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Born in Mississippi in 1926, Roxcy 

Bolton has always been a trailblazer. 
She is a persistent advocate who con-
tinues to serve as a powerful voice for 
women whose needs and pleas had not 
been heard. 

Through her actions, Roxcy has al-
ways demonstrated her courage and 
her deep convictions. She showcased 
the problems facing women of her time, 
and continues to encourage women to 
take action and to extend the fight for 
equal rights. 

In South Florida, Roxcy’s fight for 
equality helped to facilitate change. In 
the workplace, Roxcy demanded equal 
respect, equal opportunity, and equal 
pay for men and women. 

For example, in dining clubs, as was 
the custom of the time, working men 
had a special dining area. During busi-
ness day lunch hours men were seated 
and served quickly, while women, 
working women with short lunch 
hours, had to wait in line, looking at 
empty seats in the men’s section. 

By writing letters, meeting with res-
taurant owners, and organizing women, 
Roxcy Bolton changed this policy, and 
soon the ‘‘men only’’ policy in South 
Florida became obsolete. 

Roxcy was also a fighter on behalf of 
abused women. In 1972 she founded 
Women in Distress, the first women’s 
rescue shelter in Florida to provide 
emergency housing, rescue services, 
and care to women who found them-
selves in situations of personal crisis. 

During that time, no one talked 
about rape, much less did anything 
about alleviating the horrendous trau-
ma that the victim undergoes. Brave 
crime victims who actually reported 
their rapes were often treated cal-
lously. 

Roxcy, however, was not afraid to 
speak on behalf of these unfortunate 
women, and did so publicly, with a 
march against rape down Flagler street 
in downtown Miami. Approximately 100 
women gathered to march with Roxcy 
to make the community take notice of 
their concerns, of their anguish, of 
their need. It was the first time that 
South Florida women had taken to the 
streets, and Roxcy knew that if women 
banded together, we were going to 
make a difference. 

Shortly thereafter, Roxcy ap-
proached every local official and per-
suaded them that something had to be 
done about treating rape as the violent 
crime that it is. In 1972, her efforts re-
sulted in the first rape treatment cen-
ter in the country, located in my re-
gional congressional district at Jack-
son Memorial Hospital in Miami. In 
1993, this rape treatment center was 
correctly named after Roxcy Bolton. 

Roxcy also organized Florida’s first 
crime watch meeting to help curb 
crime against women. She has served 
on many boards and commissions, 
working for women’s rights, and has 
been the recipient of numerous civic 

awards related to her work with wom-
en’s rights. In 1992, she helped form the 
Women’s Park, the first park in the 
United States dedicated to all women 
who have made contributions to our 
community. 

To this day, Roxcy continues to be a 
champion for humankind. We cannot 
keep her down. She continues to per-
severe and to recognize women’s role in 
history. She continues to fight for 
women’s rights, human rights, social 
welfare issues, and to put an end to the 
sexual discrimination in employment 
and in education. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have 
Roxcy O’Neal Bolton in my congres-
sional district, and I wish her many 
more successful years in the ongoing 
struggle for women’s issues. I ask my 
colleagues to join me in saluting this 
Florida heroine for her remarkable 
dedication to women, and for making 
South Florida a better place in which 
to live. 

We are a richer community for hav-
ing hard-charging feminists like Roxcy 
O’Neal Bolton in our midst. 

f 

GOVERNOR GEORGE W. BUSH’S 
FALSE STATEMENTS ABOUT HIS 
TAX PLAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we 
should not pretend that we are working 
here toward a final solution. We all 
know we are coming back after the 
election. The people who know this 
best are the Republican Senate leader-
ship. They have all gone home, so why 
are we pretending we are going to cut 
a deal without the Senate leadership? 

This country needs an election so 
that the people can tell us that we need 
more Federal investment in education, 
that we need a prescription drug ben-
efit that is part of Medicare, and that 
we need an increase in the minimum 
wage. 

I trust next Tuesday that message 
will be heard here in Washington loud 
and clear. 

Mr. Speaker, one thing that could 
prevent us from hearing that message 
is a misconstruction of the Governor of 
Texas’ tax plan, because there are two 
false statements that have been made 
by the Governor about his own plan. I 
trust that he has not made these state-
ments deliberately, but simply because 
he has not read and studied his own tax 
plan, and that these are innocent, 
though major, mistakes. 

The first is that the Governor of 
Texas tells us that under his plan, 
every American who pays taxes will 
get tax relief. He has said this over a 
dozen times, and it is false a dozen 
times. In fact, under his tax plan, 15 
million American families who pay 
Federal taxes will get not one penny of 
tax relief. 

Of course, over $700 billion of tax re-
lief over 10 years will go to the wealthi-
est 1 percent of Americans, but not one 
penny will go to 15 million American 
families who work every day, who pay 
taxes to the Federal government in the 
form of FICA taxes taken from their 
wages, and who work at the lowest- 
paying jobs in our society. 

The second false statement made by 
the Governor in both the second and 
third debates was that his plan pro-
vided only $223 billion over 10 years of 
tax relief to the wealthiest 1 percent of 
Americans. He was off. It is really clos-
er to $700 billion of tax relief, because 
in stating the degree of tax relief that 
he provides to the wealthiest 1 percent, 
he simply forgot that his plan involves 
the repeal of the estate tax, which will 
eventually cost this country $50 billion 
a year, or $500 billion over the 10 years 
that is our traditional measure of the 
effect of tax proposals. 

That is why it is true that the Gov-
ernor’s tax plan will provide more to 
the wealthiest 1 percent of Americans 
than he proposes to provide to 
strengthen our military, improve our 
education, improve Medicare, and pro-
vide for our health care system, or im-
prove our health care system, com-
bined. 

Mr. Speaker, I now want to address 
the need for school construction, which 
is also a tax issue, because the tradi-
tion in this country is that the Federal 
government provides help for those 
school districts that have old schools 
that have need for new schools because 
of growth, or that need schools with 
smaller classrooms to provide for 
smaller class sizes, and therefore need 
more classrooms. 

The tradition is that we do that 
through the Tax Code by allowing 
school districts to issue tax-exempt 
bonds. We on the Democratic side have 
urged that $25 billion of urgently-need-
ed capital be provided to these school 
districts, not in the form of tax-exempt 
bonds but in the form of tax credit 
bonds, which will be even better for the 
school districts because they will not 
have to pay even reduced interest, they 
will pay no interest at all. The Federal 
Government will pick up the tab. 

In fact, though, the tax bill that left 
this House provided only half of the $25 
billion of tax credit bonds that these 
school districts need. But that tax bill 
did address another problem. That 
problem appears to be that the sub-
specialist tax lawyers who specialize in 
tax-exempt bonds feel their job is too 
boring. I could not agree with them 
more. 

I myself am a tax nerd of long stand-
ing, but even I, after many years of 
reading the tax regulations, had but 
one solace, and that is, at least my job 
was not as boring as those of my breth-
ren who subspecialized in tax-exempt 
school bonds. 
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Now these bond counsel want some-

thing exciting, and they have per-
suaded this House to supposedly help 
school districts by changing the arbi-
trage rules so that school districts will 
be encouraged not to use school bond 
money to build schools, but to delay 
that for up to 4 years, and to take that 
money on an exciting trip to Wall 
Street. Mr. Speaker, school bonds 
should be used to build a school on Elm 
Street, not a skyscraper on Wall 
Street. 

But the main component of the tax 
bill that this House passed designed to 
help school districts is one that does 
not provide them with tax credits, does 
not cut their interest costs, does not 
provide capital to build schools, but in-
stead, encourages those school districts 
to gamble with the school bond money. 

Mr. Speaker, that is how Orange 
County, California, went bankrupt. 
That is no help to school districts at 
all. We need to take back that bill and 
provide a full $25 billion of tax credit 
bonds so schools can be built around 
the country. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY STAND-
ARDS ON CLOTHES WASHERS 
ERODES FREE MARKETPLACE 
AND ELIMINATES CONSUMER 
CHOICE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
over the last few years, the extreme 
green have colluded with appliance 
manufacturers, with the rubber stamp 
of the Department of Energy. This col-
lusion, if left unchecked, will erode the 
free marketplace, and it would elimi-
nate consumer choice. 

I am talking about the DOE’s recent 
decision to propose mandates for 
clothes washers. On October 5, the De-
partment of Energy rolled out its lat-
est tome of regulations on American 
household appliances. Their proposed 
mandate would require that consumers 
buy clothes washers that are available 
now but which consumers refuse as a 
rule to buy. 

Those requirements mean only one 
thing, that the type of washing ma-
chine in tens of millions of American 
homes will soon become a thing of the 
past. It means that the reliable, afford-
able, effective washers to which we are 
all accustomed will have to be re-
placed. 

The Department of Energy, the appli-
ance manufacturers, and a handful of 
extreme special interest groups to-
gether wrote this new mandate. They 
left out a few people: the consumers 
and the taxpayers. In my opinion, the 
consumers and the taxpayers are the 
biggest stakeholders when it comes to 
home appliances. They are the ones 
who have to shell out their hard-earned 
money when their washer breaks down. 

Unfortunately, it is the 81 million 
owners of washing machines in homes 
across the U.S. who were the only ones 
left out of this decision. The average 
American family is not yet even aware 
of the proposed mandate. 

Mr. Speaker, how many working fam-
ilies do we know who come home after 
a long day at the office to sit down and 
read the tedious technical Federal Reg-
ister every day? I can assure the 
Speaker, not very many. It is for ex-
actly this reason I am raising this 
issue, to make the public aware of the 
flawed regulations coming out of the 
DOE. 

Not only is the Federal government 
going to take away their choice in the 
marketplace, but to add insult to in-
jury, it is going to force them to shoul-
der the inordinate additional cost of 
meeting the new mandate. 

I do not know how many Members of 
Congress have been out shopping for a 
front-loading washing machine lately, 
but if they had, they would come in 
with a clear case of sticker shock. 
Many models meeting the proposed ef-
ficiency levels are well over $1,000; yes, 
I said over $1,000. Compare that to the 
typical top-loading machine that sells 
for around $400. 

Even by the scantest DOE calcula-
tion, the consumer will have to part 
with at least $240 extra for washers 
that meet this new requirement. All 
told, that adds up to over $1,000 more 
per household. Again, those are the low 
estimates. 

The administration’s own analysis 
shows that millions of customers and 
consumers will never be able to recoup 
the higher prices. Low-income house-
holds, households with fewer occu-
pants, such as senior citizens living 
alone who use washers less frequently, 
and those households in areas where 
energy costs will be disproportionately 
higher are the ones most affected. 
Those who can least afford it are un-
likely to recover the additional cost 
that is required. 

Then, after having to pay hundreds 
more at the appliance showroom, the 
proposal provides for the manufactur-
ers to recoup millions of taxpayer dol-
lars. Let us get this straight. That is 
right, the back-room deal includes $60 
million per manufacturer in tax 
breaks, tax breaks for the manufactur-
ers, not for the consumers. 

Mr. Speaker, several points need to 
be made concerning these proposed reg-
ulations. First, the regulation would 
hurt working families by severely lim-
iting what type of clothes washers, and 
it also includes air conditioning and 
heat pumps, can be purchased. 

b 1930 

It forces homeowners to buy products 
they have shown they do not like. 
Front loading machines make up less 
than 10 percent of current washer sales. 
The special interest groups have even 

publicly stated that American con-
sumers simply do not want this type of 
washer. 

Let me quote for my colleagues what 
some of the appliance manufacturers 
have said, I am quoting, ‘‘selling in the 
marketplace is easy if there’s a stand-
ard in place. It’s not a matter, nec-
essarily, of consumer acceptance.’’ 

Another executive from the appli-
ance industry claims, and I am 
quoting, ‘‘Federal standards provide 
the only meaningful route to appro-
priately higher energy efficiency for 
appliances.’’ 

Here is where it gets downright sad. 
Taxpayer dollars are being spent for 
outlandish trumpeting public relations 
events the new mandates. The exam-
ples include tax dollars spent on a few 
country western music series to pro-
mote the regulations and also to give 
away free washing machines. Who do 
you suppose pays for those? Try the 
Department of Energy. 

Back in May, May 23, the Depart-
ment of Energy stated that the new 
regulations would be proposed in June 
of 2000. Finally, in October, DOE got 
around to publishing the proposal with 
a deadline for public comment only 60 
days later. It would appear after 
months of bureaucratic delay, the En-
ergy Department now appears in a rush 
to regulate. Secretary Bill Richardson 
said that the department is, I quote, 
‘‘on a rush to establish a legacy.’’ 

The Department has done the abso-
lute minimum it can do to allow the 
people’s voice to be heard by setting 
the minimum comment period of 60 
days. That is why I introduced legisla-
tion to extend the public comment pe-
riod to 120 days. 

I ask for consideration from all of my 
colleagues. I have over 20 cosponsors at 
the present time. Please, come on 
board, support a common sense bill. 

Mr. Speaker, over the past few years, the 
‘‘Extreme Green’’ have colluded with appliance 
manufacturers with the rubber stamp of the 
Department of Energy. This collusion, if left 
unchecked, will erode the free marketplace 
and eliminates consumer choice. I am talking 
about DOE’s recent decision to propose man-
dates for clothes washers. 

On October 5, the Department of Energy 
rolled out its latest tome of regulations on 
American household appliances. Their pro-
posed mandate would require that consumers 
buy clothes washers that are available now, 
but which consumers refuse, as a rule, to buy. 
Well, those requirements mean only one 
thing—that the type of washing machine in 
tens of millions of American homes, will soon 
become a thing of the past. It means that the 
reliable, affordable, effective washers to which 
we are all accustomed, will have to be re-
placed. 

The Department of Energy, the appliance 
manufacturers and a handful of ‘‘extreme’’ 
special interest groups together wrote the new 
mandate. They left out a few people—the con-
sumers and the taxpayers. Well, in my opin-
ion, the consumers and taxpayers are the big-
gest ‘‘stakeholders’’ when it comes to home 
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