
in funds leaving the Treasury during
that same fiscal year. As a result, that
$40 billion in spending can be leveraged
into an expenditure of up to $80 billion,
and, if you really twist the numbers,
you could squeeze even more than $80
billion in additional spending into the
budget.

That is why this bill now can come to
the floor almost $2 billion above the
level of the same bill passed by the
House in the summer, and $800 million
above the level requested by the Presi-
dent.

Now, the leadership is arguing that
the reason this has to be done is to
reach compromise with the President
because they do not want him to veto
the bill. Well, if you take a look the
statement of administration policy for
this bill when this bill was reported in
mid-June, almost $2 billion lower in
spending than the bill now before us,
you do not find in that eight-page
statement the word ‘‘veto.”” The Presi-
dent would have signed that bill as it
stood in June.

The problem that we have here is
that the $2 billion that has been added
to this bill was not for him, it was for
Members of this body, and this is not
the only bill where that is happening.
The problem is that I might be willing
to vote for this money if I knew what
was going to happen in some of the
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other bills, but we are being told, for
instance, that in the Labor, Health and
Education conference, that we cannot
add to the amount that has been
agreed to by the majority in that con-
ference. So there is no room in the
budget for additional funding above the
level that the Republican Party has
laid out for the Labor, Health and Edu-
cation programs, and yet they have
room to put $2 billion of additional
money in for this program.

I am not willing to vote for that
added money in this bill, if it means
that it is going to be squeezed out of
education or out of health or out of
worker protection programs. Those are
not my priorities.

If we have to choose, and we should
have to choose, there should be some
limits, there should be some context,
there should be some discipline; but
the problem is that there is none, be-
cause under the new rules under which
we are now proceeding in this rush to
get out of town, the only people who
know what the spending limits are are
a few staffers in the leadership offices
of the majority party. The problem is
that they change the rules every 2 or 3
days.

So at this point, by voting for the ad-
ditional $2 billion in this bill, I do not
know what consequences there are for
other programs in the budget that, to
me, are of higher priority. That is why
I am not going to vote for this bill.

I mean no criticism of either of the
gentleman, and I certainly mean no
criticism of the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG), the full committee
chairman.
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But this process by which decisions
are made arbitrarily by a few staffers
on instruction from a few other staffers
in the House Ileadership office dis-
enfranchises rank and file members of
the Committee on Appropriations. And
if we doubt that, take a look at what is
happening in all the other conferences.
Those rank and file members are not in
those conferences.

It also disenfranchises the vast ma-
jority of members of both parties in
this House. That is not the fault of the
Committee on Appropriations. In the
end, the committee, the way this place
works, will take the heat for it, but it
is not the fault of the Committee on
Appropriations. They are simply fol-
lowing the orders of their leadership.

So the result is we have institutional
chaos, no discipline, no real under-
standing of what the rules are, and no
context in which to judge whether the
amount of money being put in these
bills is responsible or not.

That is why, and I mean no criticism
of these two gentlemen, but that is
why I intend to vote against this bill.
Because this is a lousy way to run a
railroad, and it is a lousy way to run a
legislative body that is supposed to be
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the greatest legislative body in the
world.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the very distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD),
chairman of the subcommittee, for
yielding me this time. I wanted to say
to the gentleman, and I know it is not
appropriate to direct a comment di-
rectly from one Member to another
without going through the Chair, so,
Mr. Speaker, let me say to the gen-
tleman from California through the
Speaker that he has been an out-
standing member of the Committee on
Appropriations, an outstanding Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives,
and he has been a dynamic chairman
on the subcommittees on which he has
chaired over the last 6 years.

I would say that one way that a
chairman of a committee can be suc-
cessful in getting the job done is to
have outstanding subcommittee chair-
men. The gentleman from California
(Mr. PACKARD) certainly fits that bill.
He is, and has been, an outstanding
subcommittee chairman.

Also, he has been a very good friend
to this chairman, and I think to most
everybody in this House Chamber. So,
Mr. Speaker, I want the gentleman to
know how much we are going to miss
him, and I regret his decision to retire
voluntarily from the United States
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man PACKARD) and also the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), the
ranking minority member, for having
brought this bill to the floor. It has not
been an easy task. There have been
many, many differences on this bill.
There are many Members who have re-
quests for projects in the bill that did
not make it. They did not make it, not
because they were not important
projects, not because they were not
necessary, but because we were trying
to be as fiscally conservative as we
could possibly be. I know that there
are several Members who are looking
for another opportunity to have their
projects considered.

But the idea that the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) spoke to just a
moment ago, that he would not support
this bill because he was not sure what
would be done in some other bill, well,
that is not the way the process works.
Mr. Speaker, we have 13 separate bills.
I would say to and remind my col-
leagues that the House of Representa-
tives has passed all 13 of our bills. And
I cannot say that often enough. And we
passed them at lower spending levels
than the White House or many Mem-
bers of the minority side wanted.

If my colleagues recall, we spent
hour after hour, day after day on some
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of these bills dealing with amendments
to add more billions of dollars, and we
fought off successfully most of those
amendments, realizing that there was
only a certain amount of money that
we ought to spend.

Just because there is a $230 billion
surplus out there, we do not have to
spend it all. In our homes, in our per-
sonal lives, in our businesses, and in
our government, at a time of great
prosperity, we pay down some of our
bills that have been haunting us for
months or years before. That is one of
the things that we are committed to
doing in this Congress, pay down some
of those debts.

Mr. Speaker, we have paid in the last
2 years nearly half a trillion dollars on
the public debt that this Nation owed.
That is good news, and it is good news
for this reason, Mr. Speaker: it is good
news because we have had to pay a sub-
stantial interest payment on the na-
tional debt. $250 billion is a good round
figure to estimate what the interest
payment on the national debt was last
year and would be this year.

Can my colleagues imagine how
many schools we could build? School
construction is a big issue. How many
schools could we build with $250 billion
that we are now paying out as interest
on the national debt? How many high-
ways could we build or bridges could
we build? How much more advantage
could we give to our veteran popu-
lation in medical care? In some areas
veterans have to wait in line to get
their medical care because the demand
is greater than the supply available.

So, it is important that we have
fought off some of these big spending
amendments. I found it really ironic
yesterday when I read a statement by
the President of the United States
scolding Congress for being a ‘‘big
spending Congress.”” Well, up until just
the last couple of weeks, he was scold-
ing us for not providing all of the
money that he wanted for all of his
programs. He cannot have it both ways.
There he goes again. On the one hand
he is scolding us for not spending
enough; on the other hand he scolds us
for spending too much.

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

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman brought up the subject I
wanted to discuss and that was the
news accounts last night where I saw
the President criticizing the majority
for wanting to spend too much money.
I have been in on some of the negotia-
tions. The gentleman from Florida has
been in all of them. In every instance
that I have been involved in we have
been trying to hold down the growth in
spending; and the President’s rep-
resentatives ought to go see the Presi-
dent and see what he was talking
about, because the representatives he
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has negotiating these appropriation
bills with us are insisting that we
spend more money, that we increase
the size of government. Yet the Presi-
dent very clearly last night on the
news account indicated that we were
trying to hold him hostage so we could
spend more money.

I am glad the gentleman from Flor-
ida clarified that, because I was con-
fused. I thought maybe I had fallen
asleep in some of those meetings.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama for those com-
ments.

I think it is important that our col-
leagues know this. We have been very
diligent in communicating with the
White House and the President’s staff,
and the Office of Management and
Budget, to do the best we could to ac-
commodate the wishes that they had
within our strong desire to keep the
budget balanced and to pay down a sub-
stantial amount on our national debt.

Anyway, Mr. Speaker, we are at this
point. This bill should be decided on its
own merits. We should not vote for this
bill or against this bill because of what
may or may not be in some other ap-
propriations bill. This is a good bill,
and all of the minority members signed
the conference report except for the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
so I think that is an indication that
this is a pretty decent bipartisan ap-
propriations bill.

Again, I congratulate the gentleman
from California (Chairman PACKARD)
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY),
for bringing a good bill to this floor;
and I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. PASTOR), a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, I would like to congratulate the
gentleman from California (Chairman
PACKARD) and the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), the ranking
member, for bringing to the floor a
good bill. T know that we have worked
on it. We worked on it very hard, and
we are able to have a good conference.
I will support the bill and ask other
Members to support it.

I would like to thank the staff. I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Indiana for working with all of
us, as well as the gentleman from Flor-
ida.

People of Arizona in Maricopa Coun-
ty and in Pima County want to thank
the committee for the fine work they
have allowed to be funded in terms of
habitat restoration and the studies
that will rehabilitate the environment.

I would like to take a moment to
thank the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman PACKARD). He has been very
fair and willing to work things out
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with all of us. I want to thank him for
the way he treated this Member. I wish
him the best. Sorry to see him go, but
I wish him the best in his retirement.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), a valued member
of the subcommittee.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join in congratulating the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. PACKARD), our sub-
committee chairman, on a great job
this year. It is only indicative of the
job he has done for so many years in
this Congress, and I think we all know
that he will be sorely missed next year.

I would like to just address one issue
that is in this bill that is of extreme
importance to Iowa and the States
along the Missouri River. Apparently,
the President and the Vice President
have threatened a veto over this issue.

Mr. Speaker, this has to do with the
Missouri River flow. Mr. Speaker, ap-
parently our memories are very, very
short. No one is going back to 1993 with
the tremendous flooding that we had in
the Midwest. At that time, if the poli-
cies that President Clinton and Vice
President GORE wanted to put in place
had been in place, we would have dra-
matically increased the amount of
flooding along the Missouri River, all
the way down to the lower Mississippi
River basin.

This is a direct threat to the lives
and property of people who live along
the Missouri River. It is extraordinary
that when the Vice President comes
out of Iowa and asks for our support, or
Nebraska, or Missouri, or any of the
States below the junction of the Mis-
souri and Mississippi Rivers, that he
would want to compound a tremendous
flooding potential.

It is not only a matter of lives and
property; it is a matter of economic ne-
cessity that we maintain navigation on
the Missouri River. It is going to dra-
matically increase the cost to agri-
culture as far as our inputs are con-
cerned, and it is going to dramatically
reduce the price even further of our
grains as we try to export them down
the river. What it is going to do is
make the railroads absolutely Kking,
with no competition in the upper Mid-
west.

One other issue that is not talked
about is the reduced generating power
of the dams upstream during the low
flow that they are proposing in the
middle of the summer.

Mr. Speaker, it is a matter of life,
property, economic viability for any-
one along the Missouri River or the
lower Mississippi. It is something that
is wrong in their position, and we have
to maintain the position that is in the
bill. And I would really ask anyone,
when the Vice President comes out and
asks for support, how he can put the
lives of our citizens in jeopardy by sup-
porting this outrageous proposal that
they are threatening a veto over.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The Chair ad-
vises the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY) has 14%2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from California

(Mr. PACKARD) has 12% minutes re-
maining.
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY), a member of
the full committee.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), the ranking member of the
subcommittee, for his kind consider-
ation. I also want to express my re-
spect and appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. PACKARD),
chairman of the subcommittee, and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
chairman of the full committee as well.
I am a great admirer of their work and
certainly of their personal qualities.

This bill, however, is a different mat-
ter all together. The bill suffers from
serious and dramatic deficiencies. First
of all, with regard to the need to bring
our country more closely into a condi-
tion of energy independence, the bill
fails. It is $32 million less than what
the President requested for alternative
energy and energy conservation.

Now, I wish that the President had
requested more than that, but the very
least that this bill could do is to meet
the request laid out by the President of
the United States and recognize the
need to move our country closer to a
situation of energy independence.

We are now importing 53 percent of
the oil that we use every single day for
transportation and for heating of our
homes, businesses, and industries. This
is a deplorable situation. This is a mat-
ter of strategic interest and strategic
concern.
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I can only conclude that this is a
conscious decision. Why? Because it is
not a matter of money. The bill adds $2
billion to that which was in the bill
when it left this House. So it is not a
question of funding.

It is a question of establishing prior-
ities. We could use a substantial por-
tion of that $2 billion to move us away
from our dependence upon people who
wish us ill in the Middle East. In fact,
this bill plays into the hands of several
leaders who wish this country ill, Mid-
dle Eastern leaders who control the oil
spigot, because it increases our depend-
ence on foreign oil. That is one of the
deficiencies.

Another deficiency is that the bill
fails to reauthorize the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve and fails to authorize
a strategic home heating oil reserve for
the northeastern part of this country.

We have heard that those provisions
may be in another bill, another bill
coming out of another subcommittee.
But at this moment, we have no reason
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to have any confidence in those pro-
nouncements. Why? Because that sub-
committee, the Interior Sub-
committee, the conferees of that sub-
committee are allegedly meeting some-
where in this Capitol, somewhere, al-
legedly. Now I say allegedly because I
am one of the conferees.

I am one of the conferees, and I do
not know where that conference is
meeting, nor do almost all of the other
conferees, whether they are Democrats
or Republicans. These meetings, if they
are being held, are being held clandes-
tinely.

This is a bill that suffers seriously in
its deficiencies, and for those reasons,
it ought to be defeated.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to respond to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY).

Mr. Speaker, this bill is $60 million
on alternative fuels more than last
year’s, so we have not neglected that
area. We have raised it even from
where it was as it passed out of the
House.

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

Mr. PACKARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate what the gentleman just said, and
I think that that is a very good proce-
dure and the right direction, but is it
not true that the bill appropriates an
additional $2 billion for a variety of un-
known works, and that it is $32 million
below the requests for energy conserva-
tion and alternative energy as re-
quested by the President; is not that
true?

Mr. PACKARD. Reclaiming my time,
the $2 billion figure has been thrown
around several times today. It is an in-
accurate figure. We have increased the
funding for this bill to the tune of $1.6
billion, not $2 billion. But the fact is
we have readdressed the alternative
fuel issue, and we have increased it
substantially this year over last year.
That is moving in the right direction
and in the direction the gentleman has
addressed.

Mr. HINCHEY. But it is $32 million
less than the President requested.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG), a valued mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Chairman PACKARD) very much for his
great work. I, too, want to join my col-
leagues in extending to the gentleman
the very best. Three words come to
mind when I think of the gentleman
from California (Mr. PACKARD) as to
the style in which he operates, one is
temperament and another patience and
the third is attentiveness. The gen-
tleman ranks high on all three of
those.
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Again, my thanks also to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY),
the ranking Member and the staff that
contributed so much to this bill.

Let me just say that this is a good
bill. It is a good conference report. It
exercises a proper balance between
spending for the Nation’s important
water, energy and national security
projects while still maintaining ade-
quate fiscal restraint. Furthermore,
the bill sets aside a sizable amount of
money, sizable amount of the budget
surplus to go towards paying down the
Federal debt.

As we all know, the Nation is facing
a period of exceptionally high energy
prices. Unfortunately, the Clinton-Gore
administration has decided to tamper
with our national security by releasing
oil from our Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve instead of correcting what can
only be called their antienergy policy
of the last 8 years.

Mr. Speaker, this measure takes
some of the necessary steps toward
bringing a proper balance to our na-
tional energy mix. It provides for a va-
riety of important research and devel-
opment projects that I hope will de-
liver some of the break-through tech-
nologies to fuel America’s future en-
ergy needs.

It is clear that electricity is the
source that drives our burgeoning in-
formation economy, and we need to
recognize that nuclear power now pro-
vides over one-fifth of our total elec-
tric demand. Along these lines, this bill
provides vitally required funding for
nuclear energy research under the
NERI, the NEPO and the NEER pro-
grams; and it enhances the ability of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
perform its mission. And nuclear tech-
nology provides more than just power.
Nuclear technology right now is being
used to take excess weapons material
and making it available for life-saving
cancer treatment.

It likewise keeps the Department of
Energy on its path towards completing
nuclear cleanup as some of the Na-
tion’s old cold war weapon sites by the
year 2006, and it funds the development
of the Yucca Mountain spent fuel re-
pository.

The measure also invests in fusion as
a future energy source, and it addresses
the need to bring ever-greater com-
puting capabilities through the ad-
vanced scientific computing research
initiative to our national laboratories
and universities. Finally, in addition,
the vital water infrastructure projects
that the Corps of Engineers performs
are, I believe, sufficiently addressed.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California, the chairman of the
subcommittee for yielding me the
time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK), a
member of the full committee.
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Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, let
me first thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. PACKARD), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development for his leader-
ship and for working with us as we try
to work together to serve the people of
America. I thank the gentleman very
much and I wish him well in his retire-
ment.

And I would like to thank our rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), for his work in
yielding time to me this morning.

Mr. Speaker, I voted for this bill, as
some 400 others did as it went through
the House in June, June 28, I do be-
lieve. At that time we thought it was a
good bill, needed improvement, but we
were willing to work with the chair-
man and our ranking member to see
that we can address America’s prob-
lems.

The Interior bill should have in-
cluded, and did not, a provision that
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve would
be used in the case of an emergency.
The Interior bill did not have that in
the House. It did not have that in the
Senate. This House passed a bill that
would give the President authority to
release those reserves in an emergency.
Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, that bill
has not been acted on in the Senate.

The Committee on Appropriations
took action to put an amendment on
this bill that would give our President
the authority, should he need it, to re-
lease those reserves. This House adopt-
ed that amendment, as well as one that
said that the Northeast Corridor could
also secure the oil reserves they need.

We are now 2 days from a new fiscal
year, and much more than that or, just
as important, we are on our way in the
Midwest and the Northeast part of our
country in a severe weather winter sea-
son.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has stricken
the language for the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve, and I think that is un-
fortunate. It has also stricken the lan-
guage that would help the people in the
Northeast meet their heating bills. At
a time when our economy is booming,
we find many people on fixed incomes,
seniors, who will not have the dollars
it will take to heat their homes; fami-
lies who will not have the dollars they
will need to send their children to
school from a heated healthy home.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is unfortu-
nate 2 days before the new fiscal year
ends that we have not approved permis-
sion to our President to release the oil
reserves.

It is important with 2 days left that
we act for the people of the Midwest,
for the people of the Northeast Cor-
ridor who are about to embark on the
winter season, when they do not have
the resources. Oil prices are high. It is
unfortunate that since we announced
and since the President acted on re-
leasing some of the 30 million barrels
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of oil that oil prices have begun to
come down now because this Congress
is not acting, because we have stricken
the language in this bill.

Oil prices are on the way up. Now
why is that? The demand is high. Can
we not as Members of Congress do what
we need to do to make sure, A, the
President has the authority, B, that oil
prices begin to come down, and that
people on fixed incomes, middle-income
people with families have the right to
heat their homes and drive their cars
to get back and forth to their employ-
ment with oil reserves that this coun-
try can make available to them.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the work of
the gentleman from California (Mr.
PACKARD) and the work of the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).
It did not get in the Interior bill. We
passed it in this full House. We ought
to do it today. I urge my colleagues to
adopt it.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP), a member of the
full committee.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman PACKARD), who is just
simply a class act. He will be sorely
missed here. He is a real gentleman and
a credit to this institution. I want to
commend the staffs on both sides of the
aisle. They are professionals, specifi-
cally Bob Schmidt, the staff director,
an excellent job. I do not think there is
a staffer on the Hill who is more thor-
ough, efficient, fair or tougher than
Jeanne Wilson, I thank her. I thank
Eric Mondero and Nora Bomar for their
cooperation.

Thousands of Tennesseans work in
national security, science, and environ-
mental management every day on be-
half of our country. The Department of
Energy needs oversight. We need to be
tough with them. We need to hold them
accountable. This committee does
both. They fund them, but they hold
them accountable.

This bill is the product of both of
those things. We thank our colleagues
for the priorities that they set to carry
out the critical missions of national se-
curity, major science investments for
future generations, and environmental
cleanup. The work this bill will do in
those areas is the best product in the
last 6 years that this Congress has
passed out, but it comes with tough
love and oversight of the Department
of Energy, which is very needed. A job
well done, everyone should support this
conference report.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) and would point
out that his work on the Brays Bayou
flight control project and the Houston
Ship Canal has been critical.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the comments of the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), the
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ranking member. I also want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PACKARD), chairman of the
Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development for his work and for put-
ting together an extremely good bill.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
bill, and I want to point out three
items that are in it. First, the bill fully
funds for the second consecutive year
the Brays Bayou project which runs
through my congressional district,
that affects tens of thousands of home-
owners, the Texas Medical Center, the
largest medical center in the world and
Rice University, all in my district.
This is part of a new authorization that
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
and I worked on and had passed, that
gives more local control. And we think
this is going to be a very good project
for the taxpayers and for providing
public safety.

It also fully funds the Simms
Project, which runs in part through my
district. And it fully funds the Port of
Houston project, which is an ongoing
project which will continue economic
growth in our area. Most particularly,
it includes legislative authorization for
barge lanes along the Houston Ship
Channel project that I and others have
been working on trying to get for the
last year and a half.

This will enhance the barge business
in our districts but also provide great
safety. So I appreciate it.

In closing, let me say I strongly sup-
port this bill. I think it is a well-done
bill. It would be very good for Texas
and for the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 4733,
the FY 2001 Energy and Water Appropriations
Conference Report. Chairman RON PACKARD,
Ranking Member PETER VISCLOSKY, and all
other conferees deserve recognition for their
hard work on this important legislation. | would
also like to thank my good friend from Texas,
Mr. EDWARDS, for all the help he and his office
have provided me.

| strongly support the decision of the con-
ferees to provide the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers with vital funding to continue their
work in the areas of flood control and naviga-
tional improvement. This funding is necessary
for the critical economic and public safety ini-
tiatives contained within the legislation. Be-
cause many flood and navigation projects lo-
cated in and around my district are on acceler-
ated construction schedules, full funding by
the conferees leads to expedited completion at
great savings to the taxpayers and reduced
threat to public safety.

| am very pleased with the support this leg-
islation provides for addressing the chronic
flooding problems of Harris County, Texas.
H.R. 4733 provides vital federal assistance to
flood control projects in the Houston area on
Brays, Sims, Buffalo, Hunting and White Oak
bayous. | am confident these projects will
safeguard tens of thousands in my district
from flood waters and safeguard taxpayers
from potential disaster relief expense.

Mr. Speaker, | have the privilege of rep-
resenting Harris County, one of the original
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sites for a demonstration project for a new
federal reimbursement program which was au-
thorized by legislation introduced by Rep-
resentative TOM DELAY and myself as part of
the Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) of 1996. Much of the flood control
project design, contracting, and maintenance
in my district is undertaken by an extremely
competent local agency, the Harris County
Flood Control District, which is at the forefront
of integrated and effective watershed manage-
ment. This unique program strengthens and
enhances Corps/Local Sponsor relationship by
giving the local sponsor a lead role and pro-
viding for reimbursement by the federal gov-
ernment to the local sponsor for the tradition-
ally federal portion of work.

| am most gratified that the conferees, for
the second consecutive year, decided to fully
fund the Brays Bayou project at $6 million for
FY '01. This project will improve flood protec-
tion for an extensively developed urban area
along Brays Bayou in southwest Harris County
including tens of thousands of homeowners in
the floodplain and the Texas Medical Center
and Rice University by providing three miles of
channel improvements, three flood detention
basins, and seven miles of stream diversion
resulting in a 25-year level of flood protection.
Originally authorized in the Water Resources
Development Act of 1990 and reauthorized in
1996 as part of a $400 million federal/local
flood control project, over $16.3 million has al-
ready been appropriated for the Brays Bayou
Project. It is important that the Congress fully
fund its match now that the local sponsor has
approved the final design.

| am also gratified that the conferees de-
cided to fully fund the Sims Bayou project at
a level of $11.8 million. This project is nec-
essary to improve flood protection for an ex-
tensively developed urban area along Sims
Bayou in southern Harris County. Authorized
as part of the 1988 WRDA bill, the Sims
Bayou project consists of 19.3 miles of chan-
nel enlargement, rectification, and erosion
control and will provide a 25-year level of flood
protection. The Sims Bayou project is sched-
uled to be completed two years ahead of
schedule in 2004.

Flood control projects are necessary for the
protection of life and property in Harris Coun-
ty, but improving navigation in our Port an in-
tegral step for the rapid growth of our econ-
omy in the global marketplace. Therefore, Mr.
Speaker, | am very pleased that this legisla-
tion provides the full $53.5 million for con-
tinuing construction on the Houston Ship
Channel expansion project. | also commend
the Committee for including legislative lan-
guage directing the Corps of Engineers to de-
sign and construct new barge levees in the
Houston Ship Channel as part of the deep-
ening and widening project. | and others have
worked very hard over the last year and a half
to obtain this authorization to ensure that the
increasingly important barge traffic can be
conducted safely and without disruption. Upon
completion, this entire project will likely gen-
erate tremendous economic and environ-
mental benefits to the nation and will enhance
one of our region’s most important trade and
economic centers.
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The Houston Ship Channel, one of the
world’s most heavily-trafficked ports, des-
perately needs expansion to meet the chal-
lenges of expanding global trade and to main-
tain its competitive edge as a major inter-
national port. Currently, the Port of Houston is
the second largest port in the United States in
total tonnage, and is a catalyst for the south-
east Texas economy, contributing more than
$5 billion annually and providing 200,000 jobs.

The Houston Ship Channel expansion
project calls for deepening the channel from
40 to 45 feet and widening it from 400 to 530
feet. The ship channel modernization, consid-
ered the largest dredging project since the
construction of the Panama Canal, will pre-
serve the Port of Houston’s status as one of
the premier deep-channel Gulf ports and one
of the top transit points for cargo in the world.
Besides the economic and safety benefits, the
dredged material from the deepening and wid-
ening will be used to create 4,250 acres of
wetland and bird habitat. | congratulate the
conferees on continuing a project supported
by local voters, governments, chambers of
commerce, and environmental groups.

| sincerely thank the conferees, Chairman,
and Ranking Member for their support and |
urge my colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
PACKARD) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the conference report before the
House. We are supposed to be consid-
ering an appropriations conference re-
port today. Instead, what we have be-
fore us is a legislative outrage.

Mr. Speaker, who knew that instead
of funding energy and water programs
this year, we would be bailing out the
nuclear industry to the tune of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. Well, that
is exactly what this bill does, by dra-
matically changing the fee structure
that the industry pays to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

That is not all. Who knew that not
only would we be funding the Depart-
ment of Energy this year, but we would
be legislating major changes to the
agency that safeguards our nuclear se-
crets? That is right. This conference
report contains substantial amend-
ments to the National Nuclear Secu-
rity. The NNSA has not been doing
such a great job in the last year, does
anyone really think that legislative on
the fly like this is going to improve our
nuclear safety?

It is conference reports like this, Mr.
Speaker, that have gotten the Amer-
ican people sick and tired with Wash-
ington politics. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote against the con-
ference report.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN), who also has been
indispensable in working on the Hous-
ton Ship Channel Project.
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Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
hope we quickly pass this conference
report and send it on to our colleagues
in the Senate and hopefully the Presi-
dent will sign this vital piece of legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from California (Chairman
PACKARD) not only for this particular
bill, but the service to our Nation for
many years, and thank the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), our
ranking member, along with the con-
ferees for the work on this report.

Mr. Speaker, I especially want to
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
EDWARDS), my colleague and friend, for
his dedication and hard work and espe-
cially appreciate his advice during this
process.
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Because of the vision of the con-
ference committee and the Sub-

committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment, the Houston-Galveston Navi-
gation project will receive $563.5 million
needed to continue the construction
schedule for the deepening and wid-
ening of the Houston Ship Channel in-
cluding the safety effort in barge lanes.

The continued expansion of the Port
of Houston is important on many lev-
els. More than 7,000 vessels navigate
the ship channel each year. The port
provides $5.5 billion in business revenue
and creates indirectly and directly
196,000 jobs.

It is anticipated that the number and
size of vessels will only increase. So
this important project is definitely
needed for, not only for the port, but
for the city of Houston and Harris
County.

In addition to the Houston Ship
Channel, there are several other flood
control projects that the Army Corps
of Engineers, in partnership with the
Harris County Flood Control, have un-
dertaken.

The Hunting Bayou project and the
Greens Bayou project will protect
many square miles of watershed and
provide protection for hundreds of
homes.

Mr. Speaker, again, citizens of Hous-
ton and Harris County appreciate the
work of the conference committee and
our Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PACKARD) for yielding me
this time. Mr. Speaker, I, too, com-
pliment him on his work. I particularly
rise to thank him for including the on-
going funding for the Brevard County
Beach project.

The historical record supports that,
prior to the creation of Port Canaveral
by the Army Corps of Engineers, the
beaches in Brevard County were grow-
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ing. The creation of that port was in
order to stimulate commerce but as
well to support the Navy’s ballistic
missile program, clearly a program
that benefited us in our ability to win
the Cold War that accrued to the ben-
efit of every American.

The disruption of the natural flow of
sand from north to south by the cre-
ation of that port has contributed to a
heavy degree of erosion. The Federal
Government is recognizing that. I com-
pliment the gentleman from California
(Mr. PACKARD) and all the conferees for
their support of ongoing funding for
this project and the need to badly re-
dress the critical problem of beach ero-
sion there.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) has 5%
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from California (Mr. PACKARD) has 5%
minutes remaining.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise because of my
great concern that within this bill is
the reauthorization for the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act. But missing
from it is the language which would
authorize the President to deploy the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve or to cre-
ate a regional home heating oil reserve
on a permanent basis. When this bill
left the House, it was in. As it comes
back from the Senate, it is gone.

Now, I know that there are some peo-
ple, George Bush, who is saying it is 45
days before the election. I understand
his perspective. But for those of us in
the Northeast and the Midwest, we
have a different perspective. We think
it is 45 days before winter.

We think the President should have
the authority to create a regional
home heating oil reserve on a perma-
nent basis, to have a trigger in it that
is a definition that he can use to de-
ploy it, that is flexible so that we can
deal with the fact that two-thirds of all
the home heating oil in the world is
really consumed in the northeastern
part of the United States, and that ul-
timately there can be this depressing
impact upon the price of crude oil.

Since last Wednesday when this dis-
cussion began in the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration, the price of o0il has
dropped $6 a barrel, from $38 down to
$32, which is good for the consumers.

Now, yesterday the chairman of the
energy subcommittee, the Republican
chairman, said that he was going to in-
troduce a bill that prohibited the
President from using the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. He said he did not
think it was an emergency.

Of course, down in Texas, they have
another phrase for this kind of a situa-
tion. They call it a profit-taking oppor-
tunity, and it is for the oil companies.
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They are tipping people upside down
and shaking money out of their pock-
ets.

This bill should contain the author-
ization for the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve and for the regional home heat-
ing oil reserve which is so critical for
the Northeast and Midwestern part of
the country.

Now, people say that we should not
use it. Nero fiddled while Rome burned.
They could have sent over some
firehoses to kind of do something about
it, but he just decided to fiddle away,
and Rome was lost. Noah could have
listened to the fish, not built an ark.
The fish say, no problem. The higher
the water gets, the better it is for us.

Kind of like the oil companies. You
do not need this ark of a Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve for everybody else, for
the human beings. They can just pay
higher prices.

So this bill is severely deficient,
lacking the authority to protect Amer-
ican consumers from these sky-
rocketing outrageous energy prices. As
a result, this bill should be rejected.

Mr. POMERQOY. Mr. Speaker, the Energy
and Water Appropriations Conference Report
provides critical funding for many important
water projects in my state of North Dakota.
Under the bill we will be able to provide a
clean, reliable water supply to communities
across North Dakota and on the reservations.
We will be able to continue work on the con-
struction of a permanent flood control project
to protect the city of Grand Forks. Finally, we
will be able to continue preconstruction, engi-
neering and design of an emergency outlet to
relieve flooding in Devils Lake.

However, while | will be supporting the con-
ference report, | strongly object to language
included in the conference report that would
prevent the Corps of Engineers from moving
forward to revise the Missouri River Master
Manual. Today, the Army Corps of Engineers
is managing the Missouri River on the basis of
a manual that was adopted in the 1960s.
Under the manual, the Corps manages the
river by trying to maintain steady water levels
through the spring and summer to ensure
there is always enough water to support barge
traffic downstream. Unfortunately, under this
management system, navigation has been
emphasized on the Missouri River to the det-
riment of upstream interests, including recre-
ation, which is much more important now than
it was in 1960. The projections on barge traffic
used to justify the manual have never mate-
rialized and have actually declined since its
peak in the late 1970s.

After more than 40 years, the time has
come for the management of the Missouri
River to reflect the current economic realities
of a $90 million annual recreation impact up-
stream, versus a $7 million annual navigation
impact downstream. The Corps has proposed
to revise the master manual to increase spring
flows, known as a spring rise, once every 3
years in an effort to bring back the river’s nat-
ural flow and reduce summer flows every
year.

The President has indicated that he intends
to veto the conference report because of this
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provision. If the conference report comes back
to the House with this provision in it, | will vote
to sustain the President’s veto. | firmly believe
the Corps should not be stopped in their ef-
forts to revise and update the manual.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to thank
the Chairman of the Energy and Water Appro-
priations Subcommittee Representative RON
PACKARD and the Ranking Member, Rep-
resentative PETER VISCLOSKY, and the con-
ferees for their support of Sacramento flood
control projects included in the FY 2001 En-
ergy and Water Appropriations Conference
Report. Flooding remains the single greatest
threat to the public safety of the Sacramento
community, posing a constant risk to the lives
of my constituents and to the regional econ-
omy. Thanks to your efforts and the efforts of
this Committee, Sacramento can continue to
work toward improved flood protection.

With a mere 85-year level of protection,
Sacramento remains the metropolitan area in
this nation most at risk to flooding. More than
400,000 people and $37 billion in property re-
side within the Sacramento flood plain, posing
catastrophic consequences in the event of a
flood. While Congress will continue to consider
the best long-term solution to this threat, fund-
ing in this bill will provide much needed im-
provements to the existing flood control facili-
ties throughout the region.

| am grateful that the Committee was able
to find the necessary resources to provide
funding for the Folsom Dam Modifications
under the Army Corps of Engineers New
Starts construction account. This project is
crucial to the public safety of the residents in
the Sacramento flood plain. The funding allot-
ted will be used to make modifications to the
outlet works on Folsom Dam, improving its
flood control efficiency, and allowing more
water to be released earlier during storms that
cause flooding. These improvements rep-
resent the first significant enhancements to
Sacramento’s flood control works in roughly
50 years, and will boost its level of flood pro-
tection to approximately 140-years.

Also, this legislation provides funding that
allows for the continuation of levee improve-
ments and bank stabilization projects along
the lower American and Sacramento Rivers,
increasing levee reliability and stemming bank
erosion. Additionally, | greatly appreciate the
Committee’s willingness to provide funding for
projects—including the Strong Ranch and
Chicken Ranch Sloughs, and Magpie Creek—
aimed at preventing flooding from a series of
smaller rivers and streams that present sub-
stantial threats separate from those posed by
the major rivers in the region. Importantly, the
Committee’s willingness to include funding for
the American River Comprehensive Plan will
allow for ongoing Corps of Engineers general
investigation work on all area flood control
needs, including a permanent long-term solu-
tion.

Again, | am thankful this Committee has
recognized the grave danger confronting Sac-
ramento and by this funding has signaled a
willingness by the federal government to main-
tain a strong commitment to the community.
On behalf of my constituents, | am grateful for
your support in helping to address this per-
ilous situation.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4733, the FY 2001 Energy and
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Water Appropriations Conference Report.
Chairman RON PACKARD, Ranking Member
PETER VISCLOSKY, and all other conferees de-
serve recognition for their hard work on this
important legislation. | would also like to thank
my good friend from Texas, Mr. EDWARDS, for
all the help he and his office have provided
me.

| strongly support the decision of the con-
ferees to provide the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers with vital funding to continue their
work in the areas of flood control and naviga-
tional improvement. This funding is necessary
for the critical economic and public safety ini-
tiatives contained within the legislation. Be-
cause many flood and navigation projects lo-
cated in and around my district are on acceler-
ated construction schedules, full funding by
the conferees leads to expedited completion at
great savings to the taxpayers and reduced
threat to public safety.

| am very pleased with the support this leg-
islation provides for addressing the chronic
flooding problems of Harris County, Texas.
H.R. 4733 provides vital federal assistance to
flood control projects in the Houston area on
Brays, Sims, Buffalo, Hunting and White Oak
bayous. | am confident these projects will
safeguard tens of thousands in my district
from flood waters and safeguard taxpayers
from potential disaster relief expense.

Mr. Speaker, | have the privilege of rep-
resenting Harris County, one of the original
sites for a demonstration project for a new
federal reimbursement program, which was
authorized by legislation introduced by Rep-
resentative TOM DELAY and myself as part of
the Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) of 1996. Much of the flood control
project design, contracting and maintenance in
my district is undertaken by an extremely com-
petent local agency, the Harris County Flood
Control District, which is at the forefront of in-
tegrated and effective watershed manage-
ment. This unique program strengthens and
enhances Corps/Local Sponsor relationship by
giving the local sponsor a lead role and pro-
viding for reimbursement by the federal gov-
ernment to the local sponsor for the tradition-
ally federal portion of work.

| am most gratified that the conferees, for
the second consecutive year, decided to fully
fund the Brays Bayou project at $6 million for
FY 2001. This project will improve flood pro-
tection for an extensively developed urban
area along Brays Bayou in southwest Harris
County including tens of thousands of resi-
dents in the flood plain, the Texas Medical
Center, and Rice University. The project will
provide three miles of channel improvements,
three flood detention basins, and seven miles
of stream diversion resulting in a 25-year level
of flood protection. Originally authorized in the
Water Resources Development Act of 1990
and reauthorized in 1996 as part of a $400
million federal/local flood control project, over
$16.3 million has already been appropriated
for the Brays Bayou Project. It is important
that Congress fully fund its match now that the
local sponsor has approved the final design.

| am also gratified that the conferees de-
cided to fully fund the Sims Bayou project at
a level of $11.8 million. This project is nec-
essary to improve flood protection for an ex-
tensively developed urban area along Sims
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Bayou in southern Harris County. Authorized
as part of the 1998 WRDA bill, the Sims
Bayou project consists of 19.3 miles of chan-
nel enlargement, rectification, and erosion
control and will provide a 25-year level of flood
protection. The Sims Bayou project is sched-
uled to be completed two years ahead of
schedule in 2004.

Flood control projects are necessary for the
protection of life and property in Harris Coun-
ty, but improving navigation in our Port is an
integral step for the rapid growth of our econ-
omy in the global marketplace. Therefore, Mr.
Speaker, | am very pleased that this legisla-
tion provides the full $53.3 million for con-
tinuing construction on the Houston Ship
Channel expansion project. Upon completion,
this project will likely generate tremendous
economic and environmental benefits to the
nation and will enhance one of our region’s
most important trade and economic centers.

The Houston Ship Channel, one of the
world’s most heavily-trafficked ports, des-
perately needs expansion to meet the chal-
lenges of expanding global trade and to main-
tain its competitive edge as a major inter-
national port. Currently, the Port of Houston is
the second largest port in the United States in
total tonnage, and is a catalyst for the south-
east Texas economy, contributing more than
$5 billion annually and providing 200,000 jobs.

The Houston Ship Channel expansion
project calls for deepening the channel from
40 to 45 feet and widening it from 400 to 530
feet. The ship channel modernization, consid-
ered the largest dredging project since the
construction of the Panama Canal, will pre-
serve the Port of Houston’s status as one of
the premier deep-channel Gulf ports and one
of the top transit points for cargo in the world.
Besides the economic and safety benefits, the
dredged material from the deepening and wid-
ening will be used to create 4,250 acres of
wetland and bird habitat. | congratulate the
conferees on continuing a project supported
by local voters, governments, chambers of
commerce, and environmental groups.

| also commend the committee for including
legislative language directing the Corps of En-
gineers to design and construct new barge
lanes in the Houston Ship Channel as part of
the deepening and widening project. | and oth-
ers have worked very hard over the last year
and one-half to obtain this authorization to en-
sure that the increasingly important barge traf-
fic can be conducted safely, without spills, and
without disruption.

| sincerely thank the conferees, Chairman,
and Ranking Member for their support and |
urge my colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to thank the conferees for their ex-
cellent work in bringing this Energy and Water
Appropriations Conference Report to the floor
today.

It is my understanding that the conference
report under consideration provides $125 mil-
lion for the regulatory program account of the
Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 2001—an
increase of $8 million above the FY0O0 appro-
priation for this program. This funding is nec-
essary for the Corps to carry out its permit-re-
lated responsibilities pertaining to navigable
waters and wetlands under the Clean Water
Act, the Marine Protection Research and
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Sanctuaries Act, and the 1899 Rivers and
Harbors Act.

| am pleased that the conferees have added
these important funds in an effort to help ad-
dress the growing backlog of permit applica-
tions in need of Corps review and decision. In
my district and State, there is increasing con-
cern about the number of permits that are
awaiting final agency action, a number more
than double what has been achievable in re-
cent years. This growing permit backlog is un-
necessarily delaying projects that are vitally
important to local and regional economies. |
believe the Corps must redouble its efforts to
reduce this permit backlog to more reasonable
levels as expeditiously and professionally as
possible. | am confident that this is the inten-
tion of the conferees when they added $8 mil-
lion to the regulatory program account.

| also expect the Corps to review its current
program procedures and to revise those pro-
cedures through streamlining, partnering with
other public entities, or other appropriate
measures that will expedite permit review and
decision without jeopardizing the quality of that
review and decision or the interests of the
public.

Again, | thank the conferees for taking real
steps to address this crucial need and | look
forward to working with my colleagues to en-
sure that the Corps effectively reduce the cur-
rent permitting backlog.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the conference report to H.R. 4733,
the Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 2001.

| want to thank Chairman PACKARD for his
hard work on producing this important bill.

This conference report will appropriate fund-
ing to the Army Corps of Engineers providing
for the design and construction of necessary
flood control projects throughout our Nation.
These projects offer our constituents and com-
munities the protection against the devastation
that flooding has on human life and property.

In fact, my constituents in Elmsford and
Suffern, New York, have and continue to suf-
fer from the flooding of the Saw Mill and Ram-
apo Rivers.

In 1999, when Hurricane Floyd dropped
more than 11 inches of rain on my congres-
sional district, my constituents were faced with
flood waters that destroyed homes and busi-
nesses and created severe financial stress.

After observing the destruction in my district
first-hand, | contacted the U.S. Army Corps
and Chairman PACKARD for assistance.

Accordingly, Chairman PACKARD has pro-
vided the Army Corps with $750,000 for each
of these flood projects, the Saw Mill River and
the Ramapo-Mahwah Flood Control projects,
to begin the phases necessary to prevent
such destruction in the future.

| look forward to continuing my work with
the chairman as the flood control process in
both Elmsford and Suffern proceeds.

Once again, | thank Chairman PACKARD for
his diligence and work on this important meas-
ure, and | urge our colleagues to support this
conference report.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, | want to take this opportunity to thank
Chairman PACKARD for his commitment to fully
fund the Office of River Protection and include
increases in many vital Hanford cleanup
projects in my district.
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The Office of River Protection is a congres-
sionally created office in the Department of
Energy that is responsible for “managing all
aspects” of the River Protection Project, the
world’s largest and most challenging environ-
mental cleanup project. The $377 million in
total available funds the conference report pro-
vides for the River Protection Project Vitrifica-
tion facility and $383 million for the tank feed
delivery and tank farm operation portion is crit-
ical to ensure that the project remains on
schedule.

The conference report will also allow for the
continued timely placement of eight retired
plutonium reactors along the Columbia River
at the Hanford site, into an interim safe stor-
age (ISS) mode. The continuation of the ac-
celerated schedule funding will allow these re-
actors to be cocooned by the end of FY 2003,
6 years ahead of schedule saving the Amer-
ican taxpayer more than $14 million. $950,000
of this increase will go directly to ensuring the
preservation of the world’s first nuclear reac-
tor, The B reactor, which | hope to see
opened one day as a museum.

| also support the additional $12 million for
the successful cleanup of the Spent Fuel
Project in the K-basins and the additional $7
million provided for the stabilization of pluto-
nium at the Plutonium Finishing Plant included
in the conference report. The Spent Nuclear
Fuel Project is a first of its project the will
safely move 2,100 metric tons of irradiated nu-
clear fuel away from the Columbia River be-
ginning this November. The additional $7 mil-
lion for the PFP will allow current operations
allowing for the continued disposition of over
1800 metric tons of Uranium as well as the
deactivation of highly radioactive hot cell facili-
ties.

Further, | appreciate the Committee’s sup-
port of $720,000 for the Pasco Shoreline
Rivershore project. These dollars are nec-
essary to initiate and complete plans and
begin construction on this vital project.

| also appreciate the committee’s support of
language to ensure that no cleanup funds will
be diverted from the Hanford site for the im-
plementation of the Hanford Reach National
Monument. While many in my community are
split on the issue of a National Monument all
of us agree that cleanup at Hanford must not
be affected by this decision.

Finally, | want to thank Chairman PACKARD
for his excellent work throughout his tenure in
Congress and especially his time as chairman
of this important subcommittee. America is
truly a better place because of his work and
his leadership will be truly missed by all of us.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further speakers, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause
10 of rule XX, the yeas and nays are or-
dered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 301, nays
118, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 501]

YEAS—301
Abercrombie Fattah Manzullo
Aderholt Filner Martinez
Armey Fletcher Mascara
Baca Foley Matsui
Bachus Forbes McCarthy (NY)
Baird Ford McCrery
Baker Fossella McHugh
Ballenger Fowler McInnis
Barcia Franks (NJ) McIntyre
Barr Frelinghuysen McKeon
Barrett (NE) Frost Meek (FL)
Bartlett Gallegly Menendez
Barton Ganske Metcalf
Bass Gekas Mica
Becerra Gephardt Millender-
Bentsen Gillmor McDonald
Bereuter Gilman Miller (FL)
Berkley Gonzalez Miller, Gary
Berry Goode Miller, George
Biggert Goodlatte Mink
Bilbray Gordon Mollohan
Bilirakis Goss Moore
Bishop Graham Murtha
Blagojevich Granger Napolitano
Blunt Green (TX) Nethercutt
Boehlert Gutknecht Ney
Bonilla Hall (OH) Northup
Bonior Hall (TX) Norwood
Bono Hansen Nussle
Borski Hastings (WA) Ortiz
Boucher Hayes Ose
Boyd Hayworth Packard
Brady (PA) Herger Pastor
Brown (FL) Hill (IN) Pease
Bryant Hill (MT) Pelosi
Burr Hilleary Peterson (MN)
Burton Hilliard Peterson (PA)
Buyer Hinojosa Phelps
Callahan Hobson Pickett
Calvert Hoeffel Pitts
Camp Hoekstra Pombo
Canady Hooley Pomeroy
Cannon Horn Porter
Capps Houghton Price (NC)
Carson Hoyer Pryce (OH)
Chambliss Hulshof Quinn
Clayton Hunter Radanovich
Clement Hutchinson Rahall
Clyburn Hyde Regula
Coble Isakson Reyes
Collins Jackson (IL) Reynolds
Combest Jackson-Lee Riley
Condit (TX) Rivers
Cooksey Jefferson Rodriguez
Costello Jenkins Roemer
Cox John Rogers
Cramer Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher
Crane Johnson, E. B. Ros-Lehtinen
Crowley Jones (NC) Roukema
Cummings Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Cunningham Kasich Sanchez
Danner Kelly Sandlin
Davis (FL) Kildee Sawyer
Davis (IL) Kilpatrick Saxton
Davis (VA) King (NY) Scarborough
Deal Kingston Schakowsky
DeGette Knollenberg Scott
DeLay Kolbe Serrano
Diaz-Balart Kuykendall Sessions
Dickey LaFalce Shaw
Dicks LaHood Sherwood
Dixon Lampson Shimkus
Dooley Lantos Shows
Doolittle Latham Shuster
Doyle LaTourette Simpson
Dreier Leach Sisisky
Duncan Lee Skeen
Dunn Levin Skelton
Edwards Lewis (CA) Slaughter
Ehlers Lewis (GA) Smith (NJ)
Ehrlich Lewis (KY) Smith (TX)
Emerson Linder Smith (WA)
English Lipinski Snyder
Etheridge LoBiondo Souder
Evans Lofgren Spence
Everett Lucas (KY) Spratt
Ewing Lucas (OK) Stabenow
Farr Maloney (NY) Stark
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Strickland Thornberry Watts (OK)
Stump Thune Weiner
Stupak Tiahrt Weldon (FL)
Sweeney Traficant Weldon (PA)
Tanner Turner Weller
Tauscher Udall (CO) Whitfield
Tauzin Udall (NM) Wicker
Taylor (MS) Visclosky Wilson
Taylor (NC) Vitter Wise
Terry Walden Wolf
Thomas Walsh Woolsey
Thompson (CA) Wamp Wu
Thompson (MS) Watkins Young (FL)
NAYS—118

Ackerman Hefley Payne
Allen Hinchey Petri
Andrews Holden Pickering
Archer Holt Portman
Baldagci Hostettler Ramstad
Baldwin Inslee Rangel
Barrett (WI) Istook Rogan

g
Be}ﬂman J ohr}son, 'Sam Rothman
Bliley Kanjorski Ro.

yce
Blumenauer Kennedy Rush
Boehner Kind (WI)
Boswell Kleczka Ryan (WI)
Brady (TX) Kucinich Ryun (KS)
Brown (OH) Largent Sabo
Campbell Larson Salmon
Capuano Lowey Sanders
Cardin Luther Sanford
Castle Maloney (CT) Schaffer
Chabot Markey Sensenbrenner
Chenoweth-Hage McCarthy (MO) Shadegg
Coburn McDermott Shays
Conyers McGovern Sherman
Cook McKinney Smith (MI)
Coyne McNulty Stearns
Cubin, Meehan Stenholm

eFazio eeks
Delahunt Minge ’SI"ZEE;%O
DeLauro Moakley Thurman
DeMint Moran (KS) Tierne
Deutsch Moran (VA) v
Doggett Myrick Toomey
Engel Nadler Towns
Frank (MA) Neal Upton
Gejdenson Oberstar Velazquez
Gibbons Obey Waters
Goodling Olver Watt (NC)
Green (WI) Owens Waxman
Greenwood Oxley Wexler
Gutierrez Pallone Weygand
Hastings (FL) Pascrell Wynn
NOT VOTING—14
Clay Klink Paul
Dingell Lazio Talent
Eshoo McCollum Vento
Gilchrest MecIntosh Young (AK)
Jones (OH) Morella
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Messrs. RANGEL, HASTINGS of

Florida, BRADY of Texas, WEYGAND,
TOWNS, COOK, GREEN of Wisconsin,
HOLT, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ changed
their vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Ms. KAPTUR changed her vote from
una‘yw to “yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4461, AGRICULTURE, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent to take from the Speak-

er’s table the bill (H.R. 4461) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
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Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:

Miss KAPTUR moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 4461
be instructed to hold a full and adequate
public meeting at which managers have the
opportunity to debate and vote on all mat-
ters in disagreement between the two
Houses, and be instructed to fully resolve all
differences between H.R. 4461 and the Senate
amendment as part of this conference.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) will
be recognized for 30 minutes and the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

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

Mr. Speaker, this is a very important
motion to instruct for members of the
Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration and Related Agencies, of which
I am ranking member. But it goes be-
yond just the need of our particular
subcommittee.

We have 13 appropriations bills that
we must pass in this Congress in order
that the Government of the United
States be allowed to operate. The Re-
publican leadership of this institution,
3 days before the end of this fiscal year,
has not completed work on but two of
them, which means that we have 11
bills hanging out there that are not
complete. Our bill is one of them.

What we understand might be hap-
pening to us is that, in spite of the fact
that we in the House operated under
regular order and passed our bill over
60 days ago, now, 2 days before the end
of the fiscal year, we are told that con-
ferees are going to be appointed.

Now, may I remind the membership
that a year ago conferees were also ap-
pointed but then we never met. What I
am very concerned about and the pur-
pose of this motion to instruct is that
we ask that full and open conference
committee hearings be held at which
managers have the opportunity to de-
bate and vote on all matters in dis-
agreement between the two Houses and
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that we be instructed to fully resolve
those differences and that this not be
done behind closed doors by a couple of
the top leaders of this institution.

We are very, very worried that the
House provisions, for example on pre-
scription drugs and the ability of the
American people to obtain safe phar-
maceuticals from nations like Canada,
may be jerked from the bill and, unless
we have an opportunity to fight in an
open forum for our amendments and to
resolve our differences with the other
body, that that issue may all of a sud-
den just disappear.

And so I want to explain to the Mem-
bers that, if they vote for the motion
to instruct, they are voting to give us
the opportunity to deal with the pre-
scription drug issue on the table in
public with all members of our sub-
committee participating.

The issue of sanctions, and no one
has fought harder to bring that issue
before us to allow American firms to
sell their products around the world
than the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO). That is another issue
that, unless we meet together in open,
public conference committee hearings,
could be jerked from our bill and we
would not know who would do it but all
of a sudden it would disappear.

So this motion to instruct says we
want to be able to hold the House posi-
tion on sanctions, we want an open
conference committee meeting, and we
do not want a few people in this insti-
tution to take our rightful responsibil-
ities away from us, as has happened be-
fore.

Finally, in the important area of dis-
aster assistance, we are hearing all
kinds of rumors. Our committee is the
one charged with the responsibility of
meeting the emergency needs of Amer-
ica’s farmers and ranchers.

I do not think that people who nec-
essarily come from just one or two dis-
tricts who may happen to be the lead-
ers of this institution should have the
right to tinker around with those pro-
visions without the full participation
of the members of our committee who
represent the farmers and ranchers
across the wide spectrum of industries
in this country, whether it is dairy,
whether it is grains, whether it is live-
stock. It does not matter what it is. All
those concerns need to be aired pub-
licly in an open conference committee
meeting.

So the purpose of this motion to in-
struct is to say we do not want any
hanky-panky; we want to be able to
conduct our business under regular
order. We are very concerned based on
our inability to get clear answers over
the last several weeks and now, even
worse, over the last few days. We do
not want our bill to be stuck on some
other bill and then we not have the op-
portunity to deal with the issues that
are there and that we have worked so
hard on in this Congress.
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And again just three of them: pre-
scription drugs and the ability of the
American people to obtain those phar-
maceuticals at competitive prices even
if those drugs come from Canada or
from Mexico and they are safe and
marked so according to our Food and
Drug Administration; the issue of sanc-
tions, whether it is Cuba, whether it is
Libya, whatever country we are talk-
ing about, we want the ability to de-
bate that in our subcommittee; and fi-
nally, the level of disaster and emer-
gency assistance to our farmers.

We do not want to leave anybody out.
If they are out there in the country,
they have tried to earn a living and
they have been hurt by the present
economy, we do not want a few deal
makers to write our bill for us behind
closed doors.

So the purpose of this motion to in-
struct is to ensure regular order in this
institution and not to disenfranchise
our Members.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
our very, very distinguished ranking
member of the full committee, for fur-
ther elaboration. And I want it thank
him from the bottom of my heart for
being a voice for our subcommittee and
for the rights of our members, every
single one of them, to participate in
open conference committee delibera-
tions.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, what I want to say is
directed to one simple question: How
much self-respect does each and every
individual Member of this body pos-
sess? Does every one of the 435 Mem-
bers who belongs to this body believe
that they have a right to participate in
the process by which major decisions
are made, or do they believe that year
after year these major decisions, espe-
cially if they are politically difficult,
will be made by a few people in a room
somewhere? That is the issue.

Now, the way this place is supposed
to do business is that the President’s
budget comes down to the floor each
year, it is divided into 13 appropriation
bills for discretionary spending, and
one by one those subcommittees con-
taining members who specialize in
these issues and actually, lo and be-
hold, know something about them, are
supposed to deal with these issues on a
bill-by-bill basis.

The gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) has spent years developing an
expertise on agriculture. So has the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR)
and every other member of the Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion and Related Agencies has spent
hours and hours learning to do their
craft.

And yet, what is now happening? We
have a lot of major issues in this bill.
We have the issue of Cuba. We have the
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issue of what kind of embargo policy
we are going to have and how that is
supposed to impact on our ability to
export agriculture products. We have
issues involving agriculture conserva-
tion. We have issues involving emer-
gency disaster payments and all the
rest.

Those issues ought to be decided by
the people who are a member of the
committee that knows something
about them. But we have been told in
the last day or so that there is a new
game plan floating around, and that
game plan calls for all of these issues
to be solved at a staff level with an oc-
casional consult with a member.

And then the agriculture bill is sup-
posed to be dumped into the transpor-
tation appropriations bill and the con-
ferees who will actually bring that bill
to the floor would be the members of
the transportation subcommittee.

Well, I do not know how many mem-
bers of the transportation sub-
committee know a Guernsey from a
Holstein, but I bet the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) does.

It seems to me, therefore, that every
single Member of this House who re-
spects the rights of rank and file Mem-
bers to decide what ought to happen on
these issues, and every Member of this
House who has a reverence for what
this institution is supposed to be and a
reverence for some semblance of con-
text, process, and order so that we
know what we are doing as we do it, it
seems to me every single one of them
would vote for this motion to instruct
regardless of party.

The only reason, the only reason that
the Subcommittee on Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration and Related Agencies
might not be allowed to make these de-
cisions is because the majority party
leadership has a problem. They lost
two votes on this House floor on the
issue of agriculture exports and the
Cuban embargo and so they want to re-
verse by fiat what the House did; and
so they are, in the process, willing to
run roughshod not just over the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, not just over
the Subcommittee on Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration and Related Agencies, but
over the right of every single Member
in this House to know who they are
supposed to talk to if they want to get
their two cents’ worth in about resolv-
ing these issues. That is what is at
stake here.

What is at stake here is whether this
is still a body of 435 people who belong
to committees who develop expertise
on these issues or whether we are just
going to have this whole House run by
an anonymous set of staffers with a few
general dictates laid out by their
bosses with no ability of the House to
really shape the choices that we will be
asked to vote on.

That is why, regardless of party, this
motion ought to be supported.
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BoyD), a distinguished member of
our subcommittee.

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from Ohio for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I first want to say what
a deep and abiding respect that I have
for the appropriations team that has
developed and passed 13 appropriations
bills off the House floor, our ranking
member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY); ranking member on
the subcommittee, the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR); my dear
friend, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the full com-
mittee; and the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN), ranking member
of the Subcommittee on Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration and Related Agencies.

I sit on the Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration and Related
Agencies, as the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) said, and have
worked hard to understand the issues
in the bill and to have some input into
them.

Some issues I won, and some issues I
lost. I understood that was the demo-
cratic process and the process of the
rules that we govern ourselves by in
this House.
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I assumed that we would move for-
ward and have a vote on the House
floor and some we would win and some
we would lose. I want to remind, Mr.
Speaker, the rank and file Members
and our constituents that the House
and the Senate passed this appropria-
tions bill out of their respective Cham-
bers over 60 days ago, before we broke
for the August recess. Under the rules,
normally you would think after you
pass a bill like that and you have dif-
ferences that you would have a con-
ference on that. Well, we were noticed
this morning that the leadership of
this body is thinking about appointing
conferees over 60 days later. Now we
are 2 days from the end of the fiscal
year.

I understand there are problems, that
there are differences on the Cuba em-
bargo and there are differences on the
prescription drugs, but that is why the
Members of this Chamber were elected,
to resolve those differences. The people
of this Nation understand those two
issues and the people they sent up here
to represent them understand them.
Let the body work its will. Let us have
an up and down vote. Those are two
very important issues.

Obviously the Cuba thing is impor-
tant, more important to the State of
Florida than it is to some other States.
So what is wrong with having the
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Members of the United States House of
Representatives who were elected and
sent here to decide those issues have a
vote on that? What is wrong with let-
ting them have a vote on the prescrip-
tion drug issue, the reimportation
issue which is another hang-up in this
bill that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CROWLEY) and the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) have so ar-
dently advanced. It is an issue which is
very important to our constituents. I
do not understand this process where
we are going to bottle things up and we
are going to have some staff in the
back room with occasional consulta-
tion with a couple of Members make
these decisions and then you have an
up and down vote later on. I think the
conference is designed to resolve those
issues and we ought to follow the reg-
ular order and let the conference work.

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

I want to thank our very able sub-
committee member the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BoyD) for speaking
out on behalf of the entire rights of the
House and the Members of the House as
well as the needs of agriculture. We
could not have a harder working mem-
ber of our subcommittee.

I also wanted to say, Mr. Speaker,
that there are many issues that we
want to resolve in open dialogue with
our colleagues in the other body. What
is at issue? Rules that expand opportu-
nities to import prescription drugs
from countries where prices are lower.
This is of interest to every single fam-
ily in America. What we do not know is
if our bill gets rolled into the transpor-
tation bill, what provisions get se-
lected, if any, unless we have an open
dialogue in full conference with our
colleagues in the Senate. The House
provisions? The Senate provisions? No
provisions?

We are very concerned about that. In
addition to that, the design of and
funding levels for emergency assist-
ance to deal with drought, with floods
and with disastrously 1low prices
around this country. We know we have
a terrible situation where even under
current law many farmers and ranchers
who have been harmed do not get any
help. How are we going to try to deal
with that in the conference committee?
Who do we trust but a broad array of
Members to represent the various seg-
ments of agriculture in our country in
open conference hearings?

Several of the Members have talked
about the trade sanction issue that
would affect the shipment of food and
medicine from our country and the cir-
cumstances under which future sanc-
tions can be imposed, whether it is
Cuba, whether it is nations in Africa,
whether it is nations in the Middle
BEast. These are all issues that are
highly charged and ones that we really
believe we should be able to dialogue
with our colleagues in the other body.
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We have not even had a chance to do
that.

Also, funding levels for meat inspec-
tion and other food safety inspections
that are so critical at the Food and
Drug Administration and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Frankly, I just do
not want some leader who may be from
Mississippi in the other body picking a
funding level. Our Members have a
right to participate in those discus-
sions. They have worked for over a
year on this bill. They have a right to
be heard. All of the issues dealing with
concentration and anticompetitive
practices in today’s agricultural mar-
kets, all those issues are in this bill.
These are vital to agriculture in Amer-
ica. What is going to happen to those
provisions when there are disagree-
ments between the House and the Sen-
ate? Who is going to decide, particu-
larly if we are rolled into a transpor-
tation bill where our Members are muz-
zled and have no ability to participate
in the dialogue?

The funding for our programs for the
elderly, our nutrition programs for the
elderly, our nutrition programs for
women, infants and children. All these
are on the table. All of the funding lev-
els for our conservation programs, our
natural resource programs and cer-
tainly our rural development pro-
grams. All these programs require the
involvement of our Members in full and
open conference.

Mr. Speaker, in carrying out the re-
sponsibilities of our subcommittee this
afternoon, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY),
an extremely able member of our sub-
committee who singlehandedly was
able to assure that the fruit and vege-
table growers of our country got rec-
ognition in this bill.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the ranking member of our
subcommittee, the gentlewoman from
Ohio, for allowing me the opportunity
to speak on this bill.

I want to say, first of all, it gives me
no pleasure whatsoever to find myself
criticizing the appropriations process
at this late stage of this Congress.
Both the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations and the chairman of
this subcommittee, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN),
have been great gentlemen and effi-
cient and effective leaders throughout
the process. However, now, at the end
of the session, we find ourselves in a
position where all that has gone before
us is now in the process of being cor-
rupted and lost. Why? Because the nor-
mal procedure of conference commit-
tees meeting together and resolving
important differences between the
House bill and the Senate bill has been
abandoned. It has been abandoned and
in its place we have people who are in
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some cases faceless and unknown mak-
ing decisions that affect the constitu-
encies of virtually every Member in
this House.

Furthermore, important amendments
which were adopted on the floor of this
House have been and are in danger of
being removed from specific appropria-
tions bills of specific subcommittees as
a result of this corruption of the nor-
mal and effective process. That is
something that I do not believe every
Member is aware of, and I think they
would be deeply concerned to the ex-
tent that they become aware of it.

So the motion to instruct that we
have before us is in every sense a sen-
sible and reasonable initiative. It sim-
ply says the conference committees
ought to meet. Decisions about spe-
cialty crops which are important to a
number of Members here, apples and
other specialty crops, decisions affect-
ing those specialty crops ought to be
made by the elected Members of the
House of Representatives in con-
ference. Specific decisions with regard
to the importation of prescription
drugs, which is an important part of
this agricultural bill, ought to be made
by the elected representatives of the
House in conference, duly appointed.
That is not happening under the
present system and under the present
process that we have. Those decisions
and others are being made by people
apparently who are not elected and to
the extent that we have elected people
in the room, it is only a handful of the
normal conferees.

Now, that is not the way we ought to
be doing business. These are critically
important issues. We were elected to
come here in this House of Representa-
tives and resolve these issues on behalf
of the people of the United States from
the point of view of our various con-
stituencies. We are being denied that
right.

Now, I know that the chairman of the
subcommittee does not condone this. I
know that the chairman of the com-
mittee as well as the subcommittee,
neither of those chairmen condone this
process. But the process is occurring
nevertheless. And the only way that we
can change this process, the only way
that we can alter it, the only way that
we can get back on the right and ap-
propriate track in this particular con-
text is to pass this motion to instruct.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY) who has abso-
lutely moved this prescription drug
issue into center stage in our country.
We thank him for his participation
today and we thank the voters of New
York for sending such an able Member
to us.

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gentle-
woman from Ohio for her kind re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the motion to instruct. This process
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needs to be an open process. The people
of both houses have spoken on a myr-
iad of issues that should not be hidden
behind closed doors and vetted out by
the leadership alone. Whether it is the
issue of Cuba and sanctions or the issue
that is very near and dear to my heart
and to many Members of this body’s
heart, the issue of the reimportation of
prescription drugs. If you are going to
appoint conferees, then let them do the
work. Let them meet. Do not pull the
ultimate charade by appointing con-
ferees and then go behind closed doors
and letting the leadership itself work
out or take out, more appropriately,
take out issues that they do not want
to have in final passage.

It was the Crowley amendment that
got the ball rolling again and jump-
started much of the work that was
started by my good colleague and
friend from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
and others on the issue of the re-
importation of prescription drugs. It is
too important and vital an issue to
Americans in this country, senior and
nonseniors alike, but to most impor-
tantly senior citizens, that they have
the opportunity to purchase prescrip-
tion drugs at least at the same rate
that their Canadian and Mexican coun-
terparts are purchasing those drugs at.
If this is taken out of the agricultural
bill, seniors in my district and across
this country will not see a reduction in
their price of prescription drugs any-
where between 30 and 50 percent. If we
do not do this, seniors will continue to
struggle.

In and of itself reimportation is not
enough, but it is the first step. We need
to do more. We need to pass a prescrip-
tion drug measure under the Medicare
system. But by passing this provision,
we will be going a long way to reducing
the overall cost of prescription drugs.

Do not hide behind closed doors.
Meet in conference. Let the conferees
meet. Let all of us vote on this very,
very important issue.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), a member of
the subcommittee who has worked dili-
gently all year and whose voice should
be allowed to be heard in full con-
ference and open public hearings.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this motion to in-
struct. We were promised that in this
Congress under this Republican leader-
ship that the trains were going to run
on time. Well, not only has the train
not run on time, it has completely de-
railed. To tell members of any com-
mittee that they are not even able to
sit as a conferee on their own bill in
fact undermines the credibility of this
House. It is an affront to each and
every Member. This does not protect
the decisions that were made by the
members of the subcommittee. I am a
member of this subcommittee. I take
the job very, very seriously. This con-
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ference report was negotiated in the
dead of night by a few members of the
Republican leadership behind closed
doors.

Let me say that we worked hard with
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle up until this point, the gentle-
woman from Ohio and the gentlemen
from New York, California, and Florida
and myself, we were engaged. My God,
we have been left out of the process.
This is not a democracy. This is capitu-
lation.

Do you know what is in this bill?
Vital things, incredibly important to
people in this country. The prescrip-
tion drug reimportation piece of it is
vital to our seniors.
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It says we are going to bring down
the cost of prescription drugs to people
in this country, to seniors in this coun-
try.

Sanction reform for our farmers, it
says let our farmers sell their products
overseas, alternative fuel source, food
stamps, nutrition programs for women
and children, help for hard-working
families and their families.

Connecticut leads New England in
farm income, in fruit, and milk produc-
tion. As a Member of Congress, it is my
responsibility to represent my con-
stituents. This report denies my con-
stituents a chance to be heard.

Too much is at stake. Let us allow
the conferees to sit down, to review the
issues, to make their determinations.
Let them do their job. When you lock
Members of this House out of the con-
ference, when a handful of people de-
cide to cast votes, then you shut my
constituents out of this process. That
is not the message that this House
needs to be sending.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from the
State of Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), who
has moved the issue of prescription
drugs and fair pricing to all Americans
to center stage.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend for yielding me time. I
appreciate and congratulate her on the
work she does as the ranking member,
and the gentleman from New Mexico
(Mr. SKEEN) on the work he does.

Mr. Speaker, there is not much I can
add to what the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY) and the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO) have already said. There is a
lot in the agricultural appropriations
bill which concerns me, but the issue
that concerns me most is something
that I have been working on for the
last 14 months, and that is an effort to
substantially lower the cost of pre-
scription drugs in this country.

I made a trip with folks from north-
ern Vermont over the Canadian border
over a year ago, and what we discov-
ered on that trip is that prescription
drugs could be purchased in Canada for
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substantially lower prices than they
are in the United States. The widely
prescribed breast cancer drug
Tamoxifen was selling in Canada for
one-tenth the price that it sells in the
United States.

In fact, at a time when the pharma-
ceutical industry last year saw $27 bil-
lion in profits, they are charging the
American people by far the highest
prices in the world for prescription
drugs, most of which are made right
here in the United States of America.

Now, why is this motion that we are
discussing now so important? I will tell
you why. The issue is the reimporta-
tion bill, which passed the House,
which passed the Senate. Is that bill
going to be written by representatives
of the American people, or is it going
to be written behind closed doors by
the pharmaceutical industry, the most
profitable industry in this country?

The pharmaceutical industry has 300
paid lobbyists in Washington, D.C. The
pharmaceutical industry has spent $40
million in opposition to this legisla-
tion. The pharmaceutical industry has
contributed millions and millions of
dollars to both political parties, and
last night, not last week, last night,
they held a fund-raiser for the Repub-
lican Party where millions of dollars
were raised.

The question is, do we have an open
debate in order to pass serious legisla-
tion without loopholes, without im-
pediments, without the drug companies
putting in little language which will
make our legislation unenforceable or
meaningless, or do we have serious leg-
islation that representatives of the
United States Congress participate in
writing?

The pharmaceutical industry should
not write this bill behind closed doors;
the elected representatives of the
American people should write this leg-
islation. Let us pass this.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
time. I want to compliment the gen-
tleman for a good job in getting the
bill passed.

Mr. Speaker, as my friend from Flor-
ida (Mr. BOoyYD) said, over 60 days ago
we passed this bill in the House, and we
have passed all 13 bills in the House.
But as I listen to my friends on the
other side, it looks to me like they are
trying to create an issue that is not
there, because my friend and colleague
from New Mexico, the chairman, has
said that he does not have any objec-
tion to this motion to instruct. So I do
not understand the arguments, because
they seem to try to make an issue that
is not even there.

As far as debating, as the last speak-
er said, we have spent more time in
this Chamber and in the Committee on
Appropriations this year debating mat-
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ters that are extraneous and have
nothing to do with appropriations bills.
We have spent more time this year in
genuine debate on those extraneous
issues than we have in many, many
years in the past.

So I say again, I am glad they point-
ed out the fact that we have passed all
of our bills, and I am glad to repeat
what my friend the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) has said, we
do not object to this motion. So what
is the issue?

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Ohio.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I have
the greatest respect for the gentleman
from Florida, and I wonder if he would
be willing to answer a question.

The Chairman has a tremendous
weight on him, and I have some under-
standing of that. I do want to ask the
gentleman, however, seeing as how he
says that the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) has no objection to
this motion, does that mean that if the
motion passes, the members, the full
set of members of the Subcommittee
on Agriculture and Rural Development
will be able to meet in full and open
conference to deal with our disagree-
ments with the members in the other
body? Or does it mean, as last year,
that our members would be appointed,
but then the conference never called
and the bill written in the back rooms
here and brought to the floor?

Could the gentleman describe the
process forward?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I would respond to
the gentlewoman that, yes, we would
intend to meet in conference, and to
suggest that we have not done that is
erroneous.

We have a very intense conference
meeting underway right now on one of
the other conference reports. I have
spent, as have many of our colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, many, many
hours in conference with the other
body, and, in fact, with representatives
of the White House, trying to iron out
the differences between the House bills,
the Senate bills and the position of the
administration.

So the truth is, we have spent a mas-
sive amount of time in conference try-
ing to resolve these differences. I un-
derstand that the agriculture bill is an
extremely important measure and
there are some strong differences be-
tween the House and the Senate. They
will have to be worked out, and I would
suggest to the gentlewoman that they
will be worked out in a regular con-
ference.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield further, so the
gentleman would agree that our full
membership would participate, the full
membership of the subcommittee, in
those discussions?
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I would respond to
the gentlewoman by saying that is why
we do not object to this motion to in-
struct.

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

Mr. Speaker, when the other body
acted on the agriculture appropriation
bill, they added a great amount of new
matter, items that are within our sub-
committee’s jurisdiction as well as
many items in other areas. All of the
new matter is in addition to the rou-
tine differences we have every year on
the basic bill.

We have been working hard on the
differences between the House-passed
bill and Senate-passed bill. We need to
proceed one step at a time, and I think
the step we need to take right now is
to appoint the House conferees. So let
us get on with it and do that.

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI).

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.
The gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) has been working very hard and
done a very good job in her leadership
on the Committee on Agriculture, and
I have enjoyed working with her, as
well as the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. SKEEN) under his leadership,
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) and his leadership and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. Speaker, recognizing that as we
get down to the final days of this ses-
sion and the need and interest to be
able to discuss and debate and to ana-
lyze these issues, as we move these
things along, we want to make sure
that we do move these things along, I
want to encourage both sides to get to-
gether.

As far as the debate and the discus-
sion of these issues, there is a very im-
portant measure as it pertains to the
reimportation issue, which I have
worked with the Members on the other
side on very diligently, in trying to do
it in a bipartisan fashion and have safe-
ty first. We want to make sure that
that measure certainly has the safety,
protection and safeguards necessary for
public health, but, at the same time,
that we do not create enough road-
blocks and obstacles where it would be
rendered meaningless.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would
simply like to make the point that the
issue of Cuba travel has ended up in a
sort of political no-man’s land. We
were told in the Treasury-Postal bill it
would be handled in the Agricultural
bill.

I would urge the chairman and those
who are going to be in this conference
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to actually take up that issue, because,
if not, it is going to find itself off in
the dust bins or at least the far corners
of this political debate. I think it is an
important political debate, having a
lot to do with the constitutional rights
that all Americans should enjoy.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for one
minute.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, first I
would like to say to the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI), because he
represents the Northeastern home
heating reserve issue so well, he rep-
resents all States. So I want to say to
the gentleman, his reach extends be-
yond his own State in many ways. I
thank him for speaking on behalf of
the motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I ask our colleagues to
vote for the motion to instruct.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR).

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 0,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 502]

Evi-

YEAS—409
Abercrombie Bilbray Capuano
Ackerman Bilirakis Cardin
Aderholt Bishop Carson
Allen Blagojevich Castle
Andrews Bliley Chabot
Archer Blumenauer Chambliss
Armey Blunt Clayton
Baca Boehlert Clement
Bachus Boehner Clyburn
Baird Bonilla Coble
Baker Bonior Coburn
Baldacci Bono Collins
Baldwin Borski Combest
Ballenger Boswell Condit
Barcia Boucher Conyers
Barr Boyd Cook
Barrett (NE) Brady (PA) Cooksey
Barrett (WI) Brady (TX) Costello
Bartlett Brown (OH) Cox
Barton Bryant Coyne
Bass Burton Cramer
Becerra Buyer Crane
Bentsen Calvert Crowley
Bereuter Camp Cubin
Berkley Campbell Cummings
Berman Canady Davis (FL)
Berry Cannon Davis (IL)
Biggert Capps Davis (VA)

Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
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Ose

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

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
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Thomas Upton Weldon (PA)
Thompson (CA)  Velazquez Weller
Thompson (MS) Visclosky Wexler
Thornberry Vitter Weygand
Thune Walden Whitfield
Thurman Walsh Wicker
Tiahrt Wamp Wilson
Tierney Waters
Toomey Watkins gg})flsey
Towns Watt (NC) Wu
Traficant Watts (OK)
Turner Waxman Wynn
Udall (CO) Weiner Young (FL)
Udall (NM) Weldon (FL)

NOT VOTING—24
Brown (FL) Everett McIntosh
Burr Forbes Paul
Callahan Franks (NJ) Pickett
Chenoweth-Hage Jones (OH) Scarborough
Clay Klink Talent
Cunningham Lazio Vento
Danner McCarthy (MO) Wise
Eshoo McCollum Young (AK)
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Mr. ROTHMAN changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay’”’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to instruct was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Ms. McCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, during rollcall vote No. 502, I
was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. SKEEN, WALSH, DICKEY, KING-
STON, NETHERCUTT, BONILLA, LATHAM,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. YOUNG of Florida,
Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. DELAURO, and Messrs.
HINCHEY, FARR of California, BoyD and
OBEY.

There was no objection.

————

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4942. An Act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 4942) ““An Act making ap-
propriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activi-
ties chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes,’” requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
KyL, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr.
INOUYE, to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.
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PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4578,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House may have
until midnight tonight, September 28,
2000, to file a conference report on the
bill (H.R. 4578) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I just want to make
clear that it is understood that the bill
will be filed only if we have reached
final agreement on all four corners.

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. That is absolutely
right. It would have to be complete
agreement on the part of the conferees.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

———

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3244,
TRAFFICKING VICTIMS PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2000

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the conferees
on the bill (H.R. 3244) to combat traf-
ficking of persons, especially into the
sex trade, slavery, and slavery-like
conditions, in the United States and
countries around the world through
prevention, through prosecution and
enforcement against traffickers, and
through protection and assistance to
victims of trafficking, have until mid-
night tonight, September 28, 2000, to
file a conference report on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

—————
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
this time for the purpose of inquiring
of the majority leader the schedule for
the week and next week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY).

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by thanking the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR) for yielding to
me.
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Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce that the House has completed
its legislative business for the week.
The House will next meet for legisla-
tive business on Monday October 2 at
12:30 for morning hour and 2 p.m. for
legislative business.

We will consider a number of bills
under suspension of the rules, a list of
which will be distributed to Members’
offices tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, the appropriations con-
ferees are working hard to solve many
remaining issues on the Interior and
Transportation conference reports. It
is our hope that the conferees will be
able to file their conference report as
early as tonight. Members, therefore,
should be prepared to vote on appro-
priations conference reports on Mon-
day night after 6 p.m.

On Tuesday, October 3, and the bal-
ance of the week, the House will con-
sider the following measures:

H.R. 4205, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001;

H.R. 4577, the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services and Edu-
cation Appropriations Conference Re-
port; and

H.R. 3244, the Trafficking Victims
Protection Act of 2000 Conference Re-
port.

Mr. Speaker, the House will also con-
sider any other conference reports that
may become available.

At some point next week, I would an-
ticipate that the House will consider a
continuing resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for yielding.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague
for his report, and I gather from the
last statement that the gentleman
made that he anticipates that the
House will consider a continuing reso-
lution sometime next week, that we ex-
pect that we will go beyond the origi-
nal target date of October 6. Can the
gentleman help us with anything be-
yond that date in terms of his prog-
nosis?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield to me.

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman speaks, in this case, on
behalf of all of our Members on both
sides of the aisle. It is that time of the
year that many of us have planned to
complete our work. We are still hopeful
that with a good week’s work next
week we might be able to finish by the
appointed date of October 6, but I think
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BoONIOR) would agree, in light of the
past history of appropriations seasons
past, that it would be a prudent thing
for us to be prepared to have a con-
tinuing resolution that would go be-
yond that time. And should we find
ourselves moving in to that period of
time, Mr. Speaker, I would like to as-
sure the gentleman from Michigan, the
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House will be scheduled in such a way
as to maximize the opportunity that
Members might need to fulfill other
commitments they would have made
for that week ensuing.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague. 1
am thinking in particular of Yom
Kippur and Columbus Day that are
right behind next weekend or next
weekend, and I am wondering if the
gentleman could express his comments.

Mr. ARMEY. Again, I appreciate the
gentleman’s inquiry. I believe that it is
Yom Kippur, and it is a matter of
major importance to so many of our
Members, and we certainly want to re-
spect that.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman
from Texas for his response.

Let me ask one other question to the
gentleman from Texas, the majority
leader, we had a vote here just a second
ago on the motion by the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) to open up and
make sure that the conference on Agri-
culture is available to all the conferees
and to instruct the conferees to meet
with all Members present. Can we as-
sume from that vote that that in fact
will happen?

Mr. ARMEY. Again, I want to thank
the gentleman for his inquiry, and if
the gentleman would continue to yield.

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Earlier in our bicameral
meeting today, we discussed the con-
ference on agriculture, and it is my un-
derstanding that the key participants
in the committee on both sides of the
aisle will get together, plan out a
schedule, and notify the other Mem-
bers.

Mr. BONIOR. I am trusting that
there will be full and adequate public
airings in which the managers have the
opportunity to debate and to vote on
all matters of disagreements between
both Houses, and I hope this is not
done between a couple of people and ev-
eryone else is left out.

I just want to reemphasize and un-
derscore what we have just done on the
House floor and say to the majority
leader I anticipate that since the House
overwhelmingly voted in that matter
that those wishes will be carried out in
the conference on agriculture, and I
thank my colleague for his informa-
tion.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Speaker, may I just wish the gen-
tleman from Michigan good luck this
Sunday on the gridiron when my be-
loved Vikings come to town.

HOUR OF MEETING ON FRIDAY,
SEPTEMBER 29, 2000

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon tomorrow, Friday, Sep-
tember 29, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
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There was no objection.

———

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

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

There was no objection.

——————

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
OCTOBER 2, 2000

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Friday, September
29, 2000, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m.
on October 2 for morning hour debates.

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

There was no objection.

—————

SPECIAL ORDERS

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

STOP SPLINTERING FAMILIES;
START APPLYING AMERICAN
FAIRNESS AND JUSTICE

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor my colleagues for tak-
ing a step forward and unanimously
passing H.R. 5062, an important step to-
ward restoring fairness to families split
apart by 1996 legislation that was billed
in this House as immigration reform.

I encourage the Senate to quickly
follow the House of Representatives’
lead. We must stop deporting hard-
working legal immigrants, Mr. Speak-
er, who are raising stable families only
because they committed a minor in-
fraction years and years ago.

We must stop hauling away parents
away in the middle of the night in
front of their children, and we must
stop denying these people now in de-
tention the most basic constitutional
rights that we in America believe ev-
eryone should have.
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These practices, Mr. Speaker, are the
direct result of the 1996 so-called immi-
gration reform law. The 1996 law re-
moved the authority of immigration
judges to take into account a person’s
contributions to our society as well as
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their misdeeds. It removed Federal
judges’ oversight of the immigration
process.

It allowed Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service deportation officials
to pick up someone after they applied
for citizenship, put them in detention
in the middle of the night without
their relatives knowing where they
were, and hold them without bail.

H.R. 5062 will stop these immoral
practices. It will restore judicial over-
sight of these matters that involve
long-term 1legal permanent residents
who paid their debt to our society, in
many cases on this a short probation or
a suspended sentence, only to have the
1996 law reclassify their misdeed as an
aggravated felony.

H.R. 5062 stops this. It restores jus-
tice and fairness to immigration pro-
ceedings. Many, many families in my
district applaud this action.

For example, it would help Aida. Her
father had always been a good provider,
but was picked up by the INS, hand-
cuffed in front of his family, and de-
ported. Now the family, which had been
paying taxes, had to move into reliance
on welfare. Aida’s father can now apply
to come back into the country and
have a judge review his case under our
recent action.

Mr. Speaker, this is America where
actions have consequences but where
we have a system of checks and bal-
ances to ensure that no branch of the
Government can run roughshod over
our rights.

So to my colleagues in the Senate, I
urge quick passage of H.R. 5062. It
would rollback the un-American provi-
sions of the 1996 law by eliminating
most of the so-called retroactivity pro-
visions so minor crimes from decades
ago are not counted against those who
are in this country legally. It allows
those who have been deported to appeal
to return to the United States.

H.R. 5062 is a real positive step for-
ward. It will help hundreds if not thou-
sands of families in my own district
and around the Nation. We need to re-
store fairness so that our pledge of al-
legiance truly means with liberty and
justice for all.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(A)
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO
SAME DAY CONSIDERATION OF
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON
RULES

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 106-909) on
the resolution (H. Res. 599) waiving a
requirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII
with respect to consideration of certain
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

September 28, 2000

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a)
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO
SAME DAY CONSIDERATION OF
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON
RULES

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 106-910) on
the resolution (H. Res. 600) waiving a
requirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII
with respect to consideration of certain
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

——————

DISAPPOINTING POLICIES OF
CLINTON ADMINISTRATION TO-
WARD SUDAN AND AFRICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WOLF) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my profound disappointment
with the Clinton administration’s poli-
cies towards Sudan, and Africa in gen-
eral. To be sure, there are many good
people who have tried to implement
worthwhile and thoughtful policies for
Africa during the tenure of this admin-
istration. The problem with this ad-
ministration is, more often than not,
the voices that should be heard have
not carried the day.

My complete statement will provide
more details, but let me briefly outline
what I have been talking about. I have
been to Sudan three times and followed
the horrible situation there very close-
ly.
The Clinton administration has much
to answer for. Over 2 million people
have died in Sudan; yet President Clin-
ton never expended the energy on
Sudan to bring about a lasting peace as
he has in Northern Ireland and the
Middle East.

The administration knew about the
existence of slavery in Sudan since at
least 1993. Yet, the administration was
slow to act and slow to take tough ac-
tion with Sudan.

The administration failed to prevent
the listing of PetroChina, a subsidiary
of the Chinese National Petroleum
Company, on the New York Stock Ex-
change.

The administration’s record on pre-
venting one of Sudan’s primary ex-
ports, gum arabic, has been spotty. An
embargo on gum arabic has been in ef-
fect by an Executive Order since No-
vember of 1997, but just this year the
administration allowed an exemption
of a shipment of gum arabic from
Sudan. This Congress may be passing
something that the administration has
not spoken out against with regard to
gum arabic.

In the past few months, the govern-
ment of Sudan has repeatedly bombed
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the United Nations relief operations
and other civilian targets. The admin-
istration has issued statements. But at
this point, after all of the Sudanese
Government’s atrocities, words are not
enough to address the problem in Khar-
toum.

Two years ago, President Clinton
hailed what he called an African ren-
aissance. But a recent article in the
Los Angeles Times states that a recent
national intelligence estimate says
that ‘‘Africa faces a bleaker future
than at any time in the past century.”

Today’s Roll Call shows pictures of
some of the children who had their
arms and legs and ears cut off by rebels
in Sierra Leone. This administration
has made a mess of the situation in Si-
erra Leone and has done nothing but
spin its wheels there. Yet again, it is
an African policy that is long on rhet-
oric and short on action.

President Clinton has traveled more
than almost any other President. He
has had first-hand experience through-
out Africa, more experience and actual
time in Africa than any other Presi-
dent. But all this time there only
amounted to photo opportunities and
handshakes, amounting to substance-
free public relations.

Because of his time in Africa, he
should have done much more. It is not
too late for this administration to do
more for Africa. The death, the suf-
fering, the destruction that has oc-
curred over the past 8 years in Sudan
and Sierra Leone and Rwanda and Bu-
rundi and other places need more than
a touch-down by Air Force One.

———

REVIEWING THE REOPENING OF
PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, if my col-
leagues have been in Congress for no
more than 5 years, they have never
seen Pennsylvania Avenue as a normal
city street. It was closed in 1995 in the
wake of the tragic Oklahoma City
bombing. This body has had no mecha-
nism for reviewing what was done,
whether it was appropriate or whether
it should continue ad infinitum. The
Secret Service has, of course, wanted
to close Pennsylvania Avenue for dec-
ades now; and after the tragic Okla-
homa bombing, it is understandable
that the Service succeeded.

But what about now? The Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia,
to its credit, under the leadership of
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAvIs) had three hearings. But there
was nothing concrete that the com-
mittee could come forward with at that
time in 1995 to respond to the closing.

For all intents and purposes, there is
no way for the Congress of the United
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States to review a closing, and it could
happen anywhere in the United States
on the say so, the unreviewable say so,
as it turns out, of the Secret Service,
unreviewable because it is clear to me
after a meeting that I had with Sec-
retary of the Treasury Lawrence Sum-
mers yesterday that the Secret Service
has captured and easily continues to
capture the government bureaucrats.

The Congress must establish a way to
review and decide the appropriateness
of a closing when it goes on for years.
I intend to introduce legislation to
that effect so that it does not again
happen here and so it cannot happen in
my colleagues’ jurisdictions either.

A public-spirited group of business
people, the Federal City Council and
the D.C. Building and Industry Asso-
ciation, have secured an independent
effort by world-class experts to see
whether there is any way to meet the
Secret Service’s concerns and open the
avenue. They have a plan that meets
each and every concern the Secret
Service had raised—narrowing the ave-
nue, putting grass over large parts of it
so that cars would be well beyond the
distance that a bomb could do damage
to the White House complex, bridges on
either side of the avenue that would
allow only cars and not trucks to enter
the avenue, and so forth.

Without this kind of sensitivity to
this living, breathing city, of course,
essentially we close down much of its
commerce in the middle of the town.
We do great damage to the environ-
ment, and we make congestion far
more awful than it is. We are second al-
ready in traffic congestion in this
country.

There are many other details, includ-
ing technology, that there is not time
to offer here today. I soon am to re-
ceive a Secret Service briefing so that
I can learn what it is that concerns
them now. But there is every indica-
tion that they simply intend to move
the goal post. First it was trucks. I am
sure that now it will be cars. Then it
will be motorcycles.

We have briefed White House offi-
cials. The President seems quite open
to opening the avenue, but he says he
wants to make sure that others are not
harmed. The fact is that no single per-
son wants to take the responsibility.
This is the body that should take the
responsibility.

What the Secret Service wants is es-
sentially zero risk. It is time to factor
into the equation of decisionmaking
the more than half a million people
who live in this city, the more than 4
million who live in the region, and the
millions of Americans 25 million each
year, who come to visit and see Amer-
ica’s main street closed down.

Only the independent counsel has had
as much nonreviewable authority as
the Secret Service effectively has. No-
body wants to harm the President or
the White House complex. But in a free
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society there must be a way to balance
the risk of harm versus the risk to our
democratic institutions. We cannot ac-
cept a bar that automatically rises
when the Secret Service alone,
unreviewable for all intents and pur-
poses, simply raises that bar. We can-
not let the police ever be the last word
on our democratic institutions.

In America, the notion of a zero risk
standard in order to protect any of us
is unacceptable when what we lose are
our democratic rights and our demo-
cratic institutions. Zero risk or any-
thing close to it is a standard that no
American who believes in an open and
democratic society should ever have to
meet. That is the power we have effec-
tively given the Secret Service.

I am going to introduce a bill to
make sure that it does not happen
again.

——

RIPLEY’S BELIEVE IT OR NOT

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, if this
campaign for President goes on much
longer, it may be capable of being ad-
mitted into ‘‘Ripley’s Believe It or
Not”’. In fact, I am speaking specifi-
cally of our candidate on the Demo-
cratic side, the Vice President of the
United States.

Many people will remember some of
the claims that he has made in recent
years, including ‘I invented the Inter-
net,” ‘I discovered Love Canal,” “I
was the feature for Love Story,” and
then recently he imagined his dog and
mother-in-law were taking the same
medicine for arthritis in which to com-
pare pricing and scare seniors in my
home State of Florida to reality check,
if you will, that neither one apparently
is taking the medicine, or at least the
analysis was incorrect and flawed at
best.

More recently he is going to crack
down on Hollywood and then goes out
there and raises buckets of money and
says to them, ‘“Do not worry, I am only
here to nudge you.” Now he wants to
tap into the Strategic Reserve because
he sponsored the legislation that cre-
ated it and authorized the first funds
to purchase the fuel, even though that
was created 2 years before he came to
Congress.

He continues to accuse the Bush
campaign of being beholden to big oil,
yet continues to refuse to fully explain
his ties and financial dealings with Ar-
mand Hammer, the late chairman of
Occidental Petroleum, and a long fa-
vorite of the Russian Government.

More recently now as we talk about
the Strategic Reserve, many in this
Congress claim on both sides of the
aisle that the intervention of the White
House on the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve has caused the market on energy
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and fuel prices to plummet because of
their outstanding leadership on this
issue.

Let me read to my colleagues from
today’s USA Today in the Money sec-
tion, Thursday September 28: ‘“‘Forget
oil. The price of natural gas is sky-
rocketing. All but unnoticed in the re-
cent furor over crude oil and heating
oil, the price of natural gas,” and let
me underscore this point, ‘““which heats
more than five times as many homes as
heating oil has soared to record heights
with hardly a pause since July. The
natural gas future prices hit 531 per
million British thermal units Wednes-
day on the New York Mercantile Ex-
change, more than double its load this
year of $2.17 on January 5 and up about
62 cents over last month.”

Then the claim is that the tapping of
the Strategic Reserve is not about poli-
tics. That one may top all other whop-
pers committed by the campaign to
date.

The Strategic Reserve was estab-
lished to make certain that America
would never become dependent on for-
eign fuels during a crisis. During a cri-
sis, like the Persian Gulf, we were able
to last tap into that reserve to make
certain our country handled that crisis
calmly and that there was no interrup-
tion in domestic life.

But now because of the campaign,
the concerns when soccer moms are
complaining about the high price of
gas, we have an administration that is
quickly willing to tap into that very
viable and vital supply that is there for
all Americans to use.

Now, think about it in one’s own life.
Many people, I am certain, think about
buying a new car, maybe going on va-
cation. They make the analogy that I
will borrow from my savings account
and I will pay it back because this is
really important. Of course most of us
realize we never quite get around to
paying it back or, if we do, it is usually
late or not at all.
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Now, look at the analogy here of 30-
plus million barrels of oil. When and
how do we pay it back, and at what
price? Saddam Hussein and others
must be cheerfully mocking America
today and thinking, let us get them to
continue, in the art of politics, to draw
down their reserves, and then we in
OPEC will spike prices so that when
they have to replace it for the purpose
of the strategic reserve, they will not
be paying $30 or $32, they may be pay-
ing $40 or $45. But then the election
will be over and no one will really have
to explain the financial gimmickry we
went for in order to do a temporary fix
at the pumps.

We have not had a consistent energy
policy the past 8 years. We have not
embarked on enough wind energy and
solar power and other alternative fuel
sources. We have become too depend-
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ent, too consistently obligated to for-
eign sources. Yet this administration,
in response to a domestic enterprise,
sues Microsoft. They should have been
suing OPEC, possibly for collusion on
price.

When Americans fill up their cars
over the next few weeks, the one ques-
tion most important to them should
be, are we better off than we were 8
years ago? I would say they are not
better off than they were even 1 or 2
years ago. During this administration
prices have risen to the highest level
we have had over the last 10 years; the
last time being during a conflict in the
Persian Gulf.

So I urge my colleagues to look at
the record, reflect on it, and, hopefully,
urge the administration not to tap into
our Strategic Petroleum Reserve by
playing politics with petroleum.

———

COAST GUARD READINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. JONES) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to address this
body on the issue of military readiness.
Yesterday, the Committee on Armed
Services held a lengthy hearing regard-
ing the state of our Nation’s military.
During that hearing, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs and the Service Chiefs
of the Army, Air Force, Navy, and Ma-
rines offered frank testimony regarding
the ability of our Nation to meet the
security challenges facing us today.

As I participated in yesterday’s hear-
ing, I could not help but think that an
important part of our military was not
being heard: The United States Coast
Guard. While some might not realize it,
the United States Coast Guard is our
Nation’s fifth military service. In one
form or another, the Coast Guard has
served our country alongside her sister
services in peace and war since 1790.

As a recent Presidentially approved
study on the roles and missions of the
Coast Guard certified, the Coast
Guard’s special capabilities are as well
suited to the national defense mission
of the 21st century as they were in 1790.
Whether it is drug interdiction or ille-
gal immigrants along our Nation’s
shores or serving with our naval forces
in the Balkans and the gulf, the Coast
Guard is a vital part of our overall na-
tional security strategy.

Unfortunately, with that responsi-
bility has also come many of the same
readiness difficulties facing the other
branches of the military. They are fac-
ing challenges in recruiting and retain-
ing personnel, in keeping up with ris-
ing operation and maintenance costs
caused by aging equipment and by per-
forming dramatically increased mis-
sions with greater decreased man-
power.
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A USA Today article published last
May highlighted many of these prob-
lems facing the Coast Guard, and I will
be providing a copy of the article, Mr.
Speaker, for the RECORD.

The writer of this article identified
several of the concerns when indicating
that despite soaring operational com-
mitments, the Coast Guard, which has
35,000 active duty service members, is
the same size as it was in 1967. Enlisted
experience has declined from 8.8 years
in 1995 to 7.9 years today, and is ex-
pected to drop to 7.1 years in the year
2003. The percentages of experienced pi-
lots who leave every year has doubled
since 1995, soaring from 20 percent to 40
percent.

I further quote the article: ‘“The
Coast Guard has only half of the cer-
tified surfmen it needs to operate res-
cue boats in the most dangerous condi-
tions.” The author went on to say that
equipment is also a problem. ‘‘On any
given day, just 60 percent of the HC-130
fleet is fit for duty. Some have been
turned into ‘hangar queens,” cannibal-
ized for spare parts to keep other air-
craft flying. The Coast Guard’s major
cutters are an average of more than 30
years old. Many smaller boats date to
the Vietnam War. Such a creaky fleet
is no match for drug smugglers.”

From these anecdotes alone it is easy
to see the challenges facing the Coast
Guard are not minor. The men and
women of our fifth armed services are
some of the best, the brightest, and the
most dedicated military personnel in
the world. They serve our Nation with
pride, and we owe it to them to ensure
that they are properly resourced to
perform their missions.

Mr. Speaker, when this Congress and
the American people debate the issue
of military readiness, it is imperative
that the Coast Guard be included as
part of the debate. That debate is im-
portant to ensuring that the Coast
Guard will always be able to live up to
its motto, Semper Paratus, always
ready.

Mr. Speaker, I submit herewith for
the RECORD the news article referred to
above:

[From USA Today, May 16, 2000]
READINESS PROBLEMS PLAGUE COAST GUARD
(By Andrea Stone)

WASHINGTON—For 210 years, the Coast
Guard has lived its motto, Semper Paratus.
Always ready.

Yet there are mounting questions today
about whether that still holds true.

When President Clinton speaks to Coast
Guard Academy graduates in New London,
Conn., Wednesday, he will face members of a
military service whose national security role
has expanded in the last three decades even
as its ranks have shrunk to 1967 proportions.
At a time when drugs, terrorism, pollution
and illegal migration pose a bigger threat
than foreign armies, the Coast Guard is the
federal agency in charge of monitoring them
all.

And it must do so without skimping on its
No. 1 priority: saving lives. Last year, the
Coast Guard answered 39,000 calls for help
and saved 3,800 people.
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Yet with an enlisted force that is younger
and less experienced every year and a fleet
that is older than 38 of 41 navies of similar
size and mission, there is evidence that its
core mission is being compromised:

A shortage of serviceable HC-130 search
planes may have contributed to the death
last fall of a boater who called for help dur-
ing a storm off the California coast.

Four people drowned in 1997 near Charles-
ton, S.C., during a storm after an inexperi-
enced watchstander failed to pick up the
word ‘‘Mayday!”’ on a radio distress call. The
National Transportation Safety Board later
cited ‘‘substandard performance’” by the
service.

That same year, three Coast Guard crew-
members died when their boat capsized dur-
ing a rescue attempt off the coast of Wash-
ington. An internal report blamed a lack of
training and experience, noting that many
crews are ‘‘unqualified to fill the billets to
which they have been assigned.”

“They’re reaching the edge of their capa-
bilities,”” says Mortimer Downey, deputy sec-
retary of Transportation, which oversees the
Coast Guard. ‘“We’re seeing less than opti-
mum performance.”

In what was called a ‘‘cultural shift” sig-
naling that crews would no longer try to do
more with less, Coast Guard Commandant
Adm. James Loy ordered in March an un-
precedented 10% cut in non-emergency oper-
ations. ‘“The strains caused by having tired
people run old equipment beyond human and
mechanical limits (degrades) our readiness,”’
he said recently.

“Coasties” will still answer every call for
help. But safety inspections and patrols to
catch drug smugglers, illegal migrants and
foreign vessels illegally fishing in U.S. wa-
ters have been scaled back. The Coast Guard
commander on Nantucket Island, Mass., has
stopped operations for eight months though
crews will still respond to search-and-rescue
emergencies and oil spills. He said his crews
need the time to repair their boats and train.

“The reduction in Coast Guard presence on
the high seas will undoubtedly mean more il-
legal drugs will not (sic) stopped, more ille-
gal migrants will reach our shores, and more
foreign fishing vessels will harvest our ma-
rine resources,” retired vice admiral Howard
Thorsen wrote in May’s issue of Proceedings.

Since 1976, when Congress expanded the
coastal limit from 12 miles to 200 miles, the
Coast Guard has enforced the law in the
United States’ exclusive economic zone—at
3.4 million square miles the world’s largest.
During that same period, the service was
given the jobs of protecting the marine envi-
ronment, stopping illegal migrants and
interdicting drug smugglers. The last two
decades have also seen safety-related duties
expand as the number of recreational boats
and passenger cruise ships has skyrocketed.

Yet the Coast Guard, which has 35,000 ac-
tive-duty service members, is the same size
as in 1967. It joined the other military serv-
ices in a post-Cold War downsizing that saw
5,000 people leave in the 1990s. And now, like
those services, it is struggling to cope with
high turnover and tough recruiting in a red-
hot economy:

Enlisted experience has declined from 8.8
years in 1995 to 7.9 years today and is ex-
pected to drop to 7.1 years in 2003.

The percentage of experienced pilots who
leave every year has doubled since 1995, soar-
ing from 20% to 40%.

More than a quarter of enlisted cruise ship
and charter boat safety inspectors have not
attended entry-level marine safety courses.
A third of lieutenant commander safety bil-
lets are filled with junior lieutenants.
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The Coast Guard has half the certified
surfmen it needs to operate rescue boats in
the most dangerous conditions. Aging equip-
ment adds to problems. On any given day,
just 60% of the HC-130 fleet is fit for duty.
Some have been turned into ‘‘hangar
queens,’”’ cannibalized for spare parts to keep
other aircraft flying.

The Coast Guard’s major cutters are an av-
erage of more than 30 years old. Many small-
er boats also date to the Vietnam War. Such
a creaky fleet is no match for drug smug-
glers.

Thsi year, at least 400 souped-up speed-
boats carrying tons of illegal drugs from Co-
lombia will cut through the Caribbean at up
to 50 knots per hour. The fastest cutters
reach 30 knots. The result is that nine of 10
smugglers get away.

In December, a government task force rec-
ognized the problems and endorsed replacing
the entire fleet with electronically linked
high-tech cutters, small boats, fixed-wing
aircraft, helicopters and satellites. The so-
called Deepwater project, which has bipar-
tisan support, would cost at least $500 mil-
lion a year for the next 20 years.

By Pentagon standards, the project is mod-
est. But then again, the Coast Guard’s $4.1
billion budget is tiny compared with the
Pentagon’s nearly $300 billion budget.

———
CONGRESS MUST PROVIDE A
TRANSFUSION TO AMERICA’S

HEALTH CARE SYSTEM

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
am delighted today to pay tribute to a
gentleman who is not only a friend but
a great part of the Fifth Congressional
District of Washington. His name is
Gordon McLean. He is the Adminis-
trator of the Whitman County Commu-
nity Hospital in Colfax, Washington.
He has been working in my office the
last couple of weeks on the issue of
health care and helped me prepare
these remarks today for delivery to the
House. He is not only a valued friend
but a valuable part of the medical com-
munity in eastern Washington and
really across the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, the Nation’s health care
system needs a transfusion that only
Congress can provide. I am delighted to
recognize the extraordinary health
care system we have in my Fifth Con-
gressional District of Washington, a
model of cooperation, collaboration,
and creative solutions to the chal-
lenges facing an industry continually
pressed to do more with less and never
make a mistake.

Without a transfusion in the form of
further Medicare and Medicaid relief,
this system is in jeopardy, and it is not
alone. The lack of reasonable and nec-
essary reimbursement for quality
health care services is affecting health
care systems across our country. Right
here, in what people in my State call
‘“the other Washington,”” one major
hospital totters on the brink of clo-
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sure, while another copes with a strike
by nurses.

Ever more often we see headlines
about patients dying or being injured
because of medication errors, short
staffing, too much overtime, misuse of
restraints, unsafe bed rails and over-
worked interns. Many of these reports
are exaggerated, based on flawed or in-
sufficient study and embellished by
tabloid sensationalism. But we must
admit that there is often an element of
truth in every report.

In a hospital, a reportable accident
or a situation prompts a root-cause
analysis that is conducted to get to the
root of the problem, change policies
and procedures, and take steps to en-
sure the risk is reduced or removed.
The truth is that more and more of
these reportable incidents can be
traced back to insufficient funding.
The truth is that there will be more
safety, service and staffing incidents
until Congress provides a funding
transfusion not only for hospitals but
for community clinics, home health,
and hospice services, graduate medical
education, and all the vital compo-
nents of our health care system.

The Balanced Budget Act was a time-
ly and appropriate effort by Congress,
and I also believe that the reduction in
projected payments for Medicare and
Medicaid was intended to be reasonable
and necessary. One intended con-
sequence was what we eastern Wash-
ingtonians describe as separating the
wheat from the chaff. There needed to
be some pruning of excess duplication
and abuse, shaking out those who saw
Medicare as a gravy train. While pain-
ful and maybe a little too aggressive at
first, the Medicare crackdown on Medi-
care fraud was timely and appropriate
as well. Yes, it has been difficult for
the last 3 years, but I believe our
health care system is now and will con-
tinue to be healthier for the experi-
ence.

At the same time, even Mother Jo-
seph, who pioneered health care min-
istries in our great Pacific Northwest,
the Mother Joseph we honor in our
Congressional Hall of Statutes, under-
stood the meaning of no margin, no
mission. And it is this deteriorating
margin in the health care industry
that prompts my comments today.

The new reality is that our extraor-
dinary system of health care in this
country, designed to care for the ill, in-
jured and infirm is itself infirm, unsta-
ble and tottering. Yes, this system sac-
rificed for the cause of a balanced
budget. Yes, there have been the pains
of change as the system has become
more efficient and productive. Needless
to say, Medicare compliance is a pri-
ority for providers who have received
the message from Congress.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, I believe we have
gone beyond intended consequences
and are in the realm of serious systems
failures if there is no boost to margins
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for health care providers. One of the
first rules in medicine is, ‘“First do no
harm.” I believe we have reached the
point of harm in many programs, from
graduate medical eduction to home
health.

We recall the urgency to balance the
Federal budget. We achieved that goal.
And we recall how reductions in pro-
jected Medicare and Medicaid patients’
payments made a significant contribu-
tion. I believe too significant. For ex-
ample, 3 years into our 5-year program,
we find the hospital inflation rate run-
ning at three to four times their Fed-
eral payment updates. The hospital in-
flation rate is driven by wage and ben-
efit demands in a labor shortage envi-
ronment, the rising cost of supplies, re-
placing and adding new technology, re-
sponding to greater numbers of unin-
sured, and adding staff to cope with the
increasing complexities of administra-
tion.

While I use the hospital example, I
am speaking for the entire health care
system. Each component faces similar
as well as unique challenges. The one
common denominator they share is de-
teriorating margins. Congress has been
besieged by countless messages from
health care providers telling us of the
unintended consequences of the Bal-
ance Budget Act; that our reconcili-
ation efforts last year were appreciated
but were not enough; and that a 2-year
transfusion is needed now.

There is another saying in medicine.
‘“Bleeding always stops.” The challenge
is to determine the cause of the bleed-
ing and take action before it is too
late. Today, I ask my colleagues to join
together in a bipartisan effort to recog-
nize the extraordinary health care sys-
tem we have in America, acknowl-
edging enough is enough, and providing
prompt and appropriate Balanced
Budget Act relief to stem the bleeding,
and to do no more harm to one of our
Nation’s most valued assets; the Amer-
ican health care system.

————

URGING LEADERSHIP TO GIVE
H.R. 4541 FULL HEARING

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

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, last week’s announcement by
President Clinton that the Federal
Government would swap 30 million bar-
rels of oil from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve was welcome news to my-
self and many other Members from the
Northeast. I remember all too well the
effect that last winter’s dramatic spike
in heating oil prices had on my con-
stituents’ heating bills. While the
OPEC countries should do the right
thing and increase supplies, here on
Capitol Hill lobbyists are working be-
hind the scenes to increase their com-
panies’ bottom lines at the expense of
the public and taxpayers.
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I want to take this opportunity to
bring to the attention of my colleagues
an important piece of energy legisla-
tion that may soon be placed on sus-
pension. The Commodity Futures Mod-
ernization Act of 2000, H.R. 4541, which
was passed by the Committees on
Banking and Financial Services, Com-
merce and Agriculture. This is impor-
tant legislation for our Nation’s finan-
cial services and our economy in gen-
eral.

I am concerned that a provision ex-
cluding trading in energy derivatives
from proper regulation has been added
to this legislation and that the House
may not have an opportunity at this
late date to debate this provision. The
legislation, as reported by the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, increases the legal certainty of fi-
nancial derivatives by excluding them
from regulation by the Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission. These fi-
nancial instruments are used by finan-
cial institutions and large businesses
to offset interest rates, foreign cur-
rency, credit and other risks. When
used by qualified investors, financial
derivatives can reduce risk and in-
crease the efficiency of the economy.

In drafting the Commodity Futures
Modernization Act, the House commit-
tees closely followed the recommenda-
tions of the report of the President’s
working group on financial markets.
The working group, comprised of the
Federal Reserve, SEC, OCC, and CFTC,
produced its report after months of
study of the derivatives market. A cen-
tral recommendation of the working
group was that the exclusion from
CFTC regulation should be limited to
financial derivatives. Financial deriva-
tives are based on underlying commod-
ities of infinite supply, such as interest
rates.

CFTC Chairman William Rainer
elaborated on this distinction before
the House Committee on Agriculture,
and I quote,

H.R. 4541 diverges, however, from the
President’s recommendations by codifying
an exemption for most provisions of the
Commodity Exchange Act for transactions in
energy and metal commodities. In recom-
mending an exclusion from the CEA for fi-
nancial derivatives, the working group dif-
ferentiated between trading financial prod-
ucts and nonfinancial products.

Continuing, he said,

The CFTC has already exempted many
types of energy trading from the provisions
of the Commodity Exchange Act. But the ex-
emption for energy commodities included in
H.R. 4541 expands the scope.
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“The Commission’s 1993 energy ex-
emption is confined to parties with a
capacity to make or take delivery. But
this act would extend the exemption
beyond those acting in a commercial
capacity to encompass all eligible con-
tract participants as defined in the
bill.”
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In other words, the bill that the
House may be asked to vote on con-
tains an exclusion for energy products
that was not recommended by the re-
port which the House otherwise fol-
lowed in drafting the bill.

Contributing to my concern is that
the public and the CFTC may be hand-
cuffed in monitoring energy derivative
prices if trading that currently occurs
on energy future exchanges moves to
private, multilateral electronic ex-
changes that the energy companies
themselves may own.

Given the historically high energy
prices we are currently facing, I believe
now is the wrong time to limit our reg-
ulators in policing fraud in the energy
markets. Again the CFTC, the regu-
lator, agrees with me on this point.
Last week I received a letter from
Chairman Rainer in which he wrote of
the provisions in this bill.

He said, ‘‘Charging the Commission
with the responsibility to police for
fraud and manipulation, however, with-
out conferring authority to right regu-
lations where necessary, leaves the
CFTC inadequately equipped to fulfill
these responsibilities.”

Mr. Speaker, I include for
RECORD the following letter
Chairman Rainer:

U.S. CoMMODITY FUTURES
TRADING COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, September 19, 2000.

Hon. CAROLYN B. MALONEY,

Member of Congress, House of Representatives,
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MALONEY: I am
pleased to write you on behalf of the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission in re-
sponse to your recent letter asking for the
Commission’s position with respect to lan-
guage in H.R. 4541 that would exempt energy
and metals products from regulation under
the Commodity Exchange Act.

Before addressing the specifics of the en-
ergy and metals exemptions, I would like to
emphasize the Commission’s support for
swift Congressional action on legislation es-
tablishing 1legal certainty for over-the-
counter financial derivatives consistent with
the unanimous recommendations of the
President’s Working Group on Financial
Markets.

However, all versions of H.R. 4541 also con-
tain provisions that effectively exempt most
forms of trading in energy products from the
Commodity Exchange Act, contrary to the
recommendations of the PWG. As stated pre-
viously in testimony in both the House and
Senate, the Commission is deeply concerned
that these exemptions are not based upon
sufficient evidence to warrant their inclu-
sion in the legislation. One of the principal
factors cited by the PWG in recommending
an exclusion for OTC financial derivatives
was that nearly every dealer in those prod-
ucts is either subject to, or affiliated with,
an entity subject to federal financial regula-
tion. This cannot be said with respect to
most participants in trading energy prod-
ucts.

The Commission also notes that the views
of other agencies with responsibilities for
regulating various aspects of the cash mar-
kets in energy products have not been solic-
ited. The recommendations of the Presi-
dent’s Working Group on Financial Markets

the
from
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for treatment of OTC financial transactions
was preceded by nearly a year of deliberation
and study by the four principal agencies of
the Working Group, resulting in a consensus
on treatment of those products. No such
process has been undertaken by the agencies
with responsibilities for various aspects of
trading in energy products, and we are there-
fore concerned that the potential con-
sequences of this part of the legislation have
not been thoroughly considered.

While the exemption in energy products is
common to all three versions of the legisla-
tion—those of the Committees on Agri-
culture, Banking & Financial Services and
Commerce, respectively—the Commerce
Committee version extends the exemption to
apply to metals products, as well.

With respect to the exemption for metal
commodities, the Commission has serious
reservations about the extent to which H.R.
4541 would exempt these products from the
CEA. In the Commission’s experience, metal
commodities have an unambiguous history
of susceptibility to manipulation and we be-
lieve that futures and options transactions
in these commodities require full regulatory
oversight by the CFTC to protect the mar-
kets and their participants from unlawful
practices. For example, in 1998 the Commis-
sion settled a major copper manipulation
case, in which one company acquired a domi-
nant and controlling cash and futures mar-
ket position during 1995 and 1996 that caused
copper prices worldwide to rise to artificially
high levels. That case resulted in the offend-
ing company’s paying the largest civil mone-
tary penalty in U.S. history to that time. In
fact, the President’s Working Group Report
explicitly stated that these markets have
been susceptible to manipulation and to sup-
ply and pricing distortions and therefore rec-
ommended that they not be excluded from
the CEA.

The Commission recognizes that the legis-
lation attempts to address some of these
concerns by providing the agency with anti-
fraud and anti-manipulation authority.
Charging the Commission with the responsi-
bility to police for fraud and manipulation,
however, without conferring commensurate
authority to promulgate regulations, where
necessary, leaves the CFTC inadequately
equipped to fulfill those responsibilities.

While there are many important provisions
of H.R. 4541 that warrant enactment, the
Commission cannot recommend that the
Congress move forward on those provisions
unless the basic issues outlined here are ad-
dressed. The Commission is pleased to con-
tinue working with you and other interested
parties to reach a satisfactory solution to
these important issues.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. RAINER.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that
now is the time to give big energy com-
panies trading in energy derivative
products a regulatory pass.

Let me quote and note that the com-
modity modernization bill is otherwise
very, very important legislation for the
conduct of our Nation’s financial serv-
ices that I support.

I urge the leadership to give this bill
a full hearing in the House and not
place it on suspension, and I urge my
colleagues to remove the exemption for
energy derivatives so that the public
may know what the price is.
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CORPUS CHRISTI

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 20 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, some of
what I have to say here this afternoon
is not going to be very comfortable to
hear, and it is, quite frankly, pretty
uncomfortable for me to come forth
and to talk about this directly.

The poster my colleagues see beside
me, and I will refer to this a number of
times, is about a play called ‘‘Corpus
Christi.” This is representing Jesus
Christ. This is the Apostle Peter, his
supposed homosexual lover. This play
depicts all the Apostles as the homo-
sexual lovers of Christ.

The reason that this is of concern to
me is not because the Government di-
rectly funded it, because we did not,
but because through the National En-
dowment for the Arts we funded this
theater before the play and we have
continued to fund this theater after
they insulted those of us who believe
that Jesus Christ is our Lord and Sav-
ior. They continued to insult us by
funding this theater that did this play,
among others.

I want to put this in a little bit of
context. We are having a tough debate
right now over the Interior appropria-
tions bill. I strongly support most of
the money in the Interior appropria-
tions bill and have been an advocate
for it.

Furthermore, I want to make it
clear, as I have before on this floor,
that I am not a libertarian who favors
eliminating the National Endowment
for the Arts unless it cannot restrict
itself to really funding true art.

I believe there is an important role
for arts in society. In fact, I came on
this floor after having led a fight in my
first term to try to first eliminate the
National Endowment for the Arts and
then to freeze the funds. I came to this
floor to say that I believe that Bill
Ivey has made some progress at the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts in
eliminating some of the types of per-
formance art and in trying to direct
the arts to different parts of the coun-
try.

I also said in my statement, which I
will ask unanimous consent to reinsert
at this point, why I believed it is im-
portant to fund the arts and why I be-
lieve that some of the charges that
some of the conservatives were making
against the National Endowment for
the Arts had not been researched.

In fact, I went into detail on this par-
ticular play showing how the National
Endowment for the Arts did not know
for sure what Terrance McNally was
going to produce when they funded this
theater. But I did not know at the time
because the National Endowment did
not provide me with the information,
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and since then the American Family
Association has, that we were con-
tinuing to fund the theater after they
insulted us, after they in effect told the
American people to go stick it in your
ear, then we continued to fund them.

That is not progress; that is a step
backwards. We are not going to buy
this wink and a blink where we say,
‘“‘okay, we are not going to fund the
play directly. We will just fund the the-
ater.” Then we will fund the theater
again. Most of these theaters are small
theaters. The money moves between
the plays. It is a tad too cute to con-
vince me or anyone else that we are
not funding the play directly when we
are funding the stage, when we are
funding the repertory company, when
we are funding in effect indirectly
their advertising and their overhead.

Of course they are funding the play.
And to have the gall to try to imply
otherwise to me and for me then to
come down to this floor to defend the
National Endowment for the Arts when
in fact they were continuing to fund
the very things that I was trying to say
they had tried to clean up, I feel de-
ceived and duped on top of trying to
help them work it out.

Even that said, the conservatives in
this House went to our leadership and
went to our appropriators, and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman REGULA)
has stayed firm and our leadership has
stayed firm with the House position to
keep it at a freeze. But since the other
body wants to increase the funds, we
came forth with a compromise that
any new funding would go to a separate
fund targeted towards smaller and
rural areas where there clearly is a
shortage of arts dollars in America,
where they do not have the resources
to do the arts and put the new funding
there and also ask that, in the regular
NEA, that there either be a restriction
that funds could not be given to these
individual theaters, which we have
learned we cannot do in the limitation
of funds, or that there be additional re-
duction in the NEA direct funding from
$98 million down to $96 million and
that $2 million be put over into the re-
serve fund.

We have bent over backwards to try
to come up with a compromise on this,
even though many of us are so offended
by the gratuitous type of art. We have
said we will stand aside knowing that
the majority of this body and the Sen-
ate want to increase the funds; but
there has to be some kind of restric-
tion, including the one other thing we
asked for, that obscene and porno-
graphic theater could not be funded.

The truth is we know that by ban-
ning obscene and pornographic funding
that is just language, because the truth
is NEA could declare that it is not ob-
scene or not pornographic. But it is im-
portant symbolism here of what we in
Congress intend the arts to be. We do
not intend it to insult the majority of
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the American people gratuitously with
our tax dollars.

This is not about freedom of speech.
It is not about freedom of art. Pretty
much you can do whatever you want in
America. And if it is in the name of
art, you do not even fall under a lot of
the restrictions we have on other forms
of entertainment.

So this is not about what you can do
with your money. This is about what
you can do with my money and the
taxpayers of Indiana and the taxpayers
of America’s money.

There is a difference between private
art that you do and then asking every-
body else to fund your art. And part of
what should be funded should be what
is good, what is pure, what is beautiful,
what we want to preserve in America,
things that uplift not that tear down or
insult other parts. That is not what
should be publically funded. It should
be more consensus art.

Obviously, there needs to be art that
expresses dissent in society. And some-
times dissent eventually becomes the
majority position. But it is not the job
of the majority to fund with their tax
dollars things that offend their funda-
mental beliefs in society.

I want to make a couple other points
on this.

A book that made a big impression
on me as I was growing up was ‘‘The
Christian, the Arts, and Truth” by
Frank Gaebelein, the founder of the
Stonybrook School on Long Island. I
read this book many years ago because
many times evangelicals have not been
appreciative enough of the arts. The
Catholic Church has. The Jewish faith
has. But the evangelicals sometimes
separated themselves. And we need to
be more involved.

As Gaebelein said in his book,
though, ‘“What is the function, the un-
derlying purpose of art? What is it for?
How many answers there are. Art ex-
ists to give pleasure, to edify, to rep-
resent or depict, to fulfill the artist’s
urge for making things, to tell us
about life.” He says, ‘‘This is another
way of stating the criterion of dura-
bility. Art that is deeply true does not
succumb to time. It stands up to the
passage of the centuries.”

The art we fund with public dollars
should meet that standard.

Furthermore, another book that
made a big impression on me was ‘‘How
Should We Then Live,” by Francis
Schaeffer, a book on the arts and how
Christians should look at the arts. And
he shows how through the Reformation
and through many things much of the
great art and the great music in the
world was created by Christians be-
cause they appreciated what was good
and true and pure and things that came
from our creator.

A new book, ‘‘Roaring Lambs,” for
which I and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PITTS) and a number of
others sponsored a musical celebration
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here on the Hill with a number of art-
ists, talks specifically about the prob-
lem of Christians dealing with art. And
interestingly, in this book it says that
we need to have a more positive role,
which I absolutely agree with, and fig-
ure out how to promote the arts be-
cause it makes our lives so much rich-
er, it criticizes some of those, who
criticize the National Endowment for
the Arts for being too negative.

Now, the dilemma I face here today
is T have bent over backwards, and the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG)
who is the head of the Conservative Ac-
tion Team, and the members of the
Conservative Action Team, have bent
over backwards to try to come up with
a compromise saying we are not trying
to stifle the arts, we are trying to stifle
certain things that are extremely of-
fensive to the overwhelming majority
of the people and cannot stand the
light of day.

So let me give my colleagues some
more examples of what I am talking
about.

The Manhattan Theater Club did
““Corpus Christi.” I already referred to
that. And this year they got two more
grants, not one but two grants.

Women Make Movies, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
will be following me and talking about
education through his subcommittee
on education, showed that they got
$100,000 over a 3-year period for porno-
graphic films such as ‘“Sex Fish,” “Wa-
termelon Woman,” and ‘‘Blood Sis-
ters.” They depict explicit lesbian por-
nography and oral sex. They got two
grants last year after they told us this
was going to be cleaned up.

The Woolly Mammoth Theater Com-
pany, which staged the “My Queer
Body” play, where the performer de-
scribes on stage what it is like to have
sex with another man, climbs naked
into the lap of a spectator and at-
tempts to arouse himself sexually in
full view of the audience.

So what did we do in the National
Endowment for the Arts? We funded it
this year. After they in effect funded
that play, we said, oh, well, we will
fund that theater. They do great art.

Now, I cannot stand here and say
they funded that play because they did
not. It is too cute. They gave money to
the theater after they did it.

My criterion is that sometimes we do
not know what a theater is going to do
in advance, but if they do things that
offend the overwhelming majority of
the American people, they should have
their money taken away or not given
to them the next year. But that is not
the position of the NEA. They went
right back. And this is an NEA that is
claiming they are cleaning it up.

At the Whitny Museum of American
Art, where they had previously done
this famous so-called ‘‘Piss Christ”
where the crucifix was in a jar of urine
and they had another porn film on
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“Sluts and Goddesses Video Workshop
and How to be a Sex God in 100 Easy
Steps,” now they have a marquee for a
crucifix, a naked Jesus Christ sur-
rounded by sadomasochistic obscene
imagery and many grotesque por-
trayals of corpses and body parts. They
got $40,000 this year.

The Walker Arts Center had an AIDS
artist that pierced his body with nee-
dles, cut designs into the back of an-
other man. He then blotted the man’s
blood with paper towels and set the
towels over the audience on a clothes
line.

This theater really needs our fund-
ing. I am glad my tax dollars are going
to this theater.

The Walker Arts Center, and I used
to live in Minneapolis, is a tremendous
contemporary art theater. But they do
not need our money. And if they are
going to use money that gets comin-
gled with funds in this way, they do
not deserve to get the public money.

The New Museum of Contemporary
Art in New York has an exhibit with
Annie Sprinkle, whose pornographic
and NEA funded works have already in
the past caused problems. This new
Schneeman exhibit includes film foot-
age of the artist hanging naked from
ropes and engaging in very graphic sex
with her partner.

Well, this is great. They got $10,000
this year to Kkind of thank them for
their great public service.

Franklin Furnace, in New York, re-
ceives NEA funds and they usually also
promote homosexuality and blast tra-
ditional morality.

In fact, the Woolly Mammoth says
openly that the purpose of their the-
ater is to challenge the established mo-
rality of our society.

I am really glad that my tax dollars
are continuing to go to them. This is
not a question of what has happened in
the past. This is a question of what has
happened this year in funding.

Now, the Theater for the New City,
and I want to talk a little bit about
this play in particular, they have a
play that they did called the ‘‘Pope and
the Witch.”

[ 1445

They received $30,000 before the play
and this year we funded them again. I
am going to read a review of ‘“The Pope
and the Witch” that actually views it
from a fairly positive way. It is actu-
ally describing some of the controver-
sies.

I have the wrong release in front of
me, but basically the thrust of ‘““The
Pope and the Witch” and the reviewer
in outlining the play says that, first
off, the person who wrote this play, an
Italian playwright, is a Communist, a
member of the Communist party in
Italy, and his goal was to contradict
and undermine the Catholic church in
Italy. So they come to America and we
fund the theater, the stage, the per-
formers before they perform the play
and then this year we go back.
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So what is this play? To show a
paranoic Pope who is so paranoid that
when 100,000 children gather in Vatican
Square, he decides that this is a plot by
condom manufacturers to embarrass
the Catholic church. So he goes berserk
in a paranoic way. So then a nun, who
happens to be a little witch dressed up
in a nun’s outfit, kidnaps the Pope.
They give a heroin needle, an insertion
into the Pope whose head then clears
up and he starts to distribute free her-
oin needles, advocate the legalization
of drugs, and promote the distribution
of birth control throughout the world
now that the witch has helped him un-
derstand that drugs are a positive in-
fluence and birth control is a positive
influence.

I am sure glad that our tax dollars
are used to fund a theater that puts out
something that bigoted against the
Catholic church of the United States.
Can you imagine if any theater in
America did anything that bigoted
against African Americans, against
Jews, against many groups in America,
but it is still okay to pick on and dis-
criminate and insult Catholics who be-
lieve the Pope is a direct lineage from
the original apostles and speaks for the
Church and for God. That is okay. That
is okay to give money to those thea-
ters.

Now, Republicans and Democrats in
this body and the Presidential can-
didates in both parties are busy saying,
‘““Hollywood’s bad. We need to clean up
Hollywood. They have terrible things
on TV.” You heard me describe some of
the terrible things that we are indi-
rectly funding, the stages, the actors,
the promotions, the lights, the over-
head in these theaters with your tax
dollars. Hollywood’s dollars are their
own. I want to clean up Hollywood, too.
But how dare Members of Congress
stand on this floor and in particular in
the other body and say Hollywood is
bad when we fund this here. How can
you do that? Will the American voters
look at us and say, ‘‘Man, you guys
aren’t very consistent there’’?

We really do need to clean up Amer-
ica. People have a right to free speech.
We can try to advocate what to do in
the free speech arena, but we do not
have to fund the speech. The court has
already ruled that an artist does not
have the right to be publicly sub-
sidized. That is a privilege, not a right.
It is something to build on, to uplift, to
preserve. We have theaters and art mu-
seums and philharmonics that are
drowning because they do not have
enough money. We have places all
through the Midwest and the West and
the Plains and the South and little cit-
ies and little towns that need art fund-
ing.

But, no, we give it to these places
that insult our basic values in Amer-
ica. It is beyond and it defies belief how
those people can defend this type of
funding. I hope that before the Interior
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bill comes to the floor, a few people
can see the light of day and work with
our House leadership that has been
steadfast in trying to work with rules.
We have held out a compromise. We are
not asking to eliminate NEA. We are
not asking to cut NEA. We are actually
willing to put more money into arts.

But I stand here before you and say
there is nothing more important in my
life than God. People can mock that.
They can disagree with me. But if it
was not for Jesus Christ, I believe that
I would be lost. And I have a right to
not have my tax dollars and my gov-
ernment do gratuitous insults to every-
thing I believe, making my Lord and
Savior a homosexual who is having af-
fairs with the apostles when there is no
historical evidence, when it is made up
merely to rub it into my soul, so to
speak.

As a Catholic, you have the right not
to have your tax dollars insult the
Pope and undermine him directly or in-
directly. I am not arguing it is di-
rectly. I am arguing it is indirectly. I
will make this point again. Do not play
games with us. You will hear people
stand up in the coming debate most
likely and say that these things were
not direct funded. I did not assert that
they were direct funded. What I as-
serted was these are mostly repertory
theaters. I am a business person. I un-
derstand the difference between vari-
able, fixed and mixed costs. When you
get a grant, some of that grant goes di-
rectly for the play, some of it goes to
cover the overhead of the theater and
some of it goes to cover what they call
mixed costs that vary some with the
thing. When you only have four plays
in a season and we fund one of them, it
is a disproportionate covering of your
cost. Do not play games and tell the
American people you are not funding
these kind of plays. If you fund those
theaters, you are funding those kind of
plays.

We need the arts in America. We need
the National Endowment for the Arts
to stand up and say there is good art.
We need to promote good art. We have
a program called FAME in northeast
Indiana that gets some NEA funds,
where school kids all over our district
in high schools, elementary and junior
high kids touch into art and produce
good and beautiful art. They do not
produce the type of obscene things that
we are funding here. Why do we not
fund that? We fund the first chair in
one of our philharmonic positions in
the Fort Wayne Philharmonic so they
can go out and teach music in the
school and it helps our philharmonic to
have a stronger first chair. That is a
good use of art.

Why do we have to fund a homo-
sexual Christ? Let them find the fund-
ing for that. If that theater wants to
challenge the principles and the foun-
dations upon which this country is and
insult the religious beliefs of the ma-
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jority of America, let them go raise the
money to do it. Why do they have to
get public money?

Members can tell I am very frus-
trated. It is hard for me to do this, be-
cause I have a number of things I have
worked very hard for in this appropria-
tions bill. We have worked hard for
weeks to come up with a compromise.
I am very disappointed that we are at
this point where not only did the other
body say that they would not even con-
sider our last offer but then went and
tried to blame it on the Conservative
Action Team. A press release went out
saying the Conservative Action Team
signed off on this. We did not. The gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG)
has written the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA) about that. The leader-
ship understands it. They are trying to
address that. But misinformation went
out and when we tried to work out an
agreement that I have defined here,
they turned that on us.

It is very frustrating. I am sorry that
I have been so upset. I am sorry even
that I had to read some of the graphic
materials that I did. But sometimes as
a Congressman, even if it is not in your
best interest, you have to say, am I so
compromised that I am unwilling to
speak about things that matter most
to my soul, matter most to my life?
And am I so worried about every grant
that I might get in some appropria-
tions bill or that I might tick some-
body off if I say these kinds of things,
or that there might be retaliation later
that I will not even speak out for the
things that are most important to me,
most important to my family, and that
is my Lord and Savior.

I stand here today as someone who
worked hard to come up with a com-
promise with others and I am deeply
disappointed at the attitudes. I hope
people will be held accountable and
you will not let them off by trying to
do a slide or by trying to say Holly-
wood is bad when we in fact are fund-
ing this type of activity indirectly
through the Federal Government.

————
EDUCATION IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
is recognized for the remainder of the
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, today
I want to talk about education. I want
to talk about the Department of Edu-
cation. I want to spend a little bit of
time talking about our kids. And I
want to spend a little bit of time talk-
ing about where we go from here.

The fastest growing program on our
college campuses today is not com-
puters, it is not high tech, it is not
science and math. It is not foreign lan-
guage. It is not political science. The
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fastest growing program on college
campuses today is remedial education.
It means that our young people who
are graduating from high school are en-
tering college without the basic skills
necessary to complete the work in
their colleges.

We have been embarked on a program
where we have had the opportunity to
go around the country and visit 20
States and talk to educational leaders.
In some of these hearings, we have had
the opportunity to listen to our college
presidents and deans on our college
campuses. They came in and they said,
“The most important thing you are
doing for us, and make sure you don’t
decrease, as a matter of fact, make
sure you increase funding for it, is in-
creased funding for remedial edu-
cation.” After I heard this a few times,
it is kind of like, you ask the question,
you say what do you mean, what do
you need remedial education dollars
for on our college campuses? These are
some of the best schools in America
and you have got standards for the
young people coming in. And they said,
“Yes, but we’ve got a lot of people who
we are admitting who are not function-
ally literate at an eighth grade level in
reading, writing or math.”

So the comment then became, we
need the money to bring these kids up
to the basic levels, and we forgot to
ask the first question, which is, why
are you not engaged with the people at
the K-12 level to solve the problem at
the K-12 level rather than accepting
that as a condition and saying, ‘“We’re
now going to see this as an opportunity
for growth, to grow our programs on
college campuses.’” But it is a symptom
that says, we are not doing a good
enough job at the K-12 level.

Another symptom is outlined in a
document that has been prepared, it is
called America’s Education Recession.
It outlines a couple of things that we
need to be concerned about. It says
that our young people not only as they
enter college do a number of them need
remediation, but it also says that when
you test our kids at the 4th grade, 8th
grade and 12th grade levels, they are
not at grade proficiency, meaning they
are not learning what we have expected
them to learn by the time they are in
the grade where we are testing them.

In America’s highest poverty schools,
68 percent of fourth graders could not
read at basic level in 1998 as measured
by the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress. Students scoring
below the basic fourth grade level were
unable to read a simple children’s
book. That is our fourth graders.

The problem is that we see that in
math as well as in reading. So we know
that the fastest growing programs in
our colleges are remediation. We know
that our kids are not testing well when
it comes to basic proficiencies. The
question then comes up, how well do
our kids perform when we compare
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them to international standards? Or
how well do our kids measure up to
kids in other industrialized countries?
What we find is in study after study,
our kids do not measure up. In the
math and science area, the Third Inter-
national Math and Science Study, we
compared American students with
other students in industrialized coun-
tries. In math and science, we score 18
out of 21.

Who scores higher? The Netherlands,
Sweden, Denmark, Switzerland, Ice-
land, Norway, France, New Zealand,
Australia, Canada, Austria, Slovenia,
Germany, Hungary, Italy, the Russian
Federation, Lithuania, the Czech Re-
public, and then we have the United
States. We are seeing enough symp-
toms that are saying we do have an
education recession in America. An
education recession does not say that
all of our kids are doing poorly. What
it does say is that we are leaving too
many of our young people behind and
we are leaving them behind in an area
where we cannot afford to leave any
child behind.

We have to have every young person
in America developed to their fullest
potential. We cannot afford to leave
any child behind. Not only can we not
afford it, but more importantly it is
not the right thing to do. The right
thing to do is to make sure that every
one of our young people has the oppor-
tunity to succeed through the learning
process.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations for the
Department of Education, we have had
the opportunity to travel around the
country to gather these statistics but
also to take a look at educational pro-
grams that work and educational pro-
grams that do not. I will talk a little
bit about those a little bit later, but
going out into the grassroots and tak-
ing a look at our kids, our schools, our
teachers and meeting with administra-
tors and parents, we see lots of exciting
things happening in education. But I
am also tasked with taking a look at
what is going on in the Department of
Education, and is the Department of
Education fostering innovation? Is the
Department fostering excellence in our
educational system?
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In some cases, it is a barrier.

If we take a look at this chart right
here, it does again give us some reason
to be concerned. The title of the chart
is ‘““‘Show me the money.”” The problem
is that we in Congress allocate and ap-
propriate money to the different agen-
cies. One of those agencies is the De-
partment of Education.

The Department of Education, let me
just scale it for you, is about a $40 bil-
lion agency. That is how much we give
the Department roughly each and
every year to help administer and to
help our kids at a local level achieve
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their educational goals. In addition to
that, they manage a loan portfolio of
about $100 billion. So it is about a $140
billion agency.

The disturbing thing is that for the
last 2 years, this agency has not been
able to get a clean audit from the inde-
pendent auditors that come in and take
a look at this agency, look at its num-
bers, look at its policies and procedures
to determine whether how they report
the money being spent is actually the
way that the money is spent.

They said, we looked at your books,
we looked at what you said, we looked
at your procedures, and, by taking a
look at your procedures, we have
reached the conclusion that we do not
have a high degree of confidence that
what you are reporting is actually the
way that the money is being spent in
the Department of Education. You
have failed your audit.

The disappointing thing is that the
Department of Education is one of only
nine significant organizations in the
Executive Branch that has been unable
to get a clean audit. Other departments
include the Department of Treasury,
the Department of Justice, the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Department of
Agriculture, EPA, HUD, OPM and AID.
Nine agencies cannot get a clean audit.

I came from the private sector, and I
agree with something that the Vice
President said in 1993, in a book that
he prepared, he said creating a govern-
ment that works better and costs less.
It is a report of the National Perform-
ance Review, authored, or at least
given credit to, by Vice President
GORE. In this document he says, ‘“‘In
other words, if a publicly traded cor-
poration Kkept its books the way the
Federal Government does, the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission would
close it down immediately.” It would
close it down immediately.

Now, we are not going to do that
with the Department of Education. We
cannot do that with the Department of
Education, and we do not want to do
that with the Department of Edu-
cation. But I do believe it is time for
this Congress and I believe it is time
for the American people to demand
some accountability for the $40 billion,
some of the most important money
that we spend in Washington, to de-
mand some accountability to the De-
partment of Education and say where
is that money going and how are you
spending it?

We do know that in an environment
where the auditors say we cannot give
you a clean audit, we do know that in
the private sector, that sends off the
red flags and sets off the alarm bells,
and it says there is a reason to be con-
cerned here, because if they do not
have the proper procedures or they do
not have the proper control mecha-
nisms in place, what you have done is
created an environment that is ripe for
waste, fraud and abuse.
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So over the last year we have gone
back, along with General Accounting
Office and the Inspector General at the
Department of Education, and said is
there any waste or fraud within the De-
partment of Education? Help us explore
what is going on within the Depart-
ment of Education, to let us know
whether there are examples of waste,
fraud and abuse.

The disappointing thing is the an-
swer has come back a resounding yes.
Let me give you some examples.

The first one is not a big example, ex-
cept that it dramatically impacted the
lives of 39 young people in America.
Congratulations, you are not a winner.
As taxpayers in America and as the
Federal Government, we have decided
we are going to reward young people
who excel by giving them a Jacob Jav-
its scholarship, which pays for 4 years
of graduate school. It recognizes their
achievement and it recognizes the
achievement of their undergraduate
schools in preparing them for graduate
work.

Earlier this year we notified 39 young
people that they had won the Jacob
Javits scholarship. Two days later,
after these kids were excited, called
home, called mom and dad and said,
‘“‘Hey, we won, isn’t that great,” I just
dropped my daughter off at college this
fall and I can tell you how excited I
would be if I knew she had won a 4-year
scholarship. Parents were excited, the
undergraduate schools were excited be-
cause it recognized they had been suc-
cessful and they were being recognized
for their contributions and their suc-
cess. The only problem was, 2 days
later the Department of Education had
to call them back and say, sorry, we
called the wrong 39 young people.

Failing proofreading. In September
1999, remember, this is an agency that
has a $100 billion loan portfolio, they
send their forms out where kids apply
for additional financial aid. 3.5 million
forms printed, 3.5 million forms printed
incorrectly. The taxpayers in America,
young people, lose $720,000.

Dead and loving it. The Department
of Education, when they give loans,
they recognize if a young person be-
comes disabled or if they pass away,
that it would be unrealistic for us to
expect to collect on that loan. We for-
gave $77 million in student loans. That
is good news for those young people. It
is even better news when they recog-
nize that they were not disabled and
they had not died.

A theft ring within the Department
of Education. Because they did not
have the proper controls in place, they
had a purchasing agent who could
order electronic equipment, including a
61-inch color TV, including Gateway
computers, including VCRs, printers
and the like, ordered $330,000 worth of
equipment. She could certify that the
materials had been received at the De-
partment of Education, certify that
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they should be paid for. Only one prob-
lem, they were not delivered to the De-
partment of Education, they were de-
livered around to individual homes
around the Washington, D.C. area. All
done through the phone guy. What was
in it for the phone guy? The phone guy
got paid $660,000 for overtime that he
did not work.

We provide one other program that
says we are going to help school dis-
tricts that have a big Federal installa-
tion that kind of eats up their tax base,
we call it Impact Aid. Again, because
we do not have the computer security
in place, this summer, when a school
district was supposed to receive its Im-
pact Aid funds, we had someone, we are
not quite sure because it is still under
investigation, but what we do know is
$1.9 million did not go to two schools
on Indian reservations in South Da-
kota, but it went into personal ac-
counts here in Washington, D.C., and in
this case they were caught by the car
guy.

The car salesman caught this, be-
cause an individual went in to a Chevy
dealer here in Maryland, and they
wanted to buy a Corvette. The alarm
bells went off for the car salesman, be-
cause he did a credit check on the per-
son buying the Corvette. The credit
check did not balance out. The guy
called the FBI, and, rather than get-
ting a Corvette, the person trying to
buy the Corvette ended up with a date
with the FBI. That is how we found
out; not through the procedures at the
Department of Education, but because
the car guy called the FBI and said this
does not check out.

All of this is in a context today
where we recognize we want to invest
in our kids.

I am glad to see my colleague from
Wisconsin has joined us.

Again, I am saying we do not want to
not invest in our kids, but what we are
saying is if we are going to invest in
our kids, or if we are going to invest in
other areas, whether it is in Treasury,
Justice, Defense or Agriculture, let us
make sure there is accountability. We
need to make sure that when an Amer-
ican taxpayer sends their money to
Washington, that we hold that money
in trust for them and we spend the
money wisely.

I will yield to my colleague from
Wisconsin to talk a little bit about
where we are going with spending pro-
grams, and perhaps some areas where
we have some concerns.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding. I
notice the gentleman is here talking
about how a lot of the money coming
to Washington through our Federal tax
dollars is getting wasted, it is getting
misappropriated, there is actual fraud
involved. So I thought that would be a
fitting topic to discuss, what is the fu-
ture?

As we go into this coming election, it
is very important, as we look at the
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waste, the fraud and the abuse, of how
our taxpayer dollars are being spent
here in Washington, it is important to
take a look at what our two Presi-
dential candidates are proposing with
respect to spending the surplus from
now for the next decade when they ac-
tually are in the oval office.

I think it is important that we note,
there is a huge surplus. It is not just a
Social Security surplus. We have a
giant non-Social Security surplus, al-
most over $5 trillion, coming into
Washington over the next 10 years. As
we take a look at this surplus, we are
going back to our districts, talking to
our constituents. When I go home to
Wisconsin, my constituents tell me,
first pay off the national debt, stop
raiding the Social Security trust fund,
fix the problems we have with Medi-
care, and if we are still overpaying our
taxes, make sure we can have some of
our money back, rather than spending
it on new money in Washington.

These are the priorities that I am
hearing as I am traveling back, and I
think a lot of people are seeing this
around the country.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will just yield, I think you are helping
us get the language right. A lot of peo-
ple in Washington are talking about
this as a Washington surplus, meaning
that this is Washington’s money. I
think the gentleman has been very
careful to point out this is not a Wash-
ington surplus, but this is a tax sur-
plus. We are collecting more in taxes
than what we need to run the Federal
Government, so this is an overtax-
ation. This is not just Washington’s
money.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. That is
right. It is not Washington’s money, it
is America’s money. As we take a look
at this, let us take a look at the two
different proposals being pushed right
now by the two different Presidential
candidates. I have here sort of an ap-
ples to apples comparison of the Gore
budget and the Bush budget plan for
America, should either of these two
men become President of the United
States.

When you take a look at the Gore
budget, and this chart shows the sur-
plus dollar, how each candidate plans
to divide up every dollar of surplus
coming from taxpayers to Washington.
Well, it is not a question of whether
you cut taxes or pay down the national
debt; it is now a question of whether
you cut taxes or spend the money in
Washington.

Take a look at the pie over to my
right, which is the Gore budget. Of
every single surplus dollar, Vice Presi-
dent GORE is proposing to spend 46
cents, 46 cents of every surplus dollar
coming from income tax overpay-
ments, to be spent in Washington on
new government programs on these
Federal agencies. That is compared to
George Bush’s plan to spend 6 cents, 6
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cents, of every surplus dollar in Wash-
ington on other programs here on Fed-
eral agencies.

It is a huge difference. It is $2.1 tril-
lion, about half of the surplus, the Vice
President is proposing to keep in Wash-
ington and spend on government agen-
cies, compared to Governor Bush’s plan
to spend $278 billion.

But it goes beyond that. Mr. Bush
has often been criticized for not paying
down the debt. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. If you take a look
Governor Bush’s plan, he is actually
dedicating 58 cents of the surplus dol-
lar for the next 10 years towards shor-
ing up Social Security and Medicare
and paying off our national debt, to the
tune of we will pay off the national
debt in 12 years.

Vice President GORE? He says not so
much should go to debt reduction, So-
cial Security and Medicare. He wants
to dedicate 36 cents of the surplus dol-
lar toward those goals.

Where is the difference? Mr. Bush is
proposing 29 cents of our surplus dollar
to go back to the people it came from,
the taxpayers; by eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty, by eliminating the
death tax, by making health care more
affordable through health care tax
cuts, those kinds of things, making the
tax code fairer for all Americans.

The Vice President is proposing a net
tax cut of 7 cents, meaning Americans
are projected to send a lot of extra
money over to pay their taxes for the
next 10 years, to the tune of about $5
trillion. The Vice President is saying,
let us give them 7 cents on the dollar
back, and we will keep the money in
Washington; 46 cents we will keep and
spend, we will dedicate 36 cents to pay-
ing off the debt, shoring up Social Se-
curity and Medicare.

It is a completely different vision
than what Governor Bush is proposing.
He is saying his number one priority in
the budget, pay down the debt, shore
up Social Security and Medicare. Then,
if people are still overpaying their
taxes, give them their money back by
reducing their tax bite. Take less out
of the paychecks in Washington, rather
than spending the money in Wash-
ington, which is precisely what Vice
President GORE is proposing.

If you take a look the sum of the to-
tals, as we examine these Federal agen-
cies, the waste and the fraud and abuse
that is occurring in these Federal agen-
cies, Vice President GORE wants to fuel
the flames. He wants to spend $2.1 tril-
lion of the hard-earned surplus in
Washington on new programs and other
Federal agencies.
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Compared to Bush’s proposal to
spend $278 billion. So it is not a ques-
tion of paying off the debt or cutting
taxes. It is a question of paying off the
debt, reducing taxes, or spending the
money in Washington. And I think if
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our constituents were faced with a
choice of, after we pay off the debt, do
we want to keep the money in Wash-
ington or do we want to have it back in
our pocket, we think the people want
to have it back in their pocket, and
that is what the Bush plan is.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, we have been joined
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
SCHAFFER). Put the chart back up that
talks about the 6 cents in new spending
that Governor Bush is talking about
versus the 45 cents that the Vice Presi-
dent is talking about. The one thing
that I think we have recognized, and
the gentleman from Colorado served on
the Subcommittee on Oversight and In-
vestigations with me, we believe that
there is tremendous leverage in the
money that we are already spending,
that there are ways to reform the way
that we are spending the money.

Again, as an example, the Depart-
ment of Education could get much
more of a bang for our buck. And
maybe the gentleman from Colorado
would care to comment on some of the
reforms that we are proposing, besides
just being able to audit the books. I
would think that just by having a
clean set of books and knowing where
our money is going, we could leverage
significantly. But also the programs
and the plans that we have, Straight
A’s, Dollars to the Classroom, regu-
latory flexibility.

I yield to the gentleman from Colo-
rado.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, spend-
ing the money that the taxpayers send
to Washington more wisely is always a
goal, and a goal to which Republicans
seem to be more deeply devoted to than
our friends on the Democrat side of the
aisle. We can see that from the budget
suggestions made by the two presi-
dential candidates. Vice President
GORE would propose to spend more
money. We contend that we can meet
many of the needs that the Vice Presi-
dent has in mind, but we can do it not
by spending more of the people’s
money; we can do it by spending the
money we currently do spend more
wisely, and spend it in a way that is
much smarter.

Before I get to some of the specifics
on how we can do that in education, I
want to point out the overall impact,
not just on how we divvy up these two
equivalent pies of projected surplus
revenue, but there is also a secondary
impact we have to consider and that is
the impact on the economy. Because
spending more and more money in
Washington, D.C., really is not the best
way to stimulate positive economic
growth. That is really the second part
of the story.

The point is the tax relief. If we real-
ly can reduce taxes on the American
people by 29 cents, versus the measly 7
cents that the Vice President has pro-
posed, what we know is that Americans
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do something better than government
with money. They spend it wisely.
They invest it wisely. They create
more jobs. They create more wealth.
And that is what we learned through-
out economic history in America.

Tax relief actually allows us to pay
down debt more quickly and allows us
to do it in a more powerful way where
Americans enjoy more freedom. So we
want to do what Americans do all the
time with their family budgets, and
that is count every penny.

The gentleman mentioned the U.S.
Department of Education.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I was
going to mention, and neither one of
my colleagues here today were here in
1993. T had the pleasure of serving my
first year here in 1993, and other than
that little blue sliver that is on the
Gore plan of tax relief of 7 cents, the
rest of it or the biggest chunk of it
looks very much like the Clinton plan
of 1993.

If my colleagues remember, if they
were watching Washington, one of the
most sought-after committees in 1993
was Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, because the President
came in and said we are in an economic
crisis here. We have got to what? We
have got to raise taxes so that there is
more money here in Washington, and
then we have to spend it because we
can spend is more wisely.

I think there is a quote to that effect
in Buffalo.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman would yield, I am very
familiar with this quote because 1
think it goes to the different philoso-
phies that are being represented here
in Washington.

Two weeks after the President came
right behind the gentleman there and
gave the State of the Union address
last year, where he talked about how
we are going to use the government
surplus, he went to Buffalo, New York,
and talked to a packed crowd of tens of
thousands of people. He said, with re-
spect to the government surplus, the
people’s surplus, he said, quote, ‘“We
could give you your money back, but
we would not be sure that you would
spend it right,”” end quote.

Well, therein lies the philosophy. The
people’s money is spent right, so long
as they spend their own money. The be-
lief here in Washington, shared by
President Clinton and Vice President
GORE, is that we here in Washington
know how to spend the people’s money
better than they do. There is a dif-
ferent school of thought; there is a dif-
ferent philosophy which we share that
people know how to spend their own
money better. People know how to
take care of their children, their grand-
parents, their parents much better
than some distant bureaucrats in
Washington do.

So these two pie charts here, the vi-
sions, the blueprints about how to
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divvy up the surplus, they are more
than just numbers, more than just
budgets. They are twin visions. They
are two different visions.

The Gore vision here on how to treat
the surplus is to spend the bulk of the
money in Washington. Spend the bulk
of our families’ budgets in Washington
on more programs, on more agencies so
that Washington can try and come up
with a solution to solve the problems
in our lives.

The different vision, the Bush vision
proposed in the Bush plan is to pay
down our debts so our children and
grandchildren can inherit a debt-free
Nation from our efforts. And as people
are still overpaying their taxes, here is
the critical part, do not think that
Washington can spend money better
than people can. Give people their
money back and make the Tax Code
much more fair and simpler so that
they can move on and live and grow
businesses and raise their families.

So the vision here is very stark. It is
very different. The Gore vision: spend
the money in Washington, keep it in
Washington, pay off the debt at a slow-
er pace. If we actually add these num-
bers up, this $2.1 trillion spending in-
crease that the Vice President is pro-
posing, it is the largest proposed spend-
ing increase in the Federal Govern-
ment in 30 years. Not since Lyndon
Johnson has a spending increase been
proposed. It is so large that if we add it
all up, it forces the Vice President to
go and raid the Social Security trust
fund by $906 billion. He spends so much
money, it is over $906 billion.

The answer then is either dip into
Social Security or raise taxes if we
want to satisfy all of the Vice Presi-
dent’s spending desires. That is not
what the Bush plan is doing. That is
not what we are trying to get done.
Pay off the debt, shore up Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and as people are
continuing to overpay their taxes, give
them their money back rather than
spend it on new programs in Wash-
ington. That is the difference in visions
that these two alternatives present.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, again
reclaiming my time, I think my col-
league from Colorado is going to talk a
little bit about the difference in vision
on education, which I think is very
much the same thing. What we see here
in front of us is one that is a Wash-
ington-based plan versus one that says
we are going to take care of business
here in Washington, which is paying
down the debt.

But other than that, we are going to
give the money back to the American
people who sent it here in the first
place. We are going to trust them. I
think it is very similar to the dif-
ferences that we have here envisioned
in where we are going to go with edu-
cation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.
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Mr. SCHAFFER. Start with our Dol-
lars to the Classroom philosophy and
the legislation that we have pushed as
one of our top education priorities and
let us use that example by comparing
how an American taxpayer would spend
their money versus how Washington
currently spends its money on edu-
cation today.

If a taxpayer, who is represented by
the blue sections of the chart, and
where we think surplus money ought to
go, versus the Vice President, which is
next to nothing, let us suppose that
taxpayer would want to budget that
tax savings for a new washing machine.
That family would expect that 100 per-
cent of the money they budget for the
washing machine would go to the ac-
tual purchase of the washing machine.

But in Washington when we say edu-
cation is a high priority, somehow peo-
ple in Washington are just content to
see only 60 percent of the money budg-
eted for education actually ever make
it to a classroom. Now that is a huge
distinction in how Americans view fis-
cal responsibility versus how govern-
ment views fiscal responsibility. Re-
publicans have a different way.

Clinton and GORE, they have been in
the White House now for 8 years. They
have had their opportunity to try to
use the money that the Americans
have sent here and spend it wisely, and
we share their sincerity that we want
to help children. But we are not for all
the waste that for 8 years they have
been willing to endure and sustain.

Sixty percent out of every education
dollar is all that makes it to a child’s
classroom. Our goal is to tell the De-
partment of Education, ‘“We do not
care how difficult it is. We do not care
about your silly rules, your silly regu-
lations, your old ways of doing busi-
ness, the status quo over there in that
nice office building. We demand that 95
percent of every dollar spent on edu-
cation get to a child, get to a class-
room. We will give you the 5 percent
for overhead and administrative
costs.” That is what most other char-
ities spend for overhead. The Federal
Government ought to be held to the
same standard that Americans insist
on on a day-by-day basis.

Wasting cash, hemorrhaging money,
maybe that is the way the Clinton-
Gore regime is inclined to spend money
and they feel comfortable with that.
We have a different way, and we are
fortunate that we have a governor in
Texas that has shown real leadership
and he will join us, given the oppor-
tunity.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
think we know how and why we lose 45
to 60 cents when we create a program
here in Washington. There have been
hundreds since we have been here.
They were here when we got here, but
there are hundreds of programs.
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We have to tell a local school district
that, hey, we have a program for this
to buy computers, a technology pro-
gram. So we pass a program. The Edu-
cation Department has to notify these
school districts. These school districts
then have to apply for the money. So
they have to go through the process of
filling out these forms. We then have
the people within the Department of
Education who sort these applications
out and say this group over here gets
them and, sorry, you do not. So we
send a check to this local school dis-
trict.

That local school district then has to
track that money. So if it is coming in
for technology, they have to segregate
that money, they have got to make
sure that it is spent on computers and
nothing else, technology. They then
send the forms back to the Department
of Education and say, yes, we spent it
on exactly what this program was for.
And then the Department of Education
knows that they cannot trust those
people at the local level, so they send
their auditors in to make sure that the
way the money was reported spent is
actually the way the money was spent.

It is kind of interesting, I have
talked to some of my school districts
who have gone through an audit by the
Department of Education. They say it
is absolutely brutal. They have to doc-
ument every penny, every dime, and all
of this. And these are the people that
know our kids’ names. And they are
going through this process when we
have a Department of Education that
cannot keep its own books here in
Washington.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, it is
an unfortunate tragedy that in 1998,
the U.S. Department of Education
could not audit its books. We are con-
cerned now about the inability of the
Department to pass an audit of their
Department. But in 1998, the books
were so poorly managed, the finances
were so badly mismanaged, that they
could not even audit the books. The
documents were not even in an
auditable state, let alone letting us get
to the point of finding out where the
money really went.

We have managed to improve things
slightly, only so that we know now
that the U.S. Department of Education
fails those audits when we can actually
sit down and add the money up.

So our goal is for financial account-
ability and responsibility. We want to
manage the funds that are spent today.
If we can get that 40 cents back that
today is squandered and wasted and
misdirected away from children’s class-
rooms, we do not need the new spend-
ing. We can actually increase the
amount of money spent on children
without increasing one dime, the
amount of money budgeted for edu-
cation, just by cutting out the waste
fraud and abuse in the Department of
Education.
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I have an education advisory board
which consists of parents, teachers,
school board members, administrators,
superintendents from all around south-
ern Wisconsin; and I am always asking
them for ideas, asking them what
kinds of reforms do they think Wash-
ington needs to make their job better,
to help them improve the quality of
education in southern Wisconsin.

Does my colleague know what they
always say? Get off of our backs. The
fact that Washington only sends 6
cents of the education dollar that is
spent on education in all of our school
districts, but promulgates over 50 per-
cent of the regulations is astounding.
Six cents on the dollar come from
Washington; 94 cents on average are
coming from local property taxes and
local and State money. Yet over half of
the unfunded mandates are imposed
from Washington on our local school
districts.

What astounds me is that just in my
area of Wisconsin that I come from, we
have school districts that have very in-
teresting and unique problems. Racine,
Wisconsin, has school district problems
that are so unique to those in Beloit,
Wisconsin, or those in Janesville, Wis-
consin, but let alone the problems that
may exist in Harlem or in L.os Angeles
or in New Mexico. In this kind of coun-
try, in a vast and differing Nation, to
subject our school districts to one-size-
fits-all, cookie-cutter solutions where
we give them a little bit of the money,
but all of the mandates. It is strangling
our schools and strangling innovation.

I see that we are running out of time,
but I think it is very important to
point out they do not have all the an-
swers in Washington. And in fact when
we try to inflict these answers on our
local school districts, we are doing
more harm than good in many cases.
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Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) for joining me this afternoon. I
mean there are two different visions
here; there is a Washington-based vi-
sion and there is a local vision. We are
focused on the local vision.

—————

REGARDING UNSUBSTANTIATED
SENSATIONAL ALLEGATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the minority leader.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, as Mem-
bers of Congress, we have a responsi-
bility to exercise oversight over a wide
range of issues. This is one of our most
fundamental obligations, and it in-
cludes investigating potential prob-
lems, both in the executive branch and
the private sector.
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Mr. Speaker, along with that respon-
sibility comes extraordinary power. We
have the power to require citizens to
come before us and respond to detailed
questions about their lives. We have
the power to require citizens to provide
us with their most sensitive personal
information, including their bank
records, telephone logs and diaries.

And when we make allegations about
the conduct of citizens, our statements
are broadcast on television and radio
and printed in newspapers all across
the country. We thus have the power to
permanently tarnish individuals’ rep-
utations. So it is essential that when
we fulfill our responsibilities to inves-
tigate, we investigate responsibly and
be accountable for what we do.

When we make a serious charge
about an individual’s conduct, we
should be certain of the accuracy of
our accusation. If we later learn of in-
formation that refutes that charge, we
ought to correct the record. And when
we harm individuals by making
charges that are wrong, we ought to
apologize.

Wen Ho Lee has been in the news a
lot recently. Many Members of Con-
gress have been justly critical of the ir-
reparable damage that has been done
to his reputation. No one should be
subject to unfounded smears by govern-
ment officials. But, unfortunately, over
the past several years, a pattern has
emerged in which Members of Congress
have done just that.

Members of Congress have repeatedly
made sensational public allegations
against individual American citizens.
Many of these initial allegations have
received widespread coverage in the
media. Further investigation, however,
often has shown that the allegations
are unsupported by the facts. And when
the facts eventually do emerge, the
news media inevitably gives little at-
tention to the truth, and the public
record is rarely corrected.

Let me give you an example: In June
1997, former Representative Gerald Sol-
omon, the chairman of the House Rules
Committee claimed he had ‘‘evidence’”
from a government source that John
Huang, the former Commerce Depart-
ment official and Democratic National
Committee fund-raiser, had ‘‘com-
mitted economic espionage and
breached our national security.”

This allegation of espionage was very
serious. It amounted to a claim of trea-
son, the most serious accusation that
can be brought against an American. It
was reported on national television and
in newspapers across the country.

But it turns out that that allegation
was based on nothing more than gossip
at a reception. When the FBI inter-
viewed Mr. Solomon about this allega-
tion, he told the FBI that he was told
by a Senate staffer at a Capitol Hill re-
ception that the staffer ‘‘received con-
firmation, that ‘a Department of Com-
merce employee had passed classified
information to a foreign government.’”’
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According to the FBI interview
notes, the Senate staffer did not say
that the employee was John Huang,
nor did he say that information went
to China. Representative Solomon did
not know who the staffer was.

In a second interview with the FBI,
Representative Solomon recalled that
what the staffer said to him was, ‘‘Con-
gressman, you might like to know that
you were right there was someone at
Commerce giving out information.”

Again, in this interview, Representa-
tive Solomon told the FBI that he did
not know the name of the staffer who
made this comment. In fact, the only
way Mr. Solomon could identify the
staffer was to describe him as ‘‘a male
in his 30s or 40s, approximately 5 feet,
10 inches tall with brownish hair.”

Mr. Speaker, here is another exam-
ple: In June 1999, Representative DAN
BURTON issued a press release accusing
Defense Department officials, includ-
ing Colonel Raymond A. Willson of at-
tempting to tamper with the computer
of a committee witness, Dr. Peter
Leitner, of the Defense Threat Reduc-

tion Agency, sometimes known as
DTRA.
Mr. BURTON alleged, ‘‘While Dr.

Leitner was telling my committee
about the retaliation he suffered for
bringing his concerns to his superiors
and Congress, his supervisor was trying
to secretly access his computer. This
smacks of mob tactics.”” He further
commented, ‘“‘George Orwell couldn’t
have dreamed this up.”

But Colonel Willson did not tamper
with Dr. Leitner’s computer; both the
committee and the Air Force Office of
Special Investigations conducted inves-
tigations and found that Colonel
Willson had done nothing improper.

It turns out that the incident at issue
was nothing more than a routine effort
to obtain files in the witness’ computer
that were necessary to complete an al-
ready overdue project.

I regret to say that I am unaware of
any public apology by Mr. BURTON or
Mr. Solomon for making these sensa-
tional allegations about Colonel
Willson or Mr. Huang.

Now, it is true that Mr. Huang has
admitted involvement in conduit cam-
paign contributions between 1992 and
1994, but Members of Congress should
be accountable for their allegations re-
gardless of whether the individual tar-
geted has committed other
wrongdoings.

There have been many others who
have been the target of unsubstan-
tiated claims by Members of Congress,
and who have yet to receive a public
apology. Many of these allegations
have focused on individuals in the ad-
ministration. I believe that this pat-
tern reflects a significant abuse of the
serious powers that have been en-
trusted to us.

I asked my staff to compile a report
on unsubstantiated sensational allega-
tions that have been made over the
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past few years. This report describes 25
of the most widely publicized of such
allegations, as well as the facts that
have been uncovered regarding the al-
legations.

Mr. Speaker, I will enter this report
into the RECORD at the conclusion of
my remarks.

I would like to take this opportunity
today to set the record straight about
at least some of the many wild claims
that have been made.

One of these allegations involves a
very sad incident in 1993, in which Dep-
uty White House Counsel Vince Foster
was found dead in a nearby park. In
1994 and 1995, Mr. BURTON suggested nu-
merous times on the floor of the House
that Mr. Foster had been murdered and
that his murder was related to the in-
vestigation into President and Hillary
Clinton’s involvement in the White-
water land deal.

Mr. BURTON’s allegations have been
repeatedly repudiated.

On August 10, 1993, the United States
Park Police announced the following
conclusions of its investigation: ‘‘Our
investigation has found no evidence of
foul play. The information gathered
from associates, relatives and friends
provide us with enough evidence to
conclude that Mr. Foster was anxious
about his work and he was distressed to
the degree that he took his own life.”

On June 30, 1994, Independent Counsel
Robert Fiske issued his report stating
that ‘‘the overwhelming weight of the
evidence compels the conclusion that
Vincent Foster committed suicide.”

More recently, on October 10, 1997,
Independent Counsel Ken Starr con-
cluded ‘‘the available evidence points
clearly to suicide as the manner of
death.” No further statements have
been made by Representative BURTON
who made the allegation of foul play or
murder.

Let us turn to another allegation. In
June 1996, Representative BURTON
claimed that the White House had im-
properly obtained FBI files of promi-
nent Republicans and that these files
“were going to be used for dirty polit-
ical tricks in the future.”

Committee Republicans also released
a report suggesting that the files were
being used by the Clinton administra-
tion to compile a ‘‘hit list’’ or an ‘‘en-
emies list.” Just yesterday, a Member
of the Republican House leadership
again referred to this charge on a na-
tionally syndicated radio program, but
these allegations have been thoroughly
investigated by the Office of the Inde-
pendent Counsel and repudiated.

The Independent Counsel had been
charged with examining whether An-
thony Marceca, a former White House
detailee, senior White House officials,
or Mrs. Clinton had engaged in illegal
conduct relating to these files.

According to the report of the Inde-
pendent Counsel Robert Ray in March
2000, ‘‘neither Anthony Marceca nor
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any senior White House official or
First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton en-
gaged in criminal conduct to obtain
through fraudulent means derogatory
information about former White House
staff.”

The Independent Counsel also con-
cluded that “Mr. Marceca’s alleged
criminal conduct did not reflect a con-
spiracy within the White House,” and
stated that Mr. Marceca was truthful
when he testified that ‘‘no senior White
House official, or Mrs. Clinton, was in-
volved in requesting FBI background
reports for improper partisan advan-
tage.”

The next allegation I am going to de-
scribe has occupied the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform for the
past 4 years. Beginning in 1996, Rep-
resentative BURTON and other Repub-
lican leaders suggested that there was
a conspiracy between the Chinese Gov-
ernment and the Clinton administra-
tion to violate Federal campaign fi-
nance laws and improperly influence
the outcome of the 1996 Presidential
election.

In a February 1997 interview on na-
tional television, Mr. BURTON stated if
the White House or anybody connected
with the White House was selling or
giving information to the Chinese in
exchange for political contributions,
then we have to look into it, because
that is a felony, and you’re selling this
country’s security, economic security
or whatever to a Communist power.

Then on the House floor in June 1997,
Representative BURTON alleged a ‘‘mas-
sive” Chinese conspiracy. He said we
are investigating a possible massive
scheme of funneling millions of dollars
of foreign money into the U.S. elec-
toral system. We are investigating al-
legations that the Chinese Government
at the highest levels decided to infil-
trate our political system.

Although the House Committee on
Government Reform to date has spent 4
years and over $8 million investigating
these allegations, no evidence was pro-
vided to the committee to substantiate
the claim that the administration was
‘“‘selling or giving information to the
Chinese in exchange for political con-
tributions,” and no evidence was pro-
vided to the committee that the Chi-
nese Government carried out a ‘‘mas-
sive scheme’ to influence the election
of President Clinton.
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In August 1997, several Republican
leaders called for an independent coun-
sel to investigate allegations that
Former Secretary Hazel O’Leary had in
effect ‘‘shaken down’’ Democratic
donor Johnny Chung by requiring him
to make a donation to the charity
Africare as a precondition to a meeting
with her. For example, on national tel-
evision, Republican National Com-
mittee Chairman Jim Nicholson stated,
“We need independent investigation
made of people like Hazel O’Leary.”
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But it turns out there was no such
misconduct by Secretary O’Leary. A
Department of Justice investigation
found ‘‘no evidence that Mrs. O’Leary
had anything to do with the solicita-
tion of the charitable donation.” In
fact, it turned out that Secretary
O’Leary’s first contact with Mr. Chung
occurred after Mr. Chung had made his
contribution, making the allegation
factually impossible.

Another allegation. On national tele-
vision in September 1997, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) sug-
gested that the Clinton administration
was engaging in an abuse of power by
using the Internal Revenue Service,
the IRS, to retaliate against the Presi-
dent’s political enemies.

The Washington Times also quoted
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) as stating, ‘“‘One case might be a
coincidence. Two cases might be a co-
incidence. But what are the chances of
this entire litany of people, all of
whom have an adversarial relationship
with the President, being audited?”
That was his quote.

These remarks by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) concerned
allegations that the IRS was auditing
conservative groups and individuals for
political purposes. According to these
allegations, several nonprofit tax-ex-
empt organizations that supported po-
sitions different from those of the Clin-
ton administration were being audited
while other organizations favoring
policies of the Clinton administration
were not.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
conducted a 3-year bipartisan inves-
tigation of these allegations. In March,
2000, the committee reported that it
had found no evidence of politically
motived IRS audits. Specifically, the
bipartisan report found there was ‘‘no
credible evidence that tax-exempt or-
ganizations were selected for examina-
tion, or that the IRS altered the man-
ner in which examinations of tax-ex-
empt organizations were conducted,
based on the views espoused by the or-
ganizations or individuals related to
the organization.”

Further, the report found ‘‘no cred-
ible evidence of intervention by Clin-
ton administration officials (including
Treasury Department and White House
officials) in the selection of (or the fail-
ure to select) tax-exempt organizations
for examination.” Another allegation
that was made that was not substan-
tiated and, when the facts came out,
were not supported by those facts.

Another example. In October of 1997,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) held a hearing in the Committee
on Government Reform in which he
said he would produce evidence of ‘‘bla-
tantly illegal activity by a senior na-
tional party official” in the Demo-
cratic National Committee. The star
witness at that hearing, David Wang,
alleged that the then DNC official John
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Huang had solicited a conduit con-
tribution from him in person in Los
Angeles on August 16, 1996.

But it was not John Huang who had
solicited Mr. Wang. Credit card
records, affidavits, and other evidence
conclusively demonstrated that Mr.
Huang had been in New York, not Los
Angeles, on the day in question. Demo-
cratic fund-raiser Charlie Trie subse-
quently appeared before the committee
and acknowledged that it had been he
and an individual named Antonio Pan,
not Mr. Huang, who had solicited the
conduit contribution.

Members of the committee have re-
peatedly asked that the committee of-
ficially correct the record on this mat-
ter because of this false charge against
Mr. Huang, but the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON) has refused to do
S0.

Another example. In October 1997,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) also appeared on national tele-
vision and suggested that the White
House had deliberately altered video-
tapes of Presidential fund-raising
events. On CBS’s ‘‘Face the Nation”,
he said, ‘“We think maybe some of
those tapes may have been cut off in-
tentionally, they’ve been, you know,
altered in some way.”” He also said that
he might hire lip readers to examine
the tapes to figure out what was being
said on the tapes.

Well, investigations by the House
Committee on Government Reform and
the Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, however, including review by a
technical expert hired by the Senate
committee, produced no evidence of
any tampering with the tapes.

My colleagues might remember some
of these examples because they all were
prominently mentioned in the press at
the time the allegations were made.

In November 1997, Republican leaders
drew on unsubstantiated reports by
conservative radio talk shows and pub-
lications to accuse the Clinton admin-
istration of selling burial plots in Ar-
lington National Cemetery for cam-
paign contributions. Republican Party
Chairman Jim Nicholson accused the
administration of a despicable political
scheme, and several Republican lead-
ers, including the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON), called for investiga-
tions. Former Representative Gerald
Solomon stated ‘‘this latest outrage is
one more slap in the face of every
American who ever wore the uniform of
their country, who seem to be special
objects of contempt in this administra-
tion.”

The General Accounting Office then
conducted an independent review of the
allegations that waivers to the burial
plot eligibility requirements were
granted in exchange for political con-
tributions. In January 1998, GAO stat-
ed, ‘“We found no evidence in the
records we reviewed to support recent
media reports that political contribu-
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tions have played a role in waiver deci-
sions.”

Further, the GAO said, and I am
quoting again from them, ‘“Where the
records show some involvement or in-
terest in a particular case on the part
of the President, Executive Branch of-
ficials, or Members of Congress or their
staffs, the documents indicate only
such factors as a desire to help a con-
stituent or a conviction that the mer-
its of the person being considered war-
ranted a waiver.”

Another example. In January 1998,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) held 4 days of hearings in the
Committee on Government Reform re-
garding whether campaign contribu-
tions influenced the actions of Sec-
retary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt or
other Department of the Interior offi-
cials with respect to a decision to deny
an Indian gambling application in Hud-
son, Wisconsin. During those hearings,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) alleged that the decision was a po-
litical payoff and that it stinks and
smells.

Well, on August 22, however, Inde-
pendent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce re-
leased the report of her investigation
into the Hudson casino decision. She
found that the allegations of political
payoff were unsubstantiated, con-
cluding from her report, I now quote,
“A full review of the evidence . . . indi-
cates that neither Babbitt nor any gov-
ernment official at Interior or the
White House entered into any sort of
specific and corrupt agreement to in-
fluence the outcome of the Hudson ca-
sino application in return for campaign
contributions to the DNC.”’

The next allegation is not only un-
substantiated, but it involved the inap-
propriate disclosure of very private in-
formation. The allegation concerns
Webster Hubbell, who was Assistant
Attorney General until March 1994.
Prior to that, he was a partner with
Hillary Clinton at the Rose Law Firm
in Littlerock, Arkansas. In December
1994, Mr. Hubbell pled guilty to tax
evasion and mail fraud and went to
prison for 16 months. During his im-
prisonment, Mr. Hubbell’s phone calls
to his friends, family, and lawyers were
routinely taped by prison authorities.
Such taping of phone calls is standard
procedure in Federal prisons.

Well, the tapes of Mr. Hubbell’s
phone calls were turned over to the
Committee on Government Reform. As
the Justice Department advised the
committee, the tapes were protected by
the Privacy Act and were not supposed
to be released publicly. Nevertheless,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) released the document in April of
1998 entitled the ‘‘Hubbell Master Tape
Log’’, which contained what were pur-
ported to be excerpts from these tapes.
It was subsequently revealed that
many of these excerpts were in fact in-
accurate or omitted exculpatory state-
ments by Mr. Hubbell.
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For example, according to the tran-
scripts of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), if Mr. Hubbell had filed a
lawsuit against his former law firm, it
would have ‘‘opened up’’ the First Lady
to allegations, and for this reason Mr.
Hubbell had decided to ‘‘roll over” in
order to protect the First Lady. These
transcripts included a quote of Mrs.
Hubbell saying, ‘‘you are opening Hil-
lary up to all of this’’, and Mr. Hubbell
responding, ‘‘I will not raise those alle-
gations that might open it up to Hil-
lary”’, and ‘“So, I need to roll over one
more time.”” These quotes were taken
from a 2-hour conversation between the
Hubbells.

The ‘‘Hubbell Master Tape Log”’,
however, omitted a later portion of the
same conversation that exonerates the
First Lady. This included the following
remarks exchanged between Mr. Hub-
bell and his wife:

Mr. Hubbell: ‘““‘Okay, Hillary’s not,
Hillary isn’t, the only thing is people
say why didn’t she know what was
going on. And I wish she had never paid
any attention to what was going on in
the firm. That’s the gospel truth. She
just had no idea what was going on.
She didn’t participate in any of this.”

Mrs. Hubbell: “They wouldn’t have
let her if she tried.”

Mr. Hubbell: ‘‘Of course not.”

The ‘“‘Hubbell Master Tape Log’’ of
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) also included a passage in which
Mr. Hubbell allegedly said, ‘‘The Riady
is just not easy to do business with me
while I'm here.” Mr. Riady, by the
way, was a well-known figure in these
campaign contributions that had been
under investigation. In fact, the actual
tape states, ‘““The reality is it’s just not
easy to do business with me while I'm
here.” He misrepresented the word ‘‘re-
ality” for “Riady”’.

Another example, and I want it on
the RECORD in hopes that maybe some-
one will find this RECORD maybe in the
press and report the corrections for
maybe nearly as large as the original
sensational allegations.

In April 1998, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON) sought immunity
from the Committee on Government
Reform for four witnesses: Nancy Lee,
Irene Wu, Larry Huang, and Kent La.
He and other Republican leaders, in-
cluding Speaker Newt Gingrich, al-
leged that these witnesses had impor-
tant information about illegal con-
tributions from the Chinese Govern-
ment during the 1996 elections.

Speaker Gingrich alleged that the
four witnesses would provide informa-
tion on ‘‘a threat to the fabric of our
political system.” The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) alleged that the
witnesses had ‘‘direct knowledge about
how the Chinese Government made il-
legal campaign contributions’” and
stated that the decision regarding
granting immunity ‘‘is about deter-
mining whether American lives have
been put at risk.” That is his quote.
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But after the committee provided
these witnesses with immunity, their
testimony revealed that none had any
knowledge whatsoever about alleged
Chinese efforts to influence American
elections. For example, Mr. Wong’s pri-
mary responsibilities in working for
Democratic donor Noral Lum were to
register voters and serve as a volunteer
cook.

One Member even suggested that the
President could have committed trea-
son. In May 1998, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) made re-
marks on the House floor regarding al-
legations that the political contribu-
tions of the chief executive officer of
Loral Corporation, Bernard Schwartz,
had influenced the President’s decision
to authorize the transfer of certain
technology to China. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) de-
scribed this issue as a, ‘‘Scandal that is
unfolding that I think will dwarf every
scandal that we have seen talked about
on this floor in the past 6 years.” And
said further, ‘“This scandal involves po-
tential treason.”

The Department of Justice examined
the allegations relating to whether
campaign contributions influenced ex-
port control decisions and found them
to be unfounded. In August 1998, Lee
Radek, chief of the department’s public
integrity section, wrote that ‘‘there is
not a scintilla of evidence or informa-
tion that the President was corruptly
influenced by Bernard Schwartz.”
Charles La Bella, then head of the de-
partment’s campaign finance task
force, agreed with Mr. Radek’s assess-
ment that ‘‘this was a matter which
likely did not merit any investiga-
tion.”

I have not heard that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania has given any
apologies.

The House select committee inves-
tigated allegations relating to United
States technology transfer to China
and whether campaign contributions
influenced export control decisions. In
May 1999, the committee findings were
made public. The committee’s bipar-
tisan findings also did not substantiate
the suggestion of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania of treason by the Presi-
dent.

In recent years, some Members have
even engaged in a practice of asking
the Department of Justice to consider
criminal charges against individuals
who have provided testimony that is
inconsistent with Members’ theories,
and I want to go into that, but I do
want to point out that to make a state-
ment that the President of the United
States has committed treason, to make
it on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to have it in the press by
people who are in our government,
elected by their constituents, is a seri-
ous matter. And to find later that a
charge like that was unsubstantiated,
it has got to bother all of us.
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We have had a series of Members,
when they found statements made that
they did not think were what they
wanted to hear, they have sent letters
to the Justice Department and then
they have asked the Justice Depart-
ment to say that those statements and
testimony that were inconsistent with
their views ought to be prosecuted;
they ought to be prosecuted as crimi-
nal matters. I will give some examples.

In September 1998, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH) sent a
criminal referral to the Department of
Justice alleging that White House Dep-
uty Counsel Cheryl Mills provided false
testimony to Congress and obstructed
justice. He told The Washington Post
that there was, ‘‘very strong evidence,”’
that Ms. Mills lied to Congress. But the
claims of the gentleman from Indiana
were based on a run-of-the-mill docu-
ment dispute. Ms. Mills believed that
two documents out of over 27,000 pages
produced to the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight
were not responsive to a request from
the gentleman from Indiana, while the
gentleman from Indiana believed that
the two documents were responsive.

Instead of viewing this disagreement
as a difference in judgment, the gen-
tleman from Indiana charged that Ms.
Mills was obstructing justice and that
she lied to the committee. The Justice
Department investigated the allega-
tions by the gentleman from Indiana
and found them to be without merit.

Over the past several years, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) has
made similar referrals to the Depart-
ment of Justice regarding three other
individuals who testified before the
House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight. Now, not all mis-
taken allegations are made with an in-
tent to intimidate or cause harm. Not
all are made with a knowing disregard
of the facts. Sometimes such allega-
tions simply reflect sloppy investiga-
tive work. But the allegations of Mem-
bers of Congress are not just words.
Publication of such allegations in the
newspaper can cause an individual em-
barrassment in their community.

Can anybody listening to me imagine
an allegation being made about them,
that they committed a crime; how they
would feel; how their reputation might
be tarnished. Defending against an al-
legation can cause individuals to wrack
up thousands, sometimes hundreds of
thousands of dollars in legal fees. Par-
ticularly in light of the powerful im-
pact our words can have on the lives of
individuals, when we learn that our al-
legations are not true, we ought to do
everything we can to remedy the harm
our mistakes have caused.

I am saddened and disturbed at the
pattern we have seen over recent years,
where Members of Congress have failed
to take responsibility for their sensa-
tional claims. Today, I have described
just some examples of the many allega-
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tions that should be corrected. There
are more in this report that I am enter-
ing into the RECORD, and there are ad-
ditional unsubstantiated claims beyond
those that are in this report. I have
spoken today because I believe this
record must be corrected.

The American people have entrusted
the House of Representatives with ex-
traordinary powers. The institution as
a whole suffers when its Members are
not accountable for the exercise of
these powers. The American public
should be able to trust that when we
conduct oversight, we will act respon-
sibly and that we will not impugn the
integrity of others with unsubstan-
tiated attacks. The fact that they are
in a different political party does not
justify that. The fact they may dis-
agree with some of our own political
views does not justify making serious
and unsubstantiated allegations to tar-
nish them.

The least we can do, if we act so irre-
sponsibly to make these kinds of alle-
gations, is to put the facts about such
allegations in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD; and the facts, when they show
the allegations were not true, should
serve as the basis for Members to pub-
licly announce their error.

To accuse someone of treason, to ac-
cuse someone of perjury, to accuse
someone of obstruction of justice, and
then to find those charges were not
true, not even to say you are sorry and
to correct the record and apologize, the
only thing I can say to those Members
who have done that, after all that,
have you no decency?

The least we can do is to correct the
facts, correct the allegations, to make
apologies, even though we all know the
truth never catches up with the lie.
The headline of the front page, which is
the allegation, never gets corrected by
the page 25 story that says that the
original allegation was not true.

Mr. Speaker, the committee report I
referred to earlier is submitted for the
RECORD herewith:

[Prepared for Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Minor-
ity Staff Report, Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, U.S. House of Representa-
tives—September 2000]

UNSUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATIONS OF WRONG-
DOING INVOLVING THE CLINTON ADMINISTRA-
TION
Over the past eight years, Chairman Dan

Burton of the House Government Reform
Committee and other Republican leaders
have repeatedly made sensational allega-
tions of wrongdoing by the Clinton Adminis-
tration. In pursuing such allegations, Chair-
man Burton alone has issued over 900 sub-
poenas; obtained over 2 million pages of doc-
uments; and interviewed, deposed, or called
to testify over 350 witnesses. The estimated
cost to the taxpayer of investigating these
allegations has exceeded $23 million.!

Chairman Burton or other Republicans
have suggested that Deputy White House
Counsel Vince Foster was murdered as part
of a coverup of the Whitewater land deal;

1Footnotes at end of article.
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that the White House intentionally main-
tained an ‘‘enemies list”’ of sensitive FBI
files; that the IRS targeted the President’s
enemies for tax audits; that the White House
may have been involved in ‘‘selling or giving
information to the Chinese in exchange for
political contributions’; that the White
House altered videotapes of White House cof-
fees to conceal wrongdoing; that the Clinton
Administration sold burial plots in Arling-
ton National Cemetery; that prison tape re-
cordings showed that former Associate At-
torney General Webster Hubbell was paid off
for his silence; and that the Attorney Gen-
eral intentionally misled Congress about
Waco.

This report is not intended to suggest that
President Clinton or his Administration
have always acted properly. There have obvi-
ously been instances of mistakes and mis-
conduct that deserve investigation. But fre-
quently the Republican approach—regardless
of the facts—has been ‘‘accuse first, inves-
tigate later.” Further investigation then
often shows the allegations to be unsubstan-
tiated. In fact, FBI interviews showed that
one widely publicized Republican allegation
was based on nothing more than gossip at a
congressional reception.

This approach has done great harm to rep-
utations. The unsubstantiated accusations
have frequently received widespread atten-
tion. For example, Chairman Burton’s alle-
gation regarding White House videotape al-
teration received widespread media cov-
erage. It was reported by numerous tele-
vision news programs, including CBS Morn-
ing News,2 CBS This Morning,3 NBC News at
Sunrise,* NBC’s Today,> ABC World News
Sunday,® CNN Early Prime,” CNN Morning
News,® CNN’s Headline News,® CNN’s Early
Edition,1® Fox’s Morning News,!! and Fox
News Now/Fox In Depth.12 In addition, news-
papers across the country, including the
Washington Post,13 the Las Vegas Review-
Journal,’® the Houston Chronicle,'®> the Com-
mercial Appeal,’® and the Sun-Sentinel,l?
published stores focusing on the allegation.
Two months later, when Senator Fred
Thompson announced that there was no evi-
dence that the videotapes had been doctored,
there was minimal press coverage of his
statement.18

The discussion below examines the facts—
and lack thereof—underlying 25 of the most
highly publicized allegations.

Allegation: During 1994 and 1995, Chairman
Burton suggested numerous times on the
House floor that Deputy White House Coun-
sel Vince Foster had been murdered and that
his murder was related to the investigation
into President and Hillary Clinton’s involve-
ment in the Whitewater land deal.1®

The Facts: Chairman Burton’s allegations
have been repeatedly repudiated.

On August 10, 1993, the United States Park
Police announced the following conclusions
of its investigation: ‘“‘Our investigation has
found no evidence of foul play. The informa-
tion gathered from associates, relatives and
friends provide us with enough evidence to
conclude that ... Mr. Foster was anxious
about his work and he was distressed to the
degree that he took his own life.’’20 On June
30, 1994, Independent Counsel Robert Fiske
issued his report stating that ‘‘[t]he over-
whelming weight of the evidence compels the
conclusion that Vincent Foster com-
mitted suicide.”” 2t

More recently, on October 10, 1997, Inde-
pendent Counsel Ken Starr concluded: ‘‘The
available evidence points clearly to suicide
as the manner of death.’’ 22

Allegation: In 1995 and 1996, Republicans
alleged that the White House fired the em-
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ployees of the White House travel office so
that White House travel business would be
given to Harry Thomason, a political sup-
porter of President Clinton. The Chairman of
the House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight, William F. Clinger, said
he saw the First Lady’s ‘‘fingerprints’ on ef-
forts to cover up and lie about the travel of-
fice firings.23 Discussing the travel office
matter, Rep. Dan Burton said, ‘‘The First
Lady, according to the notes we have, has
lied.”” 2¢

The Facts: In June 2000, the Office of the
Independent Counsel issued a press release
announcing that its investigation into the
Travel Office matter had concluded. Inde-
pendent Counsel Robert Ray stated:

“This Office has now concluded its inves-
tigation into allegations relating to
Mrs. Clinton’s statements and testimony
concerning the Travel Office firings and has
fully discharged [her] from criminal liability
for matters within this Office’s jurisdiction
in the Travel Office matter.” 25

Allegation: In June 1996, Chairman Burton
alleged that the White House had improperly
obtained FBI files of prominent Republicans
and that these files ‘‘were going to be used
for dirty political tricks in the future.’’26
Committee Republicans also released a re-
port suggesting that the files were being
used by the Clinton Administration to com-
pile a “‘hit list” or an ‘‘enemies list.”’ 27

The Facts: These allegations have been
thoroughly investigated by the Office of the
Independent Counsel and repudiated. The
Independent Counsel had been charged with
examining whether Anthony Marceca, a
former White House detailee who had re-
quested the FBI background files at issue,
senior White House officials, or Mrs. Clinton
had engaged in illegal conduct relating to
these files.

According to the report issued by Inde-
pendent Counsel Ray in March 2000, ‘‘neither
Anthony Marceca nor any senior White
House official, or First Lady Hillary Rodham
Clinton, engaged in criminal conduct to ob-
tain through fraudulent means derogatory
information about former White House
staff.” The Independent Counsel also con-
cluded that ‘“Mr. Marceca’s alleged criminal
conduct did not reflect a conspiracy within
the White House,” and stated Mr. Marceca
was truthful when he testified that ‘‘[n]o
senior White House official, or Mrs. Clinton,
was involved in requesting FBI background
reports for improper partisan advantage.28”’

Allegation: Beginning in 1996, Chairman
Burton and other Republican leaders sug-
gested that there was a conspiracy between
the Chinese government and the Clinton Ad-
ministration to violate federal campaign fi-
nance laws and improperly influence the out-
come of the 1996 presidential election. In a
February 1997 interview on national tele-
vision, Chairman Burton stated:

““If the White House or anybody connected
with the White House was selling or giving
information to the Chinese in exchange for
political contributions, then we have to look
into it because that’s a felony, and you’re
selling this country’s security—economic se-
curity or whatever to a communist power.29”’

Further, on the House floor in June 1997,
Chairman Burton alleged a ‘‘massive’” Chi-
nese conspiracy:

‘“We are investigating a possible massive
scheme . . . of funneling millions of dollars
of foreign money into the U.S. electoral sys-
tem. We are investigating allegations that
the Chinese government at the highest levels
decided to infiltrate our political system.30”’

The Facts: The House Government Reform
Committee to date has spent four years and
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over $8 million investigating these allega-
tions. No evidence provided to the Com-
mittee substantiates the claim that the Ad-
ministration was ‘‘selling or giving informa-
tion to the Chinese in exchange for political
contributions.”

The FBI obtained some evidence that
China had a plan to try to influence congres-
sional elections.3! However, no evidence was
provided to the Committee that the Chinese
government carried out a ‘‘massive scheme’’
to influence the election of President Clin-
ton.

Allegation: In June 1997, Rep. Gerald Sol-
omon, the Chairman of the House Rules
Committee, claimed that he had ‘‘evidence”
from a government source that John Huang,
the former Commerce Department official
and Democratic National Committee fund-
raiser, had ‘‘committed economic espionage
and breached our national security.’”’” This al-
legation was reported on national television
and in many newspapers across the coun-
try.s2

The Facts: In August 1997, and again in Feb-
ruary 1998, Rep. Solomon was interviewed by
the FBI to determine the basis of Rep. Solo-
mon’s allegations. During the first inter-
view, Rep. Solomon told the FBI that he was
told by a Senate staffer at a Capitol Hill re-
ception that the staffer ‘‘received confirma-
tion that ‘a Department of Commerce em-
ployee had passed classified information to a
foreign government.””” According to the FBI
notes on the Solomon interview, the Senate
staffer did not say that the employee was
John Huang, nor did he say that information
went to China. Rep. Solomon did not know
who the staffer was.33

In his second interview with the FBI, Rep.
Solomon recalled that what the staffer said
to him was: ‘‘Congressman you might like to
know that you were right there was someone
at Commerce giving out information.” Again
in this interview, Rep. Solomon told the FBI
that he did not know the name of the staffer
who made this comment.3¢

Allegation: In August 1997, several Repub-
lican leaders called for an independent coun-
sel to investigate allegations by Democratic
donor Johnny Chung that former Energy
Secretary Hazel O’Leary had, in effect,
‘‘shaken down” Mr. Chung by requiring him
to make a donation to the charity Africare
as a precondition to a meeting with her. On
national television, Republican National
Committee Chairman Jim Nicholson stated,
““[W]e need independent investigation made
of people like Hazel O’Leary.”’ 3> Rep. Gerald
Solomon, the chairman of the House Rules
Committee, criticized the Attorney General
for being ‘‘intransigent’ in refusing to ap-
point an independent counsel.36

The Facts: A Department of Justice inves-
tigation found ‘‘no evidence that Mrs.
O’Leary had anything to do with the solici-
tation of the charitable donation.’’37 In fact,
it turned out that Secretary O’Leary’s first
contact with Mr. Chung occurred after Mr.
Chung had made his contribution, making
the allegation factually impossible.38

Allegation: In September 1997, Chairman
Burton suggested on national television that
the Clinton Administration was engaging in
an ‘‘abuse of power’” by using the Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) to retaliate against
the President’s political enemies.3® The
Washington Times also quoted the Chairman
as stating: ‘‘One case might be a coincidence.
Two cases might be a coincidence. But what
are the chances of this entire litany of peo-
ple—all of whom have an adversarial rela-
tionship with the President—being au-
dited?’ 40
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The Facts: The Chairman’s remarks related
to allegations that the IRS was auditing con-
servative groups and individuals for political
purposes. According to these allegations,
several non-profit tax-exempt organizations
that supported positions different from those
of the Clinton Administration were being au-
dited while other organizations favored by
the Administration were not.41

The Joint Committee on Taxation con-
ducted a three-year bipartisan investigation
of these allegations. In March 2000, the Com-
mittee reported that it had found no evi-
dence of politically motivated IRS audits.42
Specifically, the bipartisan report found
there was ‘‘no credible evidence that tax-ex-
empt organizations were selected for exam-
ination, or that the IRS altered the manner
in which examinations of tax-exempt organi-
zations were conducted, based on the views
espoused by the organizations or individuals
related to the organization.’”” Further, the re-
port found ‘‘no credible evidence of interven-
tion by Clinton Administration officials (in-
cluding Treasury Department and White
House officials) in the selection of (or the
failure to select) taxexempt organizations
for examination.”’43

Allegation: In October 1997, Chairman Bur-
ton held a hearing which he claimed would
produce evidence of ‘‘blatantly illegal activ-
ity by a senior national party official.’’4¢ The
star witness at that hearing, David Wang, al-
leged that then-DNC official John Huang had
solicited a conduit contribution from him in
person in Los Angeles on August 16, 1996.45

The Facts: It was Charlie Trie and his asso-
ciate Antonio Pan, not John Huang, who so-
licited Mr. Wang. Unlike Mr. Huang. Mr.
Trie and Mr. Pan were never ‘‘senior offi-
cials” at the DNC. Credit card records, affi-
davits, and other evidence conclusively dem-
onstrated that Mr. Huang and been in New
York, not Los Angeles, on the day in ques-
tion.#6 Mr. Huang later testified before the
Committee and denied Mr. Wang’s allega-
tions. On March 1, 2000, Democratic fund-
raiser Charlie Trie appeared before the Com-
mittee and acknowledged that it had been he
and Mr. Pan, not Mr. Huang, who had solic-
ited the conduit contribution.48

Allegation: At an October 1997 hearing be-
fore the House Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, Chairman Burton
publicly released a proffer from Democratic
fundrasiers Gene and Nora Lum. Chairman
Burton stated that the proffer indicated that
‘“‘the solicitation and utilization of foreign
money and conduit payments did not begin
after the Republicans won control of the
Congress in 1994. Rather, it appears that the
seeds of today’s scandals may have been
planted as early as 1991.”’49 Specifically, the
proffer suggested that President Clinton en-
dorsed the candidacy of a foreign leader in
exchange for campaign contributions.’® This
allegation was reported in the Washington
Post in an article entitled ‘“Story of a For-
eign Donor’s Deal With ‘92 Clinton Camp
Outlined,” and in other national media.5!

The Facts: To investigate this allegation
and other allegations concerning the Lums,
Chairman Burton issued nearly 200 informa-
tion requests that resulted in the receipt of
over 40,000 pages of documents, 50 audio-
tapes, a videotape and numerous depositions.
After this extensive investigation, however,
the Chairman was never able to produce any
evidence to support the dramatic allegation
in the proffer.

The proffer presented by Chairman Burton
stated that, during the 1992 campaign, the
Lums arranged a meeting with a Clinton/
Gore official for an individual who had pro-
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posed to arrange a ‘‘large donation in ex-
change for a letter signed by the Clinton
campaign endorsing the candidacy of a man
who is now the leader of an Asian nation.”
The proffer states that the official ‘‘later
provided a favorable letter over the name of
Clinton,” that a ‘Clinton/Gore official
signed then Governor Clinton’s name to the
letter,” and that the individual who made
the request for the letter then made a $50,000
contribution that reportedly came from ‘‘a
foreign person then residing in the United
States.’’52

In its investigation, the only letter the
Committee obtained that concerned then-
Governor Clinton’s position on an election in
Asia is an October 28, 1992, letter on Clinton/
Gore letterhead that pertains to the presi-
dential election in Korea. This document
specifically states that then-Governor Clin-
ton does not believe it is appropriate for U.S.
public officials to endorse the candidacies in
foreign elections. The letter states:

“Thank you for bringing to my attention
the impact in Korea that my statement of
September 17th has caused. I would appre-
ciate your help in clarifying the situation in
Korea through proper channels. My state-
ment was a courtesy reply in response to an
invitation to me to attend an event in honor
of Chairman Kim Dae-Jung, and to extend to
him my greetings. It was not meant to en-
dorse or assist his candidacy in the upcom-
ing presidential election in Korea. I do not
believe that any United States government
official should endorse a presidential can-
didate in another country.53”’

Allegation: On October 19, 1997, Chairman
Burton appeared on national television and
suggested that the White House had delib-
erately altered videotapes of presidential
fund-raising events. On CBS’s Face the Na-
tion, he said ‘“We thing ma—maybe some of
those tapes may have been cut off inten-
tionally, they’re been—been, you know, al-
tered in some way.”” He also said that he
might hire lip-readers to examine the tapes
to figure out what was being said on the
tapes.5¢

The Facts: Investigations by the House
Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee and the Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee produced no evidence of any tam-
pering with the tapes. Shortly after Chair-
man Burton made his allegation regarding
tape alteration, the Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee hired a technical expert,
Paul Ginsburg, to analyze the videotapes to
determine whether they had been doctored.
Mr. Ginsburg concluded that there was no
evidence of tampering.55 In addition, Colonel
Joseph Simmons, commander of the White
House Communications Agency (WHCA),
Colonel Alan Sullivan, head of the White
House Military Office which overseas WHCA,
and Steven Smith, chief of operations of
WHCA, all testified under oath before the
House Government Reform and Oversight
Committee in October 1997 that they were
unaware of any alteration of the video-
tapes.’

Allegation: In November 1997, Republican
leaders drew on unsubstantiated reports by
conservative radio talk shows and publica-
tions to accuse the Clinton Administration
of selling burial plots in Arlington National
Cemetery for campaign contributions.’” Re-
publican Party Chairman Jim Nicholson ac-
cused the Administration of a ‘‘despicable
political scheme,” and several Republican
leaders, including Chairman Burton, called
for investigations.’®8 Representative Gerald
Solomon stated, ‘‘[t]his latest outrage is one
more slap in the face of every American who
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ever wore the uniform of their country, who
seem to be special objects of contempt in
this administration.” 59

The Facts: The Army has established re-
strictive eligibility requirements for burial
at Arlington. Individuals who are eligible for
Arlington National Cemetery burial sites in-
clude service members who died while on ac-
tive duty, honorably discharged members of
the armed forces who have been awarded cer-
tain high military distinctions, and sur-
viving spouses of individuals already buried
at Arlington, among others. The Secretary
of the Army may grant waivers of these re-
quirements.60

In January 1998, the General Accounting
Office (GAO) concluded an independent in-
vestigation of the allegations that waivers
were granted in exchange for political con-
tributions. As part of this investigation,
GAO analyzed the laws and regulations con-
cerning burials at Arlington, conducted in-
depth review of Department of Army case
files regarding approved and denied waivers,
and had discussions with officials responsible
for waiver decisions.6!

GAQO’s report stated: ‘“[W]e found no evi-
dence in the records we reviewed to support
recent media reports that political contribu-
tions have played a role in waiver decisions.”
Further, GAO stated: ‘“Where the records
show some involvement or interest in a par-
ticular case on the part of the President, ex-
ecutive branch officials, or Members of Con-
gress or their staffs, the documents indicate
only such factors as a desire to help a con-
stituent or a conviction that the merits of
the person being considered warranted a
waiver.”’ 62

Allegation: In January 1998, Chairman Bur-
ton held four days of hearings into whether
campaign contributions influenced the ac-
tions of Secretary of the Interior Bruce Bab-
bitt or other Department of the Interior offi-
cials with respect to a decision to deny an
Indian gambling application in Hudson, Wis-
consin. During those hearings, Chairman
Burton alleged that the decision was a ‘‘po-
litical payoff”’ and that it ‘‘stinks” and
‘“‘smells.” 63

The Facts: On August 22, 2000, Independent
Counsel Carol Elder Bruce released the re-
port of her investigation into the Hudson ca-
sino decision. She found that the allegations
of political payoff were unsubstantiated,
concluding:

“A full review of the evidence . . . indi-
cates that neither Babbitt nor any govern-
ment official at Interior or the White House
entered into any sort of specific and corrupt
agreement to influence the outcome of the
Hudson casino application in return for cam-
paign contributions to the DNC.”’ 64

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton
suggested that President Clinton had created
a national monument in Utah in order to
benefit the Lippo Group, an Indonesian con-
glomerate with coal interests in Indonesia.65
James Riady, an executive of the Lippo
Group, was a contributor to the DNC. In
June 1998, in a statement on the House floor,
Chairman Burton reiterated his allegation:
“[TThe President made the Utah Monument a
national park. What is the significance of
that? The largest clean-burning coal facility
in the United States, billions and billions of
dollars of clean-burning coal are in the Utah
Monument. It could have been mined envi-
ronmentally safely according to U.S. engi-
neers. Who would benefit from turning that
into a national park so you cannot mine
there? The Riady group, the Lippo Group,
and Indonesia has the largest clean-burning
coal facility, mining facility, in southeast
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Asia. They are one of the largest contribu-
tors. Their hands are all over, all over these
contributions coming in from Communist
China, from Macao and from Indonesia.
Could there be a connection here?’’ 66

The Facts: In September 1996, President
Clinton set aside as a national monument 1.7
million acres of coal-rich land in Utah under
a 1906 law that allows the president to des-
ignate national monuments without congres-
sional approval.6” After two years of inves-
tigation, the Committee produced no evi-
dence that there is any connection between
the designation of this land as a monument
and Riady group or any other contribu-
tions.68

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton
released transcripts of selected portions of
Webster Hubbell’s prison telephone conversa-
tions. According to these transcripts, if Mr.
Hubbell had filed a lawsuit against his
former law firm, it would have ‘‘opened up”’
the First Lady to allegations, and for this
reason Mr. Hubbell had decided to ‘‘roll
over’ to protect the First Lady. These tran-
scripts included a quote of Mrs. Hubbell say-
ing, ‘“‘And that you are opening Hillary up to
all of this,” and Mr. Hubbell responding, ‘I
will not raise those allegations that might
open it up to Hillary” and ‘‘So, I need to roll
over one more time.” These quotes were
taken from a two-hour March 25, 1996, con-
versation between the Hubbells.69

The Facts: Webster Hubbell was Assistant
Attorney General until March 1994. Prior to
that, he was a partner with Hillary Clinton
at the Rose Law Firm in Little Rock, Arkan-
sas. In December 1994, Mr. Hubbell pled
guilty to tax evasion and mail fraud and
went to prison for 16 months.

During his imprisonment, Mr. Hubbell’s
phone calls to his friends, family, and law-
yers were routinely taped by prison authori-
ties. Such taping is standard in federal pris-
ons. These tapes were turned over to the
Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee. Although the tapes are supposed to
be protected by the Privacy Act, Chairman
Burton released a document in April 1998 en-
titled the ‘‘Hubbell Master Tape Log,”” which
contained what were purported to be excepts
from these tapes. However, it was subse-
quently revealed that many of these excepts
were in fact inaccurate or omitted excul-
patory statements made by Mr. Hubbell that
directly contradicted the allegations.

For example, while the ‘‘Hubbell Master
Tape Log” quoted the above portions of the
March 25, 1996, conversation between Mr. and
Mrs. Hubbell, it omitted a later portion of
the same conversation that appears to exon-
erate the First Lady. The later portion of
that conversation follows, with the portions
that Chairman Burton omitted from the
‘“‘Hubbell Master Tape Log”’ in italics:

“Mr. Hubbell: Now, Suzy, I say this with
love for my friend Bill Kennedy, and I do
love him, he’s been a good friend, he’s one of
the most vulnerable people in my counter-
claim. OK?

“Mrs. Hubbell: I know.

“Mr. Hubbell: Ok, Hillary’s not, Hillary isn’t,
the only thing is people say why didn’t she
know what was going on. And I wish she never
paid any attention to what was going on in the
firm. That’s the gospel truth. She just had no
idea what was going on. She didn’t participate
in any of this.

“Mrs. Hubbell: They wouldn’t have let her if
she tried.

“Mr. Hubbell: Of course not.”’

The ‘“‘Hubbell Master Tape Log” released
by the Chairman also included an italicized
passage in which Mr. Hubbell allegedly said:
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“The Riady is just not easy to do business
with me while I'm here.” In fact, the actual
tape states: ‘“The reality is it’s just not easy
to do business with me while I'm here.”

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton
sought immunity from the Committee for
four witnesses: Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, Larry
Wong, and Kent La. He and other Republican
leaders, including Speaker Newt Gingrich,
alleged that these witnesses had important
information about illegal contributions from
the Chinese government during the 1996 elec-
tions.™

Speaker Gingrich alleged that the four wit-
nesses would provide information on ‘‘a
threat to the fabric of our political sys-
tem.”” 72 Rep. John Boehner alleged that the
witnesses had ‘‘direct knowledge about how
the Chinese government made illegal cam-
paign contributions’ and stated that the de-
cision regarding granting immunity ‘‘is
about determining whether American lives
have been put at risk.” 7 Committee Repub-
lican Rep. Shadegg stated that one of the
witnesses, Larry Wong, ‘‘is believed to have
relevant information regarding the conduit
for contributions made by the Lums and oth-
ers in the 1992 fund-raising by John Huang
and James Riady.” ™

The Facts: In June 1998, the Committee pro-
vided these witnesses with immunity. After
they were immunized, their testimony re-
vealed that none had any knowledge whatso-
ever about alleged Chinese efforts to influ-
ence American elections. For example, Mr.
Wong’s primary responsibilities in working
for Democratic donor Nora Lum were to reg-
ister voters and serve as a volunteer cook.?
Following is the total testimony he provided
regarding James Riady:

“Majority Counsel: Did Nora ever discuss
meeting James Riady?

“Mr. Wong: James who?

* % %

‘““Majority Counsel: James Riady.

“Mr. Wong: No.76”’

Allegation: In May 1998, Rep. Curt Weldon
suggested on the House floor that the Presi-
dent could have committed treason. Rep.
Weldon’s remarks involved allegations that
the political contributions of the Chief Exec-
utive Officer of Loral Corporation, Bernard
Schwartz, had influenced the President’s de-
cision to authorize the transfer of certain
technology to China. Rep. Weldon described
this issue as a ‘‘scandal that is unfolding
that I think will dwarf every scandal that we
have seen talked about on this floor in the
past 6 years,” and said, ‘‘this scandal in-
volves potential treason.”7” The National
Journal reported this allegation in an article
that referred to Rep. Weldon as a ‘‘respected
senior member of the National Security
Committee.” 78

The Facts: The Department of Justice ex-
amined the allegations relating to whether
campaign contributions influenced export
control decisions and found them to be un-
founded.” In August 1998, Lee Radek, chief of
the Department’s public integrity section,
wrote that ‘“‘there is not a scintilla of evi-
dence—or information—that the President
was corruptly influenced by Bernard
Schwartz.”’80 Charles La Bella, then head of
the Department’s campaign finance task
force, agreed with Mr. Radek’s assessment
that ‘‘this was a matter which likely did not
merit any investigation.’’ 8t

A House select committee investigated al-
legations relating to United States tech-
nology transfers to China, and whether cam-
paign contributions influenced export con-
trol decisions. In May 1999, the Committee
findings were made public. The Committee’s
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bipartisan findings also did not substantiate
Rep. Weldon’s suggestions of treason by the
President.82

Allegation: In September 1998, Rep. David
McIntosh sent a criminal referral to the De-
partment of Justice alleging that White
House Deputy Counsel Cheryl Mills provided
false testimony to Congress and obstructed
justice.83 He told the Washington Post that
there was ‘‘very strong evidence’ that Ms.
Mills lied to Congress.8¢

The Facts: Rep. McIntosh’s claims were
based on a run-of-the-mill document dispute.
Ms. Mills believed that two documents out of
over 27,000 pages of documents produced to
the Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee were not responsive to a request from
Rep. McIntosh, while Rep. McIntosh believed
the two documents were responsive. Instead
of viewing this disagreement as a difference
in judgment, Rep. McIntosh charged that Ms.
Mills was obstructing justice and that she
lied to the Committee.85 The Justice Depart-
ment investigated Rep. MclIntosh’s allega-
tions and found them to be without merit.sé

Allegation: In October 1998, Rep. David
McIntosh alleged that the President, First
Lady, and senior Administration officials
were involved in ‘‘theft of government prop-
erty’”’ for political purposes. To support this
claim, Rep. McIntosh claimed that the Presi-
dent’s 1993 and 1994 holiday card lists had
been knowingly delivered to others outside
of the government, and that, with respect to
the holiday card project, evidence suggested
a ‘‘criminal conspiracy to circumvent the
prohibition on transferring data to the
DNC.” 87

The Facts: The White House database,
known as ‘“‘WhoDB,” is a computerized
rolodex used to track contacts of citizens
with the White House and to create a holiday
card list. In putting together the holiday
card list, the Clinton Administration fol-
lowed the procedures established by previous
administrations. A number of entities, in-
cluding the White House and the Democratic
National Committee, created lists of card re-
cipients, and the White House hired an out-
side contractor to merge the lists, and
produce and mail the cards. As with past Ad-
ministrations, the production and mailing
costs of the holiday card project were paid
for by the President’s political party to
avoid any appearance that taxpayer funds
were being used to pay for greetings to polit-
ical supporters.

The evidence showed that the contractor
charged with eliminating duplicate names
from the 1993 holiday card list failed to re-
move the list from its computer. This com-
puter was subsequently moved—for unre-
lated reasons—to the 1996 Clinton/Gore cam-
paign. The Committee uncovered no evidence
that this list was ever used for campaign
purposes. In fact, computer records showed
that the Clinton/Gore campaign never
accessed it, and it appears that the campaign
was not aware that the computer contained
this list.

With respect to the 1994 holiday card list,
a DNC employee learned that the contractor
charged with eliminating duplicate names
from the list did not properly ‘‘de-dupe’’ the
list. Therefore, the worked with her parents
and several volunteers over a weekend to
properly perform this task. The evidence in-
dicates that neither the 1994 nor the 1993 hol-
iday card list was used for any other purpose
than sending out the holiday cards.s8

Allegation: In March 1999, Chairman Bur-
ton sent a criminal referral to Department of
Justice alleging that Charles Duncan, Asso-
ciate Director of the Office of Presidential
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Personnel of the White House, made false
statements to the Committee regarding the
appointment of Yah Lin ‘‘Charlie” Trie to
the Bingaman Commission.8?

The Facts: Chairman Burton alleged that
Mr. Duncan made false statements in his an-
swers to Committee interrogatories in April
1998, 90 These answers included statements by
Mr. Duncan that, to the best of his recollec-
tion, no one expressed opposition to him re-
garding the appointment of Mr. Trie to a
trade commission known as the ‘‘Bingaman
Commission.””®1 The main basis for the
Chairman’s allegation was that Mr. Duncan’s
responses were ‘‘irreconcilable” with state-
ments purportedly made by another witness,
Steven Clemons.92

Investigation revealed that Mr. Clemons’s
statements were apparently misrepresented
by Mr. Burton’s staff. Mr. Clemons was
interviewed by two junior majority attor-
neys without representation of counsel. Im-
mediately after the majority released the
majority staff’s interview notes of the
Clemons interview in February 1998, Mr.
Clemons issued a public statement noting
that he had never seen the notes, he had not
been given the opportunity to review them
for accuracy, and that “the notes have sig-
nificant inaccuracies and misrepresentations

. . about the important matters which were
discussed,”9 The Department of Justice
closed its investigation of Mr. Duncan with-
out bringing any charges.%

Allegation: In June 1999, Chairman Burton
issued a press release accusing Defense De-
partment officials of attempting to tamper
with the computer of a Committee witness,
Dr. Peter Leitner, of the Defense Threat Re-
duction Agency (DTRA), while he was testi-
fying before the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. The Chairman alleged,
“While Dr. Leitner was telling my com-
mittee about the retaliation be suffered for
bringing his concerns to his superiors and
Congress, his supervisor was trying to se-
cretly access his computer. This smacks of

mob tactics.” He further commented,
“George Orwell couldn’t have dreamed this
up.”’ 9

The Facts: Both the Committee and the Air
Force Office of Special Investigations subse-
quently conducted investigations regarding
the allegation of computer tampering. The
Committee interviewed 11 DTRA employees,
obtained relevant documents, and learned
that the allegation was untrue. Instead, the
incident was nothing more than a routine ef-
fort to obtain files in the witness’s computer
that were necessary to complete an already
overdue project.

When Dr. Leitner was on leave to testify
before the Committee on June 24, 1999, his
superior, Colonel Raymond A. Willson, had
reassigned a task of Dr. Leitner’s to another
DTRA employee. This reassignment—re-
sponding to a letter from Senator Phil
Gramm-—occurred because DTRA’s internal
due date for the project was passed and Dr.
Leitner’s draft response was not accurate. As
part of reassigning the task. Col. Willson
asked the office’s technical division to trans-
fer relevant files from Dr. Leitner’s com-
puter. The transfer never occurred, however,
because the employee to whom the task was
reassigned did not need Dr. Leitner’s files to
complete the task. Dr. Leitner’s computer
was not touched.?

On July 12, 1999, the Committee also
learned that the Air Force Office of Special
Investigations had completed its investiga-
tion and found that Col. Willson had done
nothing improper.

Allegation: In July 1999 testimony before
the House Rules Committee, Chairman Bur-
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ton stated that the House Committee on
Government Reform had received informa-
tion indicating that the Attorney General
‘“‘personally” changed a policy related to re-
lease of information by the Department of
Justice so that an attorney she knew ‘‘could
help her client.”” 97

The Facts: One year after Chairman Burton
testified before the Rules Committee, the
House Government Reform Committee took
testimony from the relevant witnesses at a
July 27, 2000, hearing.

Chairman Burton’s allegations concerned
efforts by a Miami attorney, Rebekah
Poston, to obtain information for her client,
who had been sued in a Japanese court for
libel by a Japanese citizen named Nobuo
Abe. The alleged statements at the heart of
this lawsuit related to whether Mr. Abe had
been arrested or detained in Seattle in 1963.
Mr. Abe maintained that he had never been
detained and that statements to the con-
trary made by Ms. Poston’s client were de-
famatory.%® In order to support her client’s
interests in this lawsuit, Ms. Poston filed
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests
with several components of the Department
of Justice in November 1994 seeking records
that reestablished that her client’s state-
ments were true and that Mr. Abe had, in
fact, been arrested or detained.

In response to Ms. Poston’s FOIA requests,
the INS, Bureau of Prisons, and Executive
Office of the United States Attorneys in-
formed Ms. Poston that no records on Mr.
Abe existed.?® The Department of Justice,
however, initially informed Ms. Poston that
it was its policy not to confirm or deny
whether the Justice Department maintains
such files on an individual unless the indi-
vidual authorizes such a confirmation or de-
nial.100 After Ms. Poston appealed this deci-
sion and threatened litigation on the matter,
the Justice Department reversed its decision
and confirmed to her that no records on Mr.
Abe existed. This decision to confirm the
lack of records was legal and it was dam-
aging to Ms. Poston’s client. The Justice De-
partment official who directed this decision
testified the he believed it was appropriate
because it precluded potential litigation and
did not deprive anyone of privacy rights be-
cause no release of records was involved.101

Although the Chairman suggested that the
Attorney General ‘‘personally’ changed De-
partment policy to allow release of informa-
tion, the records produced to the Committee
show that the Attorney General recused her-
self from the decision.192 John Hogan, who
was Attorney General Reno’s chief of staff at
the time of Ms. Poston’s FOIA request, testi-
fied before the House Government Reform
Committee that the Attorney General ‘‘had
no role in this decision whatsoever, initially
or at any stage.’’ 103

Allegation: In August and September 1999,
Chairman Burton alleged that Attorney Gen-
eral Reno had intentionally withheld evi-
dence from Congress on the use of ‘“‘military
rounds” of tear gas, which may have some
potential to ignite a fire, during the siege of
the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, TX.
Specifically, on a national radio news broad-
cast in August 1999, he stated that Attorney
General Reno ‘‘should be summarily re-
moved, either because she’s incompetent,
number one, or, number two, she’s blocking
for the President and covering things up,
which is what I believe.”’ 104

Further, on September 10, 1999, Chairman
Burton wrote the Attorney General regard-
ing a 49-page FBI lab report that on page 49
references the use of military tear gas at
Waco. He stated that the Department had
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failed to produce that page to the Committee
on Government Reform during the Commit-
tee’s Waco investigation in 1995, and asserted
that this failure ‘‘raises more questions
about whether this Committee was inten-
tionally misled during the original Waco in-
vestigation.””105 In a subsequent television
interview, Chairman Burton stated, ‘‘with
the 49th page of this report not given to Con-
gress when we were having oversight inves-
tigations into the tragedy at Waco and that
was the very definitive piece of paper that
could have given us some information, it
sure looks like they were withholding infor-
mation.’’ 106

The Facts: Evidence regarding the use of
“military rounds” of tear gas was in Chair-
man Burton’s own files at the time he al-
leged that the Department of justice had
withheld this information. Within days after
Chairman Burton’s allegations, the minority
staff found several documents provided by
the Department of Justice to Congress in
1995 that explicitly describe the use of mili-
tary tear gas rounds at Waco on April 19,
1993.107

Further, contrary to Chairman Burton’s
allegations, the Department of Justice in
fact had produced to the Committee copies
of the FBI lab report that did include the
49th page. Former Senator John Danforth,
whom the Attorney General appointed as a
special counsel to conduct an independent
investigation of Waco-related allegations, re-
cently issued a report that commented as
follows on document production to congres-
sional committees:

“[W]hile one copy of the report did not
contain the 49th page, the Committees were
provided with at least two copies of the lab
report in 1995 which did contain the 49th
page. The Office of Special Counsel easily lo-
cated these complete copies of the lab report
at the Committees’ offices when it reviewed
the Committees’ copy of the 1995 Department
of Justice production. The Department of
Justice document production to the Commit-
tees also included several other documents
that referred to the use of the military tear
gas rounds, including the criminal team’s
witness summary chart and interview notes.
The Special Counsel has concluded that the
missing page on one copy of the lab report
provided to the Committees is attributable
to an innocent photocopying error and the
Office of Special Counsel will not pursue the
matter further.’’ 108

Allegation: In November 1999, Chairman
Burton appeared on television and claimed
that FBI notes of interviews with John
Huang show that the President was a know-
ing participant in an illegal foreign cam-
paign contribution scheme. According to the
Chairman, ‘“‘Huang says that James Riady
told the President he would raise a million
dollars from foreign sources for his cam-
paign,’” that “$700,000 was then raised by the
Riady group in Indonesia,” and that ‘‘that
money was reimbursed by the Riadys
through intermediaries in the United States.
All that was illegal campaign contribu-
tions.” He further stated: ‘“‘[T]his $700,000
that came in—the President knew that
James Riady was doing it. He knew it was
foreign money coming in from the Lippo
Group in Jakarta, Indonesia, and he didn’t
decline it. He accepted it, used it in his cam-
paign, and got elected.’” 109

The Facts: The FBI interview notes do not
support the Chairman’s allegation. The FBI
notes of interviews with Mr. Huang do indi-
cate that Mr. Riady, who was a legal resi-
dent at the time told President Clinton that
he would like to raise one million dollars.110



19978

The notes do not indicate, however, that Mr.
Riady discussed the source of the contribu-
tions he intended to raise, and Mr. Huang
told the FBI that he personally never dis-
cussed individual contributions or the
sources of such contributions with the Presi-
dent.111

In December 1999, John Huang appeared be-
fore the Committee. He testified that he had
no knowledge regarding whether President
Clinton knew of foreign money coming from
the Lippo group to his campaign, and that he
did not believe that the President knew
about it. He further stated that he had no
knowledge that Mr. Riady indicated to the
President the source of the money he in-
tended to raise.l2 In addition, Mr. Huang
testified that, as far as he knew, President
Clinton had not participated in or had any
knowledge of efforts to raise illegal foreign
campaign contributions.113

Allegation: In December 1999, Chairman
Burton alleged that the White House pre-
vented White House Communications Agen-
cy (WHCA) personnel from filming the Presi-
dent meeting with James Riady, a figure
from the campaign finance investigation, at
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) summit meeting in New Zealand in
September 1999. During a December 15, 1999,
hearing entitled ‘“The Role of John Huang
and the Riady Family in Political Fund-
raising,” Chairman Burton showed the two
tapes made by the WHCA personnel, and
then showed a video filmed by a press cam-
era. Of the third tape, the Chairman said:

“That shows a little different picture. The
White House tapes don’t show it, but Presi-
dent Clinton really did pay some special at-
tention to Mr. Riady. This White House is so
consumed with covering things up that their
taxpayer-funded photographer wouldn’t even
allow a tape to be made of the President
shaking Mr. Riady’s hand. No one minded
the President meeting Mr. Riady. They just
didn’t want anyone to know how warmly he
was greeted because of the problems sur-
rounding Mr. Riady.11¢”

The Facts: President Clinton shook James
Riady’s hand in a rope line in New Zealand
in September 1999. One of the WHCA cameras
filming the President from the side stopped
filming as the President greeted Mr. Riady.
The other camera, filming the President
head-on, panned away from the President as
he moved down the rope line and did not re-
turn to him until he moved past Mr. Riady.
The third camera, the camera Chairman Bur-
ton claimed was operated by a member of the
press, captured the whole exchange between
the President and Mr. Riady. This exchange
lasted approximately 10 seconds and con-
sisted of a handshake and a brief, inaudible
conversation.

Committee staff interviewed Jon Baker,
the person who operated the camera filming
the President from the side, and Quinton
Gipson, the person who operated the camera
filming the President head-on. Mr. Baker
told staff that no one instructed him not to
film the President and Mr. Riady and he did
not know who Mr. Riady was. Similarly, Mr.
Gipson said he did not know who James
Riady was and that he did not get any guid-
ance about taping the event from anyone.

WHCA policy is to film any remarks the
president gives, but not necessarily to film
every move the President makes. WHCA
camera operators do not take direction from
the White House about how to cover events.
Mr. Baker told Committee staff that he
stopped filming when he did because he had
to pack up his equipment and rush to join
the motorcade and it was a coincidence that
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neither he nor the other cameraman cap-
tured the full exchange between the Presi-
dent and Mr. Riady.

Allegation: In July 2000, Chairman Burton
said a videotape of a December 15, 1995, cof-
fee at the White House indicates that Vice
President Gore suggested that DNC issue ad-
vertisements be played for Democratic donor
James Riady, who has been the subject of
campaign finance probes. According to the
Chairman, Vice President Gore ‘‘apparently
states: ‘We oughta, we oughta, we oughta
show Mr. Riady the tapes, some of the ad
tapes.’ 115

The Facts: Chairman Burton played the
videotape at a July 20, 2000, hearing of the
Government Reform Committee. However, it
was not possible to determine what was said
on the tape.

Further, it was impossible to determine to
whom the Vice President was speaking be-
cause he was not on camera during the al-
leged comment. A Reuters reporter describ-
ing the playing of the videotape at the hear-
ing wrote, ‘“‘Gore’s muffled words were not
clear.’’116

When chairman Burton played the tape on
Fox Television’s program Hannity and
Colmes, the person whose job it is to tran-
scribe the show transcribed the tape excerpt
as follows:

“We ought to—we ought to show that to
(unintelligible) here, let (unintelligible)
tapes, some of the ad tapes (unintelli-
gible). 117
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HISTORY OF CONGRESSIONAL
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE AND

THE “NEW MAJORITY”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MiIcA) is recognized for 60.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
having this time this afternoon to
come before the House following the
distinguished ranking member of the
Committee on Government Reform.

I have had an opportunity, since I
came to Congress in 1993, to serve on
the Committee on Government Reform.
I came as a freshman Member in that
year, in 1993, and served on that com-
mittee because I think it is a most im-
portant committee.

Many of my colleagues may not be
familiar with the history of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. It was
called the Committee on Government
Operations, and it has had several
other names through its history. But I
think the Committee on Government
Reform is one of the most important
committees in the House of Represent-
atives and in the entire Congress. It
has an interesting history that dates
back to when our Federal government
started building a bureaucracy.

After the Presidencies of Washington
and Adams, in 1808, actually, Thomas
Jefferson was quite alarmed by the bu-
reaucracy building, he termed it, in
Washington. He did not like the huge
bureaucracy in his estimation that had
been constructed previous to his taking
office. The founding Members in the
Congress, early Members at the turn of
that century, the 19th century, again
in 1808, created the predecessor of the
Committee on Government Operations.

They did not trust the appropriators.
They did not trust the authorizers. The
authorizers would initiate a program,
the appropriators would fund the pro-
gram, and they wanted an additional
check. All the checks and balances
they put into our system of govern-
ment are really incredible when we
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think back that this was done some 200
years ago. They wanted a government
that worked and also a government
that had oversight and investigation
responsibility.

So in 1808, they created the prede-
cessor of the committee on which the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) is the ranking member. He is the
chief Democrat. The gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is the chairman
of the full Committee on Government
Reform. So from the very beginning of
the House of Representatives and the
Congress, and the beginning of our sys-
tem and the checks and balances, our
Founding Fathers wanted that com-
mittee. Again, it serves a very impor-
tant purpose and that is to investigate,
to conduct oversight independent of all
the other committees.

We heard criticism of the chairman,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON). I would say that no one has done
a more admirable job. We have to look
at the history of this Congress and we
have to look at the history of adminis-
trations. There have been many admin-
istrations. I would venture to say that
never in the history of the United
States of America and our government
have we had an administration that
has had more scandals. They probably
have had more scandals in the Clinton-
Gore administration than we have had
in the 20th century and the 19th cen-
tury back to the founding of our gov-
ernment.

This administration has been riddled
with scandals. I cannot even keep
track of the number of scandals that
we have had. And for a Member to
come forward and criticize the chair-
man for his conduct of investigations
and oversight, I think, is unfair, be-
cause he had a responsibility and a
tough responsibility.

I submit, having served on that sub-
committee, that never before had I
seen anything like this, and I have
been a student of government since
high school days some many years ago.
Again, in serving on the committee
under the Democrat control of both the
House, the Senate and the White House
from 1993 to 1995, I saw how they ran
that committee, and it did not serve its
purpose well.
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In fact, there was a great defect in
that because the committee was run in
a fashion unintended by the Founding
Fathers. I remember coming to this
floor and holding up a sign that said
65 to 5.” And I will tell you how the
other side ran the committee, the com-
mittee that kept us straight in the
House of Representatives. Again hold-
ing up that chart that said ‘65 to 5,” I
said, my colleagues, that is not the
score of a badly mismatched sporting
event. That is how the Democrats ran
the investigation and the oversight
committee. They gave us five inves-
tigative staff and they kept 55. We did
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not even have a chance. And they con-
trolled the White House, the House and
the other body; and that was not what
the Founding Fathers intended.

So if you want to talk about misuse
of one of the most important commit-
tees in the Congress or in the House of
Representatives, merely look back in a
reflective manner on how the other
side operated this committee.

And time and time again, when I was
in the minority, I came out and said,
this is unfair, they should not run it in
this fashion. And time and time again,
they ran it in that fashion.

So to criticize the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BURTON) for his record in
conducting oversight and investiga-
tions for the most scandal-ridden ad-
ministration ever to set its face in
Washington, and I will include Phila-
delphia and New York, and we could go
back to the Continental Congresses
where they met in Trenton, Annapolis,
Harrisburg, and some dozen State cap-
itals, there has never been an adminis-
tration so racked with scandal. And it
has been dumped in our lap.

Now, do you think that is a lot of
fun? Do you think we came to Congress
just to pick on the other side? No, we
did not. We came here because the
Founding Fathers set up this check
and balance to make this system work.

There are some countries I found
that have even adopted the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America.
They have adopted the entire docu-
ment. Yet they do not function like
ours. And I submit one reason they do
not have that additional check that
the Founding Fathers established, such
as we have with the investigations and
oversight, is because we are always
trying to cleanse the process.

Sure, we may make a few mistakes in
the investigations. It is not inten-
tional. Sure, we may have gotten some
inadequate information. But let me
tell my colleagues, when we were in
the minority, I saw how they ran the
show at least as far as investigations
and oversight, and it was not anything
to be proud of.

In fact, again, I came many times
asking for reform. And we did institute
that reform, and we shared staff on a
more equitable basis so we could do an
honest job in conducting oversight of
the House of Representatives. But to
come here today to criticize the chair-
man.

I have also served on the committee,
and I have seen what we had to contend
with. And you can talk about wit-
nesses, you can talk about Webb Hub-
bell who served time in prison, can you
talk about run-away Federal prosecu-
tors; but I am telling you, never before
in the history has there been such a
scandalous misuse of the investigative
process by the other side. And I hope,
for the good of the country, I hope for
the good of this Congress that it is
never repeated.
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My colleagues, the House, Mr. Speak-
er, over 120 witnesses either would not
raise their hand and swear to tell the
whole truth, they raised their hand and
took the fifth amendment. Over 120
witnesses fled the country. We have
never been able to conduct a thorough
investigation. And the other side that
calls for campaign reform, 98 percent of
the violations were on their side of the
aisle, 98 percent of the violations.

I submit that 98 percent of those
serving in Congress obey the laws, they
do not get into the gray area. They
know there is a controlling legal au-
thority. They have made a mockery of
the law. And for them to campaign on
campaign finance reform is a mockery.
Because almost every one of the of-
fenses that we see and we have seen,
whether it is the Vice President at a
Buddhist temple raising funds, whether
it is making calls with no controlling
legal authority, whether it is other
gray areas and now we see that the
White House has reported the use of
the Lincoln Bedroom like a Motel 6,
campaign contributions coming into
various people running for high office
here or there, and the lights are on at
the Motel 6 White House.

So again, we have a very serious situ-
ation we have had to contend with on
that committee attempting to conduct
investigations and oversight in a re-
sponsible manner, whether it is cam-
paign finance; whether it is Travelgate,
which was one of the worst misuses and
abuses of Federal authority planned,
cooked, sealed, a misuse of that office,
a misuse of professional White House
employees abusing them in the fashion,
and some of them have been com-
pensated fortunately for that; whether
it is Filegate.

And we can go back to Filegate. Do
we still know? Do we still know? And
our committee, under the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) and other
Members, investigated Filegate, the il-
legal use of hundreds and hundreds of
personnel files obtained through the
FBI into the White House.

Everybody knows what they were up
to. We know they were trying to get
dirt on their political opponents. We
even know who did it. Now, do we know
who hired Craig Livingston? We do not
know to this date because this is the
way these folks operated.

I had a conversation with a Democrat
colleague, and the Democrat colleague
and I shared our concern that a future
administration might use the Clinton-
Gore administration as a model in
which to use the system, and that
would be so sad for the future of the
country.

Hopefully, we can banish the Clinton-
Gore method of operation because the
operation of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight has always
had involved bipartisan cooperation
and people coming forward raising
their right hand and telling the whole
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truth to the committee so we could
proceed, not taking the fifth amend-
ment, not fleeing the country, not
withholding information, shredding in-
formation, information disappearing,
and only reappearing when we were
able to get it somewhere else, informa-
tion that unfortunately we have never
been able to obtain.

So it is sad to come and have attacks
against the chairman. And I will not
say that, again, everything I have done
is 100 percent. I make mistakes. I am
human. The gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) makes mistakes. But I
will tell my colleagues, he has done an
incredible job.

The same method they used to go
after everyone who questions or tries
to hold them accountable is find dirt
on them, try to expose them in some
way with their friends in the press and
belittle them and degrade them in pub-
lic is sad. My Democrat colleague and
I both share our concern that this is
not the method of operation for future
administrations whether they be Dem-
ocrat or Republican.

So I take great exception.

I wanted to spend part of tonight, I
usually talk on the drug issue, but fol-
lowing the ranking member and having
background about how this committee,
which I have served on since the first
day I came to Congress and am knowl-
edgeable about, I wanted to tell, as
Paul Harvey says, the rest of the story.

Let me also mention while I have the
floor that there are some funny things
happening at this juncture. Of course,
we are in a political time and people
are talking about what they have done
and what they have not done. And I
think it is important to reflect.

I came into the Congress, again, as a
minority Member in 1992. I was from
the business sector. I am not an attor-
ney. I came here because I was con-
cerned about the future of the country,
about us having a balanced budget,
about the huge deficit we were run-
ning, about getting our country’s fi-
nances in order.

I am pleased to come before my col-
leagues tonight to tell them that in
fact we have been able to do that. And
it was not done during my first term
when there were huge numbers of ma-
jority from the other side. They did not
bring spending under control. In fact,
what they did was tax and spend more.

In a few weeks, the American people
have an opportunity to decide whether
they want to turn back to tax and
spend or they want to remain on a
sound fiscal basis, they want the fi-
nances of this country run like they
would run their own finances so the in-
come matches the outflow. And if they
do not do that and they have a personal
checkbook, they know exactly what
happens, they keep spending and spend-
ing and they get further and further in
debt.

Except they had the ability to tax. In
1993 and 1994, they did increase taxes on
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the American people. They did not bal-
ance the budget. And we could not pin
the President down on when we would
balance the budget; and every time we
made a proposal, he would come back
with a different date and propose more
government spending, more govern-
ment programs, more control in Wash-
ington, more takeover here, and they
did not balance the budget. They had
their opportunity.

In fact, I remember them presenting
their budget and for this fiscal year
after they came to the floor and pro-
posed the largest tax increase in the
history of our Republic and told us this
was going to balance the budget, they
found in fact that the information they
gave us for this year they would have
had a $200 billion deficit. That was
their plan to this year have a $200 bil-
lion deficit.

Now, something changed there. I will
tell my colleagues what changed there.
It was the Republican majority took
control in 1995. And what we did was
not anything special. It was not rocket
science. It was not some magic formula
from a Harvard economic Ph.D. We
limited the annual increases, we still
have allowed increases, and we
matched it with our expenditures and
income.

It was a simple plan. We balanced the
budget. And we did that without harm-
ing senior citizens, without harming
education, but actually by, and I will
show in a few minutes, by helping edu-
cation, by resetting priorities. Because
this place basically had run amuck.
The finances of the country were out of
control.

Let me just tell my colleagues the
way I found the House of Representa-
tives running when I came here. The
banking scandal, as my colleagues may
recall, Members on both sides of the
aisle would write checks and the bills
would be paid by bouncing checks that
were covered here really with taxpayer
money.

The restaurant downstairs, the House
restaurant, was run at a deficit and the
food there for Members of Congress and
their guests was subsidized.

I have given the example of ice being
delivered and some 16 and 17 people
working to deliver ice. Well, they insti-
tuted delivering ice to the Members’
rooms back in the 1930s and 1940s be-
fore they had refrigerators and they
were still spending three-quarters of a
million dollars a year to deliver ice to
the offices when I came here and had
some 16 to 17 employees doing that.

I gave that speech many years ago,
and someone could not believe it. I had
to send them the documentation. He
said I was not telling the truth. But
that is how they ran the place. The
place was in shambles. The House of
Representatives, the people’s House,
was a disaster.

And I sat with a Member of Congress,
a freshman Member, and I was telling
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him the things that we have done since
1995 just starting here with the House
of Representatives.

The first thing we did, and we said we
would do it, was we cut the staff in the
House of Representatives by one-third.
That is what we started out with. We
cut the staff by one-third. We cleaned
out one building and a half a building
on Capitol Hill of the huge bulk that
the other side had taken on board and
bulged the bureaucracy of the adminis-
tration of Congress.
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We cut the committees by a third. I
took over the Civil Service sub-
committee, which at one time Civil
Service and Post Office had over 100
employees. I chaired Civil Service, and
in fact we operated with seven staffers
as opposed to more than 50 that had
been devoted to the Civil Service sub-
committee. So we cut the staff.

If you walk around the halls of Con-
gress today in some of the House office
buildings, you will see some empty
rooms there that are there for meeting.
They were formerly filled with this
huge bureaucracy that the other side
built up. That would be very sad to re-
turn to those days of yesteryear when
they had control, when they misused
their power.

We instituted many reforms in addi-
tion to cutting staff. Incidentally,
since we cut the staff, we had a lot of
parking spaces left over here because
we did not have the 3,000 employees
that were cut from the congressional
payroll when we also cut the expendi-
tures of the House of Representatives.
So we turned that into a public park-
ing lot. That parking lot actually has
revenue into the House of Representa-
tives. The subsidized dining room is
now privately operated and not oper-
ated at a subsidy on the House side. A
big change. The shoe shine stand, the
barber shop, all of these things have
been privatized and now accomplished.
As I said, I sat with a freshman Mem-
ber of Congress, he did not know, and if
a freshman Republican Member of Con-
gress does not know what we did, how
can the American people or the rest of
Congress remember the reforms that
were instituted here in this House of
Representatives?

One of the other great things that we
have done, as long as I am going to
spend a few minutes talking about,
again, a contrast between the Repub-
lican control and the Democrat con-
trol, is our Nation’s capital. Our Na-
tion’s capital was a disaster in 1993 to
1995 when the Democrats controlled the
White House, the House and the Sen-
ate. It was a national shame. The mur-
der rate approached some 400. There
was a murder almost every weekend.
Some weekends there were half a dozen
murders here. There was slaughter in
the streets of Washington. The public
housing authority was bankrupt. The

September 28, 2000

children who were supposed to be pro-
tected, most protected, not at a dis-
advantage, were fed jello, rice and
chicken for a month because they did
not have money to pay the vendors.

Sometimes you had to boil your
water in the District of Columbia. The
morgue was not able to pay again for
burying the indigent dead and bodies
were stacked up like cord wood because
they could not meet their obligations.
This Congress was funding three-quar-
ters of a billion dollars of deficit for
the District of Columbia before the Re-
publicans took control of the House of
Representatives. Three-quarters of a
billion dollars a year in debt. Marion
Barry who was a disgrace to not only
the capital but to the Nation, who set
a horrible example for the young peo-
ple here, he had employed some 60,000
employees. About one in every 10 peo-
ple in the District of Columbia was em-
ployed by the District staff.

What did the Republicans do? This
year we have nearly balanced the budg-
et for the District of Columbia, first of
all kicking and screaming and you
would think we had imposed martial
law but we did impose a control board
over the District of Columbia. The Dis-
trict is our responsibility. It is a trust
given to the Congress under the Con-
stitution and we must work to try to
maintain that trust as a good steward
of the District. You do want home rule
and we have tried to do that, but we
did have to institute a control board.
We have gotten some of the agencies,
not all of them, in order. But the Dis-
trict again is running at a near bal-
anced budget. They were spending
more on education than any other enti-
ty in the United States on a per capita
basis and performing at one of the low-
est levels and we have turned some of
that around.

We had to turn the water system over
to another agency to operate. We have
had to redo the District of Columbia
building which once was a beautiful
building and it looked like a Third
World practically bombed out shelter
when we took over. We have cut the
employees from some 60,000 to in the
mid-30,000 range, I believe, but we have
dramatically decreased the number of
employees in the District of Columbia.
And we have cut the murders in the
District. The person we brought in as
the financial officer to oversee the Dis-
trict’s finances and try to get them in
order fortunately was elected the
mayor and he has done an admirable
job in bringing the District finances
under control, and now we have re-
turned most of the rule back to the
District of Columbia.

But what a sad case. How sad it
would be for the District of Columbia
or for the American people to turn the
Congress over, the running of the
House of Representatives to the side
that put it in such shame and disre-
pute, how sad it would be to turn the
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District of Columbia back over to the
people who had that stewardship and in
some 40 years ran the District of Co-
lumbia into the ground. They were re-
sponsible. They failed. We took on that
responsibility both to run this House,
run the District, and I think we did an
admirable job. So today, my col-
leagues, I think it is time that we re-
member as Members are prepared from
the other side to come and bash what
we have done, I want to put in the
RECORD and let the Congress and the
American people know what we have
taken on as a responsibility.

I was appointed by Speaker Gingrich
to be the chairman of the Civil Service
subcommittee. I spoke about that a few
minutes ago. I talked about some of
the things we did with the Civil Service
subcommittee. I am not here to tout
my own horn but let me tell you, we
took the Federal employees personnel
office, which is the Office of Personnel
Management, and in the 1993 to 1995 pe-
riod, just go look at the statistics.
Close to 6,000 employees in our per-
sonnel office, Office of Personnel Man-
agement. We were able to get that
down to some 3,000 employees. And
1,000 of those employees, although
there was kicking and screaming, there
were Federal investigators, I was able,
working with others, to turn that into
an employee stock ownership plan. So
we cut the number of employees. We
took a thousand of those Federal inves-
tigators and turned that into an em-
ployee stock ownership company. I am
sure you would not read about this but
it is a success of again a Republican
initiative and something that we
should be very proud of. They now own
that company. They now pay taxes,
millions of dollars in taxes. They do
business with the Federal Government,
with other government agencies, with
the private sector. But it is employee-
owned. They fought kicking and
screaming, but we did it.

We can cut government. We can cut
bureaucracy. We can make things run
more efficiently. I had never been
chairman of Civil Service. I had never
been to a Civil Service subcommittee
hearing. Again, it does not take a lot of
rocket science or a Harvard Ph.D. in
economics or administration manage-
ment, it just takes some common
sense. And somehow in 40 years these
people lost common sense.

Let me talk about one more thing
that really got my gander last week.
We had the President of the United
States at the White House in a signing
ceremony for long-term care. The
President and the White House an-
nounced the statement that the Presi-
dent and the administration had passed
long-term care for Federal employees
and retirees and others in the Federal
workforce. The President of the United
States had the gall to say that this
would serve as a model for the private
sector. Little did the President of the
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United States know the history of what
had taken place on long-term care. Nor
would his aides ever reveal this to the
American public nor his press machine.
But long-term care, ladies and gentle-
men, when I became chairman of Civil
Service was not ever on the radar
screen. There was never ever a hearing
in the Congress on long-term care.
When I took over and I came from the
private sector, I took over Civil Serv-
ice, I started to look at some of the
employee benefit programs. And com-
ing from the private sector, I wondered
why we did not have long-term care
benefits for Federal employees. So I
looked into it, and I actually con-
ducted a hearing. The first hearing
ever in the Congress was held on March
26, 1998, I chaired that, and I said, why
do we not have long-term care as a ben-
efit for Federal employees?

Now, this does not again take any-
thing but common sense. I came from
the private sector. Businesses I had
been familiar with had proposals for
long-term care for their employees.
The bigger the business, the better dis-
counts you can get. With 1.9 million
Federal employees, with 2.2 million
Federal retirees, with 1 million postal
people and millions in the military,
why could we not have a long-term
care benefit for our Federal employees,
go to an insurance carrier for long-
term care and get a discounted rate for
providing a group policy? I posed that.

“Oh, we can’t do that. My goodness,
we can’t do that.”” The administration
fought, kicked, opposed, blocked, did
everything they could, said that this
was a radical idea and fought us tooth
and nail as we moved along or put im-
pediments in the way.

Finally, the President signed the bill.
I was not invited to the signing cere-
mony. There were other places I have
not been invited to that probably
would be more offensive to me, but we
must set the record straight. And for
the President of the United States to
say that this would serve as a model
for the private sector, well, to the
President of the United States, Mr.
Speaker and my colleagues, I must re-
mind him that this idea came from the
private sector. It was delivered through
the person of Mr. MICA from Florida
who held the first hearing on it and
who introduced the first legislation on
this August 4, 1998 and worked to try to
get them to provide this simple benefit
for one of the largest groups in the
United States.

But Federal employees, Federal re-
tirees, if you think that Bill Clinton or
AL GORE did this for you, you need to
have a serious counseling session with
me and I will be glad to provide you
the data. Of course he took credit for it
and he had himself surrounded by peo-
ple who did not have a whole lot to do
with this particular issue.

Another issue, just to reflect as long
as I am on the subject of a comparison
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of the Republican administration, the
new majority, I must say that the
other side really has had a deficit in
new ideas for some 47 years, long-term
care being one of them. But again in
chairing the Civil Service sub-
committee, I looked at the benefits
that Federal employees have, and I
came again from the private sector, I
had some term insurance I had ac-
quired in the private sector and as you
get older and if you have term insur-
ance, you know you pay more for that
term insurance, and I thought, well,
why not add on? I am now a Federal
employee. Even though I am a Member
of Congress I fall in that category. Why
not add on to the Federal employees
life insurance benefits program? I
could pay a little bit more in a group
and have those benefits. Now I am in
that employ, I do not have the private
sector benefit, so I looked at the rates,
and I said, ‘“‘My God, they’re paying
higher rates for life insurance than I
can get in the private sector.”
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I thought, something is dramatically
wrong. So I conducted a hearing on
Federal employee-retiree life insurance
benefits. Come to find out, the other
side had not bid the life insurance pol-
icy for 40 years. For 40 years they had
not bid it; they only had one product
available.

If you are even familiar in the slight-
est sense from the private sector of all
the new options that are out there in
insurance coverage, and you have a
group of 1.9 million Federal employees
and 2.2 million Federal retirees and
other Federal employees, why could
you not get a better rate with a group
that size? A no-brainer. I talked to my
friends in the insurance industry, and
they said it was absurd not to have
more choices. It was absurd to be pay-
ing those rates.

Now, we did make a little bit of
progress. We have some more choices
out there. Kicking and screaming, the
Office of Personnel Management is
coming into the 21st century, whether
it is long-term employee health bene-
fits, whether it is life insurance.

Let me just set up as a bit of warning
something else that I found as Chair of
the Subcommittee on Civil Service
that is on everybody’s radar screen.
One of the most important things to
me personally is that we find ways to
provide health insurance coverage for
all Americans.

I personally remember when I was in
college and my brother was in college,
we dropped out, my dad did not have
health insurance, and we went to work
and were able to help the family meet
their financial requirements and then
g0 back to school. But I know what it
is like to be in a family that does not
have health insurance, and there are
millions of families that do not have
health insurance.
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My dad was a working American who
did not have health insurance, so I
know what it is like; and I think it is
important that we as Republicans, that
we as Democrats, that we as an Inde-
pendent Member of this body, work to
find ways to find access to health in-
surance coverage.

I oversaw the largest health care
plan as chairman of the Subcommittee
on Civil Service in the country when I
chaired that subcommittee, and I saw
what this administration did to that
program. It concerns me, because they
are doing the same thing in prescrip-
tion drugs; they are doing the same
thing with HMOs and other reform.

What they are doing is they are bog-
ging it down, they are packing on man-
dates, they are phrasing things like
“Patients’ Bill of Rights’” and all of
this that sounds good.

So I held hearings on what the ad-
ministration was doing back several
years now when I chaired this sub-
committee. They came out with this
Patients’ Bill of Rights, and they could
not get agreement in the Congress, so
the President, by executive order, im-
posed the Patients’ Bill of Rights on
the Federal Employees Health Benefit
Program.

I held a hearing and asked the people
from the administration, what does
this Patients’ Bill of Rights do? Tell
me what it does specifically. And each
of them would say, well, it provides
more paperwork, it is more regulation,
it is more mandates.

I said, well, what medical benefit is
there to all this? And they could not
mention a specific medical benefit. But
the President by executive order,
which he has used so much because of
the slim majority, and we do not have
override ability here, imposed that on
the employees health benefit program
for the Federal Government, and not
on all plans.

We had close to 400 plans at one time,
before he imposed this, and he did not
impose on it the most contentious part
of the Patients’ Bill of Rights, which is
the right to sue. He imposed part of it,
mostly the regulations and paperwork,
I guess to make it look like he was
doing something.

I will tell you what the result was.
Instead of having, say, some 400 to
choose from, we lost 60, 70 plans. When
they added more mandates, we lost
more plans. So many areas that needed
that coverage for Federal employees
out in the yonder started seeing fewer
HMOs.

In addition, they saw the costs rise
dramatically, and the private sector
costs have not risen for health care
plans anywhere near the extent, almost
double digit for Federal employees,
again with a system that the adminis-
tration could get its hands around and
sort of strangle, which they have done.
So Federal employees, retirees, have
seen these dramatic increases in costs
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in premium, and also have fewer
choices.

We have to be very careful that we do
not do the same thing here with HMOs.
I had a great letter from a constituent
in my district. It was really a prize let-
ter. I think it started out with ‘“‘Dear
Congressman MICA and you other dum-
mies in Washington.”” He had sent it to
not just me.

He said, you all are up there arguing
about whether or not I have the right
to sue my HMO, and he said you all are
out in space, because I do not even
have an HMO to sue. Three of them
have disappeared.

That is a great concern to me, that
something that was set up to provide
health care on a cost-effective basis,
that we do not destroy it.

Now, there are patient protections
and things that can be written without
damaging the intent and purpose of
HMOs to provide access to health care,
but we do not want more people like
this who make a mockery of the ability
to sue because he does not even have a
plan he can go to. We see more and
more plans being dissolved.

So if the Federal Government does
continue to impose mandates, if we put
on a Patients’ Bill of Rights that only
adds paperwork and regulations, and
we increase the cost and we have fewer
HMOs to choose from, the gentleman
who wrote me, unfortunately, will be
very correct. But he did have a great
point: we cannot destroy something
that is so important to us, and we have
got to find ways.

It is interesting that we have some 30
or 40 million people who do not have
health insurance coverage, and two-
thirds of those people are working
Americans. On our side of the aisle,
again, kicking and screaming, we made
the President sign welfare reform. I
can tell you there is no way, if we had
not boxed him into a corner, if it had
not been close to the election, he ever
would have signed welfare reform, but
he did sign it. We have some 6 or 7
more million people working, thanks
to the Republican initiative.

It is hard. I know it is easy to come
here to come to Washington, to say I
am going to give you this, free pre-
scription drugs; you do not have to
work; we will send you a welfare check
from Washington, or through Wash-
ington, and you will be taken care of
cradle-to-grave.

They tried that in the Soviet Union.
They had it all cooked, and, unfortu-
nately, the system was destroyed. You
even see it in Europe and some coun-
tries that have these huge tax rates,
unemployment, people not working,
lack of productivity, and it is reflected
now in their economies, as opposed to
our’s.

But we must address the people that
we have taken from welfare to work
and find a way that they can have ac-
cess to affordable, quality health care.
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I think that has to be through a part-
nership of the working individual on
the basis of their ability to pay.

We also have to do that through the
employer; and most of the employers
who are providing these benefits are
small businesses. The majority of busi-
nesses in this country, the vast major-
ity, is not big, big business; it is small
employers. A huge percentage of our
population is employed by small busi-
ness people. So business, the employer
and government also has a responsi-
bility, and it is something we can do.

They had their chance to balance the
budget. They did not. What is inter-
esting is this year, 1 believe we are
going to have this year in excess of $200
billion in surplus. They would have had
by their plan which they submitted to
us, I was here, a $200 billion deficit. Not
only would they have had a deficit, but
they were also taking out of Social Se-
curity and putting in nonnegotiable
certificates of indebtedness of the
United States.

So here is the crew on the other side
of the aisle that brought us these huge
deficits, and all the finances of the
country start right here in the people’s
body, in the House of Representatives.
They had their chance to propose get-
ting this right, but they now claim to
say that they can do a better job.

If you believe that, I have a bridge in
Brooklyn that I would like to sell you.
These are the same folks that not only
had us in a deficit position, had no way
to get us out, tried to tax their way
out, tried to spend their way out, and
had projected for this year a $200 bil-
lion deficit, their best guess, and we
have a $200 billion-plus surplus.

It has not been easy to do. Every
time we have made a reform, they have
thrown the kitchen sink at us, saying
we are going to have people rolled out
of nursing homes on the street, there
will be breadlines in America, welfare
reform is a cruel thing, to insist that
people work and not stay on welfare.

But I submit that we have done an
admirable job. One of the things you
can do when you balance the budget is
you can talk about prescription drug
benefits, you can talk about adding
more money to education.

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk a few
minutes about education, because I
think that is important.

Now, I am a Republican Member of
the House of Representatives. I come
from a background, I actually have a
degree in education from the Univer-
sity of Florida. I am very proud of
that, and I never taught. I did my in-
ternship.

My wife was a public schoolteacher,
taught elementary school in Corning,
New York, and West Palm Beach when
we moved and were married some 28
years ago, and she was a great teacher.
I admire her ability with young people,
and she has been a great mother to my
two children, and I respect her judg-
ment.
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So she went to public schools, I went
to public schools, we worked our way
through college. I want to give that as
a background. I am interested in edu-
cation.

My grandparents were immigrants to
this country. One was an Italian immi-
grant who came in after the turn of the
century, worked in the factories and
got into business in upstate New York.
My grandfather on my father’s side,
they were Slovak immigrants from
Slovakia, now a free and independent
nation, once part of Czechoslovakia.
They came to this country.

I will tell you, from the time I was a
young child, I never heard anything re-
peated more in my family than get
your education, that education is the
most important thing. So the back-
ground of my family, again, came from
immigrants, and they were intent on
educating their children and grand-
children, and it was so important to us
because they saw education and they
saw it so rightly as the key to being
able to function in a free democratic
society that is dedicated to free enter-
prise. So education was a very, very
important part of my family’s back-
ground. I want to give that as a predi-
cate.

Mr. Speaker, part of our work is try-
ing to pass some 13 appropriations bills
and do it in a responsible fashion. The
contest is between the spenders, they
had their chance to tax, and they could
not impose any higher taxes on the
American people because they are not
in the majority. And the other alter-
native is spending, trying to keep the
spending under control. The easiest
thing for a politician to do is just
spend more of the money and get it out
of the people’s hard-earned paycheck.

0 1700

But, again, on the point of education,
education has always been important
to me. And once we get the finances of
the country in order, once we get our
personal finances in order, we can do a
lot. We found that.

If T asked a question to Members of
the House of Representatives, or of the
Mr. Speaker today, who would do more
financially for education, Republicans
or Democrats, I am sure, Mr. Speaker,
many people would respond, Demo-
crats, because they are bigger spenders.
But a strange thing happens when we
balance the budget and have fiscal re-
sponsibility in Washington. We have
more money, as I said, for prescription
drugs; we have more money for edu-
cation.

I can tell my colleagues that in the
Republican Majority, K-through-12
funding has been a priority. Now, we
only fund about 5 to 6 percent of all
education dollars. The rest comes from
local and State, usually from State
governments through sales tax or other
taxes at the State level or local prop-
erty taxes. So we are the small contrib-
utor.
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But these are the funding levels.
Take a look at this. During the time
the Democrats had control of the
House of Representatives from 1990 to
1995, they increased spending for K-
through-12 some 30.9 percent. If we
have our financing in order, we can set
priorities. We are not going further in
the hole, and we are not robbing money
out of Social Security, Medicare, or
letting other programs go astray and
here is what can be done. Under the Re-
publican Majority from 1995 to 2000, we
have increased the funds for education.

So we can do this with a balanced
budget. We can put more money into
education and the facts show that.

In fact, our side of the aisle has done
that. Now, there is a big difference be-
tween the way we spend money and the
way they spend money. Again, as a
teacher, a former teacher-to-be, be-
cause, again, I never taught, but as a
graduate of an education school and
the husband of a teacher, I can tell my
colleagues, and from talking to teach-
ers throughout my district and any-
where I meet them, the last thing a
teacher is able to do today is to teach.
There are so many regulations, so
many rules, so many restraints. There
are so many court orders, so many
edicts from Washington from the De-
partment of Education, that the last
thing a teacher can do is teach.

So this Republican majority has a
difference. We have a difference in phi-
losophy too about education. With
Democrat control of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Congress, we
found that nearly 90 percent of Federal
dollars were going to everything except
the classroom. We have first of all put
more dollars into education, but also
to have them go to the classroom and
to the teacher. Those are the most fun-
damental differences between what the
other side has proposed and what we
propose and what this great debate is
about.

They want that power; they want
that control in Washington. They
think Washington knows best. Better
than parents, better than teachers, bet-
ter than local school principals. In the
meantime, they have created a bu-
reaucracy. They have 5,000 people in
the Department of Education; 5,000
people in the Department of Education.

Look at this administrative over-
head. We have tried to get the dollars
to education. They have tried and actu-
ally succeeded in getting the money to
education administrative overhead.
This is a chart from 1992 to the year
2000, and that has to be reversed. We do
not need to be paying for a bureauc-
racy in Washington. Of the 5,000 people
in the Federal Department of Edu-
cation, somewhere in the neighborhood
of 3,000 are located just within a few
miles of where I am standing here in
Washington, our Nation’s capital. Most
of them are making between $60,000 and
$110,000. I do not have teachers that are
making $60,000 and $110,000.
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So we have a simple philosophy. Get
that money out of administrative over-
head. And no matter what program
they get into, when they took over the
Congress to have a Direct Student
Loan Program as opposed to having the
private sector, and the costs every
time have risen dramatically. Look at
the costs back in 1993. It has absolutely
mushroomed. This is in a student loan
program.

So we have been able to put more
money in education. We are trying to
do it without strings. We are trying to
do it without a huge bureaucracy.
There were 760 Federal education pro-
grams when I came to Congress. We
have got it down to somewhere, I
think, just below 700. All well intended,
as we will hear the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the
chairman of that committee, cite on
the House floor. All well intended. But
there is no reason why we cannot get
that money back to the classroom,
back to the teacher, back to basic edu-
cation.

I tell my colleagues, and my wife will
tell them as well as an elementary edu-
cator, students must be able to read,
write, and do simple mathematics in
order to succeed. And if students do
not learn that at the earliest stage. I
just saw, and I wanted to say President
Bush, but Governor Bush’s proposal
and for what he did in Texas, what he
has done in teaching young people to
read, to write, to do mathematics. If
we could duplicate this across the
United States, what a great thing we
would be doing for all young people, es-
pecially our minorities.

Again, we have to remember the
value of education, to succeed in this
country. Because if a student cannot
read and write and do simple mathe-
matics at the beginning, then they be-
come the dropout problem, then they
become the discipline problem. Then
they are the social problem. Then they
are sometimes even the prisoner prob-
lem and greater social problem that we
face.

So Republicans have a very simple
proposal. Get the money to the class-
room. We have balanced the budget; we
have additional resources. But not the
control in Washington. Not the stran-
gling. Let teachers teach. Do away
with some of the Federal regulations.

We have seen it with charter schools.
We have seen it with voucher systems.
Voucher systems do not destroy public
education; but they allow everyone,
whether they are poor or black or His-
panic or white, whatever, to have an
opportunity for the best possible edu-
cation. And we find success, tremen-
dous success in those programs in im-
provements in basic skills.

We have done it in the District. We
helped clean up some of the District of
Columbia problems. We have done it in
the House of Representatives. We have
done it with the Social Security pro-
gram that was in disarray. We have
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done it with our Federal balanced
budget. We have tried to do it in a re-
sponsible manner. And here in edu-
cation with our seven key principles:
quality education, better teaching,
local control, which is so important,
accountability. It is so important to
have education accountability, dollars
to the classroom, not to the
bureacracy, not to administration, not
to Washington control or mandates,
but dollars to the classroom where
they are most needed.

And not telling each school district
they have got to use this money only
for this or that. They know, the par-
ents know, the principals know how to
use those dollars.

Then parental involvement and re-
sponsibility. Responsibility which is so
important in our society. Sometimes it
is a word that is forgotten. No one
wants to be responsible. And certainly
we have had some 8 years of people not
taking responsibility, of also pro-
moting a nonresponsible society. That
must change, because we must be re-
sponsible. We must be accountable.
And our young people must also be in-
grained with that philosophy if they
are to succeed.

So we want to, again, take this mes-
sage to the American people this after-
noon, my fellow Members of Congress.
We are pleased to compare what we
have done, what we said we would do,
and what we have accomplished and
what we want to do for the future. We
have a great model that we have pre-
sented.

Sure we have made mistakes. Repub-
licans are human too. Sure, we have
not done everything the way we should
do. But I can tell my colleagues that
this is not the time to turn to irrespon-
sible management of the Congress, ir-
responsible management of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, irresponsible man-
agement over Social Security or Medi-
care that the other side let go. This is
the time to be responsible, to have pro-
grams for the future based on sound ex-
periences of the past.

Today, I have been able to hopefully
outline some of what we have done;
what I have been able to do as a Mem-
ber of this distinguished body. And we
are here to do the people’s business and
do it with honor, and on a bipartisan
basis. But, again, the American people
must be aware of the facts, particu-
larly as we approach this most impor-
tant generational election. This is a
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critical election; and we do not want to
turn back to 1993, 1994, 1995, to tax and
spend and regulate and administrate
from Washington in an irresponsible
manner.

Mr. Speaker, this is the time for re-
sponsibility. It is the time for us to
really reflect upon the accomplish-
ments that we can point to at this
juncture. With that, Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate you taking time and the staff
taking time as the House concludes its
business this afternoon and returns on
Monday. Thank you so much for the
opportunity to present this special
order.

———

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
without amendment a Joint Resolution
of the House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 109. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
2001, and for other purposes.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BONIOR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WOLF) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. NETHERCUTT,
today.

Mr. WoOLF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FOLEY, for 6 minutes, today.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. COBURN, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at her own
request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

for 5 minutes,
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. WAXMAN and to include extra-
neous material, notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds two pages of the
RECORD and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $1,820.

——————

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. Thomas, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills and joint res-
olutions of the House of the following
titles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 999. An act to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to improve the
quality of coastal recreation waters, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 2647. An act to amend the Act entitled
“An Act relating to the water rights of the
AKk-Chin Indian Community’’ to clarify cer-
tain provisions concerning the leasing of
such water rights, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4700. An act to grant the consent of
the Congress to the Kansas and Missouri
Metropolitan Culture District Compact.

H.J. Res. 72. Joint resolution granting the
consent of the Congress to the Red River
Boundary Compact.

H.J. Res. 109. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
2001, and for other purposes.

——————

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 1295. An act to designate the United
States Post Office located at 3813 Main
Street in East Chicago, Indiana, as the
““‘Liance Corporal Harold Gomez Post Office’’.

S. 1324. An act to expand the boundaries of
the Gettysburg National Military Park to in-
clude the Wills House, and for other pur-
poses.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 13 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, September 29, 2000, at 12 noon.

s

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel during the fourth quarter
of 1999, and first and second quarters of 2000, by Committees of the House of Representatives, pursuant to Public Law 95—
384, and for miscellaneous groups in connection with official foreign travel during the first quarter of 2000 are as follows:
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AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31,

1999
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Visit to Curacao, Arubz, Ecuador and Panama, 12/6 12/8 Ecuador 9,005.88 9,005.88
December 210, 1999, Delegation expenses.

Committee total .. 9,005.88 9,005.88

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
FLOYD D. SPENCE, Chairman, July 31, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 2000

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.[X]

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
LARRY COMBEST, Chairman; July 26, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 2000

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency?

Frederick A. Bigden .. 4/29 5/06  Germany 956.25 ... 5979.95 . . 29.56 ... 6,965.76
5/06 5/13  England 2,084.50 2,084.50

Robert V. Davis 6/01 6/06  Taiwan 988.75 e 504197 e 28295 i 6,313.67
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 590.00 590.00

6/08 6/10  China 632.50 632.50

Jack G. DOWRING ... 6/01 6/06  Taiwan 988.75 v 446812 ... 39.69 s 5,496.56
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 590.00 590.00

6/08 6/15  China 1,500.75 1,500.75

Norman H. Gardner ............eeeeeememmmmmssssssrereeeeeeees 6/01 6/06  Taiwan L3 3 L 5259.12 A 6,400.73
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 731.50 731.50

Michael 0. GIYNN ......cooooveeeeeeeeecccccscsssssssseseseeeeeee 4/28 5/07  Korea 194925 e 349497 s 13328 s 5,577.50
5/07 5/12  Japan 822.00 882.00

Terrence E. HODDS .o 4/28 5/07  Korea 194925 . 349427 oo 4318 s 5,486.70
5/07 5/12  Japan 882.00 882.00

Robert H. PEarre, Jr ... 4/29 5/06  Germany 959.00 oo 6,156.19 .o, 11462 7,229.81
5/06 5/07  England 413.75 413.75

Robert J. REIWIESNET .........coeueeeeemrerresersssssercrcceeeeees 6/01 6/06  Taiwan 988.75 i 446812 ..o 27282 e 5,729.29
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 590.00 590.00

6/08 6/15  China 1,500.75 1,500.75

Lewis D. Rinker 4/28 5/07  Korea 1,949.25 e 349497 s 11844 ... 5,558.66
5/07 5/12  Japan 882.00 882.00

Charles J. SEMICh ... 6/01 6/06  Taiwan 988.75 i 451312 s 23130 e 5,733.17
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 590.00 590.00

6/08 6/14  China 1,449.00 1,449.00

RW. Vandergrift ..............ceeeeeeemmmsssesssssssssseseneeennns 6/01 6/06  Taiwan 998.75 v 5961.02 i 498.87 oo 7,458.64
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 590.00 590.00

6/08 6/10  China 569.25 569.25

Donald C. Witham .............cceeeeummmmmeressssssnssscseeeeennns 4/29 5/03  Germany 956.25 oo 5979.95 i 2128 e 6,963.48
5/03 5/13  England 2,084.50 2,084.50

T. Peter Wyman 6/01 6/06  Taiwan 988.75 e 446812 ..o 20542 oo 5,662.29
6/06 6/08  Hong Kong 590.00 590.00

6/08 6/14  China 1,449.00 1,449.00

Committee total ... 34,258.00 e (Y RE R R TRy 99,183.76

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
C.W. BILL YOUNG, Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JULY 31, 2000.

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Charles H. Taylor 4/22  Russia 1,100.00 1,100.000
Commercial airfare .. 4,996.06 4,996.06
Edward E. Lombard ...... 4/22  Russia 1,450.00 1,450.00
Commercial airfare .. 4,706.63 4,706.63
Mark Mioduski 4/19  Uganda 642.00 642.00
4/22  Ethiopa .. 714.00 714.00
4/26  South Africa 668.00 688.00
Commercial airfare 8,257.85 8,257.85
Hon. John P. Murtha . 423 ltaly 237.00 () 237.00
4/25  Kuwait 778.00 () 778.00
4/26  Germany 236.00 (3) 236.00
e m o m e
uwait . 3) .
4/26  Germany 89.75 () 89.75
............. 70.67 70.67

DoUGIAS GIEZOMY ..vvovveereevvreeiereeeseesssese i 421 4723 Kuwait 1,278.00 i (3) 1,278:00
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JULY 31, 2000.—

Continued
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee . Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
Arrival Departure
currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
4/24 425  ltaly 258.00 @) 258.00
4/26 4/26  Spain 193.00 () 193.00
Hon. C.W. Bill Young .. 4/21 423 Kuwait 1,278.00 () 1,278.00
4/24 4/25  ltaly 258.00 (3) 258.00
4/26 4/26  Spain 193.00 () 193.00
Jane Porter 421 423 Kuwait 1,278.00 (3) 1,278.00
4/24 4/25  ltaly 258.00 () 258.00
4/26 4/26  Spain 193.00 @) 193.00
Mike Ringler 4/25 4/29  Thailand 996.00 996.00
Commercial airfare ... 4,404.80 4,404.80
Jennifer Miller 421 4722 People’s Republic of China ......cccee v 347.00 347.00
4/22 4/25  Vietnam 404.00 404.00
4/25 4/29  Thailand 773.00 773.00
Commercial airfare 4,371.88 4,371.88

Hon. Chet Edwards 4/21 4/21  Kosovo @)

4/21 4/21  Macedoni (3)
4/21 4/22  Croatia 206.00 ..o () 206.00

4/22 4/22  Bosnia/Herzegovina (3)
Gregory Dahlberg 4/24 4/26  Germany 168.00 168.00
Commercial airfare 2,265.00 2,265.00
Hon. Sam Farr 4/1 4/2 Costa Rica 173.00 (3) 173.00
Hon. Robert E. “Bud” Cramer ... 4/24 4/25  Brazil 415.00 () 415.00
4/25 4/27  Chile 570.00 @) 570.00
427 4/30  Argentina 1,184.00 (3) 1,184.00
4/30 5/1 Panama 448.00 () 448.00
Hon. Carrie P. Mek .........ccuuuuueemeremsmseeciescncceceenns 4/24 4/25  Brazil 415.00 (3) 415.00
4/25 4/27  Chile 570.00 () 570.00
4/27 4/30  Argentina 1,184.00 (3) 1,184.00
4/30 5/2 Panama 448.00 () 448.00
John G. Shank 5/21 5/31  lsrael 1,502.00 1,502.00
5/31 6/3 Austria 606.00 606.00
Commercial airfare 5,629.66 5,629.66
John T. Blazey Il ........ 5/26 6/05  Turkey 2,208.00 2,208.00
Commercial airfare 3,844.00 3,844.00
Richard E. Efford ........ 5/26 6/2 Turkey 1,891.00 1,891.00
Commercial airfare 3,843.80 3,843.80
Stephanie K. Gupta 5/25 6/2 Turkey 2,108.00 2,108.00
Commercial airfare .........ccoocooeeeerirervcenirenis 3,843.80 3,843.80
Committee total ........cccocoooeeeeeimmmecrcrcncncccenes 2942100 s 46,16348 ... 70.67 s 75,655.15

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2