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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Reverend Kirk D. Monroe, Sr.,
pastor, Mount Zion United Methodist
Church, Washington, DC, offered the
following prayer:

Good morning God; we come to You
seeking harmony and peace. We ask for
Your sovereign protection over the
limits and boundaries of our Nation. As
You have called us to mark the paths
of history we ask for Your wisdom and
Your goodness to intern us toward
mercy.

We pray for America, for all of her
children. Please help us to let justice
roll down like waters and righteous-
ness like an everflowing stream. Please
guide us and kindle us for fine heroic
living; please humble us when the ordi-
nary is transformed into some moun-
taintop experience for Your people.

So as the rose tells its secret in its
perfume, so as the Sun tells its secret
in light and heat, may we who serve
America tell of its secret in our benev-
olence and our compassion.

Hear our prayer O God. 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. The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HENRY] will please come
forward and lead the Members in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HENRY 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.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without

amendment a bill and concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following ti-
tles:

H.R. T49. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to accept a donation of land
for addition to the Ocmulgee National Monu-
ment in the State of Georgia; and

H. Con. Res. 173. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 94. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to prepare a national historic
landmark theme study on African-American
history; and

H.R. 1143. An act to authorize a study of
nationally significant places in American
labor history.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Senate Resolution 143, 102d
Congress, first session, the Chair, on
behalf of the majority leader and the
Republican leader, announces the ap-
pointment of Mr. WIRTH and Mr. GORE,
as cochairmen; Mr. CHAFEE and Mr.
NICKLES, as vice chairmen; Mr. ADAMS,
Mr. Baucus, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. FOWL-
ER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. MCCONNELL, and
Mr. WALLOP, as members of the World
Climate Convention Observer Group.

THE REVEREND KIRK MONROE

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is a
personal pleasure to welcome Rev. Kirk
Monroe, pastor of Mount Zion United
Methodist Church, at 175 years old this
year, the oldest black congregation in
Washington. Located in Georgetown,
Mount Zion United Methodist Church
is among a treasure of historic church-
es located in the Nation’s Capital.

It is only fitting that one of our most
distinguished and historic churches
would have as its minister a distin-
guished and able young man, a grad-
uate of Howard University Divinity
School, who has been cited in the Afro-

American newspaper as one of the Dis-
trict's top 25 preachers.

Mr. Speaker, we in the District are
grateful for Mount Zion's spiritual and
civic influence and for the energetic
and excellent contributions of Rev.
Kirk Monroe.

e

AMERICA 2000: MEETING THE
PRESIDENT'S CHALLENGE

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

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, for the
past 25 years the Federal Government
has been a significant leader in the
education of American students. Head
Start, chapter 1, Education of the
Handicapped Act, Pell grants, and
adult education—all programs created
by the Federal Government and tar-
geted at populations with specific
unmet needs.

The President has raised a new chal-
lenge to the Congress, the Governors,
the private sector, and the American
people, He has asked us all to start a
second track of change, without turn-
ing back from the goal of equal oppor-
tunity. This new challenge is no less
than the transformation of the Amer-
ican educational system so that all
students will have an opportunity for a
quality education. That is what school
reform is all about—quality. Rather
than looking at inputs and numbers of
this, that, or the other thing, school re-
form is about making sure every stu-
dent receives a world class education.

To accomplish this, some feathers
are going to be ruffled. No doubt about
it. Things are going to be done dif-
ferently, in some cases by different
persons trained differently. Choice, na-
tional tests, merit schools, national
education standards—new and, some
would say, scary stuff. But if we
learned anything from the last 10 years
of school reform it's that incremental,
marginal changes in our schools are
not enough.

The President has given us the lead.
He has challenged Congress, the pri-
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vate sector, Governors, parents, and
communities in this charge to give our
children the education they deserve
and America the schools it needs.

Let's join him.

H.R. 5, THE GOLDEN RULE VERSUS
THE RULE OF THE JUNGLE

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, most
Americans treat others the way they
want to be treated. But during the
1980’s, many companies chucked the
Golden Rule for the rule of the jungle.
They permanently replaced workers to
loot their pensions or dissolve worker
and retiree health plans.

Often, this attack against organized
workers came from businesses brokered
in a merger or buyout. These firms pro-
longed job actions as a pretense for hir-
ing permanent replacements, and then
they cracked down on wages, health
benefits, and pensions to service their
debts. Unwise mergers led to unfair ac-
tions by corporations, injuring and
humbling workers and communities,
just to make a buck.

H.R. 5, the workplace fairness law,
will make it unlawful to permanently
replace workers engaged in a job ac-
tion. This bill would not apply to non-
union establishments. And it mirrors
the laws of our major trading partners.

Mr. Speaker, the practice of hiring
permanent replacements is unjust and
a threat to the health care and retire-
ment security of working American
families. We should be on their side and
strongly supporting H.R. 5.

H.R. 5: STILL CREATES
UNBALANCED RISKS

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

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
ponents of H.R. 5 claim that giving
unionized employees the right to not
be replaced, balances the scales in the
labor-management relationship, and
preserves their right to strike.

However, under H.R. 5 unionized em-
ployees can't be replaced, even if the
labor dispute is illegal, or if the strik-
ers engage in violence.

Employees must assume some risk
when they strike, however, H.R. 5 pro-
vides job guarantees for unionized em-
ployees. An April 8, 1991, editorial by
the Omaha World Herald, stated:

What is so wrong with a worker being
forced to consider whether he will be able to
return to his job if he strikes? Workers want
guarantees, but life holds few guarantees. An
employee who tries to bring down his em-
ployer by withholding his services, should
understand that he is taking a risk. He
should understand that the company might
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have to hire replacements to stay in busi-
ness.

Mr. Speaker, if we truly want bal-
ance, then perhaps we should inves-
tigate reforming the problem resolu-
tion process. The National Labor Rela-
tions Board [NLRB] has had outlandish
delays in issuing decisions—on one oc-
casion it took T years.

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R.
5, and to start work on meaningful
labor law reform.
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LEGISLATION TO GIVE U.S. PROC-
ESSORS FIRST CRACK AT WEST-
ERN RED CEDAR ON NATIONAL
FOREST LANDS IN ALASKA

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

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, our
Northwest timber communities are fac-
ing a problem as gut wrenching as any
I've seen. Reduced harvests, partly due
to protection for the northern spotted
owl, are triggering an economic disas-
ter every bit as serious as that of the
Great Depression.

We need to be creative and fight for
ways to help our timber mills and com-
munities survive economic chaos—and
the bill I am introducing today is one
way to do that. It would ensure that
our own U.S. processors get first crack
at national forest western red cedar in
Alaska—potentially saving hundreds of
jobs for processors in Washington State
and the Northwest.

Right now, processors in Alaska are
deciding they do not need this cedar—
so they are shipping it to Japan. That
is not fair—especially when our U.S.
processors do need that red cedar.

My bill makes a simple statement,
but one this Government all too often
forgets: America first.

FIND A SOLUTION TO STRIKER
REPLACEMENT PROBLEM

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

Mr. GUNDERSON. Madam Speaker,
if you have been listening to the 1 min-
utes thus far today, you get a pretty
clear impression of the challenge we
face in this House. We can either have
a solution, or we can have a political
issue.

Contrast the two issues that have
been discussed. On the one hand, we
have had H.R. 5 discussed, striker re-
placement. Unfortunately, there is a
problem, but people do not want a solu-
tion.

Yes, there are some companies, a
very few companies, who have not bar-
gained in good faith. The solution to
that is to clean up and expedite the
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process at the National Labor Rela-
tions Board.

However, people are suggesting that
we ought to totally reverse all labor-
management law and labor-manage-
ment relations in this country, because
they would rather have an issue than a
solution.

Now, contrast that on the other side
with the discussions you have heard
this morning regarding educational re-
form. In that case, this Congress has
withstood the test of bipartisan co-
operation to do what is in the interest
of America now and in the future. We
did a bipartisan effort on testing.
Today, in the Labor-HHS appropriation
bill, we are setting aside the money,
and we will be able to, between now
and October 1, enact a solution, rather
than simply create an issue.

WORKPLACE FAIRNESS ACT
COVERAGE

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Speaker,
with regard to Workplace Fairness Act
coverage, Members need to understand
that from the beginning there was no
intention that H.R. 5 cover workplaces
in which there was no union. Because
concerns were raised that the bill could
be clearer about expressing this inten-
tion, the committee approved an
amendment I offered making it abso-
lutely clear that H.R. 5 does not apply
in a workplace where there is no union.
The language is now explicit on this
point.

We adopted my amendment in com-
mittee specifically in response to con-
cerns raised by several members, con-
stituents, and business groups. They
were concerned about the bill's cov-
erage of employees who were not in-
volved in a bona fide collective bar-
gaining dispute but merely walked off
the job and then claimed protection
under the bill when they chose to re-
turn to work. The bill does not cover
such employees. Such spontaneous, un-
disciplined, and unpredictable eco-
nomic work stoppages in the unorga-
nized sector are not covered by this
bill.

STRIKER REPLACEMENT BILL IS
BAD FOR SMALL BUSINESS

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

Mr. IRELAND. Madam Speaker, pro-
ponents of H.R. 5, the striker replace-
ment bill, claim that it would not af-
fect most small businesses because the
vast majority of them are not union-
ized.

In fact, this bill would have Congress
grant unions both the incentive and
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the power to launch a huge organizing
campaign aimed at small, nonunion
businesses.

““‘Join the union and your job will be
permanently protected. Don’'t join and
you can be permanently replaced.”
This is the message that proponents of
H.R. 5 want the U.S. Congress to send
to American workers.

If HR. 5 becomes law, the union
bosses’ gain will be the country’s loss—
in terms of higher labor costs, more
frequent strikes, and the devistating
ripple effect on suppliers, customers,
subcontractors, and related businesses.

My colleagues, I urge you to vote
against H.R. 5. It's easy to say that
you're for small business. But it's how
you vote that really counts.

MR. PRESIDENT: KEEP YOUR
PROMISE AND RESPECT WORKER
RIGHTS

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

Mr. NAGLE. Madam Speaker, during
his 1988 campaign, President Bush
promised to respect collective bargain-
ing agreements between workers and
their companies. Yesterday, that prom-
ise was broken. Just as this adminis-
tration broke its promise against rais-
ing taxes on working Americans, the
White House announced Mr. Bush
would veto H.R. 5. I urge the President
to reconsider.

Major corporations are making war
against white- and blue-collar workers,
their families, and the communities
where they live. Just as they take ad-
vantage of tax loopholes, there is a
loophole in labor law that permits
firms to permanently replace workers
who are on strike.

Companies can refuse to bargain in
good faith. And when workers take a
job action, firms can seize their pen-
sions, cut their health benefits, and
hire unqualified replacements to per-
manently fill their jobs.

Legislation awaiting House action
would change all that. It would prevent
workers from being permanently re-
placed, balance the rights of workers
and management, and restore respect
to the collective bargaining process.

Mr. President, don't break another
promise to America's working families.
Support H.R. 5, the workplace fairness
law.

HORTON BAY, MI: 51ST STATE OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

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

Mr. DAVIS. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to introduce legislation des-
ignating Horton Bay, MI, as the 5lst
State of the United States of America.
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Now, Madam Speaker, you might ask
why a village of 49 people should be
granted statehood. If you know these
49 people, you would not have to ask.

This year thousands of people will
make the trek to Horton Bay for a
Fourth of July parade based on the
premise that laughter is the best medi-
cine. Here people pride themselves on
not taking themselves too seriously.
Where else can you see the world’s only
pizza eating goat? Where else can you
see 49 people trying to earn statehood
with the motto, “if Texas can do it,
why can’'t we!"

Madam Speaker, the world needs
more Horton Bays. July 4 is a day of
good, clean fun in this unique little vil-
lage on Lake Charlevoix. The least we
could do is honor them by giving them
a State of their own.

TIME FOR TAX FAIRNESS: STOP
DROWNING THE MIDDLE CLASS

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Madam
Speaker, few principles are more im-
portant to our Nation than the concept
of fairness. It is concept embodied in
the very foundation of our democracy,
the belief and conviction that all men
and women are created equal.

Yet today we find ourselves in a time
when children more and more are liv-
ing in poverty. We find ourselves in a
time when middle class families are
not able to give their children the op-
portunity to reach their highest poten-
tial. We find the doors of our colleges
and universities being shut to the mid-
dle class.

Madam Speaker, it is time for tax
fairness. We do not ask that we soak
the rich, but we demand that we stop
drowning the middle class. It is time
for fairness. It is time for recommit-
ment to the ideals on which this coun-
try was founded.

———————

GOVERNMENT SHOULD SERVE,
NOT RULE

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, the
week before last Edward Rendell, the
Democratic nominee for mayor of
Philadelphia, said it is time to change
some basic assumptions about the pub-
lic sector. In a hearing in New York
City, Mr. Rendel said:

Government does not work because it is
not designed to. There is no incentive for
employees to do their best, so many do not.
There is no incentive to save money, so it is
squandered.

This is a liberal Democrat talking,
not a conservative Republican. Yet he
has put his finger on something that
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many people are feeling today. People
are becoming angry with elitists in
government who act like our rulers, in-
stead of our servants. People are be-
coming sick of hearing governments
who have doubled or tripled spending
in a short time crying about budget
shortfalls.
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People are fed up with the civil serv-
ice system that does nothing for good,
dedicated employees but serves to pro-
tect lazy incompetent ones. There is a
resentment in the land today toward
government, particularly at the Fed-
eral level, and some Federal employees
are going to have to soon stop demand-
ing so much while giving so little in re-
turn.

WE NEED TAX FAIRNESS

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker,
tax fairness, yes, it is a big problem. It
is such a big problem that everyone on
both the right and left, as they have
looked at it, realize that what we did
during the Reagan era of the 1980's was
to shift more and more and more taxes
on the middle class. They are carrying
the heaviest percentage burden they
have ever carried in the history of
America.

When President Bush campaigned in
1988, he campaigned on relieving some
of this tax pressure for the middle
class. But somehow he has forgotten
that. It seems his entire domestic
agenda is nothing but more highways
and more executions. Maybe we could
bind them and make a drive-in execu-
tion.

I think what we desperately need is
tax fairness. If America’s families
could get a little more money, they
would certainly be under a lot less
stress. And a whole nation of dysfunc-
tional families can soon become a dys-
functional nation.

I think we must work on tax fairness,
and the Democratic Party must make
that its No. 1 priority to make that
Tax Code family friendly once again.

DEMOCRATS WANT TO INCREASE
YOUR TAXES

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, we hear attacks on Ronald Reagan
and tax fairness all the time. Who con-
trols the tax bills anyway? Who con-
trolled the House of Representatives
during the entire Reagan administra-
tion?

Some people would have Members be-
lieve that it was the Republicans, but I
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can tell my colleagues that tax bills
originate in the House of Representa-
tives. And the House of Representa-
tives, during the entire Reagan admin-
istration, was controlled not by the Re-
publicans. The House of Representa-
tives, where all tax revenue bills origi-
nate, was controlled by the Democrats.

So if we hear anything about a lack
of tax fairness, let us face it. It was not
the Republicans who were at fault for
lack of tax fairness. It was the Mem-
bers who control the House of Rep-
resentatives, the House in which all
tax bills originate.

So come on, let us not cry some croc-
odile tears. Let us get serious. Every
time the Democrats talk about tax
fairness, what they are really talking
about is raising taxes on the middle
class. Those are the people who end up
paying the taxes. They know it and we
know it.

OUR TAX SYSTEM NEEDS REFORM

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

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, yes-
terday we read all about the National
Commission on Children’s proposal for
a $1,000 tax credit for each child in this
country. This bipartisan commission
spent 2% years studying the problems
that affect so many of our Nation's
children, and they came to the conclu-
sion that we need to reform our tax
system. This news is hardly startling.

The tax system is unfair. My con-
stituents tell me this every day. It is
time to offer tax relief to working mid-
dle class American families. There are
already three or four thoughtful pro-
posals on this issue.

I propose the Middle Class Tax Relief
Act which increases the personal ex-
emption and even comes up with a
workable revenue plan to pay for it.

Whether it is increased exemptions
or tax credits, the message is clear. We
cannot continue to neglect the needs of
middle income families, the hard-
working taxpayers who make up the
heart and soul of our country and the
children who represent our future.

The commission stressed the impor-
tance of strong families for the stabil-
ity and healthy development of our
children. This conclusion underscores
our need to promote policies that bol-
ster families.

It is time to enact tax reform that
leaves families with more of their
hard-earned dollars intact to make
ends meet. We do not suffer from a lack
of ideas or how to accomplish this. We
suffer from a lack of vision and leader-
ship in the White House.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard the re-
ports and seen the evidence. The ver-
dict is clear. It is time to stop neglect-
ing those who are calling out for our
help.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

It is time to bring tax relief to mid-
dle class families in this country.

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION
CONCERNING UNITED STATES
POSITION ON ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AT 1992 U.N. CON-
FERENCE ON ENVIRONMENT AND
DEVELOPMENT IN BRAZIL

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

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker,
international economic integration is
proceeding at a rapid pace. With the
consequent economic development that
accompanies such a process it is imper-
ative that we also examine the unin-
tended results of such growth. That is
why I welcome the 1992 U.N. Con-
ference on Environment and Develop-
ment in Brazil.

This conference will examine the
delicate balance between economic and
environmental stability throughout
the world.

The United States, as a leader in the
environmental movement and as a
leading economic power, must set an
example for other nations to follow in
determining the nature of the balance
between growth and environmental
stability. That is why Mr. HYDE, Mr.
RITTER and I are today introducing a
resolution which if adopted would urge
the United States delegates to the Bra-
zilian conference to weigh these factors
in such a way as not to competitively
disadvantage the United States while
at the same time improving overall en-
vironmental gquality.

I hope that the appropriate commit-
tees and the whole House will view this
resolution with favor and will act on
its adoption expeditiously.
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H.R. 5 PROTECTS RIGHTS OF
STRIKING EMPLOYEES

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

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, shortly
after the July 4 recess the House will
consider, H.R. 5, the bill protecting the
jobs of employees who exercise their
right to strike.

Soon we will be hearing great cries of
anguish from the other side of the aisle
about this bill. Before the cries begin,
let’s be very clear about what this leg-
islation does and what it doesn’t do. It
simply gives workers who go out on
strike the right to have their job back
when the strike is over and not be per-
manently replaced by workers hired
during the strike.

A revolutionary concept? Hardly.

All we have to do is think back to
the 1987 National Football League sea-
son. The NFL season opened without a
player contract, and the first few
games were played by—you guessed
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it—replacement players. My team the
Dallas Cowboys, even won a few of
these replacement games. The dispute
was settled and, overnight, the replace-
ment players were gone and the NFL
regulars were back in uniform.

Now, there are people who would tell
us that this very concept shouldn’t be
applied to other American workers.

Madam Speaker, why should assem-
bly line workers have less rights than a
linebacker for the Washington Red-
skins or the Dallas Cowboys. They
shouldn’t. It is that simple.

INFANT MORTALITY

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I
believe that it's time for the Congress
to help raise awareness of our Nation's
infant mortality statistics. Since 1989,
I have served as the cochairman of the
Congressional Sunbelt Caucus Task
Force on Infant Mortality with my
good friend Dr. Roy ROWLAND. My in-
volvement with this task force stems
from my personal commitment to low-
ering our Nation's dismal infant mor-
tality statistics.

In my home State of Florida, the In-
fant mortality rate is disturbingly
high—during 1987, almost 11 infants
died before their first birthday out of
every 1,000 babies born. In fact, the
Sunbelt region has the highest infant
mortality rate in the Nation. I feel it is
the duty of Congress to raise public
awareness and encourage solutions at
all levels of government—Federal,
State, and local.

If we could encourage all pregnant
women to seek prenatal care, not only
will we have healthier babies but we
will also have healthier mothers. Hope-
fully, these comments this morning
will send a message to all Americans
on the importance of this issue to them
and to Members of Congress.

MEDICAL INSURANCE SHOULD EN-
COURAGE PREVENTIVE HEALTH
CARE

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

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, as part of
my program to introduce you to West
Virginians, who are being denied access
to adequate health care, I want you to
meet Cecilia Wood, who lives in Ireland
in Lewis County, WV. Her husband is a
salesman and she used to teach school
until she left teaching to take care of
her children. She was covered by a pri-
vate insurance policy.

In June 1990, she had precancerous
cells burned off of her cervix. When the
doctor contacted her insurance com-
pany about this, they dropped her cov-
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erage and refused to cover the proce-
dure because she had cancer. Now she
lives every day without insurance.

Her insurance company will not
cover her for a period of 2 years during
which she must have clean Pap smears
every 4 months.

People should be encouraged, not dis-
couraged, to take preventative steps in
their health care. She might have been
hospitalized for major surgery with
major medical bills, had she not taken
these steps.

Cecilia Wood asked when the Con-
gress and the administration are fi-
nally going to enact a medical policy
that says that you are encouraged, not
discouraged, from doing those things
that are necessary to have adequate ac-
cess to health care.

The Congress and the President must
act now.
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PROTECT AMERICAN JOBS: VOTE
NO ON H.R. 5

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, pro-
ponents of H.R. 5, the strike breeder
bill, argue that companies use perma-
nent replacement workers to bust
unions. This claim is not only mislead-
ing, but it is entirely false.

Under the Federal Labor Relations
Act, it is an unfair labor practice if em-
ployers commit any of the following
activities: discriminate against union
employees, refusing to bargain in good
faith, and pretending to bargain in
good faith. If employers commit any of
these acts during a strike, workers
must be reinstated to their old jobs. In
addition, companies can be forced to
pay fines for engaging in unfair labor
practices. So if it were the intention of
a company to break a union by hiring
replacement workers, this would con-
stitute an unfair labor practice and
those who were replaced would be enti-
tled to their jobs at the end of the
strike.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues not to be taken by the false
claims made by proponents of H.R. 5. If
this bill were to become law, it would
promote strikes, cause disruption with-
in our economy, and hurt our Nation's
ability to compete against our trading
partners. If our Nation’s businesses are
faced with negotiating labor contracts
under this law, many will simply close
up shop and head overseas. If you want
to protect American jobs and the econ-
omy, you will vote no on H.R. 5.

NATIONAL RECYCLING MARKETS
ACT

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, all across the United States,
we are running out of places to put our
trash. In recent years, 83 percent of our
Nation’s annual 160 million tons of mu-
nicipal solid waste has been stuffed in
landfills, half of which are expected to
be closed by mid-decade.

Recycling, after waste minimization,
offers a way out of this crisis and has
great untapped potential. Recycling
provides a cheap source of quality feed-
stock materials and is an efficient use
of natural resources. Recycling can
save money, while reducing pollution,
pollution control costs, and energy
consumption. Recycling can also create
competitive opportunities in the inter-
national marketplace.

Unfortunately, obstacles remain.
Manufacturers claim that they would
use more recovered materials if only
reliable supplies of high-quality mate-
rials could be found. Waste managers,
meanwhile, claim that they would in-
stitute more programs to recover recy-
clable materials if only they could find
regular buyers for them.

Although many collection programs
have been started and more manufac-
turers are using recovered materials,
recycling is still only crawling forward.
I believe the keys to improving recy-
cling are to stimulate demand for re-
covered materials and to bolster and
stabilize recycling markets.

That is why yesterday I introduced
the National Recycling Markets Act
which aims to accomplish precisely
those objectives. I believe that we can
no longer sit back and wait for
progress to just happen. We must make
it happen.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the bill and join me in attempting to
bring America a new era in recycling.

WHAT IS NEXT, CONGRESS?

(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,
fat cats are buying savings-and-loan
property from the RTC for pennies and
selling them for millions, making a
killing. Meanwhile, the working poor
who desperately need homes cannot get
a loan. Does that sound familiar?

But through all this, it is consistent,
the taxpayer continues to get screwed
by the lawyers, by the investors, and,
in my opinion, the RTC.

I say it is time to call the RTC the
Rectal Trespass Corporation of Amer-
ica. They earned it.

Let me say one thing: What is next,
Congress? Interstate banking?
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IN SUPPORT OF TARGETED
INFANT MORTALITY INITIATIVES

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

Mr. ERDREICH. Madam Speaker, I
rise today in strong support of the tar-
geted infant mortality initiatives con-
tained in the Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education appropriation
bill for fiscal year 1992.

The committee bill contains several
provisions for making the battle
against infant mortality a national
health care priority. Today'’s bill calls
for a coordinated approach among var-
ious agencies charged with carrying
out these initiatives, something we
spotlighted in a congressional hearing I
held in Birmingham 3 years ago.

In addition to increasing resources to
fight infant mortality, the committee
has rightfully emphasized that any
program must be part of a community-
wide, comprehensive initiative. We
know that early, regular, high-quality
prenatal care reduces low birthweight
babies. Our challenge now is to make
sure that every mother at risk learns
about these programs and has access to
them.

Efforts to reduce infant mortality
are vital to my State because Alabama
has one of the highest infant mortality
rates in the Nation. Likewise, the
United States ranks 20th among devel-
oped countries in the number of infant
deaths.

The committee’s bill will help re-
verse this trend. I urge by colleagues to
join me in support of the targeted in-
fant mortality initiatives contained in
this appropriation bill.

IN CELEBRATION OF THIS
COUNTRY COMING TOGETHER

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

Mr. ROEMER. Madam Speaker, as we
approach July 4 and the many parades
that will take place across our great
country to celebrate the homecoming
of our Desert Storm troops, I want to
tell this body about an experience that
happened to me recently in my home-
town of Mishawaka, IN.

Going to a homecoming ceremony for
a homecoming troop, a Dave Barrett,
the family presented him with a plaque
that read, “We admire your courage,
devotion, and patriotism to country.”
They then turned around to their Uncle
Bob, who had served in the Vietnam
war, unveiled a package, and presented
a plagque that read, “We admire your
patriotism, your courage, and your de-
votion to country.”

Madam Speaker, we need the vets of
not only the Persian Gulf war but the
Vietnam war to join arms and march
down our streets in celebration of this
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country coming together not just in a
victory in the Middle East but with
this can-do spirit that we today in the
1990's are ready to take on the chal-
lenges that face our great Nation in
education, in rebuilding our infrastruc-
ture, and in guiding this country to be
the economic power with the Japanese
and the Germans and ahead of them in
the next century.

TRIBUTE TO HON. WILLIAM
NATCHER

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

marks.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Speaker. later
today, the distinguished gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER], the
dean of the Kentucky delegation, will
assume his spot just to my right, and
with his customary aplomb and cour-
tesy and courtliness steer through to
passage the Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education appropriation
bill.

It has been my great fortune to serve
with BILL for these past 20 years, and I
would like to call to the attention of
the Members in the body, the few of
whom may not know it, that last week
on June 20, Chairman NATCHER cast his
17,000th consecutive vote.

He came into this Chamber in Janu-
ary 1954. It happend to be, parentheti-
cally, my senior year at Notre Dame.
BILL came in here, and he has never
failed to cast a vote on every issue
since then.

I would say from the clarity of his
eye and from the spring in his step and
from the steel in his spine he will be
here to cast 17,000 more votes.

SUPPORT APPROPRIATION FOR
INFANT MORTALITY INITIATIVES

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

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, as a member of the Sun Belt
Caucus on Infant Mortality, I am very
concerned with the infant mortality
rate in this country.

The United States ranks near the
bottom of all industrialized nations
with a rate of 10 deaths per 1,000 births.

This is not only a problem in urban
areas.

This is a problem in rural America as
well. The Fifth District of Virginia
that I represent has one of the highest
infant mortality rates in the Common-
wealth of Virginia.

There is a model volunteer organiza-
tion in my district whose goal is to de-
velop child and maternal health pro-
grams that address the problems of in-
fant mortality, low birth rate babies,
and teenage pregnancy in southside
Virginia.
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The Save Our Children Coalition is
headed by Dr. Marie Hooper, a gyne-
cologist who came to Farmville, VA,
through the National Health Services
Corps.

Dr. Hooper has remained in
Farmville and continues to serve poor,
low-income women.

I commend Dr. Hooper on the
progress she has made. I believe that
the save our children coalition can
serve as a model for other efforts
around the country.

Later today we will vote on H.R. 2707,
Chairman NATCHER's fiscal year 1992
appropriations for Labor, HHS, and
Education.

For important infant mortality ini-
tiatives such as Save Our Children Coa-
lition, $114 million has been appro-
priated.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important measure.
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UNEMPLOYED DESERVE TAX
EXEMPTION

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

Mr. APPLEGATE. Madam Speaker,
we send billions of dollars overseas to
help other countries with their prob-
lems. The Reagan and Bush adminis-
tration gave big tax breaks to the rich
in 1981. The Reagan and Bush adminis-
tration had terrible trade policies
which produced a trade deficit. We are
running $300 billion a year in deficit.
We owe §3.5 trillion in total deficit, and
we are paying $200 billion in interest on
that deficit. The consequences are that
millions of Americans are unemployed
and more people overseas are becoming
employed.

Now, who do Members think that we
are asking to pay for this fiscal irre-
sponsibility and this nonsense? It is
the unemployed. The people who are
getting unemployment compensation,
are being asked to cough up enough
money to make up for the deficit.

I think these people need a boost to
help give them the quality of life that
has been taken away from them by the
administration of this country. I am
asking Members to cosponsor House
Resolution 2492 that will correct this
thing. Give a tax exemption to the mil-
lions of unemployed Americans in this
country who are getting unemploy-
ment compensation.

SUPPORT FOR PROGRAMS TO
COMBAT INFANT MORTALITY

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

Mr. HARRIS. Madam Speaker, I rise
to congratulate Chairman BILL NATCH-
ER on a job well done. Today, we will be
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considering the appropriations bill for
Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education.

Of particular interest to me is the
funding contained in the bill to combat
the problem of infant mortality. I be-
lieve that the funding for the maternal
and child health block grants and the
community and migrant health centers
will certainly help rural Alabamians. I
am especially pleased that Federal dol-
lars will be targeted to areas with high
infant mortality rates.

Earlier this year, I was the chief
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 194,
to designate May 12, 1991 as Infant
Mortality Awareness Day. This com-
memorative legislation became Public
Law 10243 in May. This is the second
year I have sponsored this educational
effort. I believe that as more Ameri-
cans are made aware of our infant mor-
tality rates, they will work harder to
ensure that healthy babies are born.
Every death of a child represents a
tragedy for both the parents as well as
the loss of the child’s potential for our
society. I would encourage all pregnant
women to seek early prenatal care to
ensure the birth of healthy infants.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND
RESCISSIONS ACT, 1991

Mr. DIXON. Madam Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2699) mak-
ing appropriations for the Government
of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1992, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNsOELD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. DIXON].

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 2699,
with Mrs. KENNELLY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, June
25, 1991, all time for general debate had
expired.

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment and
points of order at any point.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DIXON]?

There was no objection.

The text of H.R. 2699 is as follows:
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H.R. 2699

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1992, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE 1
FISCAL YEAR 1992 APPROPRIATIONS

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

For payment to the District of Columbia
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992,
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT
FUNDS

For the Federal contribution to the Police
Officers and Fire Fighters', Teachers’, and
Judges' Retirement Funds, as authorized by
the District of Columbia Retirement Reform
Act, approved November 17, 1979 (93 Stat. 866;
Public Law 96-122), $52,070,000.

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia for the Office of the Mayor,
$52,000.
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT

For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia for the Metropolitan Police De-
partment, $75,000, of which $25,000 shall be for
an accreditation study by a recognized law
enforcement accrediting organization and
550,000 shall be for community empowerment
policing programs.

BOARD OF EDUCATION

For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia, $1,100,000, of which $600,000 shall
be for renovations to public school athletic
and recreational grounds and facilities and
$500,000 shall be for maintenance, improve-
ments, and repairs to public school facilities
under the Direct Activity Purchase System
(DAPS): Provided, That the $500,000 provided
for DAPS shall be returned to the United
States Treasury on October 1, 1992, if the
amount spent by the District of Columbia
out of its own funds under DAPS and for
maintenance, improvements, and repairs to
public school facilities in fiscal year 1992 is
less than the amount spent by the District
out of its own funds for such purposes in fis-
cal year 1991.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GENERAL HOSPITAL

For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia General Hospital, $12,000,000, of
which $10,000,000 shall not be available for
obligation until September 30, 1992 and shall
not be expended prior to October 1, 1992.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA INSTITUTE FOR MENTAL

HEALTH

For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia Institute for Mental Health to
provide professional mental health care to
low-income, underinsured, and indigent chil-
dren, adults, and families in the District of
Columbia, $1,000,000.

CHILDREN'S NATIONAL MEDICAL CENTER

For a Federal contribution to the Chil-
dren’s National Medical Center for a cost-
shared National Child Protection Center,
$3,000,000.

DIVISION OF EXPENSES

The following amounts are appropriated
for the District of Columbia for the current
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided.
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GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

Governmental direction and support,
$111,973,000: Provided, That not to exceed
$2,500 for the Mayor, 32,500 for the Chairman
of the Council of the District of Columbia,
and $2,500 for the City Administrator shall be
available from this appropriation for expend-
itures for official purposes: Provided further,
That any program fees collected from the is-
suance of debt shall be available for the pay-
ment of expenses of the debt management
program of the District of Columbia: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, there is hereby appro-
priated $8,326,000 to pay legal, management,
investment, and other fees and administra-
tive expenses of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Board, of which $1,000,000 shall be
derived from the general fund and not to ex-
ceed $7,326,000 shall be derived from the earn-
ings of the applicable retirement funds: Pro-
vided further, That the District of Columbia
Retirement Board shall provide to the Con-
gress and to the Council of the District of
Columbia a quarterly report of the alloca-
tions of charges by fund and of expenditures
of all funds: Provided further, That the Dis-
trict of Columbia Retirement Board shall
provide the Mayor, for transmittal to the
Council of the District of Columbia, an item
accounting of the planned use of appro-
priated funds in time for each annual budget
submission and the actual use of such funds
in time for each annual audited financial re-
port: Provided further, That the Mayor shall
submit to the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia by October 1, 1991, a reorganization
plan for the Department of Finance and Rev-
enue that shall follow the directives and ini-
tiatives contained in the Report of the Com-
mittee of the Whole on Bill 9-151, the Fiscal
Year 1991 Supplemental Budget and Rescis-
sions of Authority Request Act of 1991, at 8-
20 (March 25, 1991).

EcoNoMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$106,430,000: Provided, That the District of Co-
lumbia Housing Finance Agency, established
by section 201 of the District of Columbia
Housing Finance Agency Act, effective
March 3, 1979 (D.C. Law 2-135; D.C. Code, sec.
45-2111), based upon its capability of repay-
ments as determined each year by the Coun-
cil of District of Columbia from the Finance
Agency's annual audited financial state-
ments to the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia, shall repay to the general fund an
amount equal to the appropriated adminis-
trative costs plus interest at a rate of four
percent per annum for a term of 15 years,
with a deferral of payments for the first
three years: Provided further, That notwith-
standing the foregoing provision, the obliga-
tion to repay all or part of the amounts due
shall be subject to the rights of the owners of
any bonds or notes issued by the Finance
Agency and shall be repaid to the District of
Columbia government only from available
operating revenues of the Finance Agency
that are in excess of the amounts required
for debt service, reserve funds, and operating
expenses: Provided further, That upon com-
mencement of the debt service payments,
such payments shall be deposited into the
general fund of the District of Columbia.

PUBLIC SBAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase of 135 passenger-carrying vehicles for
replacement only, including 130 for police-
type use and five for fire-type use, without
regard to the general purchase price limita-
tion for the current fiscal year, $930,836,000:
Provided, That the Metropolitan Police De-
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partment is authorized to replace not to ex-
ceed 25 passenger-carrying vehicles and the
Fire Department of the District of Columbia
is authorized to replace not to exceed five
passenger-carrying vehicles annually when-
ever the cost of repair to any damaged vehi-
cle exceeds three-fourths of the cost of the
replacement: Provided further, That not to
exceed $500,000 shall be available from this
appropriation for the Chief of Police for the
prevention and detection of crime: Provided
further, That $50,000 of this appropriation
shall be available at the discretion of the
Chief of Police for community empowerment
policing programs: Provided further, That not
to exceed $25,000 of this appropriation shall
be available solely for an accreditation study
of the Metropolitan Police Department by a
recognized law enforcement accrediting or-
ganization: Provided further, That the Metro-
politan Police Department shall provide
quarterly reports to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House and Senate on ef-
forts to increase efficiency and improve the
professionalism in the department: Provided
further, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, or Mayor's Order 86-45, issued
March 18, 1986, the Metropolitan Police De-
partment’s delegated small purchase author-
ity shall be $500,000: Provided further, That
funds appropriated for expenses under the
District of Columbia Criminal Justice Act,
approved September 3, 1974 (88 Stat. 1090;
Public Law 93-412; D.C. Code, sec. 11-2601 et
seq.), for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, shall be available for obligations in-
curred under the Act in each fiscal year
since inception in fiscal year 1975: Provided
Jurther, That funds appropriated for expenses
under the District of Columbia Neglect Rep-
resentation Equity Act of 1984, effective
March 13, 1985 (D.C. Law 5-129; D.C. Code,
sec. 16-2304), for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, shall be available for obliga-
tions incurred under the Act in each fiscal
year since inception in fiscal year 1985. Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated for ex-
penses under the District of Columbia Guard-
ianship, Protective Proceedings, and Durable
Power of Attorney Act of 1986, effective Sep-
tember 30, 1989 (D.C. Law 6-204; D.C. Code,
sec. 21-2060), for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, shall be available for obliga-
tions incurred under the Act in each fiscal
year since inception in fiscal year 1989: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $1,500 for
the Chief Judge of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, $1,500 for the Chief Judge
of the Superior Court of the District of Co-
lumbia, and $1,500 for the Executive Officer
of the District of Columbia Courts shall be
available from this appropriation for official
purposes: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia shall operate and maintain a
free, 24-hour telephone information service
whereby residents of the area surrounding
Lorton prison in Fairfax County, Virginia,
can promptly obtain information from Dis-
trict of Columbia government officials on all
disturbances at the prison, including es-
capes, fires, riots, and similar incidents: Pro-
vided further, That the District of Columbia
government shall also take steps to publicize
the availability of the 24-hour telephone in-
formation service among the residents of the
area surrounding the Lorton prison: Provided
further, That not to exceed $100,000 of this ap-
propriation shall be used to reimburse Fair-
fax County, Virginia, and Prince William
County, Virginia, for expenses incurred by
the counties during the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1992, in relation to the Lorton
prison complex: Provided further, That such
reimbursements shall be paid in all instances
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in which the District requests the counties
to provide police, fire, rescue, and related
services to help deal with escapes, riots, and
similar disturbances involving the prison:
Provided further, That the staffing levels of
each engine company within the Fire De-
partment shall be maintained in accordance
with the provisions of the Fire Department
Rules and Regulations, if any: Provided fur-
ther, That the reduction in the staffing levels
of each two-piece engine company shall not
take effect until such time as the Fire Chief
certifies to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House and Senate that the De-
partment is taking all reasonable steps to re-
duce the expenses of the Department, includ-
ing steps to reduce overtime, filling eligible
vacancies, returning detailees to their in-
tended positions, and other measures deemed
appropriate by the Fire Department: Pro-
vided further, That when staffing levels are
reduced, the pay and salary levels of fire
fighter technicians shall be held harmless
during the term of the collective bargaining
agreement in effect on the date of enactment
of this Act: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided in this Act may be used to
implement any staffing plan for the District
of Columbia Fire Department that includes
the elimination of any positions for Adminis-
trative Assistants to the Battalion Fire
Chiefs of the Firefighting Division of the De-
partment: Provided further, That the Mayor
shall reimburse the District of Columbia Na-
tional Guard for expenses incurred in con-
nection with services that are performed in
emergencies by the National Guard in a mili-
tia status and are requested by the Mayor, in
amounts that shall be jointly determined
and certified as due and payable for these
services by the Mayor and the Commanding
General of the District of Columbia National
Guard: Provided further, That such sums as
may be necessary for reimbursement to the
District of Columbia National Guard under
the preceding proviso shall be available from
this appropriation, and the availability of
the sums shall be deemed as constituting
payment in advance for the emergency serv-
ices involved.
PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

Public education system, including the de-
velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $706,431,000, to be allocated as follows:
$518,764,000 for the public schools of the Dis-
trict of Columbia; $1,100,000 for pay-as-you-
go capital projects for public schools, of
which $600,000 shall be for renovations to
public school athletic and recreational
grounds and facilities and $500,000 shall be
for maintenance, improvements, and repairs
to public school facilities under the Direct
Activity Purchase System (DAPS): Provided,
That the $500,000 provided for DAPS shall be
returned to the United States Treasury on
October 1, 1992, if the amount spent by the
District of Columbia out of its own funds
under DAPS and for maintenance, improve-
ments, and repairs to public school facilities
in fiscal year 1992 is less than the amount
spent by the District out of its own funds for
such purposes in fiscal year 1991; $84,200,000
for the District of Columbia Teachers' Re-
tirement Fund; $73,495,000 for the University
of the District of Columbia; $20,578,000 for
the Public Library, of which $200,000 is to be
transferred to the Children's Museum;
$3,527,000 for the Commission on the Arts and
Humanities; $4,290,000 for the District of Co-
lumbia School of Law; and $477,000 for the
Education Licensure Commission: Provided,
That the public schools of the District of Co-
lumbia are authorized to accept not to ex-
ceed 31 motor vehicles for exclusive use in
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the driver education program: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $2,500 for the Super-
intendent of Schools, $2,500 for the President
of the University of the District of Columbia,
and $2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be
available from this appropriation for expend-
itures for official purposes: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able to subsidize the education of non-
residents of the District of Columbia at the
University of the District of Columbia, un-
less the Board of Trustees of the University
of the District of Columbia adopts, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1992, a tui-
tion rate schedule that will establish the tui-
tion rate for nonresident students at a level
no lower than the nonresident tuition rate
charged at comparable public institutions of
higher education in the metropolitan area.

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

Human support services, $877,033,000: Pro-
vided, That $20,848,000 of this appropriation,
to remain available until expended, shall be
available solely for District of Columbia em-
ployees’ disability compensation: Provided
further, That $10,000,000 of this appropriation
for the District of Columbia General Hos-
pital shall not be available for obligation
until September 30, 1992 and shall not be ex-
pended prior to October 1, 1992: Provided fur-
ther, That the District shall not provide free
government services such as water, sewer,
solid waste disposal or collection, utilities,
maintenance, repairs, or similar services to
any legally constituted private nonprofit or-
ganization (as defined in section 411(5) of
Public Law 100-77, approved July 22, 198T)
providing emergency shelter services in the
District, if the District would not be quali-
fied to receive reimbursement pursuant to
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Act, ap-
proved July 22, 1987 (101 Stat. 485; Public Law
100-77; 42 U.8.C. 11301 et. seq).

PuBLIC WORKS

Public Works, including rental of one pas-
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use
by the Council of the District of Columbia
and purchase of passenger-carrying vehicles
for replacement only, $234,390,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able for collecting ashes or miscellaneous
refuse from hotels and places of business.

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND

For the Washington Convention Center
Fund, $13,110,000.

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For reimbursement to the United States of
funds loaned in compliance with An Act to
provide for the establishment of a modern,
adequate, and efficient hospital center in the
District of Columbia, approved August 7, 1946
(60 Stat. 896; Public Law 79-648); section 1 of
An Act to authorize the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia to borrow funds for
capital improvement programs and to amend
provisions of law relating to Federal Govern-
ment participation in meeting costs of main-
taining the Nation’s Capital City, approved
June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-451;
D.C. Code, sec. 9-219); section 4 of An Act to
authorize the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to plan, construct, operate, and
maintain a sanitary sewer to connect the
Dulles International Airport with the Dis-
trict of Columbia system, approved June 12,
1960 (74 Stat. 211; Public Law 86-515); section
723 of the District of Columbia Self-Govern-
ment and Governmental Reorganization Act
of 1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat.
821; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321,
note); and section T43(f) of the District of Co-
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lumbia Self-Government and Governmental
Reorganization Act Amendments, approved
October 13, 1977 (91 Stat. 1156; Public Law 95-
131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219, note), including in-
terest as required thereby, $277,577,000.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND DEFICIT

For the purpose of eliminating the
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit
as of September 30, 1990, $41,170,000.

OPTICAL AND DENTAL BENEFITS
For optical and dental costs for nonunion
employees, $3,423,000.
PERSONAL SERVICES AND NONPERSONAL
SERVICES ADJUSTMENT

The Mayor shall reduce authorized appro-
priations and expenditures for personal serv-
ices and related nonpersonal services in the
amount of $1,000,000 within one or several of
f\he various appropriation headings in this

ct.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

For construction projects, $310,928,946, as
authorized by an Act authorizing the laying
of water mains and service sewers in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments
therefor, and for other purposes, approved
April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140;
D.C. Code, secs. 43-1512 through 43-1519); the
District of Columbia Public Works Act of
1954, approved May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 101; Pub-
lic Law 83-364); An Act to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
borrow funds for capital improvement pro-
grams and to amend provisions of law relat-
ing to Federal Government participation in
meeting costs of maintaining the Nation's
Capital City, approved June 6, 1958 (T2 Stat.
183; Public Law 85-451; D.C. Code, secs. 9-219
and 47-3402); section 3(g) of the District of
Columbia Motor Vehicle Parking Facility
Act of 1942, approved August 20, 1958 (72 Stat.
686; Public Law 85-692; D.C. Code, sec. 40-
805(T)); and the National Capital Transpor-
tation Act of 1969, approved December 9, 1969
(83 Stat. 320; Public Law 91-143; D.C. Code,
secs. 1-2451, 1-2452, 1-2454, 1-2456, and 1-2457);
including acquisition of sites, preparation of
plans and specifications, conducting prelimi-
nary surveys, erection of structures, includ-
ing building improvement and alteration and
treatment of grounds, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That $17,707,000
shall be available for project management
and $10,273,000 for design by the Director of
the Department of Public Works or by con-
tract for architectural engineering services,
as may be determined by the Mayor: Provided
further, That funds for use of each capital
project implementing agency shall be man-
aged and controlled in accordance with all
procedures and limitations established under
the Financial Management System: Provided
further, That $1,100,000 for the public school
system for pay-as-you-go capital projects
shall be financed from general fund operat-
ing revenues: Provided further, That all funds
provided by this appropriation title shall be
available only for the specific projects and
purposes intended: Provided further, That
notwithstanding the foregoing, all authoriza-
tions for capital outlay projects, except
those projects covered by the first sentence
of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1968, approved August 23, 1968 (82 Stat.
827; Public Law 90-495; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134,
note), for which funds are provided by this
appropriation title, shall expire on Septem-
ber 30, 1993, except authorizations for
projects as to which funds have been obli-
gated in whole or in part prior to September
30, 1993: Provided further, That upon expira-
tion of any such project authorization the



June 26, 1991

funds provided herein for the project shall
lapse.
WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND

For the Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund,
$219,752,000, of which $38,006,000 shall be ap-
portioned and payable to the debt service
fund for repayment of loans and interest in-
curred for capital improvement projects.

For construction projects, $51,690,000, as
authorized by an Act authorizing the laying
of water mains and service sewers in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments
therefor, and for other purposes, approved
April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140;
D.C. Code, sec. 43-1512 et seq.): Provided, That
the requirements and restrictions that are
applicable to general fund capital improve-
ment projects and set forth in this Act under
the Capital Outlay appropriation title shall
apply to projects approved under this appro-
priation title: Provided further, That
$25,608,000 in water and sewer enterprise fund
operating revenues shall be available for
pay-as-you-go capital projects.

LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE
FUND

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, approved De-
cember 4, 1981 (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law
97-91), as amended, for the purpose of imple-
menting the Law to Legalize Lotteries,
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co-
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3-
172; D.C. Code, secs. 2-2501 et seq. and 22-1516
et seq.), $8,450,000, to be derived from non-
Federal District of Columbia revenues: Pro-
vided, That the District of Columbia shall
identify the sources of funding for this ap-
propriation title from the District's own lo-
cally-generated revenues: Provided further,
That no revenues from Federal sources shall
be used to support the operations or activi-
ties of the Lottery and Charitable Games
Control Board.

CABLE TELEVISION ENTERPRISE FUND

For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund,
established by the Cable Television Commu-
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22,
1983 (D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1801 et
seq.), $2,000,000.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 101, The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

8Ec. 102. Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures
of appropriations contained in this Act shall
be audited before payment by the designated
certifying official and the vouchers as ap-
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the
designated disbursing official.

SEC. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount
is specified within an appropriation for par-
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure,
such amount, unless otherwise specified,
shall be considered as the maximum amount
that may be expended for said purpose or ob-
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu-
sively therefor.

SEC. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available, when authorized by the Mayor,
for allowances for privately owned auto-
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mobiles and motorcycles used for the per-
formance of official duties at rates estab-
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such
rates shall not exceed the maximum prevail-
ing rates for such vehicles as prescribed in
the Federal Property Management Regula-
tions 101-7 (Federal Travel Regulations).

SEc. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for expenses of travel and for
the payment of dues of organizations con-
cerned with the work of the District of Co-
lumbia government, when authorized by the
Mayor: Provided, That the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the District of Colum-
bia Courts may expend such funds without
authorization by the Mayor.

SEC. 106. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
refunds and for the payment of judgments
that have been entered against the District
of Columbia government: Provided, That
nothing contained in this section shall be
construed as modifying or affecting the pro-
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XII of the
Distriet of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947, approved March 31, 1956 (70
Stat. 78; Public Law 84-460; D.C. Code, sec.
47-1812.11(c){(3)).

SEcC. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for the payment of public assist-
ance without reference to the requirement of
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public
Assistance Act of 1982, effective April 6, 1982
(D.C. Law 4-101; D.C. Code, sec. 3-205.44), and
for the non-Federal share of funds necessary
to qualify for Federal assistance under the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con-
trol Act of 1968, approved July 31, 1968 (82
Stat. 462; Public Law 90-445; 42 U.S.C. 3801 et
seq.).

SEC. 108. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEc. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia government for
the operation of educational institutions,
the compensation of personnel, or for other
educational purposes may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po-
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended
to prohibit the availability of school build-
ings for the use of any community or par-
tisan political group during non-school
hours.

SEcC. 110. The annual budget for the Dis-
trict of Columbia government for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1993, shall be
transmitted to the Congress no later than
April 15, 1992.

SEC. 111. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be made available to pay the
salary of any employee of the District of Co-
lumbia government whose name, title, grade,
salary, past work experience, and salary his-
tory are not available for inspection by the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the House Committee on the District
of Columbia, the Subcommittee on General
Services, Federalism, and the District of Co-
lumbia of the Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs, and the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, or their duly authorized
representative: Provided, That none of the
funds contained in this Act shall be made
available to pay the salary of any employee
of the District of Columbia government
whose name and salary are not available for
public inspection.

SEC. 112. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
payments authorized by the District of Co-
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lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, effec-
tive September 23, 1977 (D.C. Law 2-20; D.C.
Code, sec. 47421 et seq.).

SEC. 113. No part of this appropriation shall
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes
or implementation of any policy including
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla-
tion pending before Congress or any State
legislature.

SEC. 114, None of the Federal funds con-
tained in this Act shall be used to perform
abortions except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term.

SEC. 115. At the start of the fiscal year, the
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar-
ter and by project, for capital outlay borrow-
ings: Provided, That within a reasonable time
after the close of each .quarter, the Mayor
shall report to the Council of the District of
Columbia and the Congress the actual bor-
rowing and spending progress compared with
projections.

SEC. 116. The Mayor shall not borrow any
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor
has obtained prior approval from the Council
of the District of Columbia, by resolution,
identifying the projects and amounts to be
financed with such borrowings.

SEc. 117. The Mayor shall not expend any
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the
operating expenses of the District of Colum-
bia government.

SEc. 118. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended by
reprogramming except pursuant to advance
approval of the reprogramming granted ac-
cording to the procedure set forth in the
Joint Explanatory Statement of the Com-
mittee of Conference (House Report No. 96—
443), which accompanied the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriation Act, 1980, approved Oc-
tober 30, 1979 (93 Stat. 713; Public Law 96-93),
as modified in House Report No. 98-265, and
in accordance with the Reprogramming Pol-
icy Act of 1980, effective September 16, 1980
(D.C. Law 3-100; D.C. Code, sec. 47-361 et

<)
segﬁc. 119. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur,
or other personal servants to any officer or
employee of the District of Columbia.

SEC. 120. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to procure passenger automobiles as
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 (94
Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425; 15 U.8.C.
2001(2)), with an Environmental Protection
Agency estimated miles per gallon average
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided,
That this section shall not apply to security,
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles.

SEc. 121. (a) Notwithstanding section 422(7)
of the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act of
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790;
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(T)),
the City Administrator shall be paid, during
any fiscal year, a salary at a rate established
by the Mayor, not to exceed the rate estab-
lished for level IV of the Executive Schedule
under 5 U.S.C. 5315.

(b) For purposes of applying any provision
of law limiting the availability of funds for
payment of salary or pay in any fiscal year,
the highest rate of pay established by the
Mayor under subsection (a) of this section
for any position for any period during the
last quarter of calendar year 1991 shall be
deemed to be the rate of pay payable for that
position for September 30, 1991.

(c) Notwithstanding section 4(a) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945,
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approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. T93; Public
Law 79-592; D.C. Code, sec. 5-803(a)), the
Board of Directors of the District of Colum-
bia Redevelopment Land Agency shall be
paid, during any fiscal year, a per diem com-
pensation at a rate established by the
Mayor.

SEc. 122. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, the provisions of the District of
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit
Personnel Act of 1978, effective March 3, 1979
(D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et
seq.), enacted pursuant to section 422(3) of
the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act of
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790;
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(3)),
shall apply with respect to the compensation
of District of Columbia employees: Provided,
That for pay purposes, employees of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government shall not be
subject to the provisions of title 5 of the
United States Code.

SEC. 123. The Director of the Department of
Administrative Services may pay rentals and
repair, alter, and improve rented premises,
without regard to the provisions of section
322 of the Economy Act of 1932 (Public Law
72-212; 40 U.S.C. 278a), upon a determination
by the Director, that by reason of cir-
cumstances set forth in such determination,
the payment of these rents and the execution
of this work, without reference to the limita-
tions of section 322, is advantageous to the
District in terms of economy, efficiency, and
the District’s best interest.

SEC. 124. No later than 30 days after the
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1992, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal
year 1992 revenue estimates as of the end of
the first quarter of fiscal year 1992, These es-
timates shall be used in the budget request
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993.
The officially revised estimates at midyear
shall be used for the midyear report.

SEC. 125. Section 466(b) of the District of
Columbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act of 1973, approved
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 806; Public Law
93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-326), as amended, is
amended by striking ‘‘sold before October 1,
1991 and inserting ‘‘sold before October 1,
1992".

SEC. 126. No sole source contract with the
District of Columbia government or any
agency thereof may be renewed or extended
without opening that contract to the com-
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec-
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure-
ment Practices Act of 1985, effective Feb-
ruary 21, 1986 (D.C. Law 6-85; D.C. Code, sec.
1-1183.3), except that the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools may renew or extend sole
source contracts for which competition is
not feasible or practical, provided that the
determination as to whether to invoke the
competitive bidding process has been made
in accordance with duly promulgated Board
of Education rules and procedures.

SEC. 127. For purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat.
1037; Public Law 99-177), as amended, the
term ‘“‘program, project, and activity’ shall
be synonymous with and refer specifically to
each account appropriating Federal funds in
this Act, and any sequestration order shall
be applied to each of the accounts rather
than to the aggregate total of those ac-
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders
shall not be applied to any account that is
specifically exempted from sequestration by
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the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public Law
99-177), as amended.

SEC. 128. In the event a sequestration order
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
(99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), as amend-
ed, after the amounts appropriated to the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year in-
volved have been paid to the District of Co-
lumbia, the Mayor of the District of Colum-
bia shall pay to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, within 15 days after receipt of a request
therefor from the Secretary of the Treasury,
such amounts as are sequestered by the
order: Provided, That the sequestration per-
centage specified in the order shall be ap-
plied proportionately to each of the Federal
appropriation accounts in this Act that are
not specifically exempted from sequestration
by the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public
Law 99-177), as amended.

SEC. 129. Sec. 133(e) of the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act, 1990, as amended,
is amended by striking ‘“‘December 31, 1991
and inserting ‘‘December 31, 1992",

SEec. 130. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1992 pay raises for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 131. For the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, the District of Columbia
shall pay interest on its quarterly payments
to the United States that are made more
than 60 days from the date of receipt of an
itemized statement from the Federal Bureau
of Prisons of amounts due for housing Dis-
trict of Columbia convicts in Federal peni-
tentiaries for the preceding quarter.

SEC. 132. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used by the District of Columbia
to provide for the salaries, expenses, or other
costs associated with the offices of United
States Senator or United States Representa-
tive under section 4(d) of the District of Co-
lumbia Statehood Constitutional Convention
Initiative of 1979, effective March 10, 1981
(D.C. Law 3-171; D.C. Code, sec. 1-113(d)).

SEC. 133. (a) Up to 75 officers or members of
the Metropolitan Police Department who
were hired before February 14, 1980, and who
retire on disability before the end of cal-
endar year 1991 shall be excluded from the
computation of the rate of disability retire-
ment under subsection 145(a) of the District
of Columbia Retirement Reform Act, as
amended, approved September 30, 1983 (97
Stat. T27; D.C. Code, sec. 1-725(a)), for pur-
poses of reducing the authorized Federal
payment to the District of Columbia Police
Officers and Fire Fighters’ Retirement Fund
pursuant to subsection 145(c) of the District
of Columbia Retirement Reform Act.

(b) The Mayor, within 30 days after the en-
actment of this Act, shall engage an enrolled
actuary, to be paid by the District of Colum-
bia Retirement Board, and shall comply with
the requirements of sections 142(d) and 144(d)
of the District of Columbia Retirement Re-
form Act of 1979, approved November 17, 1979
(93 Stat. 866; Public Law 96-122; D.C. Code,
secs. 1-722(d) and 1-724(d)).

(c) If any of the 75 light duty positions that
may become vacant under subsection (a) of
this section are filled, a civilian employee
shall be hired to fill that position or it shall
be filled by an officer or member of the Met-
ropolitan Police Department for a temporary
period of time.

(d) The limited duty policy of the Metro-
politan Police Department shall be that in
effect prior to July 8, 1990, unless ordered by
the relevant court.
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SEC. 134. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a
gift or donation during fiscal year 1992 if—

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and
use of the gift or donation; and

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to
carry out its authorized functions or duties.

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia
government shall keep accurate and detailed
records of the acceptance and use of any gift
or donation under subsection (a), and shall
make such records available for audit and
public inspection.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
“‘entity of the District of Columbia govern-
ment" includes an independent agency of the
District of Columbia.

This title may be cited as the *“*District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1992".

TITLE I
FISCAL YEAR 1991 SUPPLEMENTAL
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS
GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for “Govern-
mental direction and support”, $257,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under
this heading for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1991 in the District of Columbia
Appropriations Act, 1991, approved November
5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2226 to
2227), $5,650,000 are rescinded for a net de-
crease of $5,393,000: Provided further, That of
the $9,077,000 appropriated under this head-
ing for fiscal year 1991 in the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act, 1991, approved
November 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518; 104
Stat. 2226), to pay legal, management, in-
vestment, and other fees and administrative
expenses of the District of Columbia Retire-
ment Board, none shall be derived from the
general fund and not to exceed 59,077,000
shall be derived from the earnings of the ap-
plicable retirement funds: Provided further,
That within fifteen days of the date of enact-
ment of this Act the District of Columbia
Retirement Board shall reimburse the gen-
eral fund of the District by an amount not to
exceed $818,000 for any expenses of the Board
paid with general fund revenues in fiscal
year 1991: Provided further, That the Mayor
shall submit to the Council of the District of
Columbia by October 1, 1991, a reorganization
plan for the Department of Finance and Rev-
enue that shall follow the directives and ini-
tiatives contained in the Report of the Com-
mittee of the Whole on Bill 9-151, the Fiscal
Year 1991 Supplemental Budget and Rescis-
sions of Authority Request Act of 1991, at 8-
20 (March 25, 1991).

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Economic
development and regulation™, $37,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under
this heading for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1991 in the District of Columbia
Appropriations Act, 1991, approved November
5, 1990 (Public law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2227),
$29,525,000 are rescinded for a net decrease of

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Public safe-
ty and justice™, $10,774,000, of which an addi-
tional $3,600,000 shall be allocated to the Fire
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment; an additional $84,000 shall be allocated
to the Civilian Complaint Review Board; and
notwithstanding any other law, an addi-
tional $7,090,000 shall be allocated for the
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District of Columbia Police Officers and Fire
Fighters' Retirement Fund: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated under this heading
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991
in the District of Columbia Appropriations
Act, 1991, approved November 5, 1990 (Public
Law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2227 to 2229), $20,711,000
are rescinded for a net decrease of $9,937,000:
Provided further, That notwithstanding any
other provisions of law, of the funds avail-
able for fiscal year 1991, $225,000 of the
amount allocated to the District of Columbia
Judge's Retirement Fund are rescinded.

The following provision under this heading
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991
in the District of Columbia Appropriations
Act, 1991, approved November 5, 1990 (Public
Law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2228), is repealed: “Pro-
vided further, That at least 21 ambulances
shall be maintained on duty 24 hours per
day, 365 days a year:".

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for “Public edu-
cation system', $200,000 for the Public Li-
brary to be transferred to the Children’s Mu-
seum.

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1991 in the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 1991, approved November 5, 1990
(Public Law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2229), $11,123,000
for the D.C. Public Schools; $10,000,000 for
pay-as-you-go capital projects for public
schools; $3,418,000 for the University of the
District of Columbia; $41,000 for the Edu-
cation Licensure Commission; $327,000 for
the Commission on Arts and Humanities;
and notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, $23,650,000 for the District of Columbia
Teachers' Retirement Fund are rescinded for
a net decrease of $48,359,000.

The following provision under this heading
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991
in the District of Columbia Appropriations
Act, 1991, approved November 5, 1990 (Public
Law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2229), is repealed: *‘Pro-
vided further, That the amount allocated
under this title for the public schools shall
be increased, dollar for dollar up to
$36,400,000, by the amount the annual Federal
payment for fiscal year 1991 is increased
above the current $430,500,000 Federal pay-
ment in fiscal year 1990:".

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1991 in the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 1991, approved November 5, 1990
(Public Law 101-518; 104 Stat. to 2230),
$11,227,000 are rescinded.

PUBLIC WORKS
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Public
works", $2,965,000: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1991 in the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1991,
approved November §, 1980 (Public Law 101-
518; 104 Stat. 2230), $2,949,000 are rescinded for
a net increase of $16,000.

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND

For an additional amount for “Washington
Convention Center Fund", $2,756,000.

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For an additional amount for ‘“Repayment
of loans and interest', $8,577,000.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND DEFICIT

The paragraph under the heading ‘“‘Repay-
ment of General Fund Deficit”, in the Dis-
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trict of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1991,
approved November 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-
518; 104 Stat. 2231), is repealed.
SHORT-TERM BORROWINGS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Short-term

borrowings"’, $8,142,000.
OPTICAL AND DENTAL BENEFITS

For an additional amount for “Optical and

dental benefits’, $311,000.
SUPPLY, ENERGY, AND EQUIPMENT
ADJUSTMENT

The paragraph under the heading *‘Supply,
energy, and equipment adjustment’, in the
District of Columbia Appropriations Act,
1991, approved November 5, 1990 (Public Law
101-518; 104 Stat. 2231), is repealed.

PERSONAL SERVICES ADJUSTMENT

The paragraph under the heading *‘Per-
sonal services adjustment”, in the District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1991, approved
November 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518, 104
Stat. 2231), is repealed.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

For an additional amount for *‘Capital out-
lay™, $73,570,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That of the amounts ap-
propriated under this heading in prior fiscal
years for the Mount Vernon Square Campus
project of the University of the District of
Columbia, $39,134,000 are rescinded for a net
increase of $34,436,000: Provided further, That
52,644,000 shall be available for project man-
agement and $3,212,000 for design by the Di-
rector of the Department of Public Works or
by contract for architectural engineering
services, as may be determined by the
Mayor.

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for “Water and
Sewer Enterprise Fund', $23,633,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under
this heading for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1991 in the District of Columbia
Appropriations Act, 1991, approved November
5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518; 104 Stat. 2232),
$35,880,000 are rescinded for a net decrease of
$12,247,000: Provided further, That $35,852,000
of the amounts available for fiscal year 1991
shall be apportioned and payable to the debt
service fund for repayment of loans and in-
terest incurred for capital improvement
projects instead of $36,608,000 as provided
under this heading in the District of Colum-
bia Appropriations Act, 1991, approved No-
vember 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518; 104 Stat.
2232): Provided further, That $15477,000 in
water and sewer enterprise fund operating
revenues shall be available for pay-as-you-go
capital projects instead of $39,609,000 as pro-
vided under this heading in the District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1991, approved
November 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518; 104
Stat. 2232).

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. Sec. 112 of the District of Colum-
bia Appropriations Act, 1991, approved No-
vember 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-518; 104 Stat.
2234), is amended by striking ‘“*April 15, 1991
and inserting “May 17, 1991"".

SEC. 102. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a
gift or donation during fiscal year 1991 if—

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and
use of the gift or donation; and

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to
carry out its authorized functions or duties.

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia
government shall keep accurate and detailed
records of the acceptance and use of any gift
or donation under subsection (a), and shall
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make such records available for audit and
public inspection.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
“‘entity of the District of Columbia govern-
ment" includes an independent agency of the
District of Columbia.

This title may be cited as the “‘District of
Columbia Supplemental Appropriations and
Rescissions Act, 1991".

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order?

Are there any amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 31, insert after line 20 the following
new section:

SEC. 135. (a) The Mayor shall ensure that
the requirements of the Buy American Act
apply to all procurements made with any
funds provided under this Act.

(b)(1) If the Mayor, after consultation with
the United States Trade Representative, de-
termines that a foreign country which is
party to an agreement by discriminating
against certain types of products produced in
the United States that are covered by the
agreement, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall rescind the waiver of the
Buy American Act with respect to the pro-
curement of such types of products produced
in that foreign country with funds provided
under this Act.

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph
(1) is any agreement between the United
States and a foreign country pursuant to
which the head of an agency of the United
States Government has waived the require-
ments of the Buy American Act with respect
to certain products produced in the foreign
country.

(¢) The Mayor shall submit to Congress a
report on the amount of procurements from
foreign entities made in fiscal years 1992 and
1993 with funds provided under this Act. Such
report shall separately indicate the dollar
value of items procured with such funds for
which the Buy American Act was waived
pursuant to any agreement described in sub-
section (b)(2), the Trade Agreements Act of
1979, or any international agreement to
which the United States is a party.

(d) No contract or subcontract made with
funds provided under this Act may be award-
ed for the procurement of an article, mate-
rial, or supply produced or manufactured in
a foreign country whose government unfairly
maintains in government procurement a sig-
nificant and persistent pattern or practice of
discrimination against United States prod-
ucts or services which results in identifiable
harm to United States businesses, as identi-
fied by the President pursuant to section
305(g)(1)(A) of the Trade Agreements Act of
1979.

(e) If it has been finally determined by a
court or Federal agency that any person in-
tentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘‘Made
in America’ inscription, or any inscription
with the same meaning, to any product sold
in or shipped to the United States that is not
made in the United States, that person shall
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub-
contract made with funds provided under
this Act, pursuant to the debarment, suspen-
sion, and ineligibility procedures described
in sections 9.400 through 9.409 of title 48,
Code of Federal Regulations.

(f) For purposes of this section, the term
“Buy American Act' means title III of the
Act entitled ““An Act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
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ments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1934, and for other purposes”, approved
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Madam Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Chairman,
this is an agreement that was reached
with the authorizing committee and
the Committee on Appropriations on
Buy American language.

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, I am
opposed to this amendment because I
do not understand its total implica-
tions and how it would affect the Dis-
trict government. I have indicated to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT] that I would not ask for a roll-
call vote. Also, his amendment is sub-
ject to a point of order, but I will not
make that point of order.

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, we
have no objections on this side.

The Chairman. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROHRABACHER

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROHRABACHER:
Page 2, line 7, strike *'$630,500,000"" and insert
‘4$611,268,000"".

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair-
man, this amendment, together with
the next amendment I will offer, is an-
other in the ongoing series of appro-
priations amendments aimed at hold-
ing spending to a 2.4-percent increase
over the current level. If we could hold
spending increases to 2.4 percent for
the next 4 fiscal years, growth in reve-
nues, with no tax increases, we would
be able to catch up with growth in
spending, and we would achieve a bal-
anced budget.

Let me repeat that: If we can just
hold spending growth to 2.4 percent, we
are going to get control of the Federal
deficit that threatens everything that
we have in this country today.

Madam Chairman, I am pleased to be
given the honor of offering this par-
ticular 2.4 percent amendment, because
it is even more justified than any of
the others.

It is true, Madam Chairman, that the
District of Columbia government has
taken a great turn for the better in the
past year with the elections of Mayor
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Dixon, Chairman Wilson, and our own
colleague, Mrs. NORTON. No one could
be happier about the new, more realis-
tic attitude in the District building
than I. But, as a member of the D.C.
Committee and Republican chairman
of its Fiscal Affairs and Health Sub-
committee, I have to note that this
Congress has already been extremely
generous with the District of Columbia
and will still be very generous if my
amendment passes.

Last week, the House passed the au-
thorization bill for the Federal pay-
ment, setting the Federal payment
level for fiscal year 1992 at $630 million.
This in itself represented a 32-percent
increase over the level of fiscal year
1990.

The Appropriations Committee has
decided even this is not enough. Not
only did they nudge up the regular
Federal payment to $630.5 million, they
added four extra Federal payments,
making the total Federal payment, not
including the pension fund contribu-
tions, to $643.7 million, or 35 percent
above the fiscal year 1990 level.

I am offering two amendments to get
us to a reasonable level of spending.
The first reduces the regular Federal
payment from $630.5 million to $611.3
million. The second amendment takes
out all the additional Federal pay-
ments that take this bill beyond the
level of the authorization bill we just
passed here on this floor last week.

Madam Chairman, Congress is facing
a budget deficit of over $400 billion.
That is over a billion dollars a day in
the red that we are spending. With this
massive deficit, we cannot give even
the most beloved and deserving Federal
agencies as much as we might like
them to have. Neither can we do that
for the D.C. government.

It is time to say, “Enough is
enough.” And locking in a 25-percent
increase over 2 years, plus 2.4 percent
more is going to have to be enough. I
ask my colleagues to support this
small step toward fiscal sanity and ask
them to vote for my amendments.

Madam Chairman, if we are going to
have a viable government, if we are
going to have the resources we need to
do what is necessary for the well-being
of our citizens across the United States
of America, we have to be responsible.
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We have to come to grips with this
deficit and holding the spending level
at 2.4-percent increase across the line
is a very responsible and a very effec-
tive way of getting control of the defi-
cit without causing the maximum de-
gree of pain. If we do not get control of
the deficit now with these very reason-
able approaches of keeping growth to
2.4 percent, in the future we are going
to face, and it is in the near future, a
mammoth crisis that will overwhelm
this body and overwhelm the well-
being of the American people.
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The young people who watch this de-
bate in the galleries are going to be
strapped with a debt that is going to
knock the legs out from the economy
in which they will live. They will not
have jobs. This body will not be able to
allocate money for the projects that
they think are necessary because this
body will be overwhelmed with red ink.

It is unfair. It is absolutely irrespon-
sible for us to go on with this unre-
stricted spending. My proposal is a
modest proposal keeping the growth of
spending to 2.4 percent, and this can be
done in the District of Columbia as
well as other spending bills.

Mr. DIXON. Madam Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment for several rea-
Bs0nNs.

First of all, let me point out that
this bill is within the 602(b) allocation.

Second, the House authorizing com-
mittee on which this Member from
California sits, passed out an author-
ization for $630 million 2 weeks ago.

Third, the Federal payment, in my
opinion, has been long overdue for an
increase. As the delegate from the Dis-
trict of Columbia pointed out yester-
day, the last time the Federal payment
was increased was in 1984. At that time
it was set at $425 million and it has
been held at $425 million since that
time.

Fourth, it is important that since the
District of Columbia has new leader-
ship and they have really taken ex-
treme measures to provide for not only
a balanced budget, but curtailing their
programs, they need every dollar in
this bill.

The Federal payment is not a gift to
the District of Columbia. It is in lieu of
property taxes. We have cut them over
the last 7 years and I think it is inap-
propriate to cut them now.

The second amendment that the gen-
tleman from California recommends is
cutting $12 million from the D.C. Gen-
eral Hospital. Public health is a serious
issue in this community. It not only af-
fects the citizens of this community, it
can ultimately affect the tourists who
come to visit.

There are 120,000 uninsured people
that receive medical services here in
the District of Columbia. Why the gen-
tleman would select cutting health
programs for people who are poor and
uninsured, I do not understand.

Further, we all have a concern with
the D.C. Board of Education and with
the public school system. The gentle-
man’s amendment would cut $1.1 mil-
lion from renovations to public
schools. We have all seen the rundown
conditions of some of the public
schools. The gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. GALLO] and I have been work-
ing on this project for the last 2 years.
Why the gentleman has selected to cut
$1.1 million from renovations and
maintenance of public schools, I cannot
imagine.
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All in all, Madam Chairman, it seems
very clear that the District govern-
ment's new leadership is performing
well. They are taking extraordinary
measures to cut employment and to re-
duce their accumulated general fund
deficit. And the projects that are fund-
ed in this bill involve health and edu-
cation and are well supported by the
testimony we received. And they are
certainly supported by the authorizing
committee.

Madam Chairman, I would ask Mem-
bers to vote against this amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I rise
in opposition to the Rohrabacher
amendment.

Madam Chairman, this amendment
would reduce the Federal payment
from $630.5 million to $611 million.

Our bill as it currently stands is con-
sistent with the authorization bill that
only recently passed this House by
unanimous voice vote.

It is also in compliance with the
budget resolution and within our 602(b)
allocation.

The House approved the higher Fed-
eral payment because of its faith in the
new leadership of the District, its un-
derstanding about the current financial
crisis in our Nation's Capital and be-
cause it is our best opportunity in
years to help put an end to the prob-
lems in the District and put this city
back on the right track.

Let’s not waste this opportunity.

It may be an easy budget vote to vote
in favor of this cut, but I urge my col-
leagues to reject this cut and support
our efforts to restore pride in our Na-
tion's Capital.

Mr. AUCOIN. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong
support of this piece of legislation.

The District of Columbia has impres-
sive new leadership in city hall, and I
think this bill reflects the confidence
of Members of Congress in that new
leadership; so at a time when we all
have very, very high hopes for a new
era in this Nation’s Capital city and in
the District government, I find it sur-
prising and I find it deplorable that the
President is once again threatening to
veto this piece of legislation, this bill
that provides pass-through funding and
funding for the District of Columbia.

Why is the President willing to veto
money for such things as the Children's
Hospital, for education, for public safe-
ty here in the Nation’s Capital? Well, it
is because the bill allows the District
the same degree of local control over
abortion funding, with local taxpayers’
dollars for poor women that is cur-
rently enjoyed in every other city in
every other State in the land. That is
the reason.

I find that an incredible statement,
an incredible fact; nevertheless, it is
true.
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I guess I only have one message for
the President, and it is this: “Mr.
President, you have already paid your
debt to the antichoice extremists sev-
eral times over. I urge you to sign this
piece of legislation and get on with the
Nation's business.”

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, I rise in favor of
the amendment of the gentleman from
California.

This is the balanced budget amend-
ment, and the gentleman from Califor-
nia has described it very adequately
and accurately; but I would remind the
Members that really the question here
is one of priorities, because what the
gentleman from California is attempt-
ing to do is assure that as we consider
spending in the House, we consider the
option of ultimately balancing the
Federal budget.

Now, I realize that is a difficult
thing, but there are an awful lot of
Members of this House, in fact I would
say the vast majority, in fact I would
say three-quarters of the Members of
this House have gone on record at some
point in their districts saying they
favor a balanced budget.

Now, a lot of those Members of Con-
gress who say that they voted against
the constitutional amendment to bal-
ance the budget because they said,
‘‘Well, we ought not burden the Con-
stitution. We ought to have the guts to
stand up and do what is right and cut
the spending."”

Well, that seemed to me and to oth-
ers to be a challenge. If in fact we are
going to stand up and cut the spending,
then what you have to do as spending
bills come through, you have to have
some standard that assures that the
end product is a balanced budget.

In this particular instance, the gen-
tleman from California has described
accurately how we would achieve that.
If you can hold for 4 fiscal years a
spending level at 2.4 percent above the
1991 levels, in other words, 2.4 percent
each year, you can get to a balanced
budget by the fiscal year 1995.

A lot of the American people would
like to see us get to a balanced budget
by 1995. The reason why they would
like to see us get there is they are dis-
turbed by the increasing problem of
massive Federal debt and the interest
payments that go with it. We could
very well by 1995, as we proceed down
the route we are going, end up paying
more interest each year than we pay
for national defense, and then the bur-
den of that ongoing for the next gen-
eration of Americans is just absolutely
unbelievable.

So some of us have determined that
regardless of the consequences that are
involved in some of the decisions that
are being made, we think that the
highest priority ought to be a balanced
budget and we ought to hold the line to
that balanced budget.
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Now, believe me, this does not bring
about any great sacrifice. We take all
of the priorities that the committees
have determined and simply put a
spending cap on these priorities so that
the spending cap reflects a 2.4-percent
increase. So no priorities are going to
be eliminated.

This is simply going to be trimmed
down to fit within a balanced budget.
In this particular case I think the com-
mittee accurately described what
would happen: The Federal payment
would be trimmed back.

I realize in the District of Columbia
that will not be popular. I would say to
the Members of this body, think about
the priority. Are you more in favor of
the Federal payment to the District or
are you more in favor of doing some-
thing that will ultimately help us—just
help us, this does not do it all by it-
self—help us to get to a balanced budg-
et?

Later on today I will be offering a
similar amendment to the HHS bill.
There it is a much tougher decision, I
would say, for the Members. There are
a lot of hard-nut programs that you
have to trim back a little in order to
get to a balanced budget.

But the fact is we ought to be willing
to do that too if we are going to
achieve a balanced budget at some
point for our society.

So that is the real issue here. It is a
matter of priorities. Some people are
going to decide to them increasing the
Federal payment to the District is
more important than a balanced budg-
et. Fine, go ahead and vote that way if
that is your sense of priorities. I am
sure your constituents will understand.

To me, the balanced budget is such
that I think that that is what is impor-
tant to do.

Yesterday we had a couple of Mem-
bers come to the floor, and their at-
tempt to cut Federal spending was to
take $42,000 away from the protection
of the Vice President’s children. I
would say that saving several million
dollars in this amendment might get us
closer to a balanced budget over the
long term than the kinds of games that
we play on the floor with a few thou-
sand dollars here and there.

So, I would ask the Members to sup-
port the Rohrabacher amendment. The
Rohrabacher amendment does do the
job in this particular bill of moving us
closer to a balanced budget, something
that I think a majority of the Amer-
ican people would like to do.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DIXON] the
chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. DIXON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Madam Chairman, I think the last

speaker, the gentleman from Penn-
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sylvania, points out quite clearly the
problem with the D.C. budget. In es-
sence, what he says is you can vote for
a cut in this bill for political purposes.
He says the next bill, the Labor-Health
and Human Services Appropriations
bill, is going to be harder to cut. He is
exactly right.

This bill has no constituency. So
what he says to you is that it is going
to be harder to cut the next bill, but
you can show the folks back home that
you are for cuts by cutting the Federal
payment, the money that is owed the
District of Columbia in lieu of property
taxes.

There have been a half dozen bills on
this floor, and none of them has been
able to take a 2.4 percent cut. Why? Be-
cause there are important programs in
those bills that affect their constitu-
ents. And, yes, it is much more dif-
ficult to make a cut in Mr. NATCHER'S
bill, the Labor-Health and Human
Services and Education bill, and very
easy on this one.

But what is fair for some should be
fair for all. You cannot balance the
budget of the United States by con-
stantly cutting the Federal payment to
the District of Columbia.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, because I just want to
point out to the gentleman that there
have been a number of bills on the floor
where the 2.4 percent amendment has
not been offered because the bill itself
was below the 2.4 percent limit. So, in
fact, the committee itself in several in-
stances has determined a sense of pri-
orities where the priorities in the bill
are below the 2.4 percent.

Mr. DIXON. On those bills that a cut
has not been offered, it was because
they were within their 602(b) alloca-
tion. Our bill is also within our 602(b)
allocation, but it is easy to offer an
amendment to cut it for political rea-
sons to show that you are for budget
cuts.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman
would yield further, all I would say to
the gentleman is there are no politics
involved here. We are offering this
amendment to every one of the bills
that come out here which is more than
2.4 percent above last year's spending.
We are offering it to every bill which is
more than that above 1991 spending.

So the issue is perfectly clear.

Mr. DIXON. The gentleman makes
my point. On all of those bills where he
has offered his amendment, the amend-
ment has not passed.

Mr. WALKER. That is right.

Mr. DIXON. This bill is within the
602(b) allocation. What the gentleman
suggested was this was an easy one to
cut because there is no program here
that affects any Member of Congress
except the Delegate from the District
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of Columbia. That is clearly what he
suggested when he said it would be
much more difficult to cut Mr. NATCH-
ER's bill that funds Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education pro-
grams all across this country.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield further
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding further.

Madam Chairman, I want to point
out to the gentleman I hope that was
not my remark. What I said to Mem-
bers was that this was a question of
priorities, and I still believe it is a
question of priorities and Members can
make their own judgment as to wheth-
er it is an easy priority or a hard one.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Well, I am
glad the gentleman took the time, and
I am glad that I yielded to him in the
last few seconds, because I think that
makes the chairman’s point even more
clear. This is a matter of priorities,
and the reality is that those who keep
insisting on these amendments are
drawing priorities against people.

This is another one of those votes we
are being asked to take against people,
against American citizens who some-
how become, for at least some Members
on the other side, the lowest priority in
this country.

This is not for projects, it is not for
programs, it is not for a space station;
it is not for anything but people.

And, Madam Chairman, this is to run
the District of Columbia, the Federal
share of what it costs to run the Dis-
trict of Columbia, for the loss that
they sustain by virtue of having no tax
revenues from the property which we
have usurped to run this country, to
put our Federal buildings on, et cetera.

This is what we are now talking
about.

This amendment, as the chairman
characterizes it, is easy because there
is no constituency to fight against it.
The trouble is it is not fair.

It may be easy, but there is no fair-
ness here at all. This is not where you
should draw the line on priorities.

People on the other side were willing
to vote 2 weeks ago to spend a quarter
of a billion dollars out of the HUD pro-
grams to put that into a space station.
That is what the vision of their prior-
ity is. But that is not what most Amer-
icans really see as priorities. They
want to see Americans as a priority,
the people themselves as a priority.

I would urge all of the Members of
this body to reject this type of
prioritization, notwithstanding it is
done in the name of deficit budget cut-
ting.

Madam Chairman, I would urge peo-
ple to remember what the chairman
said.

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.
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Madam Chairman, this is indeed a
matter of principle. This is the Na-
tion's Capital. All of us have a con-
stituency here, all of us have visitors
who come here every year, 18 million of
them a year.

Fifty-five percent of the property in
this District is tax exempt. I dare say
there is hardly another community in
America with such a high percentage.
We have height limitations on the Dis-
trict so that they cannot increase the
height of their buildings and there by
increase their tax base.

There are countless numbers of dem-
onstrations every year for which the
District has to supply police and other
safety personnel.

We have heads of state who come and
require police escorts, special protec-
tion, all of which underscores the re-
sponsibility that we have.

Yes, we have to be mindful of the
budget, and the authorizing committee
was mindful. The Mayor had originally
requested 30 percent of local revenues
as a Federal payment and had re-
quested it for 5 years in the authoriza-
tion. Realizing the budget problems
that we have, the committee cut back
the authorization to 24 percent, and we
also limited it to 3 years.

We are not just talking about $20
million here, we are talking about re-
storing dignity, restoring relations be-
tween the District Building and indeed
this House of Representatives.
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If we vote for this amendment, we
are inviting a failure of the Mayor and
the Council to be able to come to grips
with the massive problems they face.
They do not have an easy task now,
and we will surely see, in my opinion,
the Mayor coming back to this body
next spring for another supplemental.
We do not want that.

I would remind my colleagues that
Federal outlays based on constant 1982
dollars have risen 7 percent between
1977 and 1991. Yet the Federal payment
measured in constant 1982 dollars has
fallen by 5 percent. We cannot expect
the District of Columbia to balance the
Federal budget alone. All of us have a
responsibility, and I would hope that
the Members would reject this amend-
ment.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Chairman. I
move to strike the requisite number of
words and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Madam Chairman, I appreciate the
kind remarks of the gentleman from
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER], who of-
fered this amendment. I appreciate his
thoughtful study of the problems of the
District of Columbia and his support
for the concept of the Federal pay-
ment, but I want to associate myself
with the remarks of the chairs on both
sides of the aisle, with the remarks of
the distinguished chair of the sub-
committee of the Committee on Appro-
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priations, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DIXoN], the ranking member,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
GALLO), and the ranking member of the
authorization committee, the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY].

Madam Chairman, I would note that
I associate myself with the remarks
from both sides of the aisle because
this measure has come to this body
with most unusual support, not only
with a 10-to-2 vote out of the author-
ization committee, but in the Appro-
priations Committee and the sub-
committee it had unanimous support.

I remind this body, Madam Chair-
man, that this bill broke precedent in
another way. The Speaker of this body,
Mr. FOLEY, and the minority leader,
Mr. MICHEL, both sent letters to Mem-
bers of this body supporting the bill
containing this appropriation. Mr.
MICHEL came to the well to speak for
the Federal payment formula.

Madam Chairman, the District of Co-
lumbia lost close to $1 billion during
more than 5 years of no increases. We
have not tried to recover that amount.
We recognize that we will never re-
cover that amount. We remind this
body that we did not stop delivering
services to the Federal Government
during this period of extreme drought
in our Federal payment. What did we
do instead?

Madam Chairman, what we did was
to increase our own taxes by 50 percent
in 5 short years. I submit that the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia,
Madam Chairman, have made their
contribution to balancing the budget
by 1995 because we have taxed our-
selves and absorbed expenses properly
charged to the Federal Government
during the last 5 years.

Madam Chairman, our residents are
at this moment absorbing $200 million
in cuts this fiscal year, and in the next
fiscal year we will absorb another $200
million in cuts, for a cumulative $400
million in cuts. We come to this body
not with our hands held out but with
very clean hands, having dug even
deeper into our own pockets. We, who
are second per capita in taxes paid in
the United States, say to the Members
that this is the posture in which we
come to this body, Madam Chairman,
and our Mayor needs support, no lip
service, as she now embarks on yet an-
other and more difficult mission to
downsize the District, which is what
this body has asked her to do. She is
attempting what very few Mayors have
attempted successfully. She needs the
support of this body now more than
ever.

Mayor Sharon Pratt Dixon has won
great support and respect in this body
from her first day in office. She an-
nounced that there would be cuts by
the District government before she
came to this body, and that is one of
the primary reasons she has won such
respect in this body. Her respect is not
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without reason, and the way to respond
or to show our respect to her is not
simply by compliments but by voting
this measure which she has requested.
And we should understand that she re-
quested less than she knows she needs.
She has gone back to the businesses of
the District already for increased
taxes.

Madam Chairman, the reform that is
underway is not free. It cannot be ac-
complished without the strong support
of this body. This body will send a very
negative signal to the residents of the
District who thus far have supported
the Mayor when she has asked them to
do very, very difficult things—we will
send a very negative signal if we vote
to weaken the appropriation. The re-
sponsible thing is not always to cut;
the responsible thing to do with this
measure is to follow the Appropriation
Committee's lead.

Ms. MOLINARI. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair-
man, first of all, we have several issues
we have to examine when we are talk-
ing about this amendment, and it is
important for everyone to understand
that no one is asking for us to cut the
amount of money that is going to the
District of Columbia, just as the other
proposals at 2.4 percent are not asking
for cuts in the level of Federal spend-
ing on the various spending bills that
are coming before this body.

What we are talking about is limit-
ing the growth in Federal spending.
That means there are no cuts taking
place in Federal spending, but Federal
spending is being brought under con-
trol, and the increase in Federal spend-
ing is being kept to 2.4 percent. This
idea that we are cutting spending in
any way is just giving a false impres-
sion of what the central issue is.

The central issue is that either we
are going to control deficit spending or
in a very short period of time deficit
spending is going to control us. We
must get Federal deficit spending
under control or it is going to over-
whelm this body. There are people who
are crying, ‘“Whoa,” and that is true.
We are saying, ‘“‘Watch out, something
is coming.” There is a wave of deficit
red ink that is headed in our direction
and that is going to drown our society.

That is what this debate is about. It
affects not just the District of Colum-
bia payment, the money that we are
giving to the District of Columbia. We
are saying that we have to control the
amount of increase in Federal spend-
ing, that we must keep it within 2.4
percent on the spending bills that come
before this body. If we do that, future
generations, those young people who
watch us on C-SPAN, who watch us in
the halls here, and who watch us de-
bate, can be assured that their futures
will be brighter because we are not
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spending the money that should be
available to them and their representa-
tives 10 years down the line. If we do
not get Federal spending under control,
what will happen is that their elected
representatives will never have this op-
tion because they will be spending all
the money on interest payments. Is
that the legacy of democracy we want
to leave the young people of this coun-
try? I say that holding down spending
to 2.4 percent is a very reasonable and
responsible approach. We are not call-
ing for spending cuts. Let us note that
if my proposal is accepted, spending for
the District of Columbia would still be
28-percent higher than it was for fiscal
year 1990. So what is all this about cut-
ting spending?
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I am saying that we can still have
spending that is still 28-percent higher
than it was 2 years ago. This is a tre-
mendous increase in spending. But we
have got to get control of it. One way
to do it is to set this overall limit.

One of the side benefits of this is that
local government in the District of Co-
lumbia will have to set priorities. We
applaud the new mayor, Sharon Pratt
Dixon, for the fact that she has taken
some strong leadership positions and
made some tough decisions. But let us
note that the District of Columbia, be-
fore she came in to make these re-
forms, and we want to encourage her to
make more reforms, that it was the
most bloated local government in the
entire United States of America. That
is why these reforms were absolutely
justified.

Madam Chairman, we have to have
that same sort of decisionmaking that
Mayor Sharon Pratt Dixon is making
here in the District of Columbia. We
have to have that same courage at the
Federal level. We have to be able to
prioritize. If we just keep passing more
and more spending, saying that we are
not even going to set a limit on how
high that spending can go, we are ask-
ing on one to make the responsible de-
cisions of what should and what shou