
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE7064 May 8, 2000
should greatly concern each of us as 
well that in my home State of North 
Carolina, much like every State where 
farming is a way of life, there has been 
a 64 percent decline in minority farm-
ers in just over 15 years, from 6,996 in 
1978 to 2,498 farms in 1992. 

Black farmers are declining at three 
times the rate of white farmers. 

There are several reasons why the 
number of black farmers are declining 
so rapidly. But the one that has been 
documented time and time again is the 
discriminatory environment present in 
the Department of Agriculture, the 
very agent established to accommodate 
and assist the special needs of farmers. 

The plight of the black farmer in 
America is a plight that has been 
fueled by the sting of discrimination. 
Once land is lost, it is very, very dif-
ficult to recover. And land has been 
lost by black farmers and black fami-
lies. 

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult enough for 
small farmers to eke out an existence 
in this time of inclement weather, eco-
nomic downturns, and big farm take-
overs. This difficult situation should 
not be made more difficult by discrimi-
nation rearing its ugly head. 

When the history of this century is 
written, it is my hope that the year 
2000 will be recorded as significant in 
the effort to change the course and the 
culture of the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the muddied 
legacy that it has left for black farm-
ers. 

This resolution is a step, perhaps, 
well-intended in the right direction, 
but it is a very, very limited step.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
CLAYTON) for her statements. And I 
think those are the reasons why I have 
gotten involved. It has taken me a 
longer time to learn that than she has. 
But since 1993, I have been listening, I 
have been meeting, I have been listen-
ing, I have been talking, I have been 
trying to find out. Now what we have is 
one last plea on my part on behalf of 
the black farmers. 

My statement of January 8 was we 
cannot proceed any further without my 
colleagues in Congress being sup-
portive of this effort. If we vote this 
concurrent resolution down, we are 
going to be changing it from legislative 
remedies to political, and I beg my col-
leagues not to do that. 

These black farmers have not, in any 
way, done anything to deserve this, to 
be considered a political football, that 
someone has to be of a certain party or 
had to be a certain type of person to be 
able to bring something like this. It is 
a legislative matter. It is brought so 
that we can show concurrence. That is 
what it is. 

I plead with my colleagues to let this 
pass so that we can, at least, say we 
are in unity with the black farmers. 
And then we can go forward from 
there. If we take it away from that, 
from being legislative, and we make it 
political and say, no, sir, we are not 
going to do this because somebody may 
get credit or can blame somebody else, 
then the black farmers are going to get 
a no in the same way that they have 
been getting noes for years and years 
and years. A no is a no, no matter what 
we say to it. 

I think it would be a real disservice 
to their commitment and to their sac-
rifice for us to say no to them again. I 
plead with my colleagues to vote for 
this resolution.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
today the House will be considering House 
Concurrent Resolution 296, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the set-
tlement process for discrimination claims 
brought by African-American farmers against 
the Department of Agriculture be carried out in 
a timely and expeditious manner. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has conceded 
that the Department of Agriculture discrimi-
nated against certain African-American farm-
ers in the delivery of payments from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and disaster assist-
ance programs during the period from 1981 
through 1996. This discrimination has had a 
significant impact on the lives and economic 
well-being of these African-American farmers 
and their families. 

A Federal District Court Judge ruled in April, 
1999, that these African-American farmers, as 
a result of this discrimination, are entitled to 
settlement from the Department of Agriculture. 
However, even a year later, these claims have 
not been addressed by the Department of Ag-
riculture in a timely manner. These settle-
ments are desperately needed and much-de-
served. The Court-mandated funds will help 
these farmers recover their losses due to this 
discrimination and provide them with the finan-
cial means to get back on their feet. 

I rise in strong support of this resolution and 
I would like to thank Representative DICKEY for 
his efforts to ensure that these claims are 
dealt with fairly and expeditiously. I ask my 
colleagues in the House to join me in urging 
the Department of Agriculture to expedite the 
settlement process and commit the necessary 
resources to assist these farmers. 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that their remarks 
are to be directed to the Chair and not 
in the second person to other Members 
of the House.

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 
DICKEY), that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 296. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Con. Res. 296. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

SOUTHEAST FEDERAL CENTER 
PUBLIC-PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT 
ACT OF 2000 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3069) to authorize the Admin-
istrator of General Services to provide 
for redevelopment of the Southeast 
Federal Center in the District of Co-
lumbia, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3069

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Southeast Fed-
eral Center Public-Private Development Act of 
2000’’. 
SEC. 2. SOUTHEAST FEDERAL CENTER DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘Southeast Federal Cen-
ter’’ means the site in the southeast quadrant of 
the District of Columbia that is under the con-
trol and jurisdiction of the General Services Ad-
ministration and extends from Issac Hull Ave-
nue on the east to 1st Street on the west, and 
from M Street on the north to the Anacostia 
River on the south, excluding an area on the 
river at 1st Street owned by the District of Co-
lumbia and a building west of Issac Hull Avenue 
and south of Tingey Street under the control 
and jurisdiction of the Department of the Navy. 
SEC. 3. SOUTHEAST FEDERAL CENTER DEVELOP-

MENT AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of Gen-

eral Services may enter into agreements (includ-
ing leases, contracts, cooperative agreements, 
limited partnerships, joint ventures, trusts, and 
limited liability company agreements) with a 
private entity to provide for the acquisition, 
construction, rehabilitation, operation, mainte-
nance, or use of the Southeast Federal Center, 
including improvements thereon, or such other 
activities related to the Southeast Federal Cen-
ter as the Administrator considers appropriate. 

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—An agreement 
entered into under this section—

(1) shall have as its primary purpose enhanc-
ing the value of the Southeast Federal Center to 
the United States; 

(2) shall be negotiated pursuant to such proce-
dures as the Administrator considers necessary 
to ensure the integrity of the selection process 
and to protect the interests of the United States; 

(3) may provide a lease option to the United 
States, to be exercised at the discretion of the 
Administrator, to occupy any general purpose 
office space in a facility covered under the 
agreement; 

(4) shall not require, unless specifically deter-
mined otherwise by the Administrator, Federal 
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ownership of a facility covered under the agree-
ment after the expiration of any lease of the fa-
cility to the United States; 

(5) shall describe the consideration, duties, 
and responsibilities for which the United States 
and the private entity are responsible; 

(6) shall provide—
(A) that the United States will not be liable 

for any action, debt, or liability of any entity 
created by the agreement; and 

(B) that such entity may not execute any in-
strument or document creating or evidencing 
any indebtedness unless such instrument or doc-
ument specifically disclaims any liability of the 
United States under the instrument or docu-
ment; and 

(7) shall include such other terms and condi-
tions as the Administrator considers appro-
priate. 

(c) CONSIDERATION.—An agreement entered 
into under this section shall be for fair consider-
ation, as determined by the Administrator. Con-
sideration under such an agreement may be pro-
vided in whole or in part through in-kind con-
sideration. In-kind consideration may include 
provision of space, goods, or services of benefit 
to the United States, including construction, re-
pair, remodeling, or other physical improve-
ments of Federal property, maintenance of Fed-
eral property, or the provision of office, storage, 
or other usable space. 

(d) AUTHORITY TO CONVEY.—In carrying out 
an agreement entered into under this section, 
the Administrator is authorized to convey inter-
ests in real property, by lease, sale, or exchange, 
to a private entity. 

(e) OBLIGATIONS TO MAKE PAYMENTS.—Any 
obligation to make payments by the Adminis-
trator for the use of space, goods, or services by 
the General Services Administration on property 
that is subject to an agreement under this sec-
tion may only be made to the extent that nec-
essary funds have been made available, in ad-
vance, in an annual appropriations Act, to the 
Administrator from the Federal Buildings Fund 
established by section 210(f) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 490(f)). 

(f) NATIONAL CAPITOL PLANNING COMMIS-
SION.—

(1) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to limit or other-
wise affect the authority of the National Capital 
Planning Commission with respect to the South-
east Federal Center. 

(2) VISION PLAN.—An agreement entered into 
under this section shall ensure that redevelop-
ment of the Southeast Federal Center is con-
sistent, to the extent practicable (as determined 
by the Administrator), with the objectives of the 
National Capital Planning Commission’s vision 
plan entitled ‘‘Extending the Legacy: Planning 
America’s Capital in the 21st Century’’, adopted 
by the Commission in November 1997. 

(g) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The authority of the Admin-

istrator under this section shall not be subject 
to—

(A) section 321 of the Act of June 30, 1932 (40 
U.S.C. 303b); 

(B) sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 483, 484); 

(C) section 7(a) of the Public Buildings Act of 
1959 (40 U.S.C. 606(a)); or 

(D) any other provision of law (other than 
Federal laws relating to environmental and his-
toric preservation) inconsistent with this sec-
tion. 

(2) UNUTILIZED OR UNDERUTILIZED PROP-
ERTY.—Any facility covered under an agreement 
entered into under this section may not be con-
sidered to be unutilized or underutilized for pur-
poses of section 501 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11411). 

SEC. 4. REPORTING REQUIREMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Before entering into an 

agreement under section 3, the Administrator of 
General Services shall transmit to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate a 
report on the proposed agreement. 

(b) CONTENTS.—A report transmitted under 
this section shall include a summary of a cost-
benefit analysis of the proposed agreement and 
a description of the provisions of the proposed 
agreement. 

(c) REVIEW BY CONGRESS.—A proposed agree-
ment under section 3 may not become effective 
until the end of a 30-day period of continuous 
session of Congress following the date of the 
transmittal of a report on the agreement under 
this section. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, continuity of a session of Congress is bro-
ken only by an adjournment sine die, and there 
shall be excluded from the computation of such 
30-day period any day during which either 
House of Congress is not in session during an 
adjournment of more than 3 days to a day cer-
tain. 
SEC. 5. USE OF PROCEEDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Net proceeds from an agree-
ment entered into under section 3 shall be depos-
ited into, administered, and expended, subject to 
appropriations Acts, as part of the fund estab-
lished by section 210(f) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 490(f)). In this subsection, the term ‘‘net 
proceeds from an agreement entered into under 
section 3’’ means the proceeds from the agree-
ment minus the expenses incurred by the Admin-
istrator with respect to the agreement. 

(b) RECOVERY OF EXPENSES.—The Adminis-
trator may retain from the proceeds of an agree-
ment entered into under section 3 amounts nec-
essary to recover the expenses incurred by the 
Administrator with respect to the agreement. 
Such amounts shall be deposited in the account 
in the Treasury from which the Administrator 
incurs expenses related to disposals of real prop-
erty. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

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

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

First of all, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to thank the gentleman from Indiana 
(Chairman BURTON) of the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight for his close cooperation in 
waiving jurisdiction over certain por-
tions of this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following exchange of let-
ters between the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Chairman SHUSTER) and the 
gentleman from Indiana (Chairman 
BURTON) regarding this matter:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, April 13, 2000. 
Hon. BUD SHUSTER, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 3069, the ‘‘Southeast 
Federal Center Public-Private Development 

Act of 2000.’’ As you know, this bill contains 
certain provisions related to matters in the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. Specifically, Section 3 of the 
bill waives current law regarding the treat-
ment of Federal property, which is under the 
Government Reform Committee’s jurisdic-
tion. 

In the interest of expediting Floor consid-
eration of the bill, the Committee will not 
exercise its jurisdiction over H.R. 3069. This 
action should not, however, be construed as 
waiving the Committee’s jurisdiction over 
future legislation of a similar nature. 

Thank you for your cooperation on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
DAN BURTON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, April 13, 2000.
Hon. DAN BURTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN, In the near future, 

the House will consider H.R. 3069, the 
‘‘Southeast Federal Center Public-Private 
Development Act of 2000.’’ While H.R. 3069 
primarily contains provisions related to 
matters in the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure, I rec-
ognize that certain provisions of Section 3 of 
the bill, which waive current law regarding 
the treatment of Federal property affect the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

I agree that allowing this bill to go for-
ward in no way impairs upon your jurisdic-
tion over these provisions, and I would be 
pleased to place this letter and any response 
you may have in the Report on this bill. In 
addition, if a conference is necessary on this 
bill, I would support your request to have 
the Committee on Government Reform be 
represented on the conference with respect 
to the matters in question. 

I look forward to passing this bill on the 
Floor soon and thank you for your assist-
ance. 

Sincerely, 
BUD SHUSTER, 

Chairman.

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
congratulate our colleague, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON), for her tireless efforts to 
move this bill forward. I know that 
this legislation means a great deal to 
the residents of the District of Colum-
bia and will greatly improve the qual-
ity of life in the area of the Anacostia 
River, where the center is located. 

H.R. 3069, as amended, the Southeast 
Federal Center Public-Private Develop-
ment Act of 2000, authorizes the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Ad-
ministration to enter into agreements, 
including leases, contracts, partner-
ships, joint venture trusts, and limited 
liability agreements with private enti-
ties to acquire, construct, rehabilitate, 
operate, maintain, or use land and 
make improvements at the Southeast 
Federal Center. 

The Southeast Federal Center is a 55-
acre parcel of land located on the Ana-
costia River in Southeast Washington, 
D.C., adjacent to the Navy Yard. The 
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bill will also allow the GSA to leverage 
private capital and expertise to develop 
this site for use by the Government 
and private sector, including retail, 
commercial, and other uses. 

This bill bars the Government from 
debt, obligation or liability in connec-
tion with development and allows GSA 
to prescribe terms and conditions for 
any lease by GSA for developed space 
as appropriate. 

The Administrator is permitted to 
accept in-kind consideration of pay-
ment, including construction, repair or 
remodeling of physical improvements 
of Federal property. To ensure max-
imum development flexibility, any 
agreements shall not be subject to the 
Economy Act of 1932, which prohibits 
GSA from accepting in-kind contribu-
tions. 

Further, certain provisions of the 
Property Act of 1949, the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959, the McKinney Home-
less Act and other laws, not related to 
environmental law or historic preser-
vation laws, are waived. These laws are 
waived to make an agreement with pri-
vate-sector entities more attractive. 
GSA shall report to the committee 
prior to entering into any agreement, 
including master leases. 

I support the bill and ask our col-
leagues to do the same. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, first I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) for his kind words and 
for his generous support. 

I want to express my deep apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member, for their 
hard work in bringing H.R. 3069, the 
Southeast Federal Center Public-Pri-
vate Redevelopment Act of 2000, to the 
floor today. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE), the sub-
committee ranking member, for his 
strong support. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to especially 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. FRANKS), the subcommittee chair-
man, because, were it not for his lead-
ership and attention to the Southeast 
Federal Center, we would not finally be 
on the path toward making this valu-
able Federal asset productive and bene-
ficial to American taxpayers. 

The Southeast Federal Center Pub-
lic-Private Redevelopment Act of 2000 
reflects the best and strongest bipar-
tisan intents of the Congress. It arose 
out of a hearing in May 1999, where I 
was engaged in perennial questioning 
concerning the failure of the Federal 
Government since 1962 to develop its 
largest tract of land in the city while 
leasing massive amounts of office space 
here and throughout the region.

b 1515 
Over many years, consistent criti-

cism from our subcommittee con-
cerning the magnitude of the waste 
never brought results until the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) 
at that hearing took a deep interest, 
suggested a tour and then worked with 
me in developing H.R. 3069, the South-
east Federal Center Public-Private Re-
development Act of 2000 that is before 
us now. 

H.R. 3069 would allow the GSA wide 
latitude to contract for arrangements 
to bring any appropriate development 
to the site, private, Federal, local or 
some combination. Our bill specifies 
that any agreement entered into be-
tween the GSA and the developing en-
tity must: One, have as its primary 
purpose enhancing the value of the 
Southeast Federal Center; two, be ne-
gotiated pursuant to procedures that 
protect the Federal Government’s in-
terest and promote a competitive bid-
ding process; three, provide an option 
for the Federal Government to lease 
and occupy any office space in the de-
veloped facilities; four, not require un-
less otherwise determined by the GSA 
Federal ownership of any developed fa-
cilities; and, five, describe the duties 
and consideration for which the gov-
ernment and the public and private en-
tities involved are responsible. The bill 
also authorizes GSA to accept non-
monetary, in-kind consideration such 
as the provision of goods and services 
at the site. 

A site centrally and strategically lo-
cated just 5 minutes from the Capitol, 
the SEFC is considered one of the most 
valuable undeveloped parcels on the 
East Coast. Yet it has become a waste-
land that also has triggered decay in 
the surrounding neighborhoods. The 
SEFC represents an astonishing denial 
of productive use to the Federal Gov-
ernment and of revenue to the tax-
payers, particularly considering that 
the location is so close to the Mall and 
the Capitol. 

Efforts by the Federal Government 
to develop the land exclusively for Fed-
eral uses have consistently failed. Most 
recently the Reagan and Bush adminis-
trations in a thoughtful innovation 
proposed a mall infrastructure to be 
built by the Federal Government with 
amenities to be provided by the private 
sector to attract Federal agencies, but 
regrettably this proposal had no effect 
on agency decisions and no relocation 
of Federal agencies to the SEFC oc-
curred as a result. The Clinton admin-
istration also has encouraged Federal 
agencies to locate at the site, to no 
avail. The Washington Navy yard lo-
cated next to the SEFC is being rede-
veloped successfully with civilian Navy 
personnel, but its very visible innova-
tion has not reversed the fortunes of 
the SEFC. Nor has the Metro station 
which was located there in December 
1991. 

The subcommittee’s analysis of the 
site and of the real estate industry 
makes clear that the reason that so at-
tractive a site has not been developed 
after decades of trying by the Federal 
Government is that it is not develop-
able as a traditional government-
owned site today. Moreover, the lim-
ited set of tools available to the GSA 
do not enable the government to make 
productive use of the SEFC. The sub-
committee’s work demonstrates that 
without new tools, the Federal Govern-
ment will not be able to capitalize on 
this valuable asset or to offer an eco-
nomic incentive for private developers 
to develop the land. H.R. 3069 is appli-
cable to this single parcel alone and its 
value to the government and to this 
city makes it important to proceed 
without further costly delay. 

What are the government’s realistic 
options? The land certainly is too valu-
able to sell in light of the scarcity of 
land in the District and the sale of fed-
erally owned land in any case would 
never be tolerated by Congress when 
the Federal Government is leasing 
space throughout the District and the 
region at a cost of billions of dollars to 
the taxpayers. Yet an OMB bureaucrat 
recently threw up his hands and was so 
anxious to get this embarrassment of 
unused land off the government’s books 
that he did a pass-through to the Dis-
trict of Columbia until it was called 
back by higher authorities at the OMB. 
For years, the Congress has not al-
lowed cost-free transfers of Federal 
land. Alternatively Congress, which 
has not appropriated funds for its own 
development of the SEFC, would clear-
ly not fund a pass-through to another 
jurisdiction. Another alternative, leas-
ing the land, is also unworkable and 
has at least two major drawbacks that 
would undercut the concept and pur-
poses of the bill. First, the GSA is lim-
ited to supplying general purpose spe-
cial office space and lacks mixed use 
authority through leasing. Second, 
leasing a government-owned site re-
quires the sale of the site under the ex-
isting scoring rules. If leasing were the 
answer, GSA would have pursued it 
long ago, Mr. Speaker. The smart way 
to develop this property in today’s cli-
mate is to combine the government’s 
value in ownership with the private 
sector’s ability to develop land. 

H.R. 3069 not only represents the sub-
committee’s thinking, this bill is en-
tirely in keeping with the reinventing 
government public-private partnership 
ideas and practices fostered by the 
present administration. Moreover, the 
Congress itself has long sanctioned the 
use of Federal land value in exchange 
for private development. The Veterans’ 
Administration, the Department of In-
terior and the Department of Defense 
have this general authority not on a 
one-time basis as provided by H.R. 3069. 
The extensive experience from these 
agencies demonstrates conclusively 
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that public-private partnerships in-
volving the Federal Government not 
only are cost effective, these arrange-
ments protect the government from 
risk because the scoring rules ensure 
that every GSA expenditure is ac-
counted and appropriated for in a man-
ner that insulates the Federal Govern-
ment from financial risk. This bill al-
lows the private sector to do the kind 
of development it does every day. At 
the same time, H.R. 3069 provides an 
option of locating Federal facilities as 
part of the mix and, therefore, of meet-
ing Federal agency needs for which the 
SEFC has been unavailable for decades. 

The Federal Government has been 
unable to commit financial resources 
for the development of the SEFC. Con-
sidering the competition with other re-
sources, it is fair to say that the Fed-
eral Government is unwilling to de-
velop the site notwithstanding the con-
tinuing loss in productivity and in rev-
enue to the taxpayers. H.R. 3069, estab-
lishing a public-private partnership to 
develop the site, represents an impor-
tant breakthrough in achieving the 
highest and best use of a wasted Fed-
eral asset, securing revenue for the 
Federal Government and providing en-
hanced opportunities for Federal agen-
cy occupancy while at the same time 
contributing to the local D.C. economy 
and revival of the surrounding neigh-
borhood whose deterioration traces sig-
nificantly to this large brownfield site. 
The approach is mutually beneficial. It 
is win-win. The Federal Government 
makes its property available for Fed-
eral and private development, includ-
ing revenue-producing occupancy for 
the government, and the developer, se-
lected competitively, receives a valu-
able opportunity to add value. Demo-
crats, Republicans and the President, 
who have all said they will come to-
gether when government and private 
responsibilities are appropriately ap-
portioned, have found a meeting place 
in H.R. 3069. I appreciate the bipartisan 
partnership we have achieved here in 
the House for the public-private part-
nership H.R. 3069 represents.

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

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, 
H.R. 3069 is a great idea. It is a good 
bill. I urge its passage. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. LATOURETTE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
3069, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.R. 3069, as amended, the measure 
just considered by the House. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS 
BUDGET REQUEST, FY 2001—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 106–233) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed:

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the District of 

Columbia Code, as amended, I am 
transmitting the FY 2001 Budget Re-
quest of the District of Columbia 
Courts. 

The District of Columbia Courts have 
submitted a FY 2001 budget request for 
$104.5 million for operating expenses, 
$18.3 million for capital improvements 
to courthouse facilities, and $41.8 for 
Defender Services in the District of Co-
lumbia Courts. My FY 2001 budget in-
cludes recommended funding levels of 
$98.0 million for operations, $5.0 million 
for capital improvements, and $38.4 
million for Defender Services. My 
transmittal of the District of Columbia 
Courts’ budget request does not rep-
resent an endorsement of its contents. 

This transmittal also includes infor-
mation on grants and reimbursements 
forwarded by the Courts in response to 
the request in Conference Report H. 
Rept. 106–479. 

I look forward to working with the 
Congress throughout the FY 2001 ap-
propriation process. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 8, 2000. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 7 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 25 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 7 p.m.

f 

b 1901 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 

tempore (Mrs. BIGGERT) at 7 o’clock 
and 1 minute p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H Con. Res. 296, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 3577, by the yeas and nays; 
H. Con. Res. 89, by the yeas and nays. 
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 

the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

f 

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
NECESSITY TO EXPEDITE SET-
TLEMENT PROCESS FOR DIS-
CRIMINATION CLAIMS AGAINST 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
BROUGHT BY AFRICAN-AMER-
ICAN FARMERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 296. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. SIMP-
SON) that the House suspend the rules 
and agree to the concurrent resolution, 
H. Con. Res. 296, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 216, nays 
180, not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 146] 

YEAS—216

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 

Chenoweth-Hage 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cox 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kelly 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:17 Aug 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H08MY0.000 H08MY0


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T12:08:20-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




