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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 14, 1995

The House met at 12:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. SHAYS].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 14, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS to act as Speaker
pro tempore on this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 1995, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for 5 minutes.

STATE OF AFFAIRS AT
GUANTANAMO BAY

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I just re-
turned from a quick wvisit down to
Guantanamo Bay in Cuba to see how
the situation was there with the Cu-
bans who are in the detaining camps
and see how our military is doing, and
I have nothing but accolades to give to
our military for the fine job they are
doing down there under very difficult
circumstances. They are running a city
of about 36,000 people in reality and
they are doing it with very little mate-
rial and very little preplanning and
under difficult circumstances when ev-
erybody who is there is not necessarily
happy to be there in terms of the Cu-
bans who have left.

Cubans had hoped to go to Miami
rather than to Guantanamo Bay, but I
will say that the Cubans themselves
who are in the camps are doing very
well. They are well cared for. I spent a
good deal of time with Senator BOB
GRAHAM from Florida talking directly
with them about their problems. The
main complaint of course is the parol-
ing process. The immigration process is
too slow and it is moving very, very
slowly for the children, the elderly, the

sick among them, and then the big
problem, of course, that it does not
provide for some 17,000 to 20,000 Cubans
who don’'t really know where they are
going to go because there is no process
for them and at the present time they
are just living in a camp, a tent camp
in Guantanamo without too much hope
of what is next.

We talked about the problems that
they were having in those camps, the
remoteness, the feeling out of touch,
the medical attention, the priorities,
not enough medicine to go around, not
enough doctors’ visits, the food. Every-
body always complains about food in
situations like that, but by and large
the Cubans are being very, very well
cared for and I think Americans can be
proud of that.

Improvements are being made. We
are putting in food galleys, putting in
air-conditioning in some areas, better
recreation areas, better bathrooms,
getting away from the port-a-potties,
better shelters, sturdier tents with
hard roofs. This matters because it is a
harsh climate down there. It is an area
where the wind often blows hard, the
windward passage, and it is subject to
hurricanes. In fact, some call it Hurri-
cane Alley in that part of the world.

We have dealt with the water prob-
lems, the sewer problems and landfill
problems, and all of this is going on
while there is a very intense opposition
to Fidel Castro in these camps that has
not diminished in any sense at all, and
people who think we sho'ld negotiate
might want to talk to scme of these
Cubans down there at Guantanamo
about the human rights violations, the
suffering, the misery, the economic
hardship that the Castro government
has put them through, even to the
point of death and confiscation.

Right now Fidel Castro is in Europe
in a self-rehabilitation program pro-
moting himself and what a great guy
he is and he has apparently convinced
a few people in Copenhagen and is on
his way to meet with the President of
France and have some type of a photo
opportunity to prove to the world that
he has not really done all the bad
things that these witnesses in Guanta-
namo are there to attest that he has
done.

What is going on in Guantanamo is
not without cost. It costs us about $20
million a month and it doesn't account
for all of the costs we are putting in
there. Right now, we are using Navy
funds, operational and maintenance
funds that the Navy needs for steam-
ing, keeping up our readiness, national

security, defense, as it were, is being
used and we are going to have to re-
store those funds. When we get
through, we are talking about hun-
dreds of millions of dollars for this
problem that Fidel Castro has given to
the American taxpayer in the way we
are handling it today.

There are some very serious problems
staring us in the face right now. What
is going to be the future of Guanta-
namo as a base once it is no longer a
refugee camp, I don't know, but we are
putting a ton of money in the place so
we ought to know. But more important
than that, what is going to happen
when the long hot summer starts and
17,000 to 20,000 Cubans, mostly young
adult males, discover that they really
have no place to go and no way to get
there. That is not a good situation and
those who are working in the camps
are very, very concerned about it.

There are probably more visits to the
psychiatric side of the medical facility
right now than any others by people
who are already feeling stressed and as
hope begins to erode and the summer
gets warmer, it is going to be a very
difficult situation and one that we can-
not wait to solve itself or erupt.

We need to get ahead of the curve.
Senator GRAHAM has a very good idea
about shifting the visas that were ar-
ranged with the Castro government to
apply to those folks in Guantanamo so
that they can come here rather than
some other folks that Fidel Castro
might choose.

Senator GRAHAM makes a convincing
case that Fidel Castro has violated the
agreement that was made in New York
with him at the United Nations be-
cause he is already charging a thou-
sand dollars for visas for victims of his
regime to leave, which is a real ex-
traordinary—it would be a crime in
this country, I guess.

I believe very strongly we should en-
courage our allies to tighten the em-
bargo. It is extraordinary to me that
Mexico and Canada and Venezuela and
our good friends in France and Spain
are trading only with Cuba, sustaining
the Castro regime. There are solutions
but we don't have much time. We must
deal with the issue that is there.

WHERE ARE OUR PRIORITIES?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’'s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from Or-
egon [Ms. FURSE] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I believe
that every American wants, and is de-
manding that Congress change the way
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it does business. I am committed to
changing our spending priorities, and
that is what I have been working on.
We must cut unnecessary spending, cut
waste, and eliminate programs that do
not work—Ilike star wars—and we must
invest in our citizens and in our com-
munities. That is true national secu-
rity.

Everyday the Republicans come here
to the House floor to talk about their
Contract on America and how they are
living up to their promises.

To clear up some confusion about ex-
actly what is a contract, I consulted
Webster’'s dictionary. It says that a
contract is “a binding agreement be-
tween two or more persons * * * g cov-
enant.”” However, only Republican
Members and candidates signed that
contract. The American people did not
sign that contract. And now the Repub-
licans are not even keeping to their so-
called contract.

They promised a vote on term limits
to be completed by today. But there
was no vote. The majority leaders say
‘‘they don't have the votes.” That's in-
teresting. For the past 2 months they
have been voting in near perfect lock
step on every issue that impacts the
lives of women, children, and seniors.
But when the issue affects themselves,
they pull the vote.

The American people want change,
but they want a Government that's
leaner, not meaner.

After ducking the bill that would af-
fect Members jobs, we are now con-
fronted with a rescission bill where 63
percent of the cuts are in programs
that help low-income children and sen-
iors, and not one penny is cut from the
Pentagon. Is this what the people said
last November? Cut the funds that
keep children and seniors out of pov-
erty, but don't touch wasteful Penta-
gon spending? I don't think so.

America signed a real contract with
the men and women in our armed serv-
ices. But this rescission will cut $206
million from veterans programs.

Is that what the people asked for last
November?

I don’t think so.

Why is a phony, one-sided contract
more important than a genuine con-
tract signed with our veterans?

To make matters worse, we are not
even allowed a real debate on real
choices. Is this what the American peo-
ple said last November? Cut summer
jobs, drug-free schools, and low-income
heating for seniors, but don't let other

choices even be discussed? Doesn't
sound very democratic to me.
And lastly, Mr. Speaker, if that

wasn't enough, not one penny of these
cuts to summer jobs, drug-free schools,
and low-income heating for seniors will
reduce the deficit. This money taken
from seniors and children will go for
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans.
Taking money out of the pockets of
seniors and children, as well as for fu-
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ture generations and put it in the
pockets of those making over $100,000. I
ask again, is this really what the peo-
ple said last November?

At last, under the 1993 budget, we fi-
nally get the deficit going in the right
direction—down. But now we are being
asked to do voodoo economics all over
again. Increase Pentagon spending. Cut
taxes on the rich. Drive up the deficit.

I believe that what the people said
last November was they want new pri-
orities. They want us to bring common
sense to the decisions we make here.

So I would like to remind my Repub-
lican colleagues that all of us have a
real and binding contract with every
citizen in this country. And that is to
make our schools competitive, our
streets safe and our communities
strong. That is the real contract we
have with our citizens. It is not a one-
sided agreement.

The people in my home State of Or-
egon overwhelmingly approved a term
limits bill. On the first day of this ses-
sion, I introduced a term limits bill
that mirrors the one Oregonians ap-
proved. Numerous States have also
overwhelmingly supported term limits.
The American people have spoken.
They want us to vote on term limits,
and they don't want a phony excuse. It
is time for the Republicans to honor
their own contract and the real con-
tract that we have with the American
people.

OSHA'S REGULATORY EXCESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. NorwooOD] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve that the American people are
frustrated by regulatory process that
creates impossible standards. Every
day, small businessmen and women are
pulling their hair out trying to keep up
with unrealistic and overreaching regu-
latory mandates they cannot possible
comply with. I know that the guard-
ians of the old status quo will scoff at
this, but I need only to point to a pro-
posed OSHA rule to make my point.

Mr. Speaker, allow us to consider for
a moment OSHA's proposed revision to
its confined spaces standard. This ap-
plies to people who work in sewers or
air ducts or in similarly tight quarters.
In the abstract, this is a very reason-
able subject for OSHA to be concerned
with and employers have a responsibil-
ity to workers working in such con-
fined spaces to make sure that their
work spaces are as safe as possible.

However, OSHA has taken this a step
further. Now OSHA wants to regulate
what happens after an accident. If the
revised standard is implemented, em-
ployers who rely on rescue squads and
other outside rescue services to re-
spond to emergencies would have to,
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and I quote, ‘‘ensure that the outside
rescuers can effectively respond in a
timely manner to a rescue summons,’’
end quote.

Since most employers do not have an
entire team of emergency medical
technicians standing on guard at their
worksites, it is reasonable to assume
that these employers will be dependent
upon the performance of professional
re;iue squads to meet OSHA's stand-
aras.

Mr. Speaker, accidents do happen. We
funded OSHA to try to cut down the
chances that a workplace accident
would occur. Now OSHA wants an em-
ployer to ensure the rescue of a worker
after an accident. What bothers me is
OSHA's use of the word “ensure."” The
word ‘'‘ensure’ places an unrealistic
burden on the employer, given OSHA's
past behavior.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the bureaucrats
over at OSHA have doubts about an
employer's desire to ensure a worker's
rescue in case of an accident. I have 1it-
tle doubt that employers, often in fam-
ily businesses, care about their em-
ployees, but given OSHA's history, I
have serious doubts about allowing
OSHA to define when an employer has
done enough. I can just see OSHA slap-
ping the employer with a huge fine if a
rescue squad gets stuck in traffic.

Even if the employer makes a good-
faith effort to provide rescue services,
he or she could still be hit with a pro-
hibitive fine if it does not meet with
OSHA's ambitious standard.

Mr. Speaker, now OSHA claims that
the employers’ compliance with this
proposed revision will not be based
solely upon a rescue service's actual
performance during any single inci-
dence, but rather upon the employer’s
total effort to ensure that the prospec-
tive rescue service is indeed capable in
terms of timeliness and training and
equipment of performing an effective
rescue, but what we have seen in the
past is that OSHA implements a rule or
a standard that sounds very reasonable
in the Federal Register or before a con-
gressional hearing; however, when a
rule is enforced out in the field, it is
used as a big stick to harass hard-
working Americans.

Is this just another way for OSHA to
fine hard-working Americans and col-
lect more money for the Federal Treas-
ury? Not until a great outery is heard
does OSHA consider providing a clari-
fication of its standards or rules in
order to ensure that it is not used to
harass hard-working Americans. OSHA
has shown again and again that regu-
latory excess is an addiction and they
just cannot seem to kick the habit.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that in this case,
OSHA's enforcement of its rules does
not cause more problems than it is in-
tended to prevent. You can be sure that
I will be watching and listening just in
case this is not true.

OSHA is one agency that has turned
a reasonable and an important mission
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into a bureaucratic nightmare for the
American economy. Common sense was
long ago shown the door over at OSHA.
OSHA is one agency that needs to be
restructured, reinvented, or just plain
removed.

e ————

BE ALL YOU CAN BE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recog-
nized during morning business for 5§
minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
am very proud to take the well today
wearing this ribbon which was given to
me by the Girl Scouts, because the Girl
Scouts today are asking adults to wear
this ribbon and be the best that they
can be. I think that that is a good
motto for all of us as Americans. We
probably ought to do it everyday, but
this is a special day and I, as an ex-Girl
Scout and a mother of a Girl Scout, am
very, very proud to be here and be talk-
ing about that.

So I got to thinking, well, now, if you
took this and applied it to the Federal
Government in Washington, why do
people get so frustrated with this and
what would “‘be the best we could be”
mean at the Federal level?

Well, it seems to me that one of the
things that we don't do at the Federal
level is model what the average family
does at their kitchen table. At the av-
erage family kitchen table when times
get tough, the last thing they do to
make budget ends meet is cut the chil-
dren. They will try to hold the children
harmless from budget cuts absolutely
as long as possible, and yet this week,
the first thing we are going to do as we
try to find the first round of budget
cuts, and these are just for big tax cuts
and they are for disaster relief in Cali-
fornia, we are going to cut children.
That is going to be our very first thing,
our very first budget cut act. Heaven
only knows what we will do to them
when we get to the next round where
we are dealing with the deficit.

Now I remind you that children did
not cause this deficit, nor are they ask-
ing for big tax cuts. They would just
like a school lunch, thank you, and
they did not cause the disaster in Cali-
fornia or other places. But I think the
thing that is really harming and the
reason I think our priorities are so
wrong right now is that while this body
has been discussing risk assessment,
risk assessment, risk assessment, and
we were doing this all across the board
when it came to regulations, and many
people agree, yes, we should look at
that, but why are we not looking at the
risk assessment on the next generation
of children which will people America's
21st century if we continue on with
these budget cuts?

Now, what are some of the things
that we know? When I chaired the
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Committee on Children, Youth and
Families, we had all sorts of CEOs from
corporate America join us looking at
the cost-effectiveness of Federal dol-
lars spent for children, and the best
money you can save is investing in a
young child, because you are saving it
later on, saving it later on.

We got all sorts of incredible num-
bers that are a big surprise. If you vac-
cinate every child—and as you well
know, America is way behind in vac-
cinating children, many Third World
countries do a much better job—the
studies we have been showed is that it
is $14 to the taxpayer later on. So one
dollar for a vaccination, every one dol-
lar spent on that saved $14 later on.
That is not a bad deal. I have never
been able to invest my money like that
in any other area.

When you put children into Head
Start, for every dollar we spent on
Head Start, you could show a $6 saving
in special education that the taxpayer
would pick up. For feeding children, for
every dollar you spent in WIC and for
every dollar you were spending in child
nutrition programs, you way more
than made the money back in not hav-
ing to spend it in Medicaid.

You know, we go around all the time,
too, saying children must say no to
this, children must say no to this, we
must give them things to say yes to,
and that is what we are doing. We are
taking a lot of the same ‘yes to’s"”

away.

We are totally taking away summer
jobs. We are taking away many of the
youth programs. We are cutting back
many of the others so that localities
are going to be really strapped, and I
must say, as the prior gentlewoman
from Oregon said, when you are taking
63 percent of these cuts out of a group
of programs that only make up 12 per-
cent of the discretionary budget. I
think we are going down real heavy on
the kids.

This is not across the board. We are
not going after $600 toilet seats. Oh, no.
those are sacred cows. We are not going
after other things. No no, those are sa-
cred cows. Why? Because they have po-
litical action committees that can
come protect them with all sorts of
money for campaigns. They can orga-
nize and they can vote.

Children don’t vote. They don’t have
political action committees, and I
think if we are going to be the best
that we can be, we have got to recon-
sider these cuts this week because I
think it is really—maybe you think it
is penny wise, but it is long term and
pound foolish.

RESCISSION CUTS ON JOBS
PROGRAMS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.
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Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to talk about two
programs. First this week we will be
considering a rescission bill and the ac-
tivities that I was involved in over the
weekend, but also talk a little bit
about the School Lunch Program. But
first let me talk about the rescission
bill that Congress will be voting on
this week.

This last Saturday in Houston, I had
the opportunity to, at 8 o’clock in the
morning, to go to our city hall in the
city of Houston and see hundreds of
young people and not so young people
who were there at 8 o’'clock on a Satur-
day morning getting prepared to go out
and work in the community.

The rescission bill we are going to
vote on this week will definitely cut
part of the national service, the
Americorps Program that serves Hous-
ton, and I have served Houston Pro-
gram in Texas. We started with really
no program last year and we have be-
come such a great serving institution
for the community.

Let me talk a.bout the Corporation
for National Service on a nationwide
basis and then bring it down to how it
affects Houston: AmeriCorps, Learn
and Serve, and the Senior Corps. They
work full or part-time in local organi-
zations addressing community needs.
We have 60 of them in Houston that
serve Houston, 60 positions. I wanted
more but we couldn’t do it as a startup,
33,000 more with 1995 moneys and 47,000
more with 1996 moneys, but again, the
rescission bill will cut us back.

This would complete the contract
that a bipartisan Congress made with
our young people with the National
and Community Service Fund Act of
1993, but we cannot do it if we pass the
rescission bill this week with those
cuts.

Learn and Serve America, elemen-
tary and high school and college stu-
dents participate in activities that ad-
dress community needs and they en-
hance their own academic skills. Ap-
proximately 375,000 elementary and
secondary school and college students
participate, growing to over $588,000 if
we had the 1996 funds.

The Senior Corps, Americans 55 or
older serve in local communities on a
part-time basis and they provide, for
example, modest stipends for foster
grandparents, and I have received a lot
of mail and phone calls this week from
senior companions, 480,000 seniors par-
ticipate today, and if we could take it
out of the rescission bill, we would be
able to increase that just a small
amount to 510,000.

The cuts in the Americorps is wrong
and should not be because it is one of
the best programs we have. If we are
really going to reform welfare, we need
to make sure we reform it by giving
people that job experience and those
jobs.

Let me talk about another exa.mple
of the Saturday I was with the Summer
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Jobs Program that is sponsored by
Houston, works at the cooperative ef-
fort in a number of our local govern-
ments. We have 2,000 jobs in my dis-
trict that are summer jobs that are
part of that program, 6,000 in Harris
County alone. And my concern, by the
rescission bill that cuts those 6,000
jobs, we are going to lose out and three
or four individuals who were there Sat-
urday who were graduates of the Sum-
mer Jobs Program.

We have a young lady, Marilena, who
now works at a radio station in Hous-
ton who got her start in the Summer
Jobs Program. Wilbert, who now is a
supervisor for the city of Houston in
waste water, got his start in a summer
jobs program. Laquista is a young lady
who made the news in Houston who got
her start working at a summer jobs
program and now is supervising clean-
up in our community for the city of
Houston. Arti, who not only works in
my office, but is also a student who got
her start in the Summer Jobs Program.

Too often we hear that the majority
party now says that there is no benefit
to these summer jobs program, but
there is a benefit, and Saturday morn-
ing I had four people who were grad-
uates who are now productive citizens
today because of the Summer Jobs Pro-
gram. And to cut out 2,000 young peo-
ple in my own district or 6,000 in the
county or thousands all over the Unit-
ed States for a 6-week Summer Jobs
Program is wrong because what we are
doing is we are having some short-term
savings that provides for some short-
term tax relief; but in the long term,
the American people in our country
will lose the values of those talents of
those young people whether it be in the
Summer Jobs Program and productive
citizens or whether it be in the
Americorps and Serve Houston where
we are losing not only their talents
now in helping our community, but we
are going to lose the experience they
are getting now through Serve Houston
and through Americorps for the future
of our country.

We cannot be penny wise and pound
foolish and lose that effort right now.
And that is my concern, that the Con-
gress this week needs to make sure
that we do not cut these programs out
of the rescission package. We do not
need to cut those programs now and
say we are going to provide for addi-
tional tax cuts now and cut out those
2,000 young people in my own district
who have a summer job for 6 weeks.

e ————
0O 1300
THE RESCISSION BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BROWN] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday I was in Twinsburg, OH, in
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my district, Ohio’s 13th District in
northeast Ohio, visiting the commu-
nity center and meeting with parents,
children, teachers, and nurses and talk-
ing about the Women, Infants and Chil-
dren’s Program and the School Lunch
Program.

Some of the people I met with, some
of the parents, were unemployed. Most
of them were working part-time or full-
time, generally for minimum wage.
Often many of these parents, basically
all of those parents’ children were get-
ting school lunches, because their in-
come was not high enough that they
paid full price for these lunches.

Those parents, those teachers, those
children, especially those nurses, could
simply not understand why extremists
in this body, in Congress, want to cut
school lunches, want to cut senior nu-
trition, want to cut programs like
Women, Infants and Children; Pro-
grams’ that have been in effect, in
terms of the School Lunch Program,
for literally five decades, started by
Harry Truman in 1946.

Other programs, like WIC, that have
been in effect and working for a couple
of decades. Programs that help young
people grow, help pregnant women,
help those children with nutrition and
counseling. The WIC program, espe-
clally. And this was what was called a
WIC center in Twinsburg.

The WIC Program is not just a give-
away program. It is a program where
working class mothers come in with
their children, come in while they are
pregnant and get some nutritional sup-
plements and are counseled, generally
less educated women are counseled
about nutrition while they are preg-
nant to make sure they have a healthy
baby. The, after the baby is born, for
the next 5 years they come into WIC
regularly and are counseled about nu-
trition and can get immunized, either
there or are directed where they can
get immunized in the first 2 years of
the baby’s life; all the things that we
need for the future of this country.

These people did not understand why
the extremists in Congress want to
make these cuts. What they did under-
stand is that School lunches, Chil-
dren’s nutrition Programs, programs
like counseling for WIC, immuniza-
tions, all these things are the invest-
ment for the future and they make
sense for this country.

They do understand that, OK, we
might save a few dollars making cuts
now, but in the end, long term, we will
pay more money for welfare for chil-
dren as they get older and have bad nu-
trition and did not have the advantages
when they were younger. They are
more likely to be on welfare and more
likely to be in prison. And these young
families did understand that. That that
simply is bad public policy long term.

I am a deficit hog. I voted for budget
cut after budget cut after budget cut in
this body. But we should not be stupid
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about it. There is no reason to make
cuts that affect our children and affect
our future the way that cutting school
lunches and cutting programs like WIC
and nutrition programs like that would
mean.

Three weeks ago this body passed an
increase in military spending of $3.2
billion. The extremists here are cutting
nutrition, children’s long-term-for-the-
future programs on the one hand and
increasing military spending $3 billion
on the other hand, for a military in a
country where our military budget is
larger than the next nine countries in
the world. Yet we are increasing mili-
tary spending, cutting school lunches
and WIC Programs, and at the same
time the extremists in this body want
to see major tax cuts for the wealthiest
taxpayers.

Just recently the Republican leaders
in the Committee on Ways and Means
have called for an end to the alter-
native minimum tax. You may remem-
ber about 10 years ago President
Reagan and most of the country were
outraged that many large corporations
in this country were able, through all
kinds of use of accountants and law-
yers and all their tax breaks and loop-
holes, literally to avoid paying any
Federal tax and sometimes actually
getting the government to pay them
money through some rebate programs.

Many large corporations fell into the
category. So Congress and President
Reagan enacted something called the
alternative minimum tax to make sure
that every large corporation in this
country did, in fact, pay some cor-
porate income tax to the Government.
They want to eliminate that alter-
native minimum tax. On the one hand
we are increasing military spending,
we are eliminating a tax on major cor-
porations—these are corporations that
have $250 million or larger in assets—
and we are cutting Nutrition Programs
and School Lunch Programs and WIC
Programs.

In the other end of that, they want to
give capital gains tax breaks  which
will go to the richest 1 or 2 or 3 percent
in this country, in large part. The
great majority of capital gains, 87 per-
cent of capital gains cuts, go to the
wealthiest people in this country.

This whole Contract With America
disturbs me, Mr. Speaker, because it is
transferring money from the middle
class to the rich. It doesn’t make sense
and I ask for the defeat of the rescis-
sion bill this week.

UNHEALTHY KIDS DO NOT MAKE A
STRONG AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’'s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
that many of my Republican colleagues
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were busy this past weekend, as were
by colleagues on the Democratic side
of the aisle. I wish some of my Repub-
lican colleagues who have proposed
these cuts in programs might have ac-
companied me on my trip through Illi-
nois.

My first stop was at a convention in
Chicago sponsored by the Illinois Edu-
cation Association, one of the largest
groups of teachers in our State. Almost
a thousand teachers met for a 3- or 4-
day conference in Chicago to talk
about issues on their mind.

I sat down for breakfast in Chicago
with Gary Jones, a high school teacher
in Troy, and Cindy Klickna from
Springfield, IL, and I said, “What is
different about this convention?”’ And
they said, ‘“The budget moved through
quickly and we are glad to see that.
But there is another thing that started
coming up in the course of these con-
versations which is becoming more and
more popular.” And I said, “What is
that?” And they said, *“Security in
schools.”

Teachers who for years have been
meeting and talking, scarcely talked
about the question of security of teach-
ers and students in schools. But now it
has become an issue of paramount im-
portance, not only in the city of Chi-
cago but across the State.

All of us understand as we read in the
newspaper about violence among kids.
Children bringing knives and guns to
school. Unfortunate and tragic inci-
dents involving injury and death,
schoolchildren one to another and
threats to teachers. This is today's re-
ality.

The reason why this is relevant is
that this week on this floor of this
House of Representatives we will be
considering a Republican rescission
bill, which is a spending cut bill, which
will cut money for what is known as
Safe and Drug-Free Schools. Money
that we have put into a special account
in the Federal Government to give to
school districts to figure out ways to
make If safer for our children and
grandchildren to go Yo school.

I wish we didn't have to do this. I
wish we could put the money into com-
puters and teachers. But every one of
us knows in our heart of hearts that
more than anything we want our kids
coming home at the end of the day
safe. Safe. And yet we are going to cut
millions of dollars out of that.

The Republicans believe this is
thoughtful; this is sensible. They don't

think this investment is necessary. I-

wish a few of them could sit down with
the teachers in today's schools who
will tell you that taking the weapons
out of schools, stopping the fighting in
schools, and ending the drugs that are
starting to permeate all of our kids’
culture is really the key to security
and the key to America's future and
readiness.

I went back to Springfield, IL, which
is in my district, and had another

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

meeting and this meeting consisted of
people representing the WIC Program,
day-care homes, and school lunch pro-
grams. My friend the gentleman from
Ohio, SHERROD BROWN, has talked
about the school lunch program. I will

, not dwell on it. .,

At that meeting we talked a lot
about what day care means to working
mothers and fathers. A young couple in
their 20’s came in to see me with their
children; one was 3 and another in a
toddler seat. Both of them are working,
ahd that is not unusual in America
today, and they depend on quality day
care to take care of their kids while
they are off to work.

The Republican proposal on welfare
reform is going to cut the nutrition
grants which we give to day-care cen-
ters and homes across America. This is
in the name of saving money. What
these families told me was: Congress-
man, if the cost of day care gets up too
high, it does not make sense to work.
We are working to pay day care. We
want to work, We want to pay taxes
and we want to improve our lives and
buy our homes and prepare for our fu-
ture. But do not make an additional
burden on day care, which is literally
going to pull the plug on a lot of work-
ing families.

In Quincy, a week ago, there was a
woman working 45 hours a week in fast
food who had her daughter in day care
who said, ‘‘If you are going to raise my
day care bill 20 percent, I have to stop
and really think does this make sense
anymore?"’

In the midst of a welfare debate we
should be encouraging people to work.
We should be helping them to stay on
the job. We should not be increasing
the overhead costs of going to work.

The same thing is true on the WIC
Program. Here is a program which is a
dramatic success—40 percent—40 per-
cent of the infants in America are in
our Federal WIC Program. And you
know why it is such a big program? It
works.

We have dropped the infant death
rate in America. It should go even
lower, but we have dropped it dramati-
cally because we bring in pregnant
mothers. You meet early on with a
counselor who says, ‘‘Here are the
things you should put in your diet to
have a healthy baby. And here are the
things to avoid: Alcohol, narcotics and
tobacco, especially.”

And it works. We know it works. It is
a proven success. And yet, the Repub-
licans are coming in with their new vi-
sion of America to cut out these pro-
grams and reduce the amount of money
we put in them. You know when we are
going pay for that cut? Generations to
come. Unhealthy kids do not build a
strong America. We have got to stick
with the programs that work. And I
hope my Republican colleagues will get
back to their districts and take a look
around.
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THE RESCISSION BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is rec-
ognized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row we will consider the rule and the
bill on rescissions. That $17 billion cut
will begin to fundamentally change the
way the Federal Government acts and
responds, but more importantly, will
begin to change the fundamental way
we respond to Americans.

While I suspect both will pass, I in-
tend to oppose both the rule and the
bill. The rule is too restrictive. First,
it only allows the restoration of pro-
grams through other cuts within the
same chapter. And second, the rule re-
stricts cuts to those programs already
proposed to be cut. In short, the rule is
designed to ensure that the dispropor-
tion in cuts proposed cannot be
changed.

According to the analysis of the Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priorities,
low-income people will bear 63 percent
of the cuts, where they only account
for 12 percent. And over 12 percent of
the total budget is paying 63 percent of
the cuts proposed. The rule makes it
virtually impossible to correct that
imbalance of the shift of more burdens
to the poor.

I cannot support such a rule, Mr.
Speaker. Again, I cannot support such
a rule that reverses in such a basic and
elemental way the way in which we
provide for the quality of life for the
poor that Americans have come to ex-
pect and in fact, have come to rely
upon.

The rescission bill would change how
poor people eat, where poor people live,
and where the poor people work, and
what they can learn, and where they
can travel, and how poor people can at-
tend to their health care when they are
in need.

It should be noted that the quality of
life for poor people cannot be changed
significantly or dramatically without
affecting the quality of life of all of us.
We all live in America and as they are
affected, we are also affected.

If poor become poorer in our society,
the resources from those of us who are
affluent and rich certainly will be
drained. If poor people are not involved
in the mainstream of our economy, the
mainstream of America will suffer as a
consequence of that.

In our blind rush to change things, it
seems that we are ignoring these
changing factors. To review some of
these changes, let's consider that again
according to the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities, the low-income el-
derly will be the hardest hit by a re-
scission. Why? Because the low-income
energy assistance program will be
eliminated from these cuts. More than
half of a million senior citizens will no
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longer have assistance in the cold of
winter for heating purchases.

Also the low-income housing assist-
ance program will also be drastically
reduced. Poor children will be hit very,
very bad by this bill. Excluding the
housing and the energy assistance pro-
grams, $5 of every $6 proposed for the
cut will affect children and youth.
Children and youth thus far will face a
double hit, because they also are as-
sisted by the assistance for housing
and also for fuel assistance.

More importantly, to receive no as-
sistance means that low-income fami-
lies with children must bear a dis-
proportionate burden. The availability
of housing for the poor will be made far
more difficult if, indeed, the rescission
package goes through.

These are fundamental changes in
the quality of life of our citizens. While
poor children will be cold, they may
also be malnourished. Despite facts and
statements to the contrary, more cuts
in nutrition will indeed, occur, Mr.
Speaker, despite the fact that the op-
posing side is saying that that will not
happen.

Consider this fact: The WIC Program
will be cut by $25 million in this rescis-
sion package, even before we get to the
welfare reform next week. So to sug-
gest that we are not cutting, we are
going to make sure that children, preg-
nant women, and the very small suffer
the most.

Why are we doing this? Where is the
rationale for making these drastic
cuts? In a sense, Mr. Speaker, we are
imposing unfunded mandates on the
States. I submit to you, by cutting
these funds we are shifting the burden
from the Federal Government to the
States. And it will be, indeed, the ex-
pectation of the poor and those who
have come to rely on these, they will
now go to the States or to their local
Governor expecting them to bear up
this burden.

The States will have very little, I
suspect, in responding to those who are
cold in the winter, who are ill-housed.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker we should not
be doing this.

Funding for safe and drug-free
schools, as my colleague has just men-
tioned to you, will be drastically cut.
Some $482 million will be lost, includ-
ing $9 million, Mr. Speaker, from my
State of North Carolina. And for those
lucky enough to receive training, they
will not have jobs to go to because
transportation will be cut.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the
rescission bill really is a contract for
disaster for poor people in America.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 2
p.m.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Accordingly (at 1 o'clock and 13 min-
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

O 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Pour down upon us, gracious God, the
mercies and the judgments of Your
word. Where we have missed the mark,
grant us correction; where we have de-
nied Your spirit and gone our own way,
grant us forgiveness; when we have
spoken the truth and done good works,
give us encouragement; when we feel
alone or in need of Your healing care,
grant us Your abiding peace. We place
before, O God, our prayers and the se-
cret petitions of our hearts asking that
Your word speak to us in the depths of
our being. In Your name, we pray.
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.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’'s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’'s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] objects to the
vote on the ground that quorum is not
present and makes the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I, further
proceedings on the question will be
postponed until 5 o'clock this after-
noon.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. FUNDERBURK]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. FUNDERBURK led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:
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I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one Nation under
Gl?d indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all,

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF
REVIEW PANEL OF THE OFFICE
OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRAC-
TICES OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Pursuant to the provisions of
rule LI, the Chair appoints to the re-
view panel of the Office of Fair Em-
ployment Practices the following em-
ployees of the House of Representa-
tives: Ms. Elizabeth Haas, legal coun-
sel, Office of the Clerk; and Mr. Randy
Johnson, workplace policy coordinator,
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities.

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

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

Mr. GUTENECHT. Mr. Speaker, our
Contract With America states the fol-
lowing:

On the first day of Congress, a Re-
publican House will require Congress to
live under the same laws as everyone
else; cut committee staffs by one-third;
and cut the Congressional budget.

We kept our promise.

It continues that in the first 100 days,
we will vote on the following items: A
balanced budget amendment—we kept
our promise; unfunded mandates legis-
lation—we kept our promise; line-item
veto—we kept our promise; a new
crime package to stop violent crimi-
nals—we kept qur promise; national se-
curity restoration to protect our free-
doms—we kept our promise; Govern-
ment regulatory reform—we kept our
promise; commonsense legal reform to
end frivolous lawsuits—we kept our
promise; welfare reform to encourage
work, not dependence; family rein-
forcement to crack down on deadbeat
dads and protect our children; tax cuts
for middle-income families; Senior
Citizens' Equity Act to allow our sen-
iors to work without Government pen-
alty; and Congressional term limits to
make Congress a citizen legislature.

This is our Contract With America.

R —

BLOCK GRANTS DO NOT FEED
CHILDREN

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, after just
67 days in power, the Republicans are
now known as the party that cut
school lunches.
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Today, they are actually trying to
convince us that block grants will be
better for children.

But that is not what they said in the
past.

In 1982, Congressman WILLIAM GOOD-
LING said, and I quote: ‘‘a child’'s nutri-
tion needs do not vary from State to
State.”

Senator BoB DOLE said: ‘“The nutri-
tion area is one that does not easily
lend itself to State responsibility’ and
added ‘‘It is appropriate that the Fed-
eral Government retain primary re-
sponsibility for nutrition programs.’

And Speaker, GINGRICH himself co-
sponsored a resolution which said, and
I quote, ‘‘the Federal Government
should retain primary responsibility
for the child nutrition program and
such programs should not be included
in any block grant.”

Mr. Speaker, block grants do not feed
children.

Republicans understood that in the
past. But now that they need the
money to pay for their tax cuts for the
wealthy, they seem to have forgotten.

Well, I promise you this, Mr. Speak-
er: the American people will not forget.

PUT THE FARMER FIRST

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

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, I
have often sald that farmers are the
backbone of my district. The Second
District of North Carolina from Rocky
Mount to Dunn is the second largest
producer of tobacco in America. We
also have hundreds of soybean, peanut,
and livestock farms. Unfortunately,
Washington treats these hard working
Americans like criminals. It taxes and
regulates them.

A classic example of Washington's
war on farmers is the tax penalty the
IRS imposes on those who pass farm-
land down to their family members.
Farmers have 2 years to notify the IRS
that someone has died.

The catch is that the IRS has not
made! hundreds of farm families aware
of this requirement. For farmers who
do not have time to read the IRS fine
print, the tax police demand back taxes
and penalties which are so severe, that
these farmers are now in the position
of having to sell their farms to pay the
tax man.

Mr. Speaker, the farmer has had
enough—enough of interference,
enough of redtape, and enough of the
IRS. Let us do something right for the
men and women who put the food on
the table. For starters let us pass H.R.
501, which allows farm families to hand
their farms down from each generation
without fear of the IRS.
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FREEDOM OF CHOICE ON BUDGET
cuTs

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, this is
a place where we come to make
choices. Many of us, both Republican
and Democrat, are ready to make
choices to reduce the Federal budget,
but today in the Committee on Rules,
the Republican leadership of the Com-
mittee on Rules is ready to deny us a
choice, a series of choices, that the
American people have a right to hear
us make.

This week on this floor, we will have
presented to us a $17 billion budget cut
proposal by the Republican majority.
Some of us agree that the budget ought
to be cut, but ought to be cut in dif-
ferent places. We want to offer an
amendment that would say: ‘“Let us
not take home heating assistance away
from senior citizens across this coun-
try; instead, let us take the money
from the S&L bailout. Let us not take
money away from reading teachers for
children across this country; let us
take the money from energy subsidies
to huge multinational corporations.

We are not going to get the right to
make that choice unless the rule pro-
posed by the Republican leadership is
defeated. Honor your Contract With
America, open up the promise, and de-
feat this rule.

REPUBLICANS PROMISE DELIVERY
ON FIGHT TO PRESERVE THE
AMERICAN DREAM

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, you will
hear a lot of whining, weeping, and
gnashing of teeth on the other side of
the aisle in the coming days. You see,
the liberal Democrats just cannot ac-
cept that under our Republican tax re-
lief plan, Americans will actually be
allowed to keep more of their own
money.

The liberal Democrats think all
money belongs to the Government. .

They think the Government needs
the money more than working families
do.

They think Government does a better
job of spending your money than you
do.

And they cannot accept that the
bloated bureaucracy will be reduced to
pay for much-needed tax relief.

They think Government should be
even bigger.

They think Government does just a
wonderful job of delivering services.

They think the Government needs a
raise.

But Republicans will put Govern-
ment on a diet. We will read every
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page, check every line, and challenge
every figure in a search to cut waste,
fraud, and abuse.

This is nothing less than a fight to
preserve the American dream for our
children. And we will deliver.

THE SHAMEFUL REVERSE ROBIN
HOOD POLITICS OF THE REPUB-
LICAN PARTY

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, why are
Republicans cutting school lunches for
our children, heating assistance for our
seniors, and health care for our veter-
ans? To pay for yet another tax cut for
the wealthy.

Last week we finally got a look at
the Republican tax giveaway, and we
found that 50 percent of the benefits of
the Republican tax cuts go to people
making $100,000 or more. The capital
gains cut is worth $8,000 to families
making $200,000 or more, while working
middle class families making $30,000 or
less would only get a tax cut worth $92.

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleague
who just spoke, yes, that is a fact, it is
a diet, it is a diet for the working mid-
dle class families of this country. Cut-
ting services for the most vulnerable to
benefit the most privileged 2 percent of
Americans is wrong. The reverse Robin
Hood politics of the Republican Party
is shameful.

TELL THE AMERICAN PEOPLE THE
TRUTH

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I have
come to the floor of the House to
confront my Democratic colleagues
who seem more intent on distortions,
regarding the future of the School
Lunch Program, rather than promoting
the health and safety of our Nation’s
most precious asset—our children. I
hope these individuals abandon hollow
political rhetoric and tell the Amer-
ican public the truth. The Republican
plan is growing school meals by 4.5 per-
cent. Tell the American people the
truth. By the year 2000, we will be
spending $1 billion more on school
lunches than today. Tell the American
public the truth, Republicans are cut-
ting out Federal bureaucrats and
bringing school lunches closer to home.

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of our chil-
dren, let us hope the Democrats end
this partisan charade and tell the truth
about the Republican school lunch pro-
posal—increased funding, more meals
for the children who need them, and
fewer Federal bureaucrats microman-
aging our lives.
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MEXICO DOES NOT DESERVE COM-
MENDATION FOR THEIR WAR
AGAINST DRUGS

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 2 out
of every 3 tons of cocaine that comes
into America comes from Mexico and
through Mexico. Brown Mexico heroin
is as plentiful in American cities at
times as jelly beans. Three assassina-
tions in Mexico were recently now at-
tributed to the drug cartel down there
in Mexico.

It has gotten so bad Mexicans are
running across the border with
backpacks full of cocaine and heroin,
and guess what, the administration
commended Mexico for their war
against drugs.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. Commend-
ing Mexico for their war against drugs
is like commending Iran for their
record on terrorism. I think NAFTA
has taken on a whole new meaning. It
now should be known as the ‘“Narcotics
Anonymous Federal Treatment Admin-
istration,” and believe me, we need it.

I think the truth is, I remember
when the administration gave a pat on
the back to Gen. Manuel Noriega for
his efforts on drugs. Think about that
one a while.

e ———

THE IMPORTANCE OF
BIODIVERSITY

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

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker,
today, I would like to discuss an inter-
esting story about the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. As the Resources Committee
begins to hold hearings on this issue, it
is imperative that important facts
about endangered species and biodiver-
sity be known. The ESA is vital to
maintaining our natural resources and
to maintaining our quality of life.

I would like to illustrate this by dis-
cussing an endangered plant called the
Lake Placid scrub mint which is found
in only 300 acres in Central Florida.
Scientists discovered that insects were
not eating this rare plant. With further
analysis, scientists found the plant
contained a strong natural insect re-
pellent called trans-pulegol, as power-
ful as any known insect repellent. The
possibilities for agriculture are enor-
mous.

Scientists also discovered a sym-
biotic fungus growing on the plant
which had evolved only in association
with this plant and therefore, was an
extremely rare fungus. More analysis
found this fungus produced an agent
which had strong antifungal properties,
with potential for pharmaceutical uses.

What are the real-life implications of
discovering such agents in rare plants?
Curing an array of diseases.
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The $79 billion pharmaceutical indus-
try relies on natural resources for 40
percent of its prescriptions. Rare
plants and animals may very well hold
the key to curing the common cold,
AIDS, and cancer.

URGING MEMBERS TO COSPONSOR
LEGISLATION TO OPEN FEDERAL
HEALTH CARE CHOICES TO
SMALL BUSINESS EMPLOYEES
AND TO SELF-EMPLOYED AMERI-
CANS

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
am wearing this blue ribbon because
the Girl Scouts today are asking every-
one to be the best that they can be, and
to take some kind of a pledge to try
and make our communities better.

One of the things I would hope Mem-
bers would do would be to seriously
consider cosponsoring the bill I have,
because I think it would make Ameri-
cans’ lives better. What would it do? I
have a bill that would allow anyone
who works for a small employer or who
is self-employed to be able to bid off
the same Federal menu of health care
choices we as Members of Congress get
to, the President gets to, and Federal
employees get to.

Boy, would that give people some
choices and put them in a large pool
where their premiums would be much
more reasonable.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD this editorial in Roll Call this
week talking about how the Speaker of
the House has put on the payroll once
a year for $100 his fundraiser, so she
could have access to that health care.

Let us avoid this. Let us let everyone
have it, and let us move on.

The editorial referred to is as follows:

THE $100 A YEAR CLUB

Her fundralsing services were worth $16,000
to Rep. Newt Gingrich's (R-Ga) campalgn be-
tween 1990 and 1993; helping Gingrich’s Con-
gressional staff learn how to answer con-
stituent mail brought Nancy Bocskor a mea-
sly $100 a year. So, why did she bother? The
hundred bucks Bocskor earned on Gingrich's
payroll enabled her to maintain her particl-
pation in the federal employees’ health care
plan—a far cheaper and better alternative
than buying private insurance (Roll Call,
March 9). Nothing wrong with that, says
Gingrich spokesman Tony Blankley. It's all
legitimate under the rules, The question,
Blankley says, ‘‘ls whether the procedures
should be changed, if somebody thinks they
are not correct.” Well, we do. Bocskor is a
political fundralsing consultant, not a real
Hill employee. She shouldn’t gain access to
officlal benefits just because she performed a
minor—though politically valuable—service
to Gingrich. Neither should anybody else in
the 5100 a year club.
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ENCOURAGING MEMBERS TO JOIN
IN SPECIAL ORDER ON TIMBER
SALVAGE

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, tonight,
time permitting, I will be giving a very
important special order on timber sal-
vage, an issue that is vital to my dis-
trict and the West.

I will explain at length the necessity
of salvage and the benefits to the envi-
ronment, economy, and Federal budg-
et.

I invite everyone to watch in prepa-
ration for tomorrow's debate. We will
be embarking on a course that brings
our timber policy back to sanity.

For too long we have fought battles
against those whose idea of preserva-
tion is pickling our national forests
and putting them on a shelf with a do
not disturb sign. It is time to wake up
and change this destructive mentality.

Tonight, I, along with several of my
colleagues, will try to dispel some of
these myths. I am looking forward to
this opportunity and encourage as
many as can to join me.

0O 1415
REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to make one more plea for reason
and justice in the fiscal decisionmak-
ing process of the 104th Congress. Mr.
Speaker, through the rescission proc-
ess, to immediately cut the Summer
Youth Employment Program is a reck-
less and barbaric act. First, planned
school lunch cuts and now the over-
night zero in the budget for summer
teenage employment. This savage cut
again dramatically demonstrates the
Republican contempt for the work
ethic. We say we want the poor to work
and then we wipe out the Jobs Program
for teenagers. Instead of saving money
by compounding the sense of hopeless-
ness among our youth, let's save
money by cutting the Sea Wolf sub-
marine; let us cut the CIA and the in-
telligence budget from $28 to $14 bil-
lion.

If we cut farm price supports in half
we could save $8 billion. If we dis-
continue the unnecessary manufacture
of the F-22 fighter plane we could save
$17 billion over the next 6 years. Using
reason and a sense of justice there are
effective cuts that can be made to re-
duce the Federal budget. But the hi-
tech barbarian approach is a dishonest
approach, an overwhelming bully
power approach. Fiscal decisionmaking
in the 104th Congress is now so lopsided
that it is becoming a form of legalized
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corruption. Let us please stop the mad-
ness Now.

e ————

THE NEW SALT II

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, it is
time for a nuclear moratorium, a mor-
atorium on the thermo-nuclear rhet-
oric spouted by the Democratic White
House and those who continue to de-
fend the failed welfare state and sky-
rocketing deficits.

We talk of transforming the poor.
They hold up children. We want to end
subsidized illegitimacy. They hold up
children. We talk about giving more
flexibility to the States. And they hold
up children.

Mr. Speaker, have they no shame?
Children cannot and should not be used
as political shields. We have the moral
obligation to our children to reduce the
deficit and reform welfare. It is be-
cause we care about saving the future
for our children and grandchildren, and
it is because we know that our children
do matter that we are taking on the
difficult tasks of cutting the Federal
bureaucracy. We are willing to make
the difficult decisions.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to sign the
new SALT II treaty. S. Stop the rhet-
oric. A. Assume responsibility. L.
Limit the bureaucracy. T. Tackle the
problem. The nuclear rhetoric must
end.

—————

REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS

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

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, hearing
about salt, I can only think of child nu-
trition. I can only think of our School
Lunch Programs. I can only think
about what we have heard from the
people who are supporting and who are
committed to one thing and one thing
only, and, that is, this Republican con-
tract.

They hate it when we stand up here,
those of us who are fighting for our
working families, and remind them
that a cut is a cut if it does not meet
the need. The need is what the goal is
here, the need of our children to have a
hot meal at school because that may be
the only place they get it.

If you raise by 4.5 percent the money
that is being spent, that is still not an
increase if the need has gone up by
more. If you cap that increase at 4.5
percent and the need does in fact go up
by more, you are taking food from the
mouths of our children. That is not
what the voters have sent us here to
do.
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TAYLOR-DICKS EMERGENCY
TIMBER SALVAGE AMENDMENT

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, much of
our national forests in the West are
sick and dying. Drought, disease, in-
sects, and fire are killing our forest in
epidemic proportions. Some forests are
already 60 and 70 percent dead. We
must restore the health of our forests
before it is too late. The best way to do
this is to remove the source of sickness
as soon as possible. Insects and disease
cannot kill living trees if we remove
the infested trees from the forest. Dead
brittle trees cannot become the kin-
dling for wildfire if we extract them
from overstocked timber stands. Mr.
Speaker, if we really want to preserve
our forests, then we must act now. The
Taylor-Dicks emergency timber sal-
vage amendment to the supplemental
appropriations bill before the House
this week will curb the death cycle in
our forest. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this crucially im-
portant amendment.

REPUBLICAN RESCISSIONS
PACKAGE

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, the
Republican Contract With America is
not with middle class America. It is a
contract to help well-to-do and cor-
porate America. The middle-class hard-
working people of this country are
going to be paying for Republican tax
cuts for the wealthy.

Here are the facts. Republicans will
cut funding for every American who
wants to choose educational television
programs. Republicans will cut funding
for veterans, for medical equipment
that vets need even though more veter-
ans need medical help. Republicans
will cut funding for students by cutting
drug-free schools, summer jobs for
youth, academic scholarships, a total
of $1.7 billion in education cuts.

Mr. Speaker, it is virtually certain
that none of these cuts will go for defi-
cit reduction.

Mr. Speaker, instead the savings will
go to finance a capital gains tax cut, 76
percent that will go to people with in-
comes of $100,000 or more.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a contract
with middle-class America.

REPUBLICANS CARE ABOUT
CHILDREN

(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, we just
heard more baloney. The principal tax
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cut in the Contract With America is a
$500 per child tax credit. If that is a tax
break for the rich, then our friends on
the other side of the aisle are sadly
misinformed.

They can continue the scare tactics,
the distortions, the out-and-out
hysteria. It is time we told the truth.
Republicans care about children and
our numbers prove it.

We are growing School Lunch Pro-
grams by 4.5 percent per year for the
next 5 years. By the year 2000, we will
be spending $1 billion more on the
School-Based Nutrition Program than
today.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Re-
publicans care about children and our
numbers prove it. The American public
should ask who the Democrats care
about when they oppose a 4.5-percent
spending increase for school lunches
and $1 billion more by the year 2000.

Do they care about a School Lunch
Program that is closer to home? Do
they care about our children and their
future or do they care about some Fed-
eral bureaucrats?

THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA
AND THE CONSTITUTION

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

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the Republicans have a Con-
tract With America. Unfortunately,
they do not seem to care whether it
violates this contract with America,
the Constitution of the United States.

This contract with America, the Con-
stitution, took another hit last week.
They called it tort reform but what
they did was federalize all the legal
standards, and that, my friends, is con-
trary to the commerce clause and the
10th amendment to the Constitution.

Let's strike out another provision in
the Constitution, punch it out again,
punch it out again, my Republican col-
leagues. Your Constitution is going
down the drain. Punch it out again.

MARCH MADNESS

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. It is the commerce clause,
the commerce clause is the part of the
Constitution that gives the mandate to
the Congress to do what we did last
week.

Mr. Speaker, March madness usually
refers to that time of year when all col-
lege basketball fans glue themselves to
the television and become transformed
into screaming, raving hoops fanatics.
However, this year March madness has
taken on a few new connotations.

March madness could refer to the
wild distortions that the bitter defend-
ers of big Government the liberal
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Democrats, are spreading about the Re-
publican welfare plan. March madness
could refer to the scare tactics and the
false hysteria Democrats have ignited
among the poor children in America
telling them that they will starve
under the Republican majority. Finally
March madness could refer to the fact
that yet another member of President
Clinton’s Cabinet has become involved
in yet another ethics investigation.
Mr. Speaker, what madness is next?

————
CUTTING CHILDREN’'S PROGRAMS

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

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, activi-
ties occurring in the 104th Congress
this week make very clear the warped
priorities and bad economics of the Re-
publican’'s contract on America. The
warped priorities are evident in the
programs subject to deep and painful
spending cuts: school lunches, day-care
nutrition, drug-free schools, and sev-
eral other programs representing an
important investment in our next gen-
eration. In short, help for our kids that
our kids need.

And for what are these cuts being
made? Being made to finance a tax
package to be voted on in the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, a package that
represents the more you make, the
more you are going to get. In fact, this
tax package makes it clear the breaks
are going to be even more lucrative in
the future. Consider it the gift that
keeps on giving for America’'s most
privileged and powerful.

So there it is. Cuts in programs for
our kids to fund tax breaks for the
most privileged. The contract for
America is bad news for this country
because it is bad news for our kids.

FCC SPECTRUM AUCTIONS

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

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
today applaud yesterday's spectrum
auction conducted by the Federal Com-
munications Commission. The
broadband auction for personal com-
munications services resulted in bids of
more than $7 billion, that is 7 with a
“B", billion dollars, exceeding all pre-
vious estimates.

Pioneer preference licenses to compa-
nies using new innovative technologies
resulted in bids of over $700 million. As
many as 300,000 new jobs will be cre-
ated as a result of these auctions.

They have been more than successful
than I ever dreamed when I first intro-
duced this concept a few years ago in
that auction revenues now will ap-
proach an impressive $9 billion. This is
$9 billion that will go to the Treasury.
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Rarely do we see an idea whose time
has not only come but has produced
the kind of revenue to the taxpayers
that this particular provision has.

Our full Committee on Commerce to-
morrow will consider legislation to ex-
tend the FCC's auction authority by
the year 2000. We plan to continue in
that vein.

REPUBLICANS ARE NOT CUTTING
SCHOOL LUNCHES

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

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I see
where several of our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are up to their
same old class warfare tricks. The gen-
tleman from Michigan, the distin-
guished minority whip, said that Re-
publicans are giving working Ameri-
cans the cold shoulder. Well, the Demo-
crats’ class warfare will not wash with
the American people.

Republicans are not out to cut school
lunches. Actually our program will in-
crease school lunches to the children of
our country. We do not intend to cut
the School Lunch Program. Our pro-
posal will actually increase school
lunches.

We offer incentives. Our proposals
offer better opportunities. The Demo-
crats offer the same old class warfare
rhetoric with more taxing and more
spending.

I urge the American people to look
carefully at what we the Republicans
are attempting to do, which is provide
more school lunches for our school
children.

0 1430

TAKE FROM OUR FAMILIES AND
GIVE TO THE BUREAUCRATS

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
we are seeing a new version of Robin
Hood displayed by the Democrats this
week. They want to ‘‘take as much as
possible from hard working families
and give to the bureaucrats in Wash-
ington, DC.”

Minority Leader GEPHARDT even
called the Republican proposal to give
a $500 per child tax credit to families
“‘an appalling display of Republican in-
difference to working people.” This tax
credit will benefit approximately 50
million families—90 percent of whom
earn less than §75,000 a year. Yet the
minority party claims this is bad for
working families.

Whose family would be worse off
today with an additional $1,000 to help
make ends meet? Whose family would
be worse off with $1,000 to start a col-
lege education fund for their children?
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Whose family would be worse off with
more of their own hard-earned money?

Mr. Speaker, it is time we start cut-
ting bureaucracy here in Washington,
DC, and returning control and money
to American families. Despite what the
minority party claims, the $500 per
child tax credit is good for all working
families and I urge my colleagues to
support it.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the chair announces
that he will postpone further proceed-
ings today on each motion to suspend
the rules on which a recorded vote or
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote is objected to under
clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules, but
not before 5 p.m. today.

e ————

ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS
SETTLEMENT ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. YOUNG of Alasks. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 402) to amend the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 402

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RATIFICATION OF CERTAIN CASWELL
AND MONTANA CREEK NATIVE ASSO-
CIATIONS CONVEYANCES.

The conveyance of approximately 11,520
acres to Montana Creek Native Assoclation,
Inc., and the conveyance of approximately
11,520 acres to Caswell Native Assoclation,
Inc., by Cook Inlet Region, Inc. in fulfill-
ment of the agreement of February 3, 1976,
and subsequent letter agreement of March
26, 1982, among the three parties are hereby
adopted and ratified as a matter of Federal
law. These conveyances shall be deemed to
be conveyances pursuant to section 14(h)(2)
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(43 U.S.C. 1613(h)(2)). The group corporations
for Montana Creek and Caswell are hereby
declared to have received their full entitle-
ment and shall not be entitled to the receipt
of any additional lands under the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act. The ratification
of these conveyances shall not have any
other effect upon section 14(h) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C.
1613(h)) or upon the duties and obligations of
the United States to any Alaska Native Cor-
poration. This ratification shall not be the
basis for any clalm to land or money by
Caswell or Montana Creek group corpora-
tions or any other Alaska Native Corpora-
tion against the State of Alaska, the United
States, or Cook Inlet Reglon, Incorporated.
SEC. 2. MINING CLAIMS AFTER LANDS CONVEYED

TO ALASKA REGIONAL CORPORA-
TION.

Section 22(c) of the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1621(c)) is amended
by adding at the end the following:
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*%(3) This section shall apply to lands con-
veyed by interim conveyance or patent to a
regional corporation pursuant to this Act
which are made subject to a mining claim or
claims located under the general mining
laws, including lands conveyed prior to en-
actment of this paragraph. Effective upon
the date of the enactment of this paragraph,
the Secretary, acting through the Bureau of
Land Management and in a manner consist-
ent with section 14(g) of this Act, shall
transfer to the regional corporation adminis-
tration of all mining claims determined to
be entirely within lands conveyed to that
corporation. Any person holding such mining
claim or clalms shall meet such require-
ments of the general mining laws and section
314 of the Federal Land Management and
Policy Act of 1976 (43 U.8.C. 1744), except
that any filings which would have been made
with the Bureau of Land Management if the
lands were within Federal ownership shall be
timely made to the appropriate regional cor-
poration. The validity of any such mining
claim or claims may be contested by the re-
glonal corporation, in the place of the United
States. ‘All contest proceedings and appeals
by the mining claimants of adverse decisions
made by the regional corporation shall be
brought in Federal District Court for the
District of Alaska. Neither the United States
nor any Federal agency or official shall be
named or joined as a party in such proceed-
ings or appeals. All revenues from such min-
ing claims received after passage of this
paragraph shall be remitted to the reglonal
corporation subject to distribution pursuant
to section (1) of this Act, except that in the
event that the mining claim or claims are
not totally within the lands conveyed to the
regional corporation, the regional corpora-
tion shall be entitled only to that proportion
of revenues, other than administrative fees,
reasonably allocated to the portion of the
mining claim or claims so conveyed.'".

SEC. 3. SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS ARISING FROM
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE CONTAMI-
NATION OF TRANSFERRED LANDS.

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(43 U.8.C. 1601 et seq.) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“CLAIMS ARISING FROM CONTAMINATION OF

TRANSFERRED LANDS

““SEC. 40. (a) As used in this section:

‘(1) The term ‘contaminant’ means hazard-
ous substances harmful to public health or
the environment, including asbestos.

*2) The term ‘lands’ means real property
transferred to an Alaska Native Corporation
pursuant to this Act.

‘(b) Within 18 months of enactment of this
section, and after consultation with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, State of Alaska, and
appropriate Alaska Native corporations and
organizations, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Resources of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate, a
report addressing issues presented by the
presence of hazardous substances on lands
conveyed or prioritized for conveyance to
such corporations pursuant to this Act. Such
report shall consist of—

‘(1) existing information concerning the
nature and types of contaminants present on
such lands prior to conveyance to Alaska Na-
tive corporations;

‘(2) existing information identifying the
existence and avallability of potentially re-
sponsible parties for the removal or amelio-
ration of the effects of such contaminants;

“(3) identification of existing remedies;
and

‘‘(4) recommendations for any additional
legislation that the Secretary concludes is
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necessary to remedy the problem of contami-
nants on such lands.".
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR THE PURPOSES OF IMPLEMENT-
ING REQUIRED RECONVEYANCES.

Section 14(c) of Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (43 U.8.C. 1613(c)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:
‘““There is authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of
providing technical assistance to Village
Corporations established pursuant to this
Act In order that they may fulfill the re-
conveyance requirements of section 14(c) of
this Act. The Secretary may make funds
avallable as grants to ANCSA or nonprofit
corporations that maintain in-house land
planning and management capabilities.”.
SEC. 5. NATIVE ALLOTMENTS.

Section 1431(0) of the Alaska National In-
terest Lands Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2542)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-

iIl!;"(15) Following the exercise by Arctic Slope
Regional Corporation of its option under
paragraph (1) to acquire the subsurface es-
tate beneath lands within the National Pe-
troleum  Reserve—Alaska selected by
Kuukpik Corporation,-where such subsurface
estate entirely surrounds lands subject to a
Native allotment application approved under
section 905 of this Act, and the oll and gas in
such lands have been reserved to the United
Btates, Arctic Slope Reglonal Corporation,
at its further option and subject to the con-
currence of the Kuuplk Corporation, shall be
entitled to receive a conveyance of the re-
served ofl and gas, including all rights and
privileges therein reserved to the United
States, in such lands. Upon the receipt of a
conveyance of such oil and gas interests, the
entitlement of Arctic Slope Regional Cor-
poration to in-lleu subsurface lands under
section 12(a)(1) of the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act (43 U.8.C. 1611(a)(1)) shall be
reduced by the amount of acreage deter-
mined by the Secretary to be conveyed to
Arctic Slope Reglonal Corporation pursuant
to this paragraph.’.
SEC, 6. REPORT CONCERNING OPEN SEASON FOR
CERTAIN NATIVE ALASEAN VETER-
ANS FOR ALLOTMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No later than six months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of the Interior, in consultation
with the Secretary of Agriculture, the State
of Alaska and appropriate Native corpora-
tions and organizations, shall submit to the
Committee on Resources of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate, a
report which shall include, but not be lim-
ited to, the following:

(1) The number of Vietnam era veterans, as
defined in section 101 of title 38, United
States Code, who were eligible for but did
not apply for an allotment of not to exceed
160 acres under the Act of May 17, 1906 (Chap-
ter 2469; 34 Stat. 197), as such Act was in ef-
fect before December 18, 1971;

(2) an assessment of the potential impacts
of additional allotments on conservation sys-
tem units as such term is defined in section
102(4) of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2375); and

(3) recommendations for any additional
legislation that the Secretary concludes is
Necessary.

(b) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs shall release to the Secretary of
the Interior information relevant to the re-
port required under subsection (a).

SEC. 7. TRANSFER OF WRANGELL INSTITUTE.

(a) PROPERTY TRANSFER.—Cook Inlet Re-
gion, Incorporated, 1s authorized to transfer
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to the United States and the General Serv-
ices Administration shall accept an approxi-
mately 10-acre site of the Wrangell Institute
in Wrangell, Alaska, and the structures con-
tained thereon.

(b) RESTORATION OF PROPERTY CREDITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In exchange for the land
and structures transferred under subsection
(a), property bildding credits in the total
amount of $382,305, shall be restored to the
Cook Inlet Reglon, Incorporated, property
account in the Treasury established under
section 12(b) of the Act of January 2, 1976
(Public Law 94-204; 43 U.8.C. 1611 note), re-
ferred to in such section as the ““Cook Inlet
Region, Incorporated, property account'.
Such property bidding credits shall be used
in the same fiscal year as received by Cook
Inlet Region, Incorporated.

(2) HOLD HARMLESS.—The United States
shall defend and hold harmless Cook Inlet
Region, Incorporated, and its subsidiaries in
any and all claims arising from Federal or
Cook Inlet Reglon, Incorporated, ownership
of the land and structures prior to their re-
turn to the United States.

SEC. 8. SHISHMAREF AIRPORT AMENDMENT.

The Shishmaref Airport, conveyed to the
State of Alaska on January 5, 1967, in Patent
No. 1240529, is subject to reversion to the
United States, pursuant to the terms of that
patent for nonuse as an airport. The Sec-
retary s authorized to reacquire the inter-
ests originally conveyed pursuant to Patent
No. 1240529, and, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary shall imme-
diately thereafter transfer all right, title,
and interest of the United States in the sub-
Ject lands to the Shishmaref Native Corpora-
tion. Nothing in this section shall relieve the
State, the United States, or any other poten-
tially responsible party of liability, if any,
under existing law for the clean up of hazard-
ous or solid wastes on the property, nor shall
the United States or Shishmaref Native Cor-
poration become liable for the cleanup of the
property solely by virtue of acquiring title
from the State or from the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. Young] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 402. This bill is the result of a
2-year effort of the Alaska Federation
of Natives, the State of Alaska, the ad-
ministration, and my ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER]. I thank them for
their dedication and hard work.

The bill is noncontroversial. Most of
the provisions have already passed the
House in previous Congresses but were
not acted on by the Senate. We hope
that the new congressional leadership
will improve the track record on this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 402 makes several tech-
nical changes to the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act of 1971 [ANCSA] and the Alas-
ka National Interests Land Conservation Act to
address some of the unresolved land issues
which have arisen since the passage of these
acts.
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These include specific land conveyances to
Native corporations, the clarification of mining
authority and administration of mining claims
on lands conveyed to Native corporations, a
report on hazardous substances on lands con-
veyed to Native corporations, an authorization
of technical assistance to Native villages to
help with land reconveyances required under
ANCSA, and a report on Vietnam-era veterans
who were eligible but did not receive land
under the Native Allotment Act of May 17,
1906.

Mr. Speaker, all these provisions are long
awaited, but | feel very strongly about section
6 regarding unclaimed land allotments for Na-
tive Alaskans serving during the Vietnam war.
Many of these Natives were in service over-
seas and were unable to file for their allot-
ments. | do not believe that they should be pe-
nalized for fulfilling their patriotic duty. | hope
that with this report, Congress will be able to
enact additional legislation on behalf of these
Alaska Native veterans.

The version of the bill before the House has
a minor change from the version reported from
the Resources Committee on February 8. In
section 5, we have restored the right of a Na-
tive corporation to concur in the selection of oil
and gas rights allowed under the act, Our mi-
nority has agreed to this small improvement to
the bill.

| also want to thank Chairman KASICH and
his staff for their thorough review of this bill in
a short of time and their cooperation in
scheduling all the bills on today’s program.

| urge my colleagues to support this meas-
ure.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am a bit puzzled by
about how long it took the gentleman
from Alaska to describe this bill. What
is different about this picture?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, if I may,
there is nothing different about this
bill at all. We are just bringing it up
under suspension today.

Mr. STUDDS. Let me just say that I
concur with this legislation which is
substantially the same as the legisla-
tion we passed in the previous Con-
gress, and it is without controversy. It
is even a good thing.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the legisla-
tion. The gentleman from Alaska has long
been a good friend of his Alaska Native con-
stituents and this bill continues that tradition.

This legislation was the subject of a hearing,
reported by the committee, and passed by the
House in the previous Congress. The eight di-
verse sections in the bill were largely devel-
oped in the course of negotiations between
the Alaska Federation of Natives, the State of
Alaska, and the Department of the Interior.
This process was successful in fostering con-
sensus and minimizing controversy.

| would note, Mr. Speaker, that this bill also
reflects a tradition of bipartisan concern and
cooperation within the committee when deal-
ing with issues affecting Alaska Natives.

| urge support for the legislation.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have no more requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
Young] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 402, as
amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PURCHASE OF COMMON STOCK OF
COOK INLET REGIONAL COR-
PORATION

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 421) to amend the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act to provide
for the purchase of common stock of
Cook Inlet Region, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 421

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PURCHASE OF SETTLEMENT COM-
MON STOCK OF COOK INLET RE-
GION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(h) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C.
1606(h)) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“(4)(A) As used In this paragraph, the term
‘Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation’ means
Cook Inlet Reglion, Incorporated.

‘(B) The Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation
may, by an amendment to its articles of in-
corporation made In accordance with the
voting standards under section 36(dX1), pur-
chase Settlement Common Stock of the
Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation and all
rights assoclated with the stock from the
shareholders of Cook Inlet Regional Corpora-
tion in accordance with any provisions in-
cluded in the amendment that relate to the
terms, procedures, number of offers to pur-
chase, and timing of offers to purchase. .

*Y(C) Subject to subparagraph (D), and not-
withstanding paragraph (1)B), the share-
holders of Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation
may, in accordance with an amendment
made pursuant to subparagraph (B), sell the
Settlement Common Stock of the Cook Inlet
Reglional Corporation to itself.

‘(D) No sale or purchase may be made pur-
suant to this paragraph without the prior ap-
proval of the board of directors of Cook Inlet
Regional Corporation. Except as provided in
subparagraph (E), each sale and purchase
made under this paragraph shall be made
pursuant to an offer made on the same terms
to all holders of Settlement Common Stock
of the Cook Inlet Regional Corporation.

‘“(E) To recognize the different rights that
accrue to any class or serles of shares of Set-
tlement Common Stock owned by stockhold-
ers who are not residents of a Native village
(referred to In this paragraph as ‘non-village
shares’), an amendment made pursuant to
subparagraph (B) shall authorize the board of
directors (at the option of the board) to offer
to purchase—

“(1) the non-village shares, including the
right to share in distributions made to
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shareholders pursuant to subsections (j) and
(m) (referred to in this paragraph as ‘non-
resident distribution rights’), at a price that
includes a premium, in addition to the
amount that is offered for the purchase of
other village shares of Settlement Common
Stock of the Cook Inlet Regional Corpora-
tion, that reflects the value of the non-
resident distribution rights; or

‘‘(11) non-village shares without the non-
resident distribution rights associated with
the shares.

“(F) Any shareholder who accepts an offer
made by the board of directors pursuant to
subparagraph (E)(11) shall receive, with re-
spect to each non-village share sold by the
shareholder to the Cook Inlet Regional Cor-
poration—

*‘(1) the consideration for a share of Settle-
ment Common Stock offered to shareholders
of village shares; and

‘“(11) a security for only the nonresident
rights that attach to such share that does
not have attached voting rights (referred to
in this paragraph as a ‘non-voting security’).

“(G) An amendment made pursuant to sub-
paragraph (B) shall authorize the issuance of
a non-voting security that—

*(1) shall, for purposes of subsections (i)
and (m), be treated as a non-village share
with respect to—

‘I) computing distributions under such
subsections; and

‘(II) entitling the holder of the share to
the proportional share of the distributions
made under such subsections;

‘“(11) may be sold to Cook Inlet Region,
Inc.; and

“(111) shall otherwise be subject to the re-
strictions under paragraph (1)(B).

“(H) Any shares of Settlement Common
Stock purchased pursuant to thls paragraph
shall be canceled on the conditions that—

“(1) non-village shares with the non-
resident rights that attach to such shares
that are purchased pursuant to this para-
graph shall be considered to be—

‘“(I) outstanding shares; and

‘(II) for the purposes of subsection (m),
shares of stock registered on the books of
the Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation in the
names of nonresidents of villages;

‘(11) any amount of funds that would be
distributable with respect to non-village
shares or non-voting securities pursuant to
subsection (j) or (m) shall be distributed by
Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation to itself;
and

*(i11) village shares that are purchased pur-
suant to this paragraph shall be considered
to be—

*(I) outstanding shares, and

‘II) for the purposes of subsection (k)
shares of stock registered on the books of
the Cook Inlet Regional Corporation in the
names of the residents of villages.

‘*I) Any offer to purchase BSettlement
Common Stock made pursuant to this para-
graph shall exclude from the offer—

“(1) any share of Settlement Common
Stock held, at the time the offer Is made, by
an officer (including a member of the board
of directors) of Cook Inlet Regional Corpora-
tion or a member of the immediate family of
the officer; and

‘4(11) any share of Settlement Common
Stock held by any custodian, guardian,
trustee, or attorney representing a share-
holder of Cook Inlet Reglonal Corporation in
fact or law, or any other similar person, en-
tity, or representative.

“{3)1) The board of directors of Cook Inlet
Regional Corporation, in determining the
terms of an offer to purchase made under
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this paragraph, including the amount of any
premium pald with respect to a non-village
share, may rely upon the good faith opinion
of a recognized firm of Investment bankers
or valuation experts.

**(ii) Neither Cook Inlet Regional Corporation
nor a member of the board of directors or offi-
cers of Cook Inlet Regional Corporation shall be
liable for damages resulting from terms made
in an offer made in connection with any pur-
chase of Settlement Common Stock If the
offer was made—

“(I) in good faith;

‘Y(II) in reliance on a determination made

pursuant to clause (1); and
‘(IIT) otherwise in accordance with this

paragraph.

‘(K) The consideration given for the pur-
chase of Settlement Common Stock made
pursuant to an offer to purchase that pro-
vides for such consideration may be in the
form of cash, securities, or a combination of
cash and securities, as determined by the
board of directors of Cook Inlet Reglonal
Corporation, In a manner consistent with an
amendment made pursuant to subparagraph

B).

: ‘}'(L) Sale of Settlement Common Stock in
accordance with this paragraph shall not di-
minish a shareholder's status as an Alaska
Native or descendant of a Native for the pur-
pose of qualifying for those programs, bene-
fits and services or other rights or privileges
set out for the beneflt of Alaska Natives and
Native Americans. Proceeds from the sale of
Settlement Common Stock shall not be ex-
cluded in determining eligibility for any
needs-based programs that may be provided
by Federal, State or local agencies,".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 8(c)
of such Act (43 U.8.C. 1607(c)) s amended by
striking ‘‘(h)'"" and inserting *‘(h) (other than
paragraph (4))".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. Young] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. STUuDDS] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 421, a bill to amend the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act
[ANCSA]. I introduced this bill at the
request of Cook Inlet Region, Inc.
[CIRI] and have worked with the Alas-
ka Federation of Natives, the State of
Alaska, the Department of the Inte-
rior, and my ranking minority mem-
ber, Mr. MILLER, to reach a consensus.

Cook Inlet Region, Inc., is one of 13

. regional corporations formed under
ANCSA. CIRI has approximately 6,300
shareholders, who each own ‘100 shares
of stock. ANCSA bans the public sale of
any Native corporation stock until the
majority of its shareholders vote to re-
move this restriction.

CIRI's shareholders would like to sell
their stock. CIRI wishes to buy back
stock from its shareholders and to can-
cel these shares, thus keeping the cor-
poration in Native ownership. This bill
is intended to give CIRI, and only CIRI,
this authority.

The Committee on Resources favor-
ably reported H.R. 421 on February 8
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with an amendment offered by Mr.
MILLER. His amendment protects CIRI,
its directors, and officers from liability
in connection with an offer to purchase
stock if the offer was made in good
faith, in reliance on a good faith opin-
ion of a recognized firm of investment
bankers or valuation experts, and if the
offer was otherwise in accordance with
section 7(h)(4) of ANCSA. This will pro-
vide reasonable protections for CIRI
‘shareholders while protecting CIRI
Jfrom repeated litigation when it has
‘made a good faith offer to purchase
stock that is based on an independent,
professional evaluation.

I accepted Mr. MILLER’s amendment
because it contained the protection
needed by CIRI, and it is consistent
with ANCSA, which encourages Alas-
ka's Native people and their corpora-
tions to conduct their affairs in their
own way and without litigation. The
protections provided under H.R. 421 are
limited to stock re-purchase offerings
only, as long as they are made in ac-
cordance with ANCSA, and this provi-
sion does not apply to other types of
corporate activitiee under State or
Federal law.

Mr. Speaker, this bill passed the
House last Congress, and I urge support
again for this measure.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, let me just observe we
used to do these things a lot more ex-
peditiously in the old days. The gen-
tleman is filibustering in his vintage

ears.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. This bill is absolutely
without controversy and supported by
the administration, and as far as I
know, by everyone in Alaska. We did it
before, and we should do it again.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this legisla-
tion. H.R. 421 is virtually identical to a bill in-
troduced by Chairman YOUNG and passed by
the House last Congress.

Since the option to purchase stock is sub-
ject to approval of the Native shareholders
and is expressly limited to Cook Inlet Region,
Inc. This bill is not controversial. The adminis-
tration has no objection. In an effort to assure
that the interests of the Native sharehoiders
are protected, the committee adopted an
amendment offered by Representative
GEORGE MILLER which deleted immunity from
liability for financial advisors involved in estab-
lishing the value of the stock.

Mr. Speaker, | compliment the gentleman
from Alaska for his legislation and ask that
Members support the bill.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
Young] that the House suspend the
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rules and pass the bill, H.R. 421, as
amended.

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

SEA OF OKHOTSK FISHERIES
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1995

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 715) to amend the Central
Bering Sea Fisheries Enforcement Act
of 1992 to prohibit fishing in the
Central Sea of Okhotsk by vessels and
nationals of the United States.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. T15

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This act may be cited as the “Sea of
Okhotsk Fisherlies Enforcement Act of 1995,
SEC. 2. FISHING PROHIBITION,

The Central Bering Sea Fisheries Enforce-
ment Act of 1992 (16 U.S8.C. 1823 note) is
amended—

(1) in section 302, by inserting '‘and the
Central Sea of Okhotsk™ after ‘“Central Ber-
ing Sea’’; and

(2) in section 306—

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), (4),
(5), and (6) In order as paragraphs (3), (4), (5),
(8), and (7); and

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(2) CENTRAL SEA OF OKHOTSK.—The term
‘Central Sea of Okhotsk' means the central
Sea of Okhotsk area which i{s more than two
hundred nautical miles seaward of the base-
line from which the breadth of the territorial
sea of the Russian Federation is measured.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. Young] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. STUuDDS] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, as the sponsor of H.R.
T15, I urge my colleagues to join me in
this effort to help save valuable living
marine resources in a small enclave of
international waters known as the Pea-
nut Hole.

Three years ago, Congress approved
my Central Bering Sea Fisheries En-
forcement Act, which prohibited the
destruction of pollock stocks in an
area known as the Donut Hole.

While this law has promoted con-
servation efforts for the region, it has
had unwanted results. Certain fisher-
men from China, Japan, Korea, and Po-
land have now moved their operations
to the Peanut Hole and they are se-
verely overfishing the pollock stocks
in this region. Unless immediate steps
are taken, these stocks will collapse.

My bill, which has been cosponsored
by the leadership of the Subcommittee
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on Fisheries, Wildlife and Oceans, JmM
SAXxTON and GERRY STUDDS, would
amend the 1992 statute to prohibit U.S.
citizens from fishing in the Peanut
Hole unless the fishing operation fully
complies with international fishing
agreements between the United States
and Russia.

The bill is noncontroversial and well
supported. It passed the House twice in
the last Congress and it is helpful to
our negotiators in their ongoing efforts
to establish agreements to conserve
fish stocks in international waters.

May 1 suggest at this time to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
StupDs], it is amazing what you learn
when you go to a new committee, such
as the Committee on Natural Re-
gsources. The gentleman just had the
opportunity not only to support this
legislation that he worked so hard on
last year, but to become an expert in
the American Native movement, and I
hope and I wish him well.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I would
also be very, very excited at the possi-
bility of learning how to pronounce
this particular sea.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
would yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts if he can also improve
my pronouncement.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I could
not possibly. I was asking the gen-
tleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I would say it
is Okhotsk. I hope that satisfies the
gentleman. I would spell it
0-k-h-o-t-s-k.

Mr. STUDDS. I congratulate the gen-
tleman.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 715, the Sea of Okhotsk Fish-
eries Enforcement Act.

The decline of fisheries worldwide,
and the need for multilateral coopera-
tion in fisheries management, have be-
come increasingly evident as of late. A
recent U.N. Food and Agriculture Orga-
nization report classified almost every
commercial fish species in every ocean
and sea as either ‘‘depleted,” *‘fully ex-
ploited,” or ‘‘over-exploited."” Stocks
in 4 of the world's 17 major fishing re-
gions are seriously depleted, while
catches in 9 other regions are declin-
ing. If this tide is to be turned, the
United States and all coastal nations
have a responsibility to participate in
international agreements and organiza-
tions that provide responsible con-
servation and management of high seas
resources.

This bill demonstrates the U.S. com-
mitment to cooperative management
of shared resources on the high seas.
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The Sea of Okhotsk, also known as the
Peanut Hole, is an area of inter-
national waters completely surrounded
by the Exclusive Economic Zone [EEZ]
of the Russian Federation. Russian re-
sources that migrate into the Peanut
Hole are being adversely affected by
heavy foreign fishing in that area. Re-
cent efforts by the United States and
Russia to forge a management agree-
ment for the Peanut Hole have been
thwarted by the lack of cooperation
from other countries currently fishing
in the area.

This bill would prohibit U.8. fishing
in the Peanut Hole until a cooperative
international agreement has been
reached among the nations that fish
there. It would also prohibit entry into
U.S. waters to any vessel fishing in the
Peanut Hole while no cooperative man-
agement agreement exists and to any
vessel that violates the agreement once
it has been negotiated.

By requiring the United States to
work cooperatively in an area of the
ocean where fisheries of importance to
our own fishermen occur, H.R. 715 sig-
nals the U.S. dedication to multilateral
management of high seas resources. It
is also an important step in our efforts
to restore global fisheries, and I am de-
lighted to join the gentleman from
Alaska in this effort. I urge Members’
support.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, may I suggest that the
gentleman from Massachusetts brings
up a very good point. Our seas are in
serious trouble, primarily because of
indiscriminate overfishing. This is just
a small step forward, but we are going
to address this hopefully on another
level very soon in the Magnuson Act
with an attempt to again arrest some
of the misuse of our seas as far as fish-
ing efforts.

I am one who believes very strongly
that there are enough fish if we take
care of them, if we scientifically put
them on a biological survival rate that
we can continue to fish. But if we do
not do something with the activities
from all of the countries jointly we will
be destroying that capability to pro-
vide the fish to all of the people of this
world.

So I again welcome my good friend,
the gentleman from Massachusetts,
GARY STUDDS, to the Committee on
Natural Resources, because there is no
one who has worked harder over the
years to provide and protect the fishing
industry for the continued yield of the
species which we depend on than the
gentleman from Massachusetts. So we
will be looking forward to looking with
him hopefully sometime in May, bring-
ing to this floor a bill that will address
the domestic side of this issue as well
as the international side of this issue.
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For those who may not be aware of
this, to me the sea has to be recognized
as a provider, and it is our responsibil-
ity not only to protect but to conserve
and to continue providing of the fish-
eries, as I have said before, that we de-
pend so heavily upon.

So again I welcome the gentleman
from Massachusetts to the committee.

0O 1446

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

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

I thank the gentleman for his kind
remarks. This is the most wonderfully
nonpartisan of all matters. I never met
a fish who gave a whit about the gen-
tleman’s political affiliation or mine,
and we have responsibilities here that
dramatically and significantly tran-
scend some of the partisan differences
that are occasionally reflected on this
floor.

I am authorized by the good people of
Cape Cod to extend another invitation
to the gentleman, notwithstanding all
the partisan things that have occurred
here, notwithstanding some of his
other contractual obligations, to say to
him that he is still welcome on Cape
Cod and to see if we can lure him again
this year. We look forward to that.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I accept that invita-
tion as well as you have been so gener-
ously accepting my invitation to travel
to the great State of Alaska and par-
ticipate in the cuisine as provided by
our great blue waters. If I go to Cape
Cod, I hope I have the added attraction
of having that which can be provided
by your ocean to my palate regardless
of what contract I will be working
under for the last hundred days.

Mr. STUDDS. That is a deal, as they
say. The gentleman will simply have to
adjust himself to beauty of another
scale.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YounNc] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. T15.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DESIGNATING THE GREAT WEST-
ERN SCENIC TRAIL AS A STUDY
TRAIL

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 531) to designate the Great West-
ern Scenic Trail as a study trail under
the National Trails System Act, and
for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
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H.R. 531
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. POTENTIAL ADDITION OF GREAT
WESTERN

Section 5(c) of the National Trails System Act
(16 U.S.C. 1244(c)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

““(38) The Great Western Scenic Trail, a sys-
tem of trails to accommodate a variety of travel
users in a corridor of approzimately 3,100 miles
in length ertending from the Arizona-Mezico
border to the Idaho-Montana-Canada border,
following the approzimate route depicted on the
map identified as ‘Great Western Trail Corridor,
1988', which shall be on file and available for
public inspection in the Office of the Chief of
the Forest Service, United States Department of
Agriculture. The trail study shall be conducted
by the Secretary of Agriculture, in consultation
with the Secretary of the Interior, in accordance
with subsection (b) and shall include—

“'(A) the current status of land ownership and
current and potential use along the designated
route;

*(B) the estimated cost of acquisition of lands
or interests in lands, if any; and

*(C) an examination of the appropriateness of
motorized trail use along the trail.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN].

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 531 is a non-
controversial measure that would sim-
ply study the prospect of adding the
Great Western Trail to the National
Trails System. The Great Western
Trail extends from Mexico to Canada
through the Rocky Mountain West and
will take advantage of existing roads,
trails, and corridors that enjoy nearly
all types of recreational travel. The
Great Western Trail is envisioned as
truly a western trail. This corridor
celebrates the heritage and spirit of
the West and the many types of rec-
reational travel people enjoy. Whether
you prefer horseback, backpack, canoe,
mountain bike, or four-wheel drive, the
Great Western Trail will provide you
access to the most scenic areas of the
West.

There was much discussion in our
subcommittee hearing regarding pos-
sible conflicts with private property.
This is exactly what this trail study is
designed to accomplish. H.R. 531, with
the amendment I offered in sub-
committee, will specifically look at the
current status of landownership and
the estimated cost of any acquisition if
necessary. We cannot know what those
impacts will be until this study is com-
pleted. I can assure the Members that
private property rights are of a highest
concern to me and this study will sim-
ply let Congress know what the poten-
tial impacts will be, giving us suffi-
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cient information to decide at a later
time whether or not to actually des-
ignate this trail.

The amendment to H.R. 531 adopted
in subcommittee would delete the lan-
guage regarding the inventory of
rights-of-way along the corridor and
would replace that language with the
protections called for in the National
Trails System Act. The amendment
also retains the requirement that the
Secretary look at the appropriateness
of motorized trail use. I believe this
amendment will ensure that the Sec-
retary include in the study a complete
look at possible private property con-
flicts prior to actual congressional des-
ignation of the trail. I urge the Mem-
bers to support H.R. 531.

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 531, as amended, is
a good bill which will provide for a
study of the proposed Great Western
Trail for possible designation as a na-
tional trail. While the bill only pro-
vides for a study, the subcommittee
hearing on H.R. 531 entailed a consid-
erable discussion about the possible
impacts a trail could have on private
property. Having authored national
trail legislation myself, I have always
found such trails to be highly popular
with the public, with good relations
among the affected interests and prop-
erty owners. In any event, this bill just
provides for a study, so that if any
problems do exist they can be identi-
fied and perhaps addressed during the

study process.
H.R. 531 was amended by the Re-

sources Committee to substantively
modify the bill language regarding the
detailed identification of rights-of-way
and private property along the pro-
posed trail. This was an improvement
over the bill, as introduced. I was con-
cerned, as was the administration,
about the original bill language's po-
tential cost and workability. The com-
mittee amendment reintegrates the
provisions of the National Trails Sys-
tem Act on these matters. I believe
such language addresses any concerns.
Therefore I support the bill as amended
and recommend its adoption by the
House.

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

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 531, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS
AND MISCELLANEOUS PARK
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1995

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 694) entitled the “‘Minor Bound-
ary Adjustments and Miscellaneous
Park Amendments Act of 1995, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 694

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Minor Bound-
ary Adfustments and Miscellaneous Park
Amendments Act of 1995,

TITLE I-MINOR BOUNDARY
ADJUSTMENTS

SEC, 101. YUCCA HOUSE NATIONAL MONUMENT
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The boundaries of Yucca
House National Monument are revised to in-
clude the approzimately 24.27 acres of land gen-
erally depicted on the map entitled ‘‘Bound-
ary—Yucca House National Monument, Colo-
rado'’, numbered 318/80,001-B, and dated Feb-
ruary 1990.

(b) MAP.—The map referred to in subsection
(a) shall be on file and available for public in-
spection in appropriate offices of the National
Park Service of the Department of the Interior.

{c) ACQUISITION BY DONATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Within the boundaries de-
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary of the
Interior may acquire lands and interests in
lands by donation.

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary of
the Interior may pay administrative costs aris-
ing out of any donation described in paragraph
(1) with appropriated funds.

SEC. 102. ZION NATIONAL PARK BOUNDARY AD-
JUSTMENT.

(a) ACQUISITION AND BOUNDARY CHANGE.—
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
acquire by erchange approzimately 5.48 acres,
in Washington County, Utah, that are located
in the SW¥% of Section 28, Township 41 South,
Range 10 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian.
In exchange therefor the Secretary is authorized
to convey all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to approrimately 5.51
acres, in Washington County, Utah, that are lo-
cated in Lot 2 of Section 5, Township 41 South,
Range 11 West. Upon completion of the ez-
change, the Secretary is authorized to revise the
boundary of Zion National Park to add to the
park the approrimately 5.48 acres acquired by
the Secretary under this subsection and to de-
lete from the park the approrimately 5.51 acres
conveyed by the Secretary under this sub-
section. Land added to the park under this sub-
section shall be administered as part of the park
in accordance with the laws and regulations ap-
plicable thereto.

(b) EXPIRATION.—The authority granted by
this section shall expire upon the erpiration of
the two-year period beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

SEC. 103. PICTURED ROCKS NATIONAL LAKE-
SHORE BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.

The boundary of Pictured Rocks National

Lakeshore is hereby modified as depicted on the
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map entitled '‘Area Proposed for Addition to

Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore,’ numbered

625-80, 043A, and dated July 1992.

SEC. 104, INDEPENDENCE NATIONAL HISTORICAL
PARK BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.

The administrative boundary between Inde-
pendence National Historical Park and the
United States Customs House along the Mora-
vian Street Walkway in Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania, is hereby modified as generailly de-
picted on the drawing entitled “‘Ezhibit 1, Inde-
pendence National Historical Park, Boundary
Adjustment", and dated May 1987, which shall
be on file and available for public inspection in
the Office of the National Park Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior. The Secretary of the Inte-
rior is authorized to accept and transfer juris-
diction over property in accordance with such
administrative boundary, as modified by this
section.

SEC. 105. CRATERS OF THE MOON NATIONAL
MONUMENT BOUNDARY ADJUST-

MENT.

(@) BOUNDARY REVISION.—The boundary of
the Craters of the Moon National Monument,
Idaho, is revised to add approzimately 210 acres
and to delete approrimately 315 acres as gen-
erally depicted on the map entitled "‘Craters of
the Moon National Monument, Idaho, Proposed
1987 Boundary Adjustment’’, numbered 131-
80,008, and dated October 1987. The map shall be
on file and available for public inspection in the
Office of the National Park Service, Department
of the Interior.

(b) ADMINISTRATION AND ACQUISITION.—Fed-
eral lands, waters, and interests therein deleted
from the boundary of the Craters of the Moon
National Monument by this section shall be ad-
ministered by the Secretary of the Interior
through the Bureau of Land Management in ac-
cordance with the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.).
Federal lands, waters, and interests therein
added to the national monument by this section
shall be administered by the Secretary as part of
the national monument, subject to the laws and
regulations applicable thereto. The Secretary is
authorized to acquire private lands, waters, and
interests therein within the boundary of the na-
tional monument by donation, purchase with
donated or appropriated funds, or exchange,
and shall administer such acgquired lands, wa-
ters, and interests therein as part of the na-
tional monument, subject to the laws and regu-

lations applicable thereto.

SEC. 106. HAGERMAN FOSSIL BEDS NATIONAL
MONUMENT BOUNDARY ADJUST-
MENT.

Section 302 of the Arizona-Idaho Conservation
Act of 1988 (102 Stat, 4576) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘(d) To further the purposes of the monu-
ment, the Secretary is authorized to acquire by
donation or, from willing sellers only, by pur-
chase with donated or appropriated funds or by
erchange not more than 65 acres outside the
boundary depicted on the map referred to in sec-
tion 301 and to develop and operate, on such
acres, research, information, interpretive, and
administrative factlities. Lands acquired and fa-
cilities developed under this subsection shall be
administered by the Secretary as part of the
monument. The boundary of the monument
shall be modified to include the lands added
m;.der this subsection as a noncontiguous par-
cel."".
SEC. 107. WUPATKI NATIONAL MONUMENT
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.

The boundary of the Wupatki National Monu-
ment, Arizona, is hereby revised to include the
lands and interests in lands within the area
generally depicted as "'Proposed Addition 168.89
Acres'' on the map entitled '‘Boundary—
Wupatki and Sunset Crater National Monu-
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ments, Arizona', numbered 322-60,021, and
dated April 1989. The map shall be on file and
available for public inspection in the Office of
the National Park Service, Department of the
Interior. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal
lands and interests therein within the area
added to the monument by this section are here-
by transferred without monetary consideration
or reimbursement to the administrative furisdic-
tion of the National Park Service and shall be
administered as part of the monument in ac-
cordance with the laws and regulations applica-
ble thereto.
TITLE I—-MISCELLANEOUS SPECIFIC
PARK AMENDMENTS
SEC. 201. ADVISORY COMMISSION FOR KALOKO-
HONOKOHAU NATIONAL HISTORICAL
PARK.

Section 505(f)(7) of the National Parks and
Recreation Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 396d(f)X(7)), is
amended by striking ‘‘ten years' and inserting
“twenty-five years’.

SEC. 202, Mg PULASKI NATIONAL MONUMENT,

Section 4 of the Act of June 26, 1936 (ch. 844;
49 Stat. 1979), is amended by striking *': Pro-
vided, That" and all that follows and inserting
a period.

SEC. 208. AMENDMENT OF BOSTON NATIONAL
HISTORIC PARK ACT.

Section 3(b) of the Boston National Historical
Park Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 4102-1(b)) is amend-
ed by inserting ''(1)" after ''(b)"" and by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

“/(2) The Secretary of the Interior is author-
ized to enter into a cooperative agreement with
the Boston Public Library to provide for the dis-
tribution of informational and interpretive ma-
terials relating to the Boston National Historical
Park and to the Freedom Trail.".

TITLE III-GENERAL
AUTHORIZATIONS AND REPEALERS

SEC. 301. REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON PARK
BUILDINGS.

The 10th undesignated paragraph (relating to
a limitation on the erpenditure of funds for
park buildings) under the heading ‘‘MiIs-
CELLANEOUS OBJECTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE-
RIOR", under the heading ‘‘UNDER THE DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR”, in the first
section of the Act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat.
460; 16 U.S5.C. 451), is hereby repealed.

SEC. 302. APPROPRIATIONS FOR TRANSPOR-
TATION OF CHILDREN.

The first section of the Act of August 7, 1946
(16 U.8.C. 17j-2), is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘(1) Provision of transportation for children in
nearby communities to and from any unit of the
National Park System used in connection with
organized recreation and imerpreﬁve programs
of the National Park Service."

SEC. 303. FERAL BURROS AND xmass.

Section 9 of the Act of December 15, 1971 (16
U.S.C. 1338a), is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘‘No provision of this Act shall be
construed to limit the authority of the Secretary
of the Interior to manage units of the National
Park System. No provision of this Act shall be
construed to diminish the authority of the Sec-
retary of the Interior to use motor vehicles,
fized-wing aircraft, or helicopters, or to contract
for such use, in furtherance of the management
of the National Park System, and section 47(a)
of title 18, United States Code, shall not apply
to such use, or the contracting for such use, by
the Secretary of the Interior in furtherance of
such management.'

SEC. 304. Aumomm OF THE SECRETARY OF
Unmxmon RELATING TO MUSE-

(a) FUNCTIONS.—The Act entitled ““An Act to
increase the public benefits from the National
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Park System by facilitating the management of
museum properties relating thereto, and for
other purposes”, approved July 1, 1955 (16
U.S.C. 18f), is amended—

(1) in subsection (b) of the first section, by
striking “‘from such donations and beguests of
money'’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
section.

“SEC., 2. ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS.

‘"(a) TRANSFER, CONVEYANCE, AND DESTRUC-
TION—In addition to the functions specified in
the first section of this Act, the Secretary of the
Interior may perform the following functions in
such manner as he shall consider to be in the
public interest:

(1) Transfer museum obfects and museum
collections that the Secretary determines are no
longer needed for museum purposes to qualified
Federal agencies that have programs to preserve
and interpret cultural or natural heritage, and
accept the transfer of museum objfects and mu-
seum collections for the purposes of this Act
from any other Federal agency, without reim-
bursement. The head of any other Federal agen-
cy may transfer, without reimbursement, mu-
seum objects and museum collections directly to
the administrative furisdiction of the Secretary
of the Interior for the purposes of this Act.

“(2) Convey museum objects and museum col-
lections that the Secretary determines are no
longer needed for museum purposes, without
monetary consideration but subject to such
terms and conditions as the Secretary deems
necessary, to private institutions ezempt from
Federal taration under section 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C.
501(c)(3)) and to non-Federal governmental enti-
ties if the Secretary determines, prior to any
conveyance under this subsection, that the pri-
vate or non-Federal recipient is dedicated to the
preservation and interpretation of natural or
cultural heritage and is qualified to manage the
objects or collections, as the case may be.

*'(3) Destroy or cause to be destroyed museum
obfects and museum collections that the Sec-
retary determines to have no scientific, cultural,
historic, educational, esthetic, or monetary
value.

‘'(b) CARE, DELIBERATION, AND REVIEW.—The
Secretary shall ensure that museum objects and
museum collections are treated in a careful and
deliberate manner that protects the public inter-
est. Prior to taking any action under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall establish a systematic re-
view and approval process, including consulta-
tion with appropriate erperts, that meets the
highest standards of the museum profession and
applies to all actions taken under this section.’".

(b) APPLICATION AND DEFINITIONS.—The Act
entitled "An Act to increase the public benefits
from the National Park System by facilitating
the management of museum properties relating
thereto, and for other purposes”, approved July
1, 1955 (16 U.S.C. 18f), as amended by subsection
(a), is further amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

“SEC. 3. APPLICATION AND DEFINITIONS.

“(a) APPLICATION.—Authorities granted to the
Secretary of the Interior by this Act shall be
available to the Secretary only with regard to—

‘(1) museum objects and museum collections
that were under the administrative jurisdiction
of the Secretary for purposes of the National
Park System on the day before the date of the
enactment of this section; and

“(2) museum objects and museum collections
;chlat the Secretary acquires on or after such

te.

*'(b) DEFINITIONS,—For the purposes of this
Act, the terms ‘museum objects’ and ‘museum
collections’ mean objects that are eligible to be
or are made part of a museum, library, or ar-
chive collection through a formal procedure,
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such as accessioning. Such objects are usually

movable and include but are not limited to pre-

historic and historic artifacts, works of art,

books, documents, photographs, and natural

history specimens."".

SEC. 305. VOLUNTEERS IN THE PARKS INCREASE.
Section 4 of the Volunteers in the Parks Act of

1969 (16 U.S.C. 18f) is amended by striking all

that follows ""Act'" and inserting a period.

SEC. 306. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS FOR RE-

SEARCH PURPOSES.

Section 3 of the Act entitled “"An Act to im-
prove the administration of the national park
system by the Secretary of the Interior, and to
clarify the authorities applicable to the system,
and for other purposes', approved August 18,
1970 (16 U.S.C. 1a-2), is amended—

(1) in subsection (i), by striking the period at
the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘() enter into cooperative agreements with
public or private educational institutions,
States, and their political subdivisions, for the
purpose of developing adequate, coordinated,
cooperative research and training programs con-
cerning the resources of the National Park Sys-
tem, and, pursuant to any such agreement, to
accept from and make avatlable to the coopera-
tor the technical and support staff, financial as-
sistance, supplies and eguipment, facilities, and
administrative services, relating to cooperative
research units, that the Secretary determines to
be appropriate; except that no provision of this
subsection shall be construed to waive any re-
guirement with respect to research projects that
are subject to the Federal procurement regula-
tions."'.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
694, legislation to make minor bound-
ary adjustments at several national
parks and to make other technical
amendments to various legislative acts
affecting administration of the Na-
tional Park System.

Title I of the bill contains minor
boundary adjustments at seven parks:
Zion National Park in Utah, Yucca
House National Monument, Pictured
Rocks National Lakeshore, Independ-
ence National Historical Park, Craters
of the Moon National Monument,
Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monu-
ment, and Wupatki National Monu-
ment.

Title II contains several park specific
measures and Title III of the bill
makes several changes in the generic
authority of the Park Service, such as
increasing the amount that NPS can
spend on an annual basis for their vol-
unteer program.

This is a good bill which has been de-
veloped in a bipartisan fashion with
the administration. A similar bill has
passed the House in each of the last
two sessions and I hope that it will fi-
nally be enacted this Congress. I urge
my colleagues to support this bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

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

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

Mr. Speaker, HR. 694 is a non-
controversial housekeeping bill that
makes minor boundary adjustments
and other miscellaneous changes in
programs and authorities of the Na-
tional Park Service.

The bill, as reported by the Re-
sources Committee, contains an
amendment that reflects appropriate
changes to this noncontroversial bill
and will make the amended bill con-
sistent with previous action on this
and related measures in the last Con-
gress. The deletion of the proposed ex-
tension of the Advisory Commission at
Women's Rights National Historical
Park mirrors the action the Resources
Committee took on a measure—H.R.
359—dealing with the Women's Rights
Park in the 103d Congress. Likewise,
the amendment corrects a mistake in
the introduced bill dealing with mu-
seum properties. The amended bill lan-
guage will now accurately reflect the
agreement worked out in the last Con-
gress with the former Government Op-
erations Committee and which also
passed the House. The last change
made by the amendment was technical
to make sure that the bill did not
inadvertantly undercut competitive
bidding of research projects.

These are all good changes that im-
proved the bill. I support HR 694, as
amended, and recommend its adoption
by the House.

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

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 694, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

WALNUT CANYON NATIONAL
MONUMENT BOUNDARY MODI-
FICATION ACT OF 1995

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 562) to modify the boundaries
of Walnut Canyon National Monument
in the State of Arizona, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 562
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Walnut Can-
yon National Monument Boundary Modlfica-
tion Act of 1995".

SEC, 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that:

(1) Walnut Canyon National Monument
was established for the preservation and in-
terpretation of certain settlements and land
use patterns assoclated with the prehistoric
Sinaguan culture of northern Arizona.

(2) Major cultural resources assoclated
with the purposes of Walnut Canyon Na-
tlonal Monument are near the boundary and
are currently managed under multiple-use
objectives of the adjacent national forest.
These concentrations of cultural resources,
often referred to as ‘‘forts", would be more
effectively managed as part of the National
Park System.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
modify the boundaries of the Walnut Canyon
National Monument (hereafter in this Act
referred to as the '‘national monument') to
improve management of the national monu-
ment and assoclated resources.

SEC. 3. BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.

Effective on the date of enactment of this
Act, the boundaries of the national monu-
ment shall be modified as depicted on the
map entitled “Boundary Proposal—Walnut
Canyon National Monument, Coconino Coun-
ty, Arizona", numbered 360/80,010, and dated
September 1984. Such map shall be on flle
and available for public inspection in the of-
fices of the Director of the National Park
Service, Department of the Interior. The
Secretary of the Interior, In consultation
with the Secretary of Agriculture, is author-
ized to make technical and clerical correc-
tions to such map.

SEC. 4. acqtii:grr‘l:lm AND TRANSFER OF PROP-

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized
to acquire lands and interest in lands within
the national monument, by donation, pur-
chase with donated or appropriated funds, or
exchange. Federal property within the
boundaries of the national monument (as
modified by this Act) Is hereby transferred
to the administrative jurisdiction of the Sec-
retary of the Interior for management as
part of the national monument. Federal
property excluded from the monument pur-
suant to the boundary modification under
section 3 is hereby transferred to the admin-
istrative jurisdiction of the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to be managed as a part of the
Coconino Natlonal Forest.

SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION.

The Secretary of the Interior, acting
through the Director of the National Park
Service, shall manage the national monu-
ment in accordance with this Act and the
provisions of law generally applicable to
units of the National Park Service, including
“An Act to establish a National Park Serv-
ice, and for other purposes' approved August
25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4).

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Ar-
izona [Mr. HAYWORTH] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD-
soN] will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 562, a bill to modify the bound-
ary at Walnut Canyon National Monu-
ment in Arizona.

The purpose of this legislation is to
allow consistent management of the
archeological resources in Walnut Can-
yon.

Walnut Canyon National Monument
was established in 1915 to serve and
protect the ruins of prehistoric
Sinaguan settlements.

Within the canyon there are five
steep, rocky ridges that extend into
the canyon from the rims. Archeologi-
cal sites cluster around these dramatic
features, which were called forts by
early archeologists.

My legislation would extend the
boundary of the monument to include
an additional two forts and associated
archeological areas by transferring ap-
proximately 1,279 acres currently man-
aged by the U.S. Forest Service to the
Walnut Canyon National Monument
managed by the Park Service.

During consideration at the Re-
sources Committee, an en bloc amend-
ment to H.R. 562 was adopted.

This amendment changed the map
reference used in this legislation to in-
clude 53 acres of land owned by a pri-
vate property owner adjacent to the
current Monument boundary.

The landowner in question has asked
that this land be included and has indi-
cated his desire to work with the Park
Service to bring about a land exchange.

The amendment also inserts an au-
thorization for appropriations into the
bill. I believe that this language pro-
vides an important safeguard for the
private landowner should his efforts at
exchange fail.

Mr. Speaker, my legislation enjoys
the strong support of the Flagstaff City
Council and the Coconino County
Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Speaker, I understand the admin-
istration has no objection to this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like
to thank the chairman of the Re-
sources Committee and the chairman
and ranking member of the National
Parks, Forests, and Lands Subcommit-
tee for their assistance in moving this
important bill.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, first to my colleague
from Arizona, congratulations; I as-
sume this is the first bill he has man-
aged.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 562, as introduced,
would have modified the boundaries of
the Walnut Canyon National Monu-
ment to provide for the inclusion of ap-
proximately 1,239 acres to be adminis-
tratively transferred to the National
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Park Service from the Forest Service
and the deletion of 54 acres which
would be administratively transferred
to the Forest Service from the Na-
tional Park Service.

0O 1500

The bill was subsequently amended
by the Resources Committee to also in-
clude within the monument boundaries
53 acres of private property. Mr. Speak-
er, we support the bill, and, as I noted
at committee markup, I find it ironic
that when Representative Karan Eng-
lish introduced this legislation last
year, it included a private property
owner. Subsequently, that owner de-
cided, that after supporting being in
the bill, he no longer wanted to be in-
cluded. Representative English asked
that his property be deleted and the
committee and the House passed the
bill in the 103d Congress without this
property. That same private landowner
now again wants his property included
in the bill and the committee amend-
ment accomplishes this.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Arizona, assured me this is the last
time we will deal with this issue. I sup-
ported this amendment in committee
because the resource values of that pri-
vate property would be an excellent ad-
dition to the monument. I just hope
this landowner does not again change
his mind.

With that being said, Mr. Speaker, I
support H.R. 562, as amended, and rec-
ommend its approval by the House.

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as 1 may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly welcome the
support of the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON], my good
friend, and once again, as we did in
committee, let me allay the fears of
my good friend from New Mexico be-
cause the landowner now in question
has decided that we are married, and
we are going to stay married with this
provision.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time. Therefore I yield back
the balance of my time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
562, as amended.

The guestion was taken.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’'s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.
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COMMERCIAL VEHICLES IN THE
DELAWARE WATER GAP NA-
TIONAL RECREATION AREA

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 536) to extend indefinitely the au-
thority of the Secretary of the Interior
to collect a commercial operation fee
in the Delaware Water Gap National
Recreation Area, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 536

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PROHIBITION OF COMMERCIAL VEHI-

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective at noon on Sep-
tember 30, 2005, the use of Highway 209 with-
in Delaware Water Gap National Recreation
Area by commerclal vehicles, when such use
is not connected with the operation of the
recreation area, is prohibited, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b).

(b) LOoCAL BUSINESS USE PROTECTED.—Sub-
section (a) does not apply with respect to the
use of commercial vehicles to serve busi-
nesses located within or in the vicinity of
the recreation area, as determined by the
Secretary.

(c) CONFORMING PROVISIONS.—(1) Para-
graphs (1) through (3) of the third undesig-
nated paragraph under the heading ‘“ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE PROVISIONS" in chapter VII of
title I of Public Law 98-63 (97 Stat. 329) are
repealed, effective September 30, 2005.

(2) Prior to noon on September 30, 2005, the
Secretary shall collect and utilize a commer-
cial use fee from commercial vehicles in ac-
cordance with paragraphs (1) through (3) of
such third undesignated paragraph. Such fee
shall not exceed $25 per trip.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. HANSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 536, legislation to rein-
state the commercial vehicle use fee at
Delaware Water Gap National Recre-
ation in Pennsylvania.

Mr. Speaker, this bill simply rein-
states the authority of the Secretary of
the Interior to collect a fee for
nonlocal commercial vehicles which
use Route 209 through Delaware Water
Gap National Recreation Area. That
authority, which expired in 1993, is im-
portant for the management of com-
mercial vehicular traffic, as well as en-
suring the safety of park visitors and
local residents who use this road.

The bill provides for this unique au-
thority to expire in 10 years, when al-
ternative routes are expected to be
available for this commercial traffic.

I commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE] for his
work on this bill and urge all my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 536, as introduced,
was a significant departure from the
legislation—Section 301 of H.R. 3262—
which passed the House last Congress.
The bill that passed the House last
Congress provided for an end by the
year 2000 of through commercial truck
traffic on Route 209 within the Dela-
ware Water Gap National Recreation
Area. The bill, as introduced, would
have extended that authority indefi-
nitely. I believe it is in the public in-
terest to end through truck traffic on
Route 209 within the park. That's why
I prefer the House language from last
year. However, I recognize that the Na-
tional Park Service in their testimony
before the Resources Committee asked
for additional time, until the year 2005,
to end through truck traffic. I sup-
ported the committee amendment that
embodies this change with the under-
standing that this so-called temporary
authority will be just that—tem-
porary—and that through truck traffic
on this segment of Route 209 will end
in 2005.

Mr. Speaker, with that change to the
bill, I support H.R. 536, as amended,
and recommend its adoption by the
House.

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

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, | want to com-
mend Chairman DON YOUNG and Subcommit-
tee Chairman JiM HANSEN and BiLL RICHARD-
SON for their cooperation and support in fash-
ioning this legislation. Over the last two ses-
sions of Congress there has been strong bi-
partisan support for this bill. During the 103d
Congress, Subcommittee Chairman VENTO
helped to facilitate House passage of a bill
similar to H.R. 536, but the Senate was un-
able to act on that measure prior to the close
of the session.

| introduced this measure so that Congress
can extend the management policy which has
helped to save lives, maintained the economic
viability of regional businesses and enhanced
the quality of life in Monroe and Pike Coun-
ties, PA. The Office of Management and
Budget arid the National Park Service has ad-
vised me that there is no objection to the en-
actment of this bill. The fiscal impact of H.R.
536 would be negligible because the new fees
authorized by this measure would offset the
cost of collecting the fees.

The creation of the Delaware Water Gap
National Recreation Area, in 1965, from an ex-
isting rural residential locality, with accom-
panying business community, presented many
unique policy challenges to the Park Service.
The test for the Park Service was how to man-
age the heavy truck traffic which was traveling
through the center of the recreation area on
Route 209, at a rate of 3,000 trucks a day,
without adversely impacting local business
needs.

Route 209 was a primary route for commer-
cial truck traffic which was destined for points
in New England. This heavy use of Route 209,
which was incompatible with its original design
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as a small rural road, created problems vary-
ing from accident related deaths, road and
property to the creation of unaccept-
able levels of noise and air pollution.

Clearly, the existence of a heavily traveled
commercial route cutting through the recre-
ation area was inconsistent with the purpose
for which the park was created. For this rea-
son, Route 209 was transferred to the Park
Service from the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania so that a partial ban could be imple-
mented on truck traffic not serving local busi-
nesses.

In July 1983, Public Law 98-63 authorized
the closure of Route 209 to commercial truck
traffic except vehicles serving the park or re-
gional businesses and established the existing
fee schedule. The NPS implemented the law
by setting up checkpoints and toll booths to
collect fees from commercial traffic. The au-
thority to collect fees was to expire in 10 years
or when Interstate 287 was completed as an
alternate route. This carefully crafted com-
promise effectively balanced the needs of the
local business community with the mission of
the national recreational area.

The execution of this ban and the free col-
lection policy have been highly successful in
reducing highway deaths and injuries, air and
noise pollution and property damage. This has
been accomplished while protecting local busi-
ness needs. To date, businesses along Route
209 or contiguous to the recreation area have
been able to effectively co-exist with the park
under this management policy. The Park Serv-
ice, in conjunction with the Delaware Water
Gap Citizens Advisory Committee, support the
provisions in H.R. 536 and the extension of
the fee collection .

As a management policy tool, the ban and
fee collection schedule have been effective in
achieving the goals for which they were de-
signed 10 years ago. Even though the reve-
nues which have been generated by the fee
collection operation are decreasing over time,
the process raises adequate moneys to sub-
sidize the collection operation. Historically, any
profits from the commercial fees are addition-
ally applied to the maintenance of Route 209.

Over time the collection process may have
to be phased out due to dwindling revenues
collected from the operation. It is anticipated
that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania will
be able to improve State Route 2001, the
major western north/south route paralleling
Route 209, to an adequate level to accommo-
date the traffic from Route 209 if it must be
closed to commercial traffic. The State envi-
sions that it will take 10 years to upgrade
State Route 2001. Therefore, | strongly rec-
ommend that, at this juncture, the Park mini-
mally continue the current fee collection oper-
ation for another 10 years. For the immediate
future, | believe that the collection of fees
should be continued as an important manage-
ment tool for the Park Service in order to allow
local businesses to use Route 209 while rais-
ing revenues for its maintenance.

r. Speaker, | respectfully request the expe-
ditious approval of this measure due to the
July 30, 1993, expiration date of the current
law.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I,
too, yield back the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
guestion is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 536, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

CHACOAN OUTLIERS PROTECTION
ACT OF 199

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 517) to amend title V of Public
Law 96-550, designating the Chaco Cul-
ture Archeological Protection Sites,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 517

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Chacoan
Outliers Protection Act of 1995".

SEC. 2. CONFORMING AMENDMENT.

Section 501(b) of Public Law 96-550 (16
U.8.C. 4101i(b)) i1s amended by striking “San
Juan Basin;" and inserting in lieu thereof,
“S8an Juan Basin and surrounding areas;".
SEC. 8. ADDITIONS TO CHACO CULTURE ARCHEO-

LOGICAL PROTECTION SITES.

Subsection 502(b) of Public Law 96-550 (16
U.8.C. 410i1-1(b)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(b)(1) Thirty-nine outlying sites as gen-
erally depicted on a map entitled ‘Chaco Cul-
ture Archeological Protection Sites’, num-
bered 310/80,033-B and dated September 1991,
are hereby designated as ‘Chaco Culture Ar-
cheological Protection S8ites’. The thirty-
nine archeological protection sites totaling
approximately 14,372 acres identified as fol-
lows:
ilName:

Great Bend
Greenlee Ruin .....
Grey Hill Spring .
Guadalupe
HAWAY HOUBB ..ooocesosssnasesssnssasnsnss
Haystack
Hogback
Indian Creek ....
Jaquez
Kin Nizhoni .
Lake Valley ..... D P p———
Manuelito-Atsee Nitsaa .....
Manuelito-Kin Hochol
MOrris 41 ...c.cocissinnenesonens
Muddy Water
Navajo Springs ....
Newcomb .:ccovvesene
Peach Springs ......
Plorre’s BIte .......ccccoanmsansmsasnasarnsnss
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Acres
Raton Well 23
BAIMON BUIN vereseeesnonnsessennansrsonseen 5
AT RERTO i ciiseisis i cosanssvasyvessens 61
Banostee 1,565
BOoBIOn B i iicisiensia 10
Skunk Springs/Crumbled House .. 533
BIAnAUBGE ROCK «oosiisscarsissmsmasninasiss 348
Toh-la-kal 10
Twin ANgeles .......c.ccvusersscsssmesavene 40
Upper Kin KMzhin ... 60.

*(2) The map referred to in paragraph (1)
shall be kept on file and available for public
inspection in the appropriate offices of the
National Park Service, the office of the
State Director of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement located in Santa Fe, New Mexico,
the office of the Area Director of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs located in Window Rock,
Arizona, and the offices of the Arizona and
New Mexico State Historic Preservation Of-
ficers.".

SEC. 4. ACQUISITIONS.

Sectlon 504(cX2) of Public Law 96-550 (16
U.8.C. 41011-3(¢c)(2)) 1s amended to read as fol-
lows:

*'(2) The Secretary shall seek to use a com-
bination of land acquisition authority under
this section and cooperative agreements
(pursuant to section 505) to accomplish the
purposes of archeological resource. protec-
tion at those sites described in section 502(b)
that remain in private ownership.".

SEC. 5. ASSISTANCE TO THE NAVAJO NATION.

Section 506 of Public Law 96-550 (16 U.S.C.
41011-5) is amended by adding the following
new subsection at the end thereof:

‘“(f) The Secretary, acting through the Di-
rector of the Natlonal Park Service, shall as-
slst the Navajo Nation in the protection and
management of those Chaco Culture Archeo-
logical Protection Sites located on lands
under the jurisdiction of the Navajo Nation
through a grant, contract, or cooperative
agreement entered into pursuant to the In-
dian Self-Determination and Education Act
(Public Law 93-638), as amended, to assist
the Navajo Natlion in site planning, resource
protection, interpretation, resource manage-
ment actions, and such other purposes as
may be identified in such grant, contract, or
cooperative agreement. This cooperative as-
sistance shall include assistance with the de-
velopment of a Navajo facllity to serve those
who seek to appreciate the Chacoan Outlier
Sites."”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 517, a bill to improve
the management and protection of the
Chaco outliers in the Four Corners re-
gion.

Mr. Speaker, in 1980 Congress recog-
nized the outstanding collection of ar-
cheological sites related to the Anasazi
ruins at Chaco Canyon and established
the Chaco outliers as additional re-
sources worthy of recognition and pro-
tection. Subsequent analysis by the
interagency team overseeing the man-
agement of these sites has led to the
development of this legislation; which
deletes some sites, adds other sites,
and modifies the boundaries at some
existing sites.
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This is a good bill. I particularly
want to note that this legislation pro-
vides for cooperative management of
these sites by the Federal Government,
native Americans, and private property
owners. This is a good model which un-
derscores the point that the Federal
Government does not need to own cul-
tural resources in order to ensure their
protection.

I commend the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] for his long-
standing efforts to complete work on
this bill, and I am pleased that we are
able to move it early in the session. I
urge all my colleagues to support the
bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, first let me congratu-
late the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
HANSEN], for his outstanding bipartisan
work, and, I must say, most productive
work that he has initiated in our sub-
committee. I think it is close to 10 bills
that are moving through the House,
perhaps even more, and I want to
thank the gentleman for his fairness,
his bipartisanship, and his immense
productivity. I hope it continues
throughout this session.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to speak in
strong support of H.R. 517, legislation I
introduced in January to protect out-
lying sites at the Chaco Culture Ar-
chaeological Protection Site in my
congressional district in northwestern
New Mexico.

The entire New Mexico congressional
delegation has spent the better part of
10 years working to pass this legisla-
tion, which would correct several in-
equities resulting from passage of the
last Chaco-related legislation in 1980. I
am pleased that Chairmen HANSEN and
YouNcg and their staffs have recognized
the importance of this legislation by
ensuring its timely consideration in
the House early in this session. I would
like to thank them for their leadership.

The name Chaco Canyon comes from
the Chaco culture, the single most im-
portant prehistoric culture in the
Western United States, which is known
to have lived in the area. The Chaco
culture site in New Mexico contains
spectacular archaeological remains of
the native American past, which have
long been recognized as representing an
archaeological peak in Anasazi Indian
prehistory.

The Resources Committee considered
this bill earlier this year, and did not
make any changes to the bill as intro-
duced. The bill would authorize alter-
ations in the area including the addi-
tion of the Morris 41 site to the list of
what will now be 39 outlying sites, the
addition of clarifying language regard-
ing the role of the National Park Serv-
ice in working fully with the Navajo
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Nation to ensure that the sites are
managed responsibly, and the addition
of new language authorizing the acqui-
sition of lands for the purpose of com-
pleting the inclusion of the new outly-
ing sites.

New Mexico’s senior Senator, PETE
DoOMENICI, has joined me in introducing
identical legislation in the Senate. I
am pleased that Senator DoOMENICI has
secured a subcommittee markup of this
legislation in the Subcommittee on
Parks, Historic Preservation and
Recreation for tomorrow. With the
Senator’s fine leadership, I look for-
ward to the swift consideration and
passage of this legislation in the Sen-
ate as well.

I am confident that the provisions of
H.R. 517 are reflective of the unigue
needs of this culturally significant site.
I welcome the passage of H.R. 517 today
and look forward to its enactment into
law in the very near future.

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

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 517.

The question was taken.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

R —

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable CHRIS-
TOPHER SHAYS, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
March 9, 1995.
Hon., NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, the Capitol, Washington,
DC

DEAR NEWT: This is to formally notify you
pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the
House that my office has received a subpoena
for testimony and documents concerning
constituent casework. The subpoena was is-
sued by the Superior court for the Judicial
District of Fairfield County in the State of
Connecticut.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, I have determined that compliance with
the subpoena is consistent with the privi-
leges and precedents of the House.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,
Member of Congress.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Under the Speaker's an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

TRIBUTE TO LTC MARY LOU
SMULLEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, today |
want to congratulate LTC Mary Lou Smullen
who will retire from the U.S. Army on May 1,
1995, after a distinguished 20-year career of
service to our Nation. | am particularly pleased
to note that a significant portion of that service
relates directly to the Congress.

Lieutenant Colonel Smullen graduated from
Ohio University in Athens, OH, after majoring
in radio and television broadcasting. In April of
1975, following a short foray into the business
sector, she sought and accepted a direct ap-
pointment as a second lieutenant in the Wom-
en's Army Corps.

During her first assignment, then-lieutenant
Smullen immediately established a reputation
for excellence, creativity, and mission accom-
plishment. In a series of high profile positions
at the U.S. Army Signal School and Center at
Fort Gordon, GA, involving public affairs and
protocol she excelled and began polishing
skills that would serve her exceptionally well in
future assignments. Perhaps the highlight of
her tour at Fort Gordon was a weekly tele-
vision show titled “On the Move” that she pro-
duced, wrote, and appeared in, that covered
stories of local interest. This well-received
show was eventually picked up and broadcast
as a public service on one of the local com-
mercial television stations.

Our very best officers actively seek duty
with soldiers and Mary Lou Smullen is no ex-
ception. In the early 1980's, the U.S. Army in
Europe was one of the most challenging
places to serve with soldiers. Tough, realistic
training and competent, confident leaders
maintained the warrior's edge as America's
Army stood ready to defend Western Europe
from the Warsaw Pact.

Effective personnel administration is one of
.the many important, yet unheralded tasks, that
contribute to maintaining trained and ready
forces in the field. We want to be sure that ut-
most care is taken of America’s sons and
daughters. We want to be sure our soldiers
are properly assigned, promoted, schooled, re-
warded, and disciplined. And that is exactly
what then-Captain Smullen did as chief of offi-
cer records for the Fifth U.S. Corps and later
as commander of the 64th Adjutant General
Replacement Detachment, and chief of the
Enlisted Assignment Section for the Fifth
Corps. Well over 21,000 soldiers in over 106
units directly benefited from LTC Smullen's ex-
ceptional efforts. She went on to serve with
distinction as the Assistant Secretary for the
General Staff for Protocol for the Fifth Corps
and found the time somehow, to earn a mas-
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ter's degree in international relations from Troy
State University at its overseas campus

LTC Smullen’s educational background ex-
perience, and demonstrated performance re-
sulted in her next assignment as assistant
public affairs officer for the Armed Forces In-
augural Committee. Once again she set her-
self apart from her peers by exhibiting excep-
tional skill, intelligence, and innovation. The in-
formation briefings, historical, and art pro-
grams she deftly developed established a
standard that is still looked to today.

Each service assigns congressional liaison
officers to offices on the Hill that perform a
particularly important function keeping Con-
gress adequately apprised of myriad programs
so we can make informed decisions regarding
defense authorizations and appropriations.
Few positions within the services have such
direct impact on the services' programs as
these liaison positions. Accordingly, the serv-
ices strive mightily to assign only their best of-
ficers to liaison positions on Capitol Hill. LTC
Smullen was the Army's first female officer as-
signed to such as liaison position on Capitol
Hill. This action testifies to the degree of trust
and confidence senior Army leadership placed
in this superb officer. She did such a fine job

‘for the Army that the Office of the Secretary

of Defense sought her transfer and she went
on to provide liaison between the Secretary of
Defense and Congress in matters relating to
all weapons systems procurements, command
control and communications issues, and
chemical matters.

Few of our serving military officers ever get
the opportunity to work on Capitol Hill as bona
fide members of the congressional staff. Per-
haps the ultimate indicator of LTC Smullen’s
special talents was her selection and assign-
ment as a special assistant to the staff director
on the Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress. This historic effort, pursued only
twice before in the history of our Republic,
was supported by an extremely small staff.
LTC Mary Lou Smullen played a key role in
the joint committee's activities. She coordi-
nated research and background of legislative-
executive relations, chose the best witnesses,
analyzed the correct solutions for the joint
committee to recommend, oversaw prepara-
tion of all outgoing constituent correspondence
signed by members, and prepared all cor-
respondence for the National Archives. All
these tasks were accomplished in an exem-
plary fashion, and many of the committee’s
recommendations are under consideration by
the current Congress for implementation.

Since completing work with the joint commit-
tee, LTC Smullen has been serving as a spe-
cial assistant to the Army’s Chief of Legislative
Liaison and has continued to excel in a posi-
tion with many and varied challenges. Excel-
lence continues as her hallmark.

The role of women in our Armed Forces has
been a topic of much discussion over the past
several years. Throughout our history women
have served America’s Army in many sub-
stantive and diverse roles: Mary Ludwig
McCauley, alias Molly Pitcher, Dr. Mary Ed-
wards Walker, Mary Hallaren, and Mary E.
Clarke have inspired generations of women to
seek an opportunity to serve our Nation. Like
them, Mary Lou Smullen heard the call. In her
own way, LTC Smullen has played an active
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part in effecting important changes within
America's Army. These changes have not oc-
curred quickly. However, they have rooted
deeply within the institution itself. Often have
| heard the Army claim that senior leaders
cannot be hired off the street. They must be
nurtured and grown within the institution. The
very fact that we have senior Army officers
like LTC Smullen actively engaged in sen-
sitive, important, and demanding positions is
ample testament that the Army has indeed
kept pace with the cultural changes that have
occurred in the rest of American society. The
Women’s Army Corps was eliminated shortly
after LTC Smullen graduated from its basic
course. She has been in the vanguard of
change that has permeated America's Army,
setting an example, breaking down long-estab-
lished barriers, and disproving widely held
stereotypes.

On a personal note, | would point out that
LTC Smullen was one of the escort officers for
a Veterans' Affairs Committee trip several
years ago to Corregidor and talks with Filipino
officials regarding the restoration of the memo-
rial to United States troops on the island. She
proved to be an excellent escort officer and
contributed greatly to the success of the trip.

Mary Lou Smullen is a consummate profes-
sional. She has personified those traits of pro-
fessionalism, integrity, and competence that
our Nation has come to expect from its Army
officers. When she was needed, she was
there. She has served our country well and
our heartfelt appreciation and best wishes go
with LTC Smullen as she prepares for the fu-
ture.

e ——

IN OPPOSITION TO VETERANS'
ADMINISTRATION RESCISSIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no designee of the majority lead-
er at this time, under the Speaker’'s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, the
gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. BROWN]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the topic of my discussion will be the
rescission cuts. There have been many
targeted, including children and the el-
derly, but worst of all have been the
veterans, and I rise today in behalf of
the veterans throughout this Nation.

There is a national disgrace in this
country that must be addressed now.
We all know that American men and
women in the prime of their lives will-
ingly go to remote parts of the world
to defend their country. Sometimes
they do not return. Sometimes they re-
turn wounded. Sometimes they return
with wounds that do not surface until
years later. War is never without
human cost, and for this reason we
have a longstanding contract with our
brave warriors that goes something
like this: *“If you will stand in harm'’s
way for me, I will care for you later.”

On February 24, a day of disgrace, the
House Appropriations Committee with
Republican leadership voted to rescind
$206 million in fiscal year 1995 from the
VA appropriations. During the full
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committee markup on March 2, the Re-
publicans voted to support those cuts.

This rescission money was intended
to fund six VA ambulatory care
projects totaling $200 million. It is a
national disgrace that veterans' pro-
grams are a part of this rescission list,
a list that was quickly and
thoughtlessly compiled. These canceled
projects prevent us from expanding our
outpatient service, a national trend in
health care delivery and making our
health care system more efficient and
cost-effective. These canceled projects
are aimed at one of the most deserving
groups in our soclety, veterans after
World War II and the Korean conflict.
These veterans and all veterans should
expect and receive good care. If we can-
not protect them at this time in their
time of need, how can we ask them to
stand in harm'’s way to protect us?

GOP says veterans health is not a prior-
ity—The Republicans’ message is clear: the
health of our Nation's veterans is not a prior-
ity. Clearly, they feel that reducing vital medi-
cal services to needy veterans is an appro-
pﬂalawaytopaytmtaxmtormewMy

All these funds have been carefully consid-
ered.—The Department of Veterans Affairs
has ranked the six targeted ambulatory care
projects as priorities. In fiscal year 1995, the

ent proposed to fund these projects,
all of which have been authorized, as part of
the veterans health care investment fund.

Ambulatory care saves taxpayer dollars.—
The ambulatory care projects are an integral
part of the Department’s plan to move away
from costly inpatient care and provide more
accessible, cost effective and efficient out-
patient care. Ultimately, all of these projects
will save the VA medical system more money.

These projects will provide better care.—
The projects will allow VA to better meet the
workload experienced by the transfer of ex-
pensive inpatient care to a less costly ambula-
tory setting.

These projects will allow VA to deliver man-
aged outpatient care and will greatly improve
VA’s ability to deliver primary care.

These projects will correct serious safety
and space deficiencies in ambulatory care
areas of affiliated referral facilities or in under-
sized leased satellite clinics.

Presently, the clinic space available at these
proposed facilities was designed for workloads
of 50 to 60 percent of current workloads. The
lack of space results in appointment delays
and overcrowding.

Veterans take the hit to pay for taxcuts for
the wealthy.—These cuts are not only “penny-
wise and pound-foolish,” but also wrong.
These cuts are aimed at the most vulnerable
groups in our society—aging World War Il and
Korean conflict veterans and others who have
sacrificed so much for our Nation.

Members will have another chance to get
their priorities straight—Support restoring this
vital funding when this ill-conceived rescission
package is brought to the floor next week. Do
not let our veterans down. They deserve bet-
ter.

Orlando Satellite Outpatient Clinic and Nurs-
ing Home.—The fiscal year 1995 appropriation
is $14 million. This project will allow the VA to
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better provide primary and preventive care
and address long-term care needs in the Or-
lando area. It renovates the Orlando Naval
Training Center hospital for use as a VA sat-
ellite outpatient clinic and nursing home care
unit. It will replace the existing leased under-
sized clinic which was sized to accommodate
less than one-half of the visits currently experi-
enced in Oriando. The project will allow the
VA to provide excellent primary and preventive
care and long-term care in the Orlando area.
Since June 1994, there have been 15,000 vet-
eran patient visits to the Orlando Satellite Out-
patient Clinic—120,000 visits are expected by
the end of 1995.

The existing clinic is in three separate build-
ings approximately one-half mile from each
other and cannot be expanded further in
present location. Unsuccessful efforts have
been made for the past 6 years to obtain ac-
ceptable replacement lease space. Existing
space lacks sufficient examining rooms, wait-
ing areas, and bathrooms with no privacy for
examining women veterans. This project will
aliowlor 120 new beds without new construc-

tion by renovating an existing building.

Gainesville ambulatory care addition.—The
ambulatory care addition will be added to the
main hospital building. Ambulatory surgery fa-
cilities and an outpatient pharmacy will be in-
cluded along with clinic space. The addition
will allow the VA medical center to provide pri-
mary and preventive care in an ambulatory
setting, as well as correct severe space and
functional deficiencies and add much needed
ambulatory care space.

The fiscal year 1995 appropriation is

' $17,812,000. The current ambulatory care fa-

cility was constructed in 1966. Present ambu-

latory care is 35 percent space deficient and

handles over 133,000 visits a year. Services

are spread over several floors making it con-

fusing and physically difficult for many handi-
patients.

e emergency room is a converted hallway
with treatment and support spaces on either
side of the hall. Administrative duties take
place in the hallway along with movement of
patient, supglﬁ staff, and visitor traffic.

Mr. Speaker, I will now yield to my
good friend, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. SANFORD BISHOP].

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, thanks to the men and
women who have served in the Armed
Forces, we Americans live in the freest,
the most bountiful, and the most se-
cure country in the world. All of us
will agree, I am sure, that we owe each
and every one of our veterans a deep
debt of gratitude. On patriotic holidays
we express our thanks in speeches and
parades, and well we should, because
when our veterans signmed up and an-
swered the call with their faithful serv-
ice to our Nation, our Government in
essence issued a promissory note, a
check assuring them certain basic ben-
efits, including education and job
training opportunities, housing assist-
ance, and a health care system that
specifically serves veterans, the veter-

population, when they need it, for
life.
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It will be a tragic day, Mr. Speaker,
if that check is ever returned marked
‘“Insufficient Funds.” In essence, that
is exactly what will be happening if
Congress votes to support the more
than $206 million in VA rescissions the
Appropriations Committee is rec-
ommending, rescissions that will elimi-
nate critically needed high-priority im-
provements in the veterans' health
care system that must sooner or later
be implemented if the system is to
meet its needs in the immediate years
ahead.

These funds are earmarked for six
ambulatory care projects totaling $156
million and medical equipment pur-
chases totaling $50 million. The ambu-
latory care projects are needed to carry
out the projected transfer of many in-
patient-care patients to a more cost-ef-
fective outpatient care. In the long run
it will cost much more money to con-
tinue to hospitalize many thousands of
patients who could be treated on an
outpatient basis. Rescinding this in-
vestment makes no sense from either a
financial standpoint or a medical
standpoint. It will prevent the Veter-
ans’ Administration from moving to
more cost-effective and efficient oper-
ations. This means higher costs for
current services and fewer resources
for meeting future needs.

The VA health care system must ei-
ther move forward or it will inevitably
face decline, and that will be tanta-
mount to breaking our promise.

Mr. Speaker, veterans are already
shouldering their share of the burden
of budget cuts in recent years, and
then some. The Budget Reconciliation
Acts of 1990 and 1993 alone have cut VA
benefits and services by nearly $7 bil-
lion. Additional cuts can be expected in
the VA budget that Congress will con-
sider for the next fiscal year, and now
on top of all this the House Appropria-
tions Committee is proposing that Con-
gress slash VA health care funds al-
ready appropriated and included in the
current budget. Either we keep our
promise to provide a quality health
care system for our veterans or we re-
nege on that promise. This is the fun-
damental issue that we will be debat-
ing when this ill-conceived rescissions
package is brought to the floor next
week.

In addition to the personal sacrifices
that veterans have made in the defense
of our country, we will be asking them
to sacrifice benefits and services that
have been promised and approved.

Mr. Speaker, let us keep our word.
Let us restore these funds. Vote to
build the VA health care system, not
tear it down.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman respond to a ques-
tion?

Mr. BISHOP. Yes, I will, if the gen-
tlewoman will yield further.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman serves on the authoriz-
ing committee, and can he tell me
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whether or not anyone on the authoriz-
ing committee was contacted by any-
one from the administration or anyone
from the Secretary's office pertaining
to these cuts or whether it is politics
the old-fashioned way, a group of good
old boys getting together and making
these decisions?

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentlewoman is aware, we had hearings
in the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
and I think the Secretary appeared and
indicated that he had not been con-
sulted, and I thini that the committee
records would reveal that probably
there were no consultations from the
authorizing committee. This was some-
thing that happened sui sponte. There
was no consultation at all, and I think,
as the gentlewoman alludes to it, this
was the old-fashioned way of doing
things, and apparently that is what we
are faced with.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have one followup question: What
does the gentleman think about the re-
verse Robin Hood procedure, robbing
from the poor to give to the rich?

Mr. BISHOP. I feel that it is a slap in
the face to our Nation's veterans. I feel
that it is certainly a disservice to our
Nation's veterans, and it is tanta-
mount, as I said earlier, to having the
check come back marked ‘‘Insufficient
Funds."

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
does the gentleman think there is a lot
of waste as far as the dollars we spend
on veterans?

Mr. BISHOP. No, no, they are cost-ef-
fective dollars, very cost-effective.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I now yield to my friend, the distin-
guished leader of the Black Caucus and
the leader in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Ohio, Mr.
Louls STOKES.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague, the distinguished
gentlewoman from  Florida, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN, for reserving this hour
to discuss a very important issue, cuts
in programs which serve our Nation’s
veterans. I feel very strongly about the
issue and I am pleased to participate in
this special order.

For a number of years, I have been
privileged to serve on the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee which funds
the Veterans' Administration and its
programs. I am currently the ranking
Democrat on that subcommittee. As it
relates to veterans issues, this impor-
tant panel oversees the $37 billion
budget to provide medical care, com-
pensation and pension payments, edu-
cational training and vocational assist-
ance, and housing assistance for our
Nation's veterans.

As a member of this subcommittee
and as a veteran, I have been proud of
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our legislative efforts to provide and
care for those brave men and women
who have risked their lives in service
to this country. It is for this reason
and in their defense that I rise today.

This Nation has been fortunate to
have been defended by many men who
gave the last full measure of devotion
for this country; namely their lives.
Others were wounded, crippled, and dis-
abled, all in the name of service to
their country. Many who served are
now in the twilight of their lives. This
is why the recent vote by the full Ap-
propriations Committee to drastically
cut $206 million in funding for pro-
grams that serve our Nation’s veterans
is unacceptable and unconscionable.
That these cuts come from funds ear-
marked for medical equipment and am-
bulatory care facilities is an even
greater disservice to this Nation’s vet-
erans.

In hearings last week before the VA/
HUD and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Subcommittee on the fiscal
year 1996 budget, the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs, Jesse Brown, gave mov-
ing testimony about the proposed re-
scissions and the impact on our veter-
ans. He told us that these rescissions
would prevent the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration from providing quality care for
our veterans. He told us that he was
shocked at this unprecedented depar-
ture from providing care for veterans.

I think it important that everyone
understand and know that quality
health care for our veterans has always
been a top priority in previous Con-
gresses. These rescissions supported by
our Republican colleagues are an un-
precedented departure from this long-
standing tradition of supporting this
Nation's veterans.

Furthermore, these actions come at a
time when the Secretary himself ac-
knowledges the unacceptable condi-
tions of many of the Nation's VA hos-
pitals. In fact, the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration currently has an unmet need of
necessary medical equipment exceed-
ing three-gquarters of a billion dollars.
The rescissions bill passed by the Ap-
propriations Committee would increase
that unmet need by at least $50 mil-
lion.

I would ask my colleagues how we
can even consider such reductions
when information we hear daily tells
us of new and emerging medical condi-
tions being experienced by veterans?
At a time when veterans medical cen-
ters and medical teams are recognizing
and attempting to address these prob-
lems, these cuts come from previously
appropriated funds which were to be
used to purchase such types of equip-
ment as CAT scanners, x rays, EKG
machines, and other vital items. Pri-
vate hospitals have access to this
equipment, and can replace and im-
prove their inventory; so should the
medical centers caring for our veter-
ans.
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Mr. Speaker, even more shocking is
the $156 million reduction in construc-
tion projects. These funds are targeted
for ambulatory care facilities. This
represents a crucial aspect of the VA's
medical care agenda at a time when
our aging World War II veterans are re-
quiring more medical assistance. Not
only are they older, but these veterans
require more long-term care. Clearly,
this is not the time to cut back on am-
bulatory care facilities—especially in
States such as Florida which has the
fastest growing and aging veterans
population.

Our Republican counterparts argue
that these rescissions are necessary to
offset the costs of the California earth-
quake and other natural disasters. I
would respond that these cuts will cre-
ate an even greater disaster for thou-
sands of veterans. I would argue fur-
ther that if these actions are intended
to offset the cost of future tax cuts—
including capital gains for middle-class
families and affluent investors—it is
unconscionable. I cannot support legis-
lation which views tax cuts for the
wealthy to be a higher priority than
needed veterans medical equipment
and facilities.

We must stand up for our Nation’s
veterans. These brave men and women
have dutifully served this country. We
owe them the same full measure of de-
votion they gave in protecting this Na-
tion with their lives. I want to thank
my distinguished colleague from Flor-
ida for the opportunity to address this
important issue, and commend her for
the fight she is waging to restore funds
to these veterans projects.
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Many who served are now in the twi-
light of their lives. This is why the re-
cent vote by the full Appropriations
Committee to drastically cut $206 mil-
lion in funding for programs that serve
our Nation's veterans is unacceptable
and unconscionable. But these cuts
come from funds earmarked for medi-
cal equipment and ambulatory care fa-
cilities which is an even greater dis-
service to this Nation’s veterans.

In hearings last week before the VA,
HUD, Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on the fiscal year
1996 budget, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, Jesse Brown, gave moving tes-
timony about the proposed rescissions
and the impact on our veterans. He
told us that these rescissions would
prevent the Veterans' Administration
from providing quality care for our vet-
erans. He told us that he was shocked
at this unprecedented departure from
providing care for our veterans.

I think it is important that everyone
understand and know that quality
health care for our veterans has always
been a top priority in previous Con-
gresses. These rescissions, supported by
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our Republican colleagues, are an un-
precedented departure from this long-
standing tradition of supporting this
Nation's veterans.

Furthermore, these actions come at a
time when the Secretary himself ac-
knowledges the unacceptable condi-
tions of many of the Nation's VA hos-
pitals. In fact, the Veterans' Adminis-
tration currently has an unmet need of
necessary medical equipment exceed-
ing three-quarters of a billion dollars.
The rescissions bill passed by the Ap-
propriations Committee would increase
that unmet need by at least $50 mil-
lion.

I would ask my colleagues, how can
we even consider such reductions when
information we hear daily tells us of
new and emerging medical conditions
being experienced by veterans at a
time when veterans medical centers
and medical teams are recognizing and
attempting to address these problems?

These cuts come from previously ap-
propriated funds which were to be used
to purchase such types of equipment as
CAT scanners, x rays, EKG machines,
and other vital items. Private hospitals
have access to this equipment and can
replace and improve their inventory.
So should the medical centers caring
for our veterans.

Mr. Speaker, even more shocking is
the $156 million reduction in construc-
tion projects. These funds are targeted
for ambulatory care facilities. This
represents a crucial aspect of the VA's
medical care agenda at a time when
our aging World War II veterans are re-
quiring more medical assistance. Not
only are they older but these veterans
now require more long-term care.

Clearly this is not the time to cut
back on ambulatory care facilities, es-
pecially in States such as Florida,
which has the fastest growing and
aging veterans population.

Our Republican counterparts argue
that these rescissions are necessary to
offset the cost of the California earth-
quake and other natural disasters. I
would respond that these cuts will cre-
ate an even greater disaster for thou-
sands of veterans.

I would argue further that if these
actions are intended to offset the cost
of future tax cuts, including capital
gains for middle-class families and in-
fluential investors, it is unconscion-
able.

I cannot support legislation which
views tax cuts for the wealthy to be a
higher priority than needed veterans
medical equipment and facilities. We
must stand up for this Nation's veter-
ans. These brave men and women have
dutifully served this country. We owe
them the same full measure of devo-
tion they gave in protecting this Na-
tion with their lives.

I want to thank my distinguished
colleague for Florida for the oppor-
tunity to address this important issue
and I commend her for the fight she is
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waging to restore funds for these veter-
ans' projects.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. You served
on the Committee on Appropriations.
Can you give us a little insight as to
the process, whether or not—how this
decision to attack the veterans came
about? I know I serve on the authoriz-
ing committee and we were not noti-
fied. I spoke with the administration.
They were not contacted, nor was the
Secretary.

Is this politics the old-time way,
back room, pizza, discovery and deci-
sions made in closed doors?

Mr. STOKES. I would be pleased to
try to respond to the gentlewoman’s
question. I could say to the gentle-
woman that this particular sub-
committee took a greater hit than any
other subcommittee on the Appropria-
tions Committee. The total in rescis-
sions was about $17.3 billion. Of that
amount, the VA, HUD, and Independent
Agencies Subcommittee contributed
about $9.3 billion. That is about 54 per-
cent of the total amount of those cuts.
And of course veterans took a hit of
about $206 million, which was substan-
tial in terms of this.

There was no scientific way of arriv-
ing at these figures. These were the fig-
ures brought in in terms of the Chair-
man’'s mark, and of course the sub-
committee approved that mark. There
is nothing logical, nothing by way of
formula. These were just figures that
were reached up and arrived at.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Not based on
any need factor or—

Mr. STOKES. None that I am aware
of and I participated fully in that
markup and at which time I opposed
these cuts to our veterans programs.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Can you
briefly just tell us about some of the
other cuts? One in particular, in the
area of housing, I have a series of town
meetings, probably more than anyone
else in Congress, and the two areas
that always come up, one is crime and
two, housing, affordable housing. There
is a lot of concern as far as senior citi-
zens. Can you discuss housing and some
of the other cuts briefly?

Mr. STOKES. I would be pleased to
respond to the gentlewoman that the
Department of HUD, Housing and
Urban Development, took about 42 per-
cent of the total rescission cuts out of
that $17.3 billion cut. The actual cuts
from HUD alone were about $7.3 billion.
Programs were hit, such as operating
subsidies, the preservation funds, mod-
ernization funds, the assisted housing
account. Then the lead-based paint pro-
gram, which enables us to be able to
try and repair some of the damage done
to the Nation's youth, particularly in
our inner cities where these young
children are subjected to paint and, as
a result of it, suffer and are impaired
with brain damage, which is often irre-
versible. Along with it, the Community
Development Block Grant Program
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also sustained a large hit in terms of
the cuts, and of course that affects al-
most every local and urban community
around the Nation.

So these are some of the major cuts
that came out, and of course also to-
morrow I am hoping to have an amend-
ment on the floor when the bill comes
up that would restore about $2 billion
of the cuts from VA and also from
these housing programs.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. What about
weatherization? That program, who
benefits from that program and was
that program also targeted for cuts?

Mr. STOKES. I do not believe that
the weatherization program was part of
that program.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. What about
jobs, the summer jobs program?

Mr. STOKES. Summer jobs program
is in the rescission cuts, comes out of
the Labor, Health, Human Services,
and Education Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations. All the summer jobs were
cut. This is going to put an enormous
amount of young people on our streets,
particularly at a time when we are al-
ready encountering a great deal of un-
employment in our inner cities and
where, within the next 2 months, the
mayors of these cities must get ready
to provide these jobs for these young
people during the summer months, and
that is one of the programs that is just
totally unconscionable to see that the
youth of this Nation who depended
upon summer jobs will not be provided
them this summer if these rescissions
prevail here in the House.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Can you ex-
plain for us—some of us, who are not
familiar with the process, tell us a lit-
tle about the rescission? Because it is
my understanding we are talking about
projects that have gone through the
House of Representatives hearings,
gone through the Senate, passed, the
President has signed it into law, so we
are talking about breaking out of a
contract that we have already signed
in many cases?

Mr. STOKES. These are from appro-
priated funds. They were in the fiscal
year 1995 bill and they were funds that
were already appropriated and signed
into law, and of course this is a Con-
gress coming back again rescinding ac-
tion that it had previously taken in the
last Congress where both the House and
the Senate had passed on this legisla-
tion, had sent it to the President for
his signature.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Does this in-
clude the school lunch program?

Mr. STOKES. The school lunch pro-
gram is not in our rescissions. That is
in some other legislation that will be
coming to the floor and it will not be
in the $17.3 billion rescission bill.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Can you ex-
plain to us the difference between a
block grant and a program—you know,
we have had block grants before. In
fact, I think when we had it, President
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Ronald Reagan stopped it because the
money was not going where it was in-
tended.

Can you tell us a little bit about it?
Because I am very supportive of the
present school lunch program that
started in 1946 under President Tru-
man, and the reason why this program
was started was because it was in the
national interest of this country to
take care of our young people and they
couldn’t pass the physical. So that is
why we invested in our young people.

Mr. STOKES. The gentlelady is cer-
tainly correct. One of the problems in
terms of block granting many of these
types of programs is the fact that each
State has different regulations and
standards with reference to these pro-

grams.

Many of them adopt a different type
of program and in the absence of Fed-
eral standards, Federal guidelines, and
Federal guidance to those programs,
you will find a diminution of many of
the programs in many of the States
and you will find varied and different
types of programs and not those which
have been directed under the Federal

aegis.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I have been
in this House for 2 years, which is not
a lot of time, but I spent 10 years in the
Florida House of Representatives. We
passed a lot of bills out of this House,
but I have never seen the process so
broken down. As a Member that has
served in the House, I have always been
proud of the work, the deliberation of
the House. Now I thank God for the
Senate.

Can you tell us or share your experi-
ence with us about the process and how
it has been working over these past
how many days? It is not 100. We
passed one bill to my knowledge.

Mr. STOKES. I think certainly for
those of us who consider ourselves as
legislators and those of us who take
pride in sponsoring legislation and
being able to create programs that help
people, not only our own constituency,
but people throughout the Nation, and
many of us have taken great pride in
the fact that over the years we were
able to not only craft those programs
but able to put the proper amount of
funding into those kinds of programs
and we have seen people benefit from
it.

We have seen those who fall in the
category of being low-income people,
the poor, the disadvantaged, minori-
ties, those who are dependent upon
government, be able to survive in our
society at a time when they needed
help in order to be able to move on to
the next stage of their lives, and to
now see what is happening in terms of
the kind of cuts that are coming.

You earlier mentioned cuts in the
food stamps, nutrition programs, the
WIC, which is the Women, Infants, and
Children Program, to see cuts now
coming in programs such as summer
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jobs and Healthy Start, which is for
mothers and little children, and when
you see the type of rescissions that are
in this bill that is coming out to the
floor tomorrow, as one who is inter-
ested in people and trying to provide
for the people in this country, you
could just deem it totally unconscion-
able that we are doing this to people at
a time in this country when all Ameri-
cans are entitled to be represented by
those who serve in this body in a way
where they show some degree of com-
passion and understanding of our peo-
ple's lives.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. The last
question I must ask you, can you tell
me who was left out of these cuts?

Mr. STOKES. Well, I can tell you
this, that the defense bill was totally
off the board. No cuts came in the de-
fense program. Not a single item was
cut from defense. That was just un-
touchable. And so I can tell you that,
and the other thing I think everybody
needs to understand is that the Presi-
dent’s request in terms of disaster re-
lief was in the amount of $6.7 billion.
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The subcommittee on which I serve
actually cut it down to $5.3 billion. The
difference between $5.3 and the §17.3
billion, which is substantial, some-
where in the neighborhood of $11 bil-
lion, we have to ask ourselves, what
are these cuts for, since the total
amount of the rescission package is
$5.3 billion. So the difference between
$5.3 and $17.3 then is what the Repub-
licans call a savings. Of course, the
savings we all know obviously is going
to go for the tax cut for the rich, so the
Republicans, as usual, are robbing from
the poor to give to the rich.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
so much for his insight, his informa-
tion, and for coming and taking the
time to share with the American peo-
ple what has been going on in the 104th
Congress. i

Mr. STOKES. I thank the gentle-
woman.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Puerto
Rico [Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO].

As he is coming up, I would like to
share with the House this picture. It
says ‘‘Uncle Sam wants you.” It is a
commitment that we made to our vet-
erans: If you will support us, if you will
go and fight for us, we will be there for
you.

I yield to the gentleman from Puerto
Rico.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, that
was a contract that the Congress, back
when these veterans were coming
home, had with our veterans that pre-
served the freedoms that we have. To
me, that contract is just as important,
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if not more important, than the Con-
tract With America.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is really im-
portant. I just returned from Haiti. I
talked to the commander down there.
He talked about the fact that we need
to take care of our men and the mis-
sions will take care of themselves. We
are talking about people who have
committed themselves, have served
this country, and now we are just toss-
ing them out. They are not important.

I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
to me. ,

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speak-
er, last week the House Committee on
Appropriations voted to cut six Veter-
ans’ Administration ambulatory
projects totaling $156 million, and $50
million in medical equipment pur-
chases, which already face an $800 mil-
lion backlog.

One of these projects happens to be
the San Juan Veterans' Administration
Medical Center outpatient clinic addi-
tion, a project designed to address a 15-
year problem of severe overcrowding of
the facility. The area currently used
for ambulatory care in the San Juan
VA Medical Center provides only 40
percent of the space required, accord-
ing to VA standards, and that is cut-
ting it short.

Therefore, temporary measures, such
as converting storage space and cor-
ridors into clinical and office space,
have been the mode of addressing these
chronic space deficiencies for many
years. Currently, some outpatient clin-
ics and medical examinations are being
performed in the hallways and nursing
stations of the facility, and exit cor-
ridors have been converted into addi-
tional waiting areas, potentially com-
promising the health and safety of both
patients and visitors.

The Secretary of Veterans’ Affairs
came down to Puerto Rico. We insisted
he come down and see it for himself. He
did not believe the conditions that he
saw there in the outpatient clinics.

The ambulatory care addition would
allow the medical center to relocate all
outpatient functions into a one-story
addition adjacent to the existing main
hospital. This will correct all our pa-
tient safety, accreditation, functional
and space deficiencies, and adapt space
for handicapped accessibility and for
women veterans.

A parking garage is also scheduled to
be constructed to replace the parking
lot, due to the siting of the ambulatory
care addition. Land at home is very
scarce and very expensive. This is why
a new parking building is being built
instead of buying additional land.

Further, San Juan is the only VA
Medical Center for the entire veteran
population within Puerto Rico and the
U.S. Virgin Islands. Demand for care
has consistently been much higher
than on the mainland. Mr. Speaker, ap-
proximately 35 percent of veterans in
Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands use the VA facilities, compared
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to the 12 percent national average. Let
me explain why.

Because Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands are Territories, they do not
share or do not participate in the Med-
icald Program. What does that mean?
That means that the poor veterans, the
veterans that do not have health insur-
ance, the veterans that cannot afford
to pay a doctor or pay the hospital,
when they go to a private hospital they
cannot afford it, so they have to go to
the public hospital or the Veterans'
Administration facilities.

The public hospitals in Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands are not up to par
with the private hospitals and the pri-
vate facilities, so the veterans would be
getting a second class type of health
treatment, so they insist on going to
the Veterans' Administration. That is
logical and that is to be expected. That
is where they can get the best treat-
ment.

This is why here in the Nation, in the
50 States where they have a Medicaid
Program, the poor veterans do not need
to go necessarily to the VA hospitals.
They can go to private hospitals, to a
private clinic, to a private doctor, and
Medicaid will pay for it, but in Puerto
Rico there is no Medicaid Program, so
their only choice is the Veterans' Ad-
ministration facilities. This is why it is
even more imperative that these facili-
ties be expanded.

After a 15-year struggle by the Puer-
to Rican veterans and the Virgin Is-
lands veterans, Congress has finally ap-
propriated the necessary funding, $34.8
million, to finalize construction of the
vitally needed outpatient clinics of the
San Juan VA Medical Center last year.
The project had been authorized and $4
million had been appropriated for its
design a year earlier.

Puerto Rico's 145,000 veterans, par-
ticularly the sick and the disabled,
celebrated this long-awaited achieve-
ment. Only now, when they were cele-
brating the achievement, waiting for
the contract to be signed, for the con-
struction to start, all of a sudden the
House Committee on Appropriations
decided to take away all of the funds a
few months later.

However, the fact that strikes me the
most is that these proposed cuts will be
particularly devastating to the VA
Medical system, because the targeted
facilities are all ambulatory care fa-
cilities. The rescissions come at a time
when the VA is involved in the effort of
shifting from hospital inpatient care to
outpatient and noninstitutional care
settings, which is in keeping with the
new general trend in providing medical
care throughout the Nation.

The Veterans' Administration has
been called by Congress over and over
again to stop investing so much money
in hospitals and to invest more money
in outpatient clinics. Now, the Veter-
ans' Administration has responded to
the Congress, it is beginning to invest
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in outpatient clinics, and all of a sud-
den Congress takes the money away.
The money spent on outpatient facili-
ties to prevent a veteran from going
into the hospital is a savings for the
Federal Government. It is a savings for
the Nation.

If you do not take care of the patient
while he can still walk, is still ambula-
tory, can live at home, then what hap-
pens is eventually then he has to go
into the hospital, and the medical and
hospital care is much, much more ex-
pensive, so instead of saving money we
are actually spending more money.

In the words of the chairman of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, the
gentleman from Arizona, BOB STUMP, I
will quote from his February 28 letter
to the chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, the gentleman from
Louisiana, BOB LIVINGSTON:

The particular projects selected for rescis-
slon by the subcommittee are, unfortu-
nately, the type of projects that the Veter-
ans Affairs’' Committee has been encouraging
the VA to pursue. It I8 my strong belief,
shared by veterans and their service organi-
zations, that giving greater prlority to am-
bulatory care projects is clearly the right ap-
proach to improve service to veterans.

Mr. STUMP went on to conclude: ‘‘In
striking contrast to the needs the VA
faces, these cuts move the VA in the
wrong direction.”

The Department of Veterans’' Affairs
has consistently ranked the six tar-
geted ambulatory projects as one of its
highest priorities. They are an integral
part of the department's effort to move
away from costly inpatient care and
provide more accessible, cost-effective
and efficient outpatient care.

However, by proposing the rescission
of these six projects, the Republicans
are sending a very clear message: The
health of our Nation's veterans is not a
priority to this Congress.

However, we owe a great debt to our
veterans. A reduction in hard-earned
medical services to deserving veterans
is not the way to pay for a tax cut for
the wealthy. Cutting high-priority vet-
erans’ projects is plain wrong.

I urge my colleagues from both sides
of the aisle, but particularly the Re-
publicans, to set their priorities
straight and support the restoring of
the vital funding when this ill-con-
ceived rescissions package is brought
to the floor next week.

Mr. VOLKMER. Will the gentle-
woman yield, Mr. Speaker?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Would the gentleman
also, as the gentlewoman from Florida,
consider this a breach of the contract
that Congress has with our veterans,
especially our World War II veterans?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. I definitely
do, Mr. Speaker. I don't know if we can
really call this a Contract With Amer-
ica. It looks more like a contract for
the wealthy of America, and it is being
performed on the backs of the poor, the
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children and the elderly and the veter-
ans.

Mr. VOLKMER. This money that
they are taking from these outpatient
clinics, yours, mine, those of the gen-
tlewoman from Florida [Ms. BROWN]
and others, is going to go for tax cuts,
and 75 percent of that money goes to
the wealthy? %

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. The gen-
tleman is right. They quote the theory
that the less taxes the wealthy pay, the
more money there will be, but yet,
they have to make cuts to meet those
tax cuts. They have to cut another
project.

Mr. VOLKMER. I want to give an-
other problem with what I call the
generational gap, Mr. Speaker. If you
review and look at the age of the Mem-
bers of the majority party, many of
them are too young to have served, ba-
sically, in the armed services in time
of war with Uncle Sam's Army, our
Army, our Marines, our Air Force.

As a result, I think this generational
gap has led to the point where they,
perhaps, do not realize the importance
of what those people that fought in
those wars did for us in preserving our
freedoms.

I am afraid that you may see another
part of what I call the generational gap
that is going to occur. I understand
there may be an amendment to restore
these funds when we get into the bill
by someone from the majority side, but
I have been told that the money is
going to come from further rescissions
in the Americorps Program.

In other words, it will do away com-
pletely with Americorps, which is a
program for our youth, in order to help
the veterans. Mr. Speaker, I do not
think that is necessary.

I have an amendment that I will be
offering, if I am given the opportunity,
that does not perform that
generational function and pit one gen-
eration against another, but it does re-
store the money by taking it out of
funds under NAFTA for Mexico to do
wastewater treatment, and also from
NASA, from some of their operational
programs, so it does not perform that
generational problem that I see that
the majority of amendments are going
to do. b

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. There are
some of the programs in NASA, some
of the projects, that have not even been
authorized. I think those are very rea-
sonable projects to take it away from.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Could the
gentleman tell me how long this
project has been on the list, how long
it has been authorized and been going
through the process? I know for 2 years
we have discussed it. 4

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Our project
was authorized in 1993. We got the
funding for the planning and got the
plans to get the construction project
going. Then the authorization came
last year.
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Ms. BROWN of Florida. I remember
in the testimony before our committee,
you discussed the fact that there were
no facilities for women, no waiting
rooms. People were in the hall. It is
just one mess. J

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. That is cor-
rect. Not only that, but when the vet-
erans ask for an appointment, because
of the crowding of the facilities, in-
stead of getting the appointment with-
in a week, they will get the appoint-
ment sometimes 3 months, 4 months, 5
months later. Maybe before they get to
the appointment their condition gets
s0 much worse that they have to be
hospitalized, even before they got to
the appointment.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. That costs
more money, Mr. Speaker.

I would ask the gentleman from
Puerto Rico, what does he think about
this reverse Robin Hood, robbing from
the poor to give to the rich?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. That is
what I call it. I have used that phrase
quite a bit, because Puerto Rico is like
an Apartheid society. We are U.S. citi-
zens, 3,700,000 U.S. citizens, and we are
not treated the same, either economi-
cally or politically. We are still strug-
gling for our equality, at the end of the
20th century.

Definitely, this is also part of that
Apartheid mentality, treating people
differently, and also taking away from
the poor to keep the rich.

In Puerto Rico we have a program
where they have a tax-exemption for
the large corporations. Because those
large corporations are tax-exempt, the
Federal Government tells us there is
no money to give to the U.S. citizens in
Puerto Rico, the same way U.S. citi-
zens are treated in the 50 States of the
Union.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VOLKMER].

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida for
yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I, too, would like to
bring the attention of the House to
what I call the mean-spirited, hard-
hearted manner in which the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and the sub-
committee has refused to restore the
funds that were authorized and appro-
priated to start outpatient clinics at
six outpatient facilities, at six veter-
ans' hospitals throughout this United
States.

One of those is in my district. That
hospital is named on behalf of the
greatest President, in my opinion, that
has ever served this country. It is the
Harry S. Truman Veterans’ Hospital in
Columbia, MO.
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That hospital was built in 1972 in
order to take care of veterans’ medical
problems for not only the central and
rural part of Missouri, since we also
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have hospitals in St. Louis and else-
where, but also for acute care for heart
transplants, et cetera, throughout the
Midwest.

It may be of interest to the Members
to know that the number of veterans,
especially World War II veterans, have
gotten along in years. They have aged
like the rest of us. They are no longer
the 18-, the 19-, the 20-year-old that
fought in the beaches of Omaha and in
the plains of North Africa and in the is-
lands of the Pacific to preserve the
freedoms of this country.

At the time that they were fighting,
when they came home, there was this
commitment that we are going to take
care of your medical needs, because
many of them continued at that time
and to the present time to need that
medical care.

When the Harry S. Truman Hos-
pital—and, by the way, we have to re-
member it was through the work of
Harry Truman, then President, that
terminated the Second World War,
through his actions and what he did,
not only of our fighting men but he as
President. So I think it is very appro-
priate that the hospital be in his name,
and he of course is a veteran of World
War I and a recognized outstanding
veteran of that war.

When that hospital was constructed
in 1972, it was anticipated at that time
that there would be a need for 12,000
patients a year. It may be of interest
to Members to know that in the year
1992, there were 82,000 patients. that
went through that hospital, most of
them outpatients. But they do not
have the facilities, do not have the
room to handle that many outpatients,
and it has continued at that rate since
that time.

It was suggested, and the Veterans
Administration agreed, that we really
should have an outpatient clinic to
take care of outpatients and use the
hospital for the inpatients. Working
with Senator K1p BOND of Missouri, our
senior Senator, we were able to per-
suade the Veterans Administration and
this Congress, along with others, that
this is the way to handle these pa-
tients, these veterans, through an out-
patient clinic, so they did not have to
walt. A

How long do some of my veterans
from my district have to wait? First
let's say you are from Bowling Green
and you served in the Second World
War and whether it was in the Pacific
or European theater makes no dif-
ference, or let’s say it was in Korea,
whether it was at Seoul or wherever in
Korea, or whether it was in Vietnam,
and let's say you live in Bowling
Green, MO. Well, Bowling Green is
about a T75-rnile trip and so you get in
your car and if you are not capable of
driving, you get a neighbor and they
drive you over to Columbia, and it
takes you about an hour and 20 min-
utes, maybe an hour-and-a-half to get
there.
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So you start out, because you want
to be there early because you know
there is going to be a whole line of peo-
ple there. So you start out about 6:30 or
T o’clock in the morning and you drive
to the hospital, and you get to the out-
patient clinic. Lo and behold, you al-
ready have maybe 100 or 150 people al-
ready there, veterans, waiting, because
we have a lot of veterans within that
distance a lot closer. So you sit and
wait, and sometimes, folks, they sit
and wait almost all day just to see a
doctor or a nurse to maybe find out ex-
actly what they need to have, and then
to maybe get a prescription.

Is that right, to tell your veterans—
then they have to get in the car and
drive back home—all day just to go
through an outpatient clinic? That is
what we are presently requiring of vet-
erans that served in a world war.

I wonder how many people would like
to serve this country in the future? I
wonder how many of our young people
would be willing to go serve when they
told them, “We are not going to take
care of you if you get shot up or if you
lose an arm, or if you get a little dis-
ability or a large disability, we are not
going to take care of you; you take
care of yourself.” I don’t think we will
have too many that would like to
serve, anyway, and I think that would
not help us any at all.

I know that we have an obligation,
not only a moral obligation but an ob-
ligation as a country. If we are to have
the respect of the rest of the world, we
should take care of our veterans, and
we are not doing it with this rescission
bill. In fact, you are giving a slap in
the face. You are actually telling your
veterans, “You just go do your own
thing, we are not going to do anything
more for you."

As a result of that, I have an amend-
ment that if I am permitted by the
Committee on Rules, by the chairman
of the committee when we get in the
Committee of the Whole, I am going to
offer to restore those funds, and I am
sure that when that amendment is of-
fered that the majority of the Members
here will recognize the responsibility.

When it comes down to the question,
the question really is, should this
money—we are not saving any money
by doing this. There is no savings,
folks. I think everybody should recog-
nize, we are not putting this money on
the deficit. We are not telling our vet-
erans, ‘“Make a little sacrifice so it can
reduce the deficit and help this country
out.”

No, we are saying, ‘‘Veterans, we
want to take this 100 and some million
dollars and we want to give it away to
people for tax cuts, especially for those
who have over $125,000-a-year income.
We want to help those people, because
they, 1 guess, according to the major-
ity, they are the ones that really need
the help.’”’ The way I read this, the ma-
jority is saying the veterans doh’t need
any help.
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I am just anxiously waiting for the
debate on this bill, because back when
I was talking to the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations about
this, the gentleman from Louisiana,
about this problem, he also made a
statement to me that makes me really
concerned about where this majority is
going as far as our veterans are con-
cerned. I do not remember the exact
words, but the gist of it basically was,
‘‘HAROLD, we have got a bigger prob-
lem. We need to do something about
our veterans hospitals. We need to do
away with the veterans hospitals. We
need to put the veterans on a voucher
plan.”

Those are the words that I got, and
the understanding I got from the gen-
tleman from Louisiana, the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations,
from my conversation with him.

I wonder how many veterans groups
out there know that that is the way
that the majority feels? That the ma-
jority feels that we should close all of
our veterans hospitals, we should not
provide care for our veterans. All we do
is give them a voucher and tell them,
You go find the medical care wherever
you can. That is the way that this is
going with our majority.

I think they have lost sight of what
again this Congress sald to our veter-
ans when they were preserving the
freedoms that we all cherish and that
we all now enjoy.

I feel that everybody in this House
should recognize, and you among the
general public should recognize, that
we are having an onslaught against our
veterans here in this Congress right
now. And as one of those who feels that
it is a wrong thing to do, I want the
Members of this House to know that I
am going to do everything I can to
make sure, along with the gentleman
that is here in the well and the gentle-
woman from Florida, to make sure this
money is replaced, and I know from my
own knowledge that when it gets to the
Senate, they are going to keep it in
there. I know my senior Senator, KIp
BoND, is going to keep it in there be-
cause he is one of those who believes
strongly that we should provide for our
veterans.

I know that all we have to do is win
this battle here and we have won the
battle. In the first place, though, it
should have never been necessary.
They should not even have thought of
doing this.

For that reason, I say this was one of
the most mean-spirited, hard-hearted
things that the Members of Congress
do, to actually give a slap in the face
to a person who was willing to give his
life for this country, in battle, and yet
to slap him in the face and say, You go
about your way, we don’t care whether
you get medical care or not.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield, before we close, can
the gentleman repeat his exact words?
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Mr. VOLKMER. I don't know if I can
say the exact words, but to me it is
strictly a slap in the face to veterans.
And these are the people, as depicted in
these pictures and elsewhere, that with
bullets flying around them were willing
to give their life, and some of them
gave their limbs, some of them gave
their ability to even function so that
we could stand here and speak today.

Yet the majority is saying, ‘“Too bad.
We don't care about you. We are going
to give you a good slap in the face and
tell you, you go take care of yourself.”
They are telling my veterans that were
willing to sacrifice their life for the
good of this country, willing to do
that, they are telling them it is all
right for them to have to spend 8, 10, 12
hours a day just to see a doctor, and
that the majority says they do not de-
serve good medical care.

1 say the opposite. I say that our vet-
erans, that is a priority. They need to
have the medical care that not only we
should give them but that we promised

them.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I thank the
gentleman from Missouri.

I yield to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. CLYBURN].

Mr. CLYBURN. I thank the gentle-
woman from Florida for allowing me to
participate in this special order. I am
pleased to serve with the gentlewoman
on the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
and I know of the gentlewoman's great
commitment to the veterans of our Na-
tion. And also to join with our friend
from Missouri who too has displayed
time and time again his concern for
our veterans.

Mr. Speaker, I join the gentlewoman
from Florida in her opposition to our
Republican colleagues’ plans to rescind
funding for veterans programs. Our Re-
publican colleagues have already dis-
played their callousness by proposing
legislation that would harm our Na-
tion’s youth. Now they are going after
our Nation's veterans, the men and
women who have committed their lives
to the defense of our country.

This so-called Contract With Amer-
ica has quickly revealed itself as a con-
tract on Americans. The people who
seem to be in the line of fire are the
young and the helpless.

Is this how we want to honor our vet-
erans, by rescinding $206.1 million in
fiscal year 1995 VA appropriations? Is
this how we are going to care for our
aging veterans, by rescinding money
intended to fund 6 ambulatory health
care projects totaling $156 million, and
$50 million in medical equipment pur-
chases?

Mr. Spealer, these facilities are not
Government frills. This medical equip-
ment, these are not Government frills.
They all represent an alternative to
costly inpatient care -by providing
more accessible, cost-effective and effi-
cient outpatient care.

Mr. Speaker, when this rescission bill
comes to the floor, I am going to join
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the gentleman from Missouri and the
gentlewoman from Florida in opposing
the bill and I will urge all my col-
leagues to vote against what has got to
be one of the most ill-conceived pieces
of legislation to be proposed by the Re-
publican-controlled Congress thus far.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I just want to ask
the gentleman one guick question.

In my opinion, this is old politics, be-
cause the committee did not discuss at
all with the authorizers, did not talk
with the Secretary, did not talk to the
administration. It was just a group of
good old boys from the bad old days
getting together against the veterans.
Would the gentleman agree?

Mr. CLYBURN. Absolutely. I think
that most of our friends who have been
looking at the Congress operate thus
far have been surprised to wake up in
the morning and all of a sudden see
headlines indicating that such and
such is about to happen.
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We have always tended to take these
kinds of decisions through a process of
hearings; people would come before the
committee to talk about the pros and
the cons of all of these kinds of ac-
tions. But that is not what is happen-
ing here, not in this instance and in
other instances as well. There are just
two or three people, or whatever num-
ber, who have gotten together and de-
cided what they need to do in order to
make it work.

As our friend from Missouri said ear-
lier, if this were being done in order to
do something about the deficit, I am
convinced that the veterans in my con-
gressional district and the veterans all
across America would be lining up to
do their fair share, because they too
want to see us take this deficit down
even further. But that is not what is
being done here. We are going through
a process of deciding how much money
can be moved to put over in a big pot
that the friends and supporters of our
Republican colleagues can dip into in
order to see a tax break for themselves.

So that is what is happening here as
a result of that. I hope that the Amer-
ican people will wake up and get in
touch with their Congress people before
we do our veterans what I consider to
be irreparable harm.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. So we have
here today coming up this afternoon
and tomorrow reverse Robin Hood, rob-
bing from the poor to give to the rich.

Mr. CLYBURN. That is exactly what
we have got and I think it is being kind
to call it that.

‘Ms. BROWN of Florida. I would also
add that the Contract With America
has turned out to be a contract on
America.

Mr. CLYBURN. I think it is on Amer-
icans.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. On Ameri-
cans. And this poster is a real example.
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If you look at it this is a baby, and of
course it does not vote. This is one of
the targets of the Republican group.
And who is the target now that they
have added the veterans and elderly?

Everybody needs to take a close look
because I think their pink slip is in the
mail, too. If they are not careful they
are next on the Republicans’ hit list.

Mr. CLYBURN. I agree with the gen-
tlewoman, and I think it is time for me
to yield back so she may close this spe-
clal order. I thank the gentlewoman so
much for allowing me to be a part of
this special order.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Florida has expired.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I want to
thank my colleagues very much for
coming and sharing with the American
people the plight we are in here fight-
ing for our veterans and for other
groups that are not here in the House,
represented here and given an oppor-
tunity to vote.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, as the
ranking member of the Committee on Veter-
ans Affairs, | rise to urge all my colleagues to
support an amendment to the rescission bill
reported last Thursday by the Appropriations
Committee. The amendment is modest in
scope but vital to VA health care. It would re-
store the $206 million for veterans programs
which the Committee on Appropriations pro-
poses to rescind.

These rescissions don't make good sense.
These funds were appropriated by Congress
only a few months ago, primarily to help meet
a critical need to improve veterans' access to
outpatient care. The six VA projects which the
committee now proposes to cancel would
serve areas where more than 1.2 million veter-
ans reside.

The budget for construction of veterans
medical facilities has been pretty lean for the
past 5 or 6 years. As a result, the VA says it
now has almost 60 projects to improve out-
patient services waiting to be funded. The VA
could award construction contracts on these
six projects in the next several months. We
shouldn't put these projects off 1 day.

These are projects that can make VA health
care delivery more cost-effective. This rescis-
sion bill would slam the door on veterans
across this country. In some parts of the coun-
try, the VA doesn't have health facilities that
meet veterans needs. In other places, the clin-
ics are just too small. At one clinic, space is
so tight that doctors are forced to perform eye
examinations in the hallways. Veterans de-
serve better than this.

An increasing number of veterans are
women; over 1.2 million. Many VA outpatient
clinics still lack privacy for women veterans. In
the face of such conditions, the rescission bill
is a giant step backward.

Likewise, cutting funds for replacement
equipment—as proposed by the rescission
measure—forces VA to choose between ob-
taining a needed service at increased cost
through contracting or continuing to use ineffi-
cient or even obsolete equipment. The VA’'s
medical equipment backlog is more than $800
million. We must assure that VA care is care
of high quality. Cutting back on VA funds to

replace old equipment is putting out veterans
at risk.

| want to commend all of the Members who
are working hard to restore these funds—the
gentlewomen from Florida, Ms. BROwWN and
Mrs. THURMAN, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr.
ScoTT, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO and the other
Members who are gathered here tonight. They
are all doing a good job looking out for our
Nation's veterans.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 5 p.m.
today.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 18 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 5 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. SHAYS] at 5 p.m.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I,
the pending business is the question of
the Speaker’'s approval of the Journal.

The Journal was approved.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has been concluded on all motions to
suspend the rules.

Pursuant to clause 5, rule I, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today in the order in which those
motions were entertained. Votes will
be taken in the following order: H.R.
531, as amended; H.R. 694, as amended;
H.R. 562, as amended; H.R. 536, as
amended; and H.R. 517, all by the yeas
and nays.

The Chair alerts Members of the
House that the Chair will reduce to 5
minutes the time for any electronic
vote after the first such vote in this se-
ries.

R —

DESIGNATING THE GREAT WEST-
ERN SCENIC TRAIL AS A STUDY
TRAIL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 531.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
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pass the bill, H.R. 531, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 400, nays 15,
not voting 19, as follows:

Abercrombie

Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacel
Ballenger
Barcla

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Betlenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonlor
Bono

Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)

Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cremeans
Cunningham
Danner

[Roll No. 230]
YEAS—400

Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Drefer
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Enslgn
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fawell

Fazlo
Flelds (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutlerrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Helneman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilltard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler

Houghton
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis

Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich

Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewls (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBtondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsul
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mcinnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meteall
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinart
Mollohan



Montgomery Richardson Tate
Tauzin

Moran Rivers Taylor (NC)
Morella Roberts Tejeda
Murtha Rohrabacher Thomas
Myers Ros-Lehtinen Thompson

Rose Thornberry
Nadler Roth Thornton
Neal ema Torkildsen
Nethercutt Roybal-Allard Torres
Neumann Royce Torricelll
Ney Rush Towns
Norwood Sabo Traficant
Nussle Salmon Tucker
Oberstar Sanders Upton
Obey Banford Velazquez
Olver Sawyer Vento
Ortiz Saxton Visclosky
Orton Schaefer Volkmer
Owens Schroeder Vucanovich
Oxley Schumer Waldholtz
Packard Scott Walker
Pallone Seastrand Walsh
Parker Serrano Wamp
Pastor Shadegg Ward
Paxon Shaw Waters
Payne (NJ) Shays Watt (NC)
Payne (VA) Shuster Watts (OK)
Pelost Sisisky ‘Waxman
Peterson (FL) Skaggs Weldon (FL)
Peterson (MN) Skeen Weldon (PA)
Petrl Skelton Weller
Pickett Slaughter White
Pombo Smith (NJ) Whitfleld
Pomeroy Smith (TX) Wicker
Porter Smith (WA) Williams
Portman Solomon Wilson
Poshard Souder Wise
Pryce Spence Woolsey
Quillen Spratt Wyden
Quinn Stark Wynn
Radanovich Stenholm Yates
Rahall Btokes Young (AK)
Ramstad Studds Young (FL)
Rangel Stump Zeliff
Reed Stupak Zimmer
Regula Talent
Reynolds Tanner

NAYS—15
Brownbach Gansk Sensenbrenner
Christensen Johnson, S8am Stearns
Coble Manzullo Stockman
Cooley Roemer Taylor (MS)
Crane Scarborough Tiahrt
NOT VOTING—19
Becerra Farr Rogers
Bltley Fields (LA) Schiff
Coburn Gallegly Smith (MI)
Collins (MI) Hall (OH) Thurman
Cubin Hunter Wolf
de la Garza Lantos
Dooley Mfume
0 1724
Messrs. BROWNBACK, COOLEY,

SENSENBRENNER, TIAHRT,

CHRISTENSEN, COBLE, and STOCK-
MAN changed their vote from “yea’ to
“nay."

Mr. THOMPSON changed his vote
from “nay’’ to “‘yea.”

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS
AND MISCELLANEOUS PARK
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill H.R. 694, as amended.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 694, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 5
of rule I, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period within which a vote by elec-
tronic device may be taken on each ad-
ditional motion to suspend the rules on
which the Chair has postponed further
proceedings.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 337, nays 83,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 231]
YEAS—337

Abercrombie DeFazio Hinchey
Ackerman DeLauro Hobson
Allard DeLay Hoekstra
Andrews Dellums Hoke
Armey Deutsch Holden
Bachus Diaz-Balart Horn
Baesler Dickey Houghton
Baker (CA) Dicks Hoyer
Baker (LA) Dingell Hunter
Baldacel Dixon Hutchinson
Ballenger Doggett Hyde
Barcia Doolittle Istook
Barr Jackson-Lee
Bartlett Doyle Jacobs
Bass Dunn Jefferson
Bateman Durbin Johnson (CT)
Beilenson Edwards Johnson (8D)
Bentsen Ehlers Johnson, E. B
Bereuter Ehrlich Johnston
Berman Emerson Kanjorski
Bevill Engel Kaptar
Bilbray English Kasich
Bilirakis Ensign Kelly
Bishop Eshoo Kennedy (MA)
Blute Evans Kennedy (RI)
Boehlert Fattah Kennelly
Boehner Fawell Kildee
Bonilla Fazio Kim
Bonlor Fields (LA) King
Bono Flelds (TX) Kleczka
Borski Fllner Klink
Boucher Flake Knollenberg
Brewster Flanagan Kolbe
Browder Foglietta LaFalce
Brown (CA) Forbes Largent
Brown (FL) Ford Latham
Brown (OH) Fowler LaTourette
Bryant (TX) Fox Lazio
Bunn Frank (MA) Leach
Bunning Franks (CT) Levin
Burr Franks (NJ) Lewis (CA)
Buyer Frelinghuysen Lewis (GA)
Calvert Frisa Lightfoot
Canady Frost Lincoln
Cardin Furse Linder
Castle Gejdenson Lipinski
Chabot Gephardt Livingston
Chapman Gibbons LoBlondo
Chenoweth Gllchrest Lofgren
Chrysler Gillmor Lowey
Clay Gilman Lucas
Clayton Gonzalez Luther
Clement Gordon Maloney
Clinger Goss Manton
Clyburn Green Markey
Coleman Greenwood Martinez
Collins (IL) Gunderson Martini
Condit Gutlerrez Mascara
Conyers Hamilton Matsui
Costello Hansen McCarthy
Cox Harman McCollum
Coyne Hastings (FL) McCrery
Cramer Hastings (WA) McDade
Crapo Hayes McDermott
Cremeans Hayworth McHale
Cunningham Hefley Mclnnis
Danner Hefner McIntosh
Davis Herger McKeon
Deal Hilllard McKinney
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McNulty Quillen Stokes
Meehan Quinn Studds
Meek Radanovich Stupak
Menendez Rahall Talent
Meyers Rangel Tanner
Mfume Reed Tauzin
Mica Tejeda
Miller (CA) Reynolds Thomas
Miller (FL) Richardson Thompson
Mineta Riggs Thornton
Minge Rivers Torkildsen
Mink Roberts Torres
Moakley Roemer Torricelll
Molinari Ros-Lehtinen Towns
Mollohan Traficant
Moorhead Roukema Tucker
Moran Roybal-Allard Velazquez
Morella Rush Vento
Murtha Babo Visclosky
Myers Salmon Volkmer
Myrick Sanders Vucanovich
Nadler Sawyer Waldholtz
Neal Saxton Walsh
Nethercutt Schiff Ward
Neumann Schroeder Waters
Oberstar Schumer Watt (NC)
Obey Scott Waxman
Olver Seastrand Weldon (PA)
Ortiz Serrano Weller
Orton Shadegg White
Owens Shaw Wicker
Oxley Shays Willlams
Packard Shuster Wilson
Pallone Skaggs Wise
Pastor Skeen Wolf
Payne (NJ) Skelton Woolsey
Payne (VA) Slaughter Wyden
Pelost Smith (NJ) Wynn
Peterson (FL) Smith (TX) Yates
Pombo Smith (WA) Young (AK)
Pomeroy Spence Young (FL)
Porter Spratt Zelift
Portman Stark
Pryce Stenholm
NAYS—83
Archer Gutknecht Poshard
Barrett (NE) Hall (TX) Ramstad
Barrett (WI) Hancock Rohrabacher
Barton Hastert Roth
Brownback Heineman Royce
Bryant (TN) Hilleary Sanford
Burton Hostettler Scarborough
Callahan Inglis Schaefer
Camp Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner
Chambliss Jones Sisisky
Christensen Kingston Solomon
Coble Klug Souder
Collins (GA) LaHood Stearns
Combest Laughlin Stockman
Cooley Lewis (KY) Stump
Crane Longley Tate
Dreler Manzullo Taylor (MS)
Duncan McHugh Taylor (NC)
Everett Metcalfl Thornberry
Ewlng Montgomery Tiahrt
Foley Ney Upton
Funderburk Norwood Walker
Ganske Nussle Wamp
Gekas Parker Watts (OK)
Geren Paxon Weldon (FL)
Goodlatte Peterson (MN) Whitfleld
Goodling Petrl Zimmer
Graham Pickett
NOT VOTING—14
Becerra de la Garza Lantos
Bliley Dooley Rogers
Coburn Farr Smith (MI)
Collins (MI) Gallegly Thurman
Cubin Hall (OH)
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Messrs. DUNCAN, LONGLEY,
INGLIS of South Carolina, KLUG,
EWING, BRYANT of [Tennessee,

HILLEARY, TAYLOR of North Caro-
lina, WHITFIELD, NEY, and TATE
changed their vote from ‘'yea' to
"nay.‘l

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

WALNUT CANYON NATIONAL
MONUMENT BOUNDARY MODI-
FICATION ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 562, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 562, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 371, nays 49,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 232]
YEAS3T

Abercrombie Collins (IL) Furse
Ackerman Combest Gejdenson
Allard Condit Gephardt
Andrews Conyers Geren
Archer Costello Gibbons
Armey Cox Glichrest
Bachus Coyne Gillmor
Baesler Cramer Gllman
Baker (CA) Crapo Gonzalez
Baker (LA) Cremeans Goodlatte
Baldacct Cunningham Goodling
Barcla Danner Gordon
Barr Davis Goss
Barrett (NE) de la Garza Green
Barrett (WI) Greenwood
Barton DeFazlo Gunderson
Bass DeLauro Gutlerrez
Bateman DeLay Gutknecht
Bellenson Dellums Hamilton
Bentsen Deutsch Hansen
Bereuter Diaz-Balart Harman
Berman Dickey Hastings (FL)
Bevill Dicks Hastings (WA)
Bilbray Dingell Hayes
Bllirakis Dixon Hayworth
Bishop Doggett Hefley
Blute Doolittle Hefner
Boehlert Doyle Herger
Boehner Drejer Hilleary
Bonilla Duncan Hilltard
Bonior Dunn Hinchey
Bono Durbin Hobson
Borsk! Edwards Hoke
Boucher Ehlers Holden
Brewster Ehrlich Horn
Browder Emerson Hostettler
Brown (CA) Engel Houghton
Brown (FL) English Hoyer
Brown (OH) Ensign Hutchinson
Bryant (TN) Eshoo Hyde
Bryant (TX) Evans Istook
Bunn Fattah Jackson-Lee
Bunning Fawell Jacobs
Buyer Fazlo Jefferson
Callahan Fields (LA) Johnson (CT)
Calvert Fields (TX) Johnson (SD)
Camp Filner Johnson, E.B.
Canady Flake Johnston
Cardin Flanagan Jones
Castle Foglietta Kanjorski
Chabot Forbes Kaptur
Chambliss Ford Kasich
Chapman Fowler Kelly
Chenoweth Fox Kennedy (MA)
Chrysler Frank (MA) Kennedy (RI)
Clay Franks (CT) Kennelly
Clayton Franks (NJ) Kildee
Clement Frelinghuysen Kim
Clinger Frisa King
Clyburn Frost Kingston
Coleman Funderburk Kleczka

Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (GA)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBlondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez

Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler

Ballenger
Bartlett
Brownback
Burr
Burton
Christensen
Coble
Collins (GA)
Cooley
Crane
Dornan
Everstt
Ewing
Foley
Ganske
Gekas
Graham

Becerra
Bllley
Coburn
Collins (MI)
Cubin

Mr. LIVINGSTON changed his vote
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Neal Skeen
Nethercutt Skelton
Neumann Slaughter
Ney Smith (MI)
Norwood S8mith (NJ)
Oberstar Smith (TX)
Obey Smith (WA)
Olver Souder
Ortiz Spence
Orton Spratt
Owens Stark
Oxley Stenholm
Packard Btokes
Pallone Studds
Pastor Stump
Paxon Stupak
Payne (NJ) Talent
Payne (VA) Tate
Pelosi Tauzin
Peterson (FL) Taylor (NC)
Peterson (MN) Tejeda
Plckett Thomas
Pombo Thompson
Pomeroy Thornberry
Porter Thornton
Portman Torklldsen
Poshard Torres
Pryce Torricelll
Quillen Towns
Quinn Traflcant
Radanovich Tucker
Rahall Upton
Rangel Velazquez
Reed Vento
Regula Visclosky
Richardson Volkmer
Riggs Waldholtz
Rivers Walsh
Roberts Wamp
Roemer Ward
Rogers Waters
Ros-Lehtinen Watt (NC)
Rose Watts (OK)
Roukema Waxman
Roybal-Allard Weldon (FL)
Rush Weldon (PA)
Sabo Weller
Salmon White
Sanders Whitfleld
Sawyer Wicker
Saxton Willlams
Schiff Wilson
Schroeder Wise
Schumer Wolf
Scott Woolsey
Seastrand Wyden
Serrano Wynn
Shadegg Yates
Shaw Young (AK)
Shays Young (FL)
Shuster Zeliff
Sisisky Zimmer
Skaggs
NAYS—49
Hall (TX) Ramstad
Hancock Rohrabacher
Hastert Roth
Helneman Royce
Hoekstra Sanford
Hunter Scarborough
Inglis Schaefer
Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner
Klug Solomon
LaHood Stearns
Largent Stockman
Lewis (KY) Tanner
Manzullo Taylor (MS)
McHugh Tiahrt
Nussle Walker
Parker
Petri
NOT VOTING—14
Dooley Molinari
Farr Reynolds
Gallegly Thurman
Hall (OH) Vucanovich
Lantos
0O 1744

from “nay’’ to “yea."”
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Mr. GRAHAM changed his vote from
(Gyean tO unay.u

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0 1745

COMMERCIAL VEHICLES IN THE
DELAWARE WATER GAP NA-
TIONAL RECREATION AREA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 536, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 536, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is, hopefully, a 5-minute vote.
Members are advised there is one more
vote to follow this vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 22,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 233]
YEAS—401

Abercrombie Camp Ehlers
Ackerman Canady Enhrlich
Allard Cardin Emerson
Andrews Castle Engel
Archer Chabot English
Armey Chambliss Ensign
Bachus Chapman Eshoo
Baesler Chenoweth Evans
Baker (CA) Chrysler Fattah
Baker (LA) Clay Fawell
Baldaccl Clayton Fazlo
Ballenger Clement Fields (LA)
Barcia Clinger Flelds (TX)
Barr Clyburn Fllner
Barrett (NE) Coleman Flake
Barrett (WI) Collins (IL) Flanagan
Bartlett Combest Foglietta
Barton Condit Foley
Bass Conyers Forbes
Bateman Costello Ford
Bellenson Fowler
Bentsen Coyne Fox
Bereuter Cramer Frank (MA)
Berman Crane Franks (CT)
Bevill Crapo Franks (NJ)
Bilbray Cremeans Frelinghoysen
Bilirakis Cunningham Frisa
Bishop Danner Frost
Blute Davis Funderburk
Boehlert de 1a Garza Furse
Boehner Deal Ganske
Bonilla DeFazio Gejdenson
Bonior DeLauro Gekas
Bono DeLay Gephardt
Borskl Dellums Geren
Boucher Deutsch Gibbons
Brewster Diaz-Balart Gllchrest
Browder Dickey Gillmor
Brown (CA) Dicks Gllman
Brown (FL) Dingell Gonzalez
Brown (OH) Dixon Goodlatte
Brownback Doggett Goodling
Bryant (TN) Doolittle Gordon
Bryant (TX) Dornan Goss
Bunn Doyle Graham
Bunning Dreler Green
Burr Duncan Greenwood
Burton Dunn Gunderson
Buyer Durbln Gutlerrez
Calvert Edwards Gutknecht



7812 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE March 14, 1995

Hamil McDermott Sanford NOT VOTING—11 Frost Lofgren Roukema
M:: T McHale Sawyer Funderburk Longley Roybal-Allard
Harman McHugh Saxton Becerra Cubin Hall (OH) Furse Lowey Royce
Hastert Melnnis Schaefer g;::{n ?:2:“ mn Ganske Lucas Rush
Hastings (FL) MecIntosh Schiff Collins (MI) Gallegly Gejdenson Luther Bmon
Hastings (WA) McKeon Schroeder Gekas Manton Salm
Manzull Sanders
Hayes MeKinney g::ner O 1756 gmephuﬂn t mkgyo Sanford
Hayworth MeNulty
Hefley Meehan Semm:m So (two-thirds having voted in favor g{?mn mlﬁmluesm ??m"“‘
il s Serrano | thereof) the rules were suspended and Jichre: S
:;mr Metcalf Shadegg the bill, as amended, was passed. Gilman Matsul Schiff
Hilleary Meyers Shaw The result of the vote was announced Gonzalez MeCarthy mm"“m"
Hilllard Mfume m as above recorded. Goud.latt.e aeﬂollum ookt
Hinchey R ) Stsisky The title of the bill was amended so Sooding i Seastrand
Do e Skaggs as to read: ““A bill to prohibit the use go.q Mokiche Sensenbrenner
Hoke Mineta Skeen of Highway 209 within the Delaware Graham McHugh ss“m'“"
Holden Minge gfd;%:“ Gap National Recreation Area by cer- gmn o :ﬁm Shaw
Horn Miak Smith (MI tain commercial vehicles, and for other Oreenw Shays
Hostettler Moakle, ) ot Gunderson McKeon Shuster
A Molinari Smith (NJ) purposes, Gutt McKinney Stutery
Hoyer Mollohan o A motion to reconsider was laid on Gutknecht MeNulty Skists
Hutchinson Montgomery Salaman the table. Hall (TX) Meehan Skeen
Hyde Moorhead Souder Hamilton Meek Skelton
Inglia Moran Spence Hansen :anaudu Slaughter
Istook Morella Harhian eteall Smith (MD)
Jackson-Lee  Murtha o CHACOAN OUTLIERS PROTECTION  Haster by Meves Sonith (N
Jacobs Myers ACT OF 1995 tings ( fume Smith (TX)
Jefferson Nadler g::nkgsmm Hastings (WA)  Mica Smith (WA)
Johnson (CT) Neal Studds The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Hayes Miller (CA) Solomon
Johnson (SD) Nethercutt Stupak pending business is the question of sus- Hayworth :ﬂll::a (FL) govudsr
e e Talent pending the rules and passing the bill, Hefley e oty
Tanner
Jones Norwood H.R. 517. Heineman Mink Stark
Kanjorskl Nussle %;;ln The Clerk read the title of the bill. Herger Moakley Stearns
Kaptur Oberstar Taylor (MS) The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Hilleary :oi:n;:ln ggcn;;m
e ot o question is on the motion offered by Hilliard s
Kennedy (MA)  Ortiz Thomas the gentlemen from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] o0 Mm“h‘”’m’ Studds
Kennedy (RI) Orton Thompson that the House suspend the rules and Hoekstra Moran swpa:
g st Thornberry pass the bill, H.R. 517, on which the Hoke eonelia Talen
Xim Packard Ui yeas and DATS a%p ordered. i i g
King Pallone Torkildsen This is a 5-minute vote. Hostettler Myrick Tauzin
Kingston Parker Torres The vote was taken by electronic de- Houghton Nadler m}g: ::}ig)l
g:fﬁk“ ;m‘;m o g’fwﬂn‘:m vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays T, g::gr g:themutt L
Klug Payne (VA) Traficant not voting 18, as follows: Hyde Ne’““m Thomas
Knollenberg Pelost Tucker [Roll No. 234] Inglls Norwood Thompson
LaFalcn Peterson M) Velasaues YEAS—409 Dok - | M L e
LaHood Petrl Vento Abercromble Bryant (TX) DeLay Jacobs Obey Tm;r;.m
Latham Pombo Visclosky .\::llgr;mm guuinl gll&: Jatfarson Olver g:rels n
LaTourette Pomeroy Volkmer A ning u Johnson (CT) Ortiz ;
Laughlin Porter Vucanovich Andrews Burr Diaz-Balart Johnson :SDJ Orton ’?grrleelli
Lazio Portman Waldholtz Archer Burton Dicks Johnson, E. B. Owens Tr:ﬂm "
Leach Poshard Walker Armey Buyer Dingell Johnson, Sam Oxley kcan
Levin Pryce Walsh Bachus g:llla.lmn I.”tx::m"t Johuaton Packard Eup:o :r
uillen Wamp Baesler vert Dogge
i :gi; &m Ward Baker (CA) Camp Doolittle mnm o Velazquez
Lightfoot Radanovich Waters Baker (LA) Canady Dornan Kaptur Dastar ‘ento
Lincoln Rahall Watt (NC) Baldaccl Cardin Doyle Eacths i Vl.slcé;aty
Linder Ramstad Watts (OK) Ballenger Castle Dreter Kelly Payne (NJ) Vol er
s e Weldon (FLy  Bam Crambiss g Kennedy MA)  Payne(VA)  waidnos
Livingston Reed eldon RI Pelost
LoBlondo Regula Weldon (PA) Barrett (NE) Chapman Durbin g::g:ﬁ;‘ ) e (b Yl
Lofgren Reynolds Weller Barrett (WI) Chenoweth Edwards Kildee Peterson (MN) Walsh
Longley Richardson White Bartlett Christensen Ehlers Kim Petrl gmn
Lowey Riggs Whitfleld Barton Chrysler Ehrlich e i
Lucas Rivers Wicker Bass g}ﬂ' grne:;aon Kingston Fosiibe g:t:;fgé}
Willlams Bateman ayton nge |
;ﬁ?ﬂ;’;y ﬁ:ﬁ,’:ﬁ Wilson Bellenson Clement English gﬁﬁh Pomeroy Wammn‘
Manton Rogers Wise Bentsen Clinger Ensign K Porter Weldon tP )
Manzullo Rohrabacher Wolf Bereuter Clyburn Eshoo = ’-‘311 Portman Weldon (PA)
Markey Ros-Lehtinen Woolsey Berman Coleman Evans K“;’be“be“ﬂ' P] mce d Weller
Martinez Rose Wyden Bevill Collins (GA) Everett L:Fal lelen White
Martint Roth Wynn Bilbray Collins (IL) ;attailla s (:;- oy g}g}t;i;:ld
ASCArA = Yates Bilirakis Combest awe.
ﬂ tsul ,;"2"2:’ Y Young (AK) Bishop Condit Fazio Largent Rada?ovlch Willlams
i o Young (FL) Blute Conyers Flelds (LA) Latham Rahall Wilson
oo e b4 Boehlert Costello Flelds (TX) LaTourette Ramstad Wise
ﬂﬁﬂ’,‘;’“ mnn Boehner Cox F}lner LL::;M“! Raecl]l $glorlaey
Coyne Flanagan Regu
et ey s eie Foglletta Leach Reynolds Wyden
Bono Crane Foley Levin Richardson Wynn
NAYS—22 Borski Crapo Forbes Lewis (CA) Riggs yates
H k Roukema Boucher Cremeans Ford oung
3?&1&;‘” Hﬁﬂug? Scarborough Brewster Cunningham Fowler Lewls (KY) Roberts Young (FL)
Coble Johnson, Sam Stearns Browder Danner Fox Lightfoot Roemer Zellff
Collins (GA) Largent Stockman Brown (CA) Davis Frank (MA) Lincoln Rogers Zimmer
Cooley Lewls (KY) Stump Brown (FL) de la Garza Franks (CT) Linder Rohrabacher
Everett Myrick Zimmer Brown (OH) Deal Franks (NJ) Lipinski Ros-Lehtinen
Ewing Pastor Brownback DeFazio Frelinghuysen Livingston Rose

Hall (TX) Plckett Bryant (TN) DeLauro Frisa LoBtondo Roth
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NAYS—1T
Coble Ewing Stump
Cooley Hutchinson
Dickey Scarborough
NOT VOTING—18

Becerra Farr Maloney
Bliley Flake McDermott
Coburn Gallegly Neal
Collins (MI) Hall (OH) Rangel
Cubin Hancock Thurman
Dooley Lantos Waters

0O 1804

Mr. HASTERT changed his vote from
"my" to uyea.u

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

R —
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
due to an iliness requiring hospitalization, |
was unavoidably detained in Detroit today
while the House was in session. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye" on passage
of H.R. 531, “aye" on passage of H.R. 694,
“aye” on passage of H.R. 562, “aye” on pas-
sage of H.R. 536, and “aye"” on passage of
H.R. 517.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, on March 14,
| was attending the funeral of my mother-in-
law and was not present for roll call Nos. 230,
231, 232, 233, and 234. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye” on each vote.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, due to travel
delays on Tuesday, March 14, | unavoidably
missed several votes. Had | been present, |
would have voted “aye” on the passage of the
following bills: H.R. 531, H.R. 694, H.R. 562,
H.R. 536, and H.R. 517.

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
SUNDRY COMMITTEES AND

THEIR SUBCOMMITTEES TO SIT
TOMORROW DURING THE 5-
MINUTE RULE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit tomorrow while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services; Committee on Com-
merce; Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities; Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight;
Committee on House Oversight; Com-
mittee on International Relations;
Committee on the Judiciary; Commit-
tee on National Security, and Commit-
tee on Resources.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the minority has been consulted,
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and that there is no objection to these
requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I am advised by the leadership that
they have approved these committees
meeting during legislative business,
and so I withdraw my reservation of
the right to object.

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, it is my under-
standing that this includes the Govern-
ment Reform Committee?

Mr. GOODLING. If the gentleman
will yield, it is the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

Mr. HOYER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, let me make a
comment.

I understand what the leadership has
done. But I want to say that there is no
doubt in my mind that were the roles
reversed there would be an objection.

What the Government Reform Com-
mittee, and my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MicA], and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] intend to do is, having had a
hearing last Monday, 8 days ago, they
intend to propose effectively increasing
the taxes on 30,000 to 40,000 Federal em-
ployees by 12 percent by taking 2%
points off the pretax income of Federal
employees as an additional contribu-
tion on their pension system. Now,
that is with 8 days’ notice and hearing.

Now, I hope the committee tomorrow
does not take that action. I hope they
give both Federal employees and the
public an opportunity to look at that.

But the reason I reserve my right to
object is I worked very hard with the
Bush administration and OMB under
President Bush for the purposes of try-
ing to come up with an equitable sys-
tem. The Hudson Institute, a conserv-
ative think-tank out of the Midwest, in
1987 gave to the Bush administration
and to this Congress a recommendation
that we not touch the pension plan, not
touch the pension plan until such time
as we had fully effected a locality-pay
adjustment. The Bush administration
signed legislation in 1990 to effect that
over a 9-year period.

We have done 1 year of that. Not-
withstanding that, we are asked for a
unanimous-consent request so the com-
mittee tomorrow, after having a hear-
ing last Monday on this issue, move
ahead to make a drastic change in Fed-
eral employees’ pensions.

Now, very frankly, they are going to
include congressional pensions. If we
cannot protect ourselves, that is tough,
in my opinion. I do not care about
that, I tell you, Mr. Speaker. The fact
is we ought not be doing this with this
short notice to Federal employees and,
in effect, giving them a 12-percent, 10-
percent to 12-percent, tax increase.

I reserve my right to object to make
that point. Now, apparently the leader-
ship on this side has agreed not to ob-
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ject, and, therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am
not going to object, but I vigorously
object to the actions that are being
proposed to be taken tomorrow, and I
will oppose those tomorrow. I will op-
pose them on the floor, and I will op-
pose them anywhere I can confront
them. I hope to be joined by some of
my friends on that side of the aisle.

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

Mr. HOYER. Further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
my friend from Maryland. I know that
he recalls that when action of this
magnitude was taken in 1986, it was the
result of 2 years of bipartisan effort to
study the Federal retirement system,
and they came up with a plan that
fixed the Federal retirement system
and, in fact, we are now taking in $62.2
billion a year and paying out $36 bil-
lion.

What is being attempted tomorrow is
not an attempt to fix the retirement
system. It is an attempt to accumulate
$12 billion in cuts in order to finance a
tax cut for other Members on the backs
of Federal employees who, in effect,
would have to pay an increase, 12-per-
cent increase, in their tax.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GooD-
LING] withdraws his request.

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO THE
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 RELAT-
ING TO INDIAN EDUCATION

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 377)
to amend a provision of part A of title
IX of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, relating to In-
dian education, to provide a technical
amendment, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

L Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I do not intend to
object, but I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania so he may explain
his unanimous-consent request.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked unanimous consent to bring to
the floor for consideration S. 377, legis-
lation providing for a technical amend-
ment to the Indian title of the Improv-
ing America's Schools Act. This legis-
lation passed the Senate on a voice
vote on February 16, 1995.

This bill, 8. 377, would correct a
drafting error to section 9112(a)(1)(A) of
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act relating to Indian edu-
cation.
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The intent of the House and Senate
conferees was to require that a school
would be eligible for an Indian Edu-
cation Act formula grant if it had 20 el-
igible students or 25 percent of its stu-
dent population eligible for the pro-
gram. The provision was inadvertently
drafted to replace the word ‘‘or" with
1{md_1!

The Department of Education is cur-
rently drafting regulations to imple-
ment the new provisions of the Indian
Education Act. Unless this technical
amendment is enacted by Congress, the
existing language will result in dis-
qualification of many schools serving
American Indians and Alaska Natives,
and I urge my colleagues to pass S. 377.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I rise in
support of the unanimous-consent re-
quest and in support of this technical
correction.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I object to being
summarily sat down by the with-
drawal. There are all sorts of things
you can object to, I say to my good
friend, the chairman of the committee,
and he is my good friend.

I ask, under my reservation, does the
gentleman intend to renew, and I
would ask for a notice and the comity
if you are going to renew the motion;
you are not going to renew it because I
happen to walk off the floor. We are
not going to play that way, ladies and
gentlemen.

Mr. GOODLING. If the gentleman
will yield, that is not my responsibility
to bring that to the floor nor is it my
responsibility to remove it, nor is it
my responsibility to bring it back

again.

Mr. HOYER. Further reserving the
right to object, I say to my good friend,
he notices I was not looking at him at
the time I said that.

Mr. GOODLING. I was merely going
to say the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. MORELLA] seconds whatever it
was you were saying in your reserva-
tion.

Mr. HOYER. I am sure the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]
would join me and the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. DAvVIs] would join me and
others would join me as well.
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Mr. GOODLING. It was the gentle-
man's leadership that had signed off.
That is why it was given to me to
present.

Mr. HOYER. I understand that. So we
will have some further discussions be-
fore it is moved ahead?

Mr. GOODLING. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend give me
the assurance that this unanimous-
consent request will not be renewed
until such time as I have signed off on
it?
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Mr. GOODLING. If your leadership
comes to us, I suppose we can give you
some assurance.

Mr. HOYER. I take it that is a no.

Mr. GOODLING. I am not in a posi-
tion to respond to the gentleman’s re-
quest.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

8.3M

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 9112(a)(1)(A) of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as added by
section 101 of the Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-382)) is
amended by striking *“and'' and Inserting
Mort:

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 377, the Senate bill just
passed.

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

There was no objection.

————

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
FEDERAL DISASTER RELIEF

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture be discharged from further consid-
eration of the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 39) expressing the sense of
the Congress regarding Federal disas-
ter relief, and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.

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

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

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would like to
yield to the gentleman from Missouri
to explain the request that is now be-
fore us.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, as Members know, we
will soon consider fiscal year 1995 budg-
et rescissions to pay for $5.36 billion in
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for last year's Northridge, CA,
earthquake. Combined with the $8.6 bil-
lion we appropriated last year, the cost
to the Federal Government alone from
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this tragic disaster will be almost $14
billion. It has now been reported as of
yvesterday that an additional $2 billion
in damages have occurred, with that
number growing daily.

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to offer
this resolution expressing the sense of
the Congress to address the serious
issue of reforming our Federal disaster
policy, and I outline a number of meas-
ures that should be taken to reform
our Federal disaster policy.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I thank
the gentleman for his fine explanation
and I comment him for bringing this
important issue before the House.

Everyone is familiar with our recent
legacy of natural disasters. Hugo, An-
drew, Iniki, Loma Prieta, Northridge.
The names alone are sufficient to con-
jure images of death and destruction.
But experts tell us that these are but a
prelude to future events which could be
even more catastrophic. Whether it be
Missouri or Tennessee or Washington
State or California, the point is that
natural disasters are going to happen
and it is our responsibility as home-
owners, Government leaders, and as
businessmen and women, to prepare for
them.

To do that, a new partnership is ur-
gently needed, so that more of the dis-
aster relief burden can be borne by in-
surance and less by the Federal Gov-
ernment. That is what this resolution
urges us to do, and that is the corner-
stone of H.R. 2873, the Natural Disaster
Protection Partnership Act, which I
proposed in the last Congress.

That bill was the subject of hearings
and wide-ranging discussions among
homeowners, consumer groups, the in-
surance industry, realtors, labor
unions, firefighters, and countless oth-
ers.

What began as a modest proposal be-
came, in the eyes of more than 160 of
our colleagues, the nexus: for solving
the crisis facing millions of Americans
affected by the likelihood of a natural
disaster touching their lives.

Last September, the Public Works
and Transportation Committee—which
I had the privilege to chair—approved
H.R. 2873 without opposition. We knew
we couldn't get the bill enacted into
law so close to the end of that Con-
gress, but we also knew that we had to
begin to force the issue and chip away
at the apathy which says that we can
worry about this crisis some other
time. We can’t.

This country simply must begin to
stop the fear of what may come tomor-
row, and we do that by forging a con-
sensus where none has been possible in
the past. That consensus is becoming
possible because of the nature of the
partnership proposed in H.R. 2873,

The partnership would lower the cost
of coverage for natural disasters such
as earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, and
windstorms by spreading the financial
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risks and requiring that coverage in all
policies.

We would enable homeowners to con-
tinue to rely on private insurance by
creating two new funding backstops to
cover the cost of claims which a State
insurance pool or private insurance
company could not cover on its own.

The first backstop would be a pri-
vate, nongovernmental corporation.
The corporation would become a rein-
surance pool to be tapped into when ei-
ther an insurance company or a State
has reached the limits of its financial
resources.

The second backstop would be a new
Federal Disaster Trust Fund. This
trust fund would provide short-term
loans if the reinsurance pool is tempo-
rarily depleted.

And since we are talking about Fed-
eral loans, it is important to remember
that this partnership would not in-
crease the Federal deficit; the bill re-
quires that the Treasury be reim-
bursed, with interest, after the crisis
ends.

But more than these backstops, we
would take actions up front, such as re-
quiring States to adopt one of several
model building codes, and the enforce-
ment to go with it. What we all saw in
Florida after Hurricane Andrew, for ex-
ample, was a code which had not been
enforced—and roofs that flew around
the citrus State like flies in an orange
grove. In other words, there must be a
partnership in preventive medicine be-
fore disaster strikes as well as in finan-
cial surgery after the fact.

A bipartisan House Task Force on
Natural Disasters—cochaired by the
gentleman from Missouri whom, again,
I want to commend for bringing vision
and leadership to that effort—endorsed
many of the principles embodied in
H.R. 2873 when it issued its report last
year.

Mr. Speaker, obviously, what was a
Democratic leadership agenda in the
103d Congress is now Republican in the
104th. Legislation dealing with the
Contract With America has pre-
occupied the House in these first 100
days.

Given -this, the task force report in
December, the reality of scores of new
Members, the legislative schedule, and
my own desire to tackle as many disas-
ter insurance-related problems as pos-
sible in my legislation, I decided not to
simply reintroduce the same bill that
my committee approved last fall.

Working with the gentleman from
Missouri, we are now looking at issues
ranging from unfunded mandates to
commercial losses.

Our goal is to get the legislation as
right and as complete as possible so
that we can do even better than the 162
cosponsors from last year, and quicken
the pace from the time the bill is intro-
duced to the time the House approves
it.

I expect that the new legislation will
be about 90 percent or more of what we
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reported last year, and that the bill
will be ready in a few weeks.

House Concurrent Resolution 39,
which I cosponsor, supports that effort.
If it is the most we can do at this time
to address the issue of preparing for
natural disasters; it is the very least
we must do.

As the resolution states, ‘‘* * * a fun-
damental overhaul of Federal disaster
policies should be undertaken to reduce
costs to taxpayers and encourage more
effective partnerships between private
sector and government at all levels in
anticipation of future catastrophes.”

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
resolution.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I just
wish to take this time to thank the
very distinguished gentleman from
California [Mr. MINETA] for his leader-
ship in this subject area, both in the
last Congress as the chairman of the
then Public Works and Transportation
Committee and for his leadership in
this Congress as the ranking member
of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, and also the role
that he played, most constructively, in
the Bipartisan Task Force on Natural
Disasters, which rendered, I think, a
very fine bipartisan set of rec-
ommendations that will be trans-
formed into legislative language using
the gentleman’s bill from the last Con-
gress as a base. I hope, together with
the gentleman, to move forward very
expeditiously in this Congress with
passage of this much needed legisla-
tion.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri, and I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 39

Whereas catastrophic natural disasters are
occurring with greater frequency, a trend
that is likely to continue for several decades
according to prominent scientists;

Whereas the Federal Government has re-
sponded to disasters by appropriating relief
funds, which provide only short-term assist-
ance to victims but long-term burdens to
tax-payers; and

Whereas the increasing reliance on Federal
disaster relief has overshadowed the need to
perform more comprehensive disaster plan-
ning and rely on private insurance for pro-
tection against disaster risks: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of the
Congress that—

(1) persons who live in areas at high risk to
natural disasters should assume more re-
sponsibility for their actions by insuring
agalinst such risks in order to minimize the
rising cost of Federal disaster relief;

(2) sensible, cost-effective disaster mitiga-
tion programs should be encouraged and en-
hanced at the State and local level;

(3) insurers should create a privately fund-
ed pooling mechanism for the spreading of

7815

disaster risk in order to encourage the con-
tinued avallability and affordability of pri-
vate Insurance in all parts of the Nation; and

(4) a fundamental overhaul of Federal dis-
aster policies should be undertaken to reduce
costs to tax-payers and encourage more ef-
fective partnerships between the private sec-
tor and government at all levels in anticipa-
tion of future catastrophes.

The House concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
39; the concurrent resolution just
agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING USE OF CAPITOL
GROUNDS FOR CIRCUS ANNIVER-
SARY COMMEMORATION

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture be discharged from further consid-
eration of the current resolution—
House Concurrent Resolution 34—au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol
Grounds for the Ringling Bros. and
Barnum & Bailey Circus anniversary
commemoration, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

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

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and I will
not object, I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Economic Development, for an expla-
nation of his request.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. -Speaker, this resolution merely
authorizes the use of the Capitol
Grounds for a brief performance of the
Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bal-
ley Circus on or about April 3, 1995.
This event is intended to be a salute.to
the 104th Corngress and a celebration of
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the 125th anniversary of the Ringling
Brothers Circus. This event promises
to be a welcomed diversion for Mem-
bers, their families, staff, and the gen-
eral public, and will be free of charge.
It will feature traditional circus enter-
tainment, complete with recorded
music.

Ringling Brothers will assume all ex-
penses and liabilities in connection
with this event, which will be pre-
sented under conditions prescribed by
the Architect of the Capitol and the
Capitol Police Board. These officials
are currently meeting to discuss the
details of this event.

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s expla-
nation, and I too support this resolu-
tion. The circus provides family enter-
tainment for millions of Americans
and families, and we are pleased to be
able to be a part of this annual event
and bring it to the Capitol Grounds for
this salute to the 104th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 34

Whereas Ringling Bros. and Barnum & Bal-
ley Circus celebrates its 125th year on April
10, 1995, during its engagement In our Na-
tion's Capital;

Whereas Ringling Bros. and Barnum & Bal-
ley Circus represents a 200-year tradition of
circus In America;

Whereas Ringling Bros. and Barnum & Bal-
ley Circus demonstrates to children of all
ages that humans and animals can work to-
gether in harmony and cooperation; and

Whereas Ringling Bros. and Barnum & Bai-
ley Circus is committed to its goal of educat-
ing the people of the United States as to the
need to conserve endangered specles: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. USE OF CAPITOL GROUNDS FOR
RINGLING BROS. AND BARNUM &
BAILEY CIRCUS ANNIVERSARY COM-
MEMORATION.

Ringling Bros. and Barnum & Baliley Cir-
cus (hereinafter in this resolution referred to
as “Ringling Bros.'') shall be permitted to
sponsor a public event, with circus elephants
and performers, on the Capitol Grounds on
April 3, 1995, or on such other date as the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President pro tempore of the Senate may
Jointly designate.

SEC. 2. CONDITIONS.

The event to be carried out under this res-
olution shall be free of admission charge to
the public and arranged not to interfere with
the needs of Congress, under conditions to be
preseribed by the Architect of the Capitol
and the Capitol Police Board; except that
Ringling Bros. shall assume full responsibil-
ity for all expenses and liabilities incident to
all activities associated with the event.

SEC. 3. STRUCTURES AND EQUIPMENT.

For the purposes of this resolution, Ring-

ling Bros. 13 authorized to erect upon the
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Capitol grounds, subject to the approval of
the Architect of the Capitol, such stage,
sound amplification devices, and other relat-
ed structures and equipment as may be re-
quired for the event to be carried out under
this resolution.

SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS.

The Architect of the Capitol and the Cap-
itol Police Board are authorized to make any
such additional arrangements that may be
required to carry out the event under this
resolution.

SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATIONS.

Ringling Bros. shall not represent, either
directly or indirectly, that this resolution or
any activity carried out under this resolu-
tion in any way constitutes approval or en-
dorsement by the Federal Government of
Ringling Bros. or any product or service of-
fered by Ringling Bros.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.
A motion to consider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
concurrent resolution just adopted.

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

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that the minority side
will still yet have a unanimous-consent
request to make, and if we go into the
special orders, will that be too late for
them to do so? I think the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] is
checking on that now.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would state that normally busi-
ness requests are not entertained once
special orders have begun.

0O 1830

RENEWAL OF REQUEST FOR PER-
MISSION FOR CERTAIN COMMIT-
TEES AND SUBCOMMITTEES TO
SIT ON TOMORROW DURING THE
5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and subcommittees be able
to sit during the 5-minute rule tomor-
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row: Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services, Committee on Com-
merce, Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities, Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight,
Committee on House Oversight, Com-
mittee on International Relations,
Committee on the Judiciary, Commit-
tee on National Security, and Commit-
tee on Resources.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the right to object.

Mr. Speaker, as I was saying when
this matter was previously brought up,
I am not going to object, but I do want
to make the point, and I think it is a
point that bears consideration.

This is a very serious matter that is
going to be considered by the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight tomorrow. It is a matter of great
controversy. Now we have considered a
lot of matters of great controversy
when we have been under the 5-minute
rule. My side has agreed to this, and I
am not going to object because of that.
The leadership on my side has con-
sulted with their leadership and has
agreed.

However, Mr. Speaker, I want to
make the point under my reservation
that this is a change of great mag-
nitude for middle-income workers, that
we expect to carry out our policies.
The proposal is approximately a 10-per-
cent tax increase. Now, if it were on
any other people in America, the com-
mittee would not only not meet, they
would be vigorously opposed to such an
action. I am told that the proposal will
be changed somewhat and that, in fact,
the money will not be a savings, but
will be applied to the retirement itself
of Federal employees. But it has been
projected at an $11 to $12 billion cut
out of the pension benefits of some 2
million civilian Federal employees.
That is a big hit on Federal employees.
I am opposing that proposal, and will
oppose it tomorrow, and am hopeful
that it will not be approved.

Now the ranking member of the sub-
committee from which that came is the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN].
He has raised many reasons why it
should not be approved, and at this
time, under my reservation of objec-
tion, I will be glad to yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER].

The reason why we have reserved the
right to object is that we are marking
up a bill that has been given very little
consideration. The minority had been
notified only days in advance of a
markup and, in fact, of hearings. We
are rushing to judgment on a retire-
ment system that, in fact, does not
need tampering with, that, in fact, was
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fixed in 1986 after 2 full years of delib-
eration, and now we are going to
change that within a matter of days
with very little reflection.

Most of the Members of this House
have no idea what we will be marking
up tomorrow and bringing to the floor
very shortly. What we did in a biparti-
san way, after 2 years of study in 1986,
was to institute a new retirement sys-
tem. That retirement system is work-
ing perfectly. It is fully funded. The old
retirement system is not fully funded,
but in fact it is being phased out. So
there is no reason to mess with that,
and, when we passed legislation in 1986,
we told Federal employees, we told our
colleagues, we told the American pub-
lic, we were not going to change this
system, and now we are asking for
unanimous consent to mark up a bill
that completely changes it in a radical
and punitive manner.

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

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, we
did this in 1986. Was the gentleman
here in 19867

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I was not
here, and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] was not here.

I would tell the gentleman from San
Diego and I would emphasize that we
have a responsibility to maintain the
contracts that we make with the
American people, that this Congress
does. We are standing in the seat and
assuming the responsibilities of our
predecessors, and, when the U.S. Con-
gress makes contractual obligations, it
is our responsibility to fulfill those ob-
ligations. I am glad that the gentleman
from California made that point, made
the point that we have a responsibility
to fulfill our commitments, and we are
going to abdicate that responsibility
and violate that commitment in the
markup tomorrow. At least that is the
intent of getting unanimous consent to
be able to meet during the legislative
session. That is why we have brought
up this reservation.

Granted, it applies to Members of
Congress; that is not the reason for the
objection. Members of Congress will
pay more into their retirement, and
they will get much less back out of
their retirement. But the people that
are taking the biggest hit are Federal
employees who will pay almost a 12-
percent tax increase in the CSRS plan.
It will go from T to 9% percent and, in
the new plan, from 0.8 to 3.3 percent
after we assured them this would not
happen.

That is why this should be objected
to, and I yield back to the gentleman
who yielded to me, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] asked the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]
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whether he was here. He, of course, per-
haps knew, or at least may have
known, that the gentleman from Vir-
ginia was not here.

As the gentleman well knows, I was
here, and I would tell my friend from
California that this was a bill that was
passed by the Democrat House, by the
Republican Senate, and signed by
President Reagan. This was an attempt
to put, as my friend from Virginia has
said, the pension system on a sound
basis. As the gentleman from Califor-
nia clearly knows, President Reagan,
his OPM director, OMB and the Repub-
licans in the U.S. Senate, then headed
by Mr. DOLE, as he is now heading that
Senate, as the gentleman knows, made
a determination that it needed to be
changed, so we created the FERS sys-
tem, which is for new employees and
new Members of Congress, and we kept
in place the Civil Service Retirement
System. As the gentleman from Vir-
ginia has pointed out, that was a bipar-
tisan fix of a pension system.

It created two systems, a new sys-
tem, and left in place the old system. It
did not deal, as I know my friend
knows, with the military retirement
system, and I would presume that my
friend would not want us to arbitrarily
and capriciously, with very short con-
sideration, change the military retire-
ment system, and the reason we should
not do that is we have a moral obliga-
tion to our friends who served in the
military, who served their country, and
under one consideration, they did not
do it for this reason, but we told our
friends in the military, '‘This is the
deal, this is the pension system that
we're going to give you,” and I am
going to yield to the gentleman in just
a second, but I was intrigued with my
friend’s question, so I wanted to fully
respond.

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

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I agree, and I do
not disagree totally with what the gen-
tleman is doing. My only intent was
the gentleman was sounding like he
helped create the bill. He, nor I, was
there, and that is the only issue I
brought.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman makes a
point, neither of them were there.

The point I want to make in all seri-
ousness, and we are almost ready, but,
further reserving my right to object,
the point I want to make is that this is
a very serious proposal which will ad-
versely affect middle-class working
Americans, and I have a lot of good
friends on their side of the aisle with
whom I agree some of the time, but
very frankly this is not a partisan
issue in terms of those who are being
focused on it. The gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Davis], the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], and, as
the gentleman mentioned, others share
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our concerns that we not in a short
term, without serious consideration,
without extended debate in the sub-
committee or in full committee, with-
out an opportunity for persons to be
heard who will be adversely affected,
impose on middle-class working Ameri-
cans in effect a 10- to 12-percent tax in-
crease.

Now we do it by increasing their pen-
sion from T to 9% points. That is a 2%
point—about $750—§750 on the average
Federal worker, and that is akin to
about a 10-percent tax increase. That is
something we ought not to do in the
fashion that we are doing it. That is
the purpose of us rising.

Mr. Speaker, we are not going to ob-
ject because there has been an agree-
ment, and very frankly we understand,
even if we objected, they could make a
motion tomorrow to do the same thing,
and I am convinced they would prevail,
but I hope we look at this matter very
closely. My friend from California said
he may agree with me if we affected
military retirement in this fashion. We
would not want to do that. I say to my
colleagues, don't do it to civil service
employees any more than you would do
it to military personnel in this fashion.

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

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, just as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania who
asked unanimous consent request, I
ask that the Members of Congress real-
ize what this means to them or, more
importantly, to their staffs, in fact to
all the committees’ staffs, all the peo-
ple who work up here on the Hill. They
will see their retirement contribution
requirement increased by about 12 per-
cent, from 8 to 9% percent. On the base
that is about a 12-percent increase.
They will see their accumulated retire-
ment reduced by 2 percent. So we hit
them on the front end in terms of what
they contribute and on the back end in
terms of what they are able to accumu-
late toward their retirement, but when
we compare that to Federal employees,
there was actually a 35-percent in-
crease. That is 2% percent over the cur-
rent base of 7 percent, a 35-percent in-
crease over what they are currently
paying, plus there will be a reduction
in what they are able to receive.

And in the Thrift Savings Plan,
which was designed to fix this, which
we were committed to sustaining and
to not changing, there will be a reduc-
tion in the employer contribution, the
Federal Government’s contribution,
from 5 down to 3 percent. This will af-
fect the quality of life of everyone in
the Federal Government who is depend-
ent upon a Federal retirement, whether
it is in the legislative branch, or the
executive branch, or the judiciary
branch.

This is a profound change in the as-
sumptions that people have made when
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they seek and obtain Federal employ-
ment and when they plan their retire-
ment years, and yet we get unanimous
consent to mark up a bill with a few
days' notice, and bring it to the floor
and make such a profound change with
very little consideration.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and just in closing:

We ought to remember approxi-
mately 90 percent of private sector em-
ployees in America make no contribu-
tion to their retirement systems, none.
Federal employees are now making a 7-
percent contribution. Now, the Federal
employee pension system is a better
system than most private sector pen-
sion systems. I mentioned that Ronald
Reagan signed the bill in which we
formed this working with a Republican
Senate and a Democrat House.

O 1845

In 1990, A Democratic Senate and a
Democratic House, working with a Re-
publican President, George Bush, tried
to reform and did reform the pay sys-
tem. And the reason President Bush
and his administration agreed to that
was because they believed, correctly,
that pay was not comparable, and they
further believed that you ought not to
modify in any way the pension system
until you got pay comparable.

President Bush then signed the local-
ity bill, the Federal Comparability Pay
Act, and said in signing that that he
hoped to put the pay and retirement
system on a solid base. That is our
point. We ought to retain what we
have. We ought not to change it and we
ought not to do it in this way.

But, again, as I said, Mr. Speaker, I
will not object because of the fact that
my leadership has agreed to this proc-
ess.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5§ minutes each.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF OUR
WELFARE SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

TALENT. Mr. Speaker, next
week the House will take up an his-
toric piece of legislation, the welfare
reform bill. There has been a lot of dis-
cussion about spending on welfare in
the context of that bill and there is
going to be a special order later this
evening which will discuss that fur-
ther.
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I want to talk just for a few minutes
not about spending as such, but about
the relationship between spending on
welfare and the effectiveness of our
welfare system. And I am going to do
that first by looking at this graph,
which is very informative. It shows us
how welfare spending has grown since
the Great Society programs were an-
nounced in the mid-1960's.

What you can see from that, Mr.
Speaker, is that in approximately 1965
we were spending about $30 billion in
Federal and State spending on welfare.
And that by 1992, we were spending
close to $300 billion on welfare, or a
tenfold increase in how much we were
spending on welfare. So we had an ex-
plosion in welfare spending on the Fed-
eral and State level in the last 30
years.

But look, Mr. Speaker, at what has
happened to the poverty rate during
that period of time. In 1948, it began a
steep decline, down to about 15 percent
in approximately 1965, at the same
time as welfare spending has exploded
and it has stayed the same. It has gone
up slightly since 1965.

This vast explosion of welfare spend-
ing has brought us not a decrease in
poverty but, in fact, a slight increase
in poverty and we are entitled to say,
why? Why at the same time as we have
increased, exponentially, spending on
antipoverty programs has poverty
stayed the same when it was declining
beforehand?

The reason is because of the incen-
tives in the welfare system. The wel-
fare system pays this money only on
the condition that people have a child
without being married, earlier than
they probably otherwise would, and
without having a job.

So what the welfare system is doing
is destroying work and marriage and
family and responsibility. And if you
destroy that, it does not matter how
much money the Government gives
somebody, you are not going to get
people out of poverty. It is like bailing
water out of a boat with one hand
while you are pouring water in with
the other.

I want to go to the other chart. I
only have a few minutes. This is a pro-
jection of what is going to happen with
welfare spending in the future.

Now, this is a baseline before the wel-
fare reform bill that we are working
with that we will be debating next
week. You will see that welfare spend-
ing is projected to go up from $300 bil-
lion in 1992 to close to $520 billion by
1998. By that time, it will be almost
twice what we spend on defense.

Now, the CBO numbers are not out,
Mr. Speaker, so I did not put it on
here. The Republican welfare bill we
are going to debate allows welfare
spending to go up about half that much
by the rate of inflation.

And I want to close with a couple of
comments. In the first place, nobody in
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Washington is talking about cuts in
welfare. The bill we will debate next
week will allow welfare to grow at ap-
proximately the rate of inflation. If
you hear anybody talking about cuts in
welfare, they are either very much mis-
taken or they are simply uttering
something that is not true.

The second point that these two
graphs graphically show is how much
we are spending on welfare is a lot less
important than how we spend it, be-
cause values are more important than
money. What we have been doing in the
past is spending money on welfare in a
way that has destroyed families and
destroyed work. And so we have gotten
not only not less poverty, but more
poverty.

What is exciting about our bill is
that for the first time we begin spend-
ing money on welfare in a way that re-
inforces family and work and personal
responsibility, and that will make a
difference for the people caught up in
the system.

We take a step for the first time to-
ward ending cash benefits at least for
teen moms. We are going to give that
money to the States and localities so
they can take care of those moms in a
way that reinforces family and work
instead of destroying it.

And not only are we going to stop
punishing people for working, which is
what the current system does, we are
going to start requiring work so that
by the end of the decade about 50 per-
cent of the people on the welfare case-
load, and that is an honest number,
will have to work in order to get their
welfare benefits.

I am going to close, Mr. Speaker,
with an observation that my friend Mr.
WATTS, our distinguished colleague
from Oklahoma, often makes. Under
the current system we have always
measured the success of welfare by how
many people we could get on food
stamps and AFDC and medicaid and
the 70-odd other Federal welfare pro-
grams. We measured success by how
many people we could get on welfare;
by how much money we could spend on
welfare. We need to stop doing that be-
cause welfare is not a life of dignity
and hope for anybody.

We need to start measuring success,
and we are going to start measuring
success, by how many people we get off
of welfare, off the AFDC, off of food
stamps, off of medicaid, and into a life
of dignity and hope and self-sufficiency
which is the American dream. That is
what we are offering to people.

Mr. Speaker, that is what we are
going to be debating next week.

WE OWE THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
REAL WELFARE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BRYANT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.



March 14, 1995

Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, the 104th Congress has been
keeping its promises. From real crime
legislation to giving much-needed re-
form to Federal regulations, we are in-
deed keeping our promises.

One of our promises to America has
been to reform the welfare system. We
are going to have the opportunity to
change the welfare system within the
next few weeks. I would like to share
my thoughts with you on where welfare
has been and where I would like to see
it go.

For over two years, the current ad-
ministration has promised to end wel-
fare as we know it. For over two years,
hard-working taxpayers have been
waiting and waiting and waiting. Now,
this Congress is going to begin that
much-needed reform.

The current welfare system has been
a tragic failure. It has encouraged de-
pendency upon government, discour-
aged responsibility, and cost taxpayers
hundreds of billions of dollars.

Part of the welfare reform process in-
volves the food stamp reform. That the
food stamp delivery system must be re-
formed, there can be no question. Cur-
rently there is an estimated $2 billion
of fraud and abuse involved in the food
stamp program annually.

The people of the Tth district of Ten-
nessee who I represent are sick and
tired of hearing about such widespread
misuse of the food stamp program.
They are demanding change and they
deserve it.

The Food Stamp Program and Com-
modity Distribution Act will fight this
abuse. It contains stricter penalties for
food stamp trafficking, tough fines and
forfeiture of ill-gotten gains. It is time
we crack down harder ‘on those who
abuse food stamps and H.R. 1135 will do
just that.

I have always believed that the
States are better able to operate the
food stamp program. After all, the
States are on the frontline, much more
so than we here in Washington. Pend-
ing legislation will give the States the
option and the opportunity to take
their food stamp funding in the form of
a block grant. It is my hope that the
States choose this option. It is the
most effective and efficient way of re-
form.

Another important part of this legis-
lation involves work requirements. It
is neither right nor fair for those of us
who choose to be responsible, tax-
paying citizens to pay +the way for
someone who chooses to make no effort
to be productive. So I don't think it is
unreasonable to require someone to
work for their benefits. H.R. 1135 does
that.

Mr. Speaker, we owe the American
people real welfare reform. The pend-
ing legislation will begin to provide
that reform. I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 1135 as we begin consider-
ing it in the near future.
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THE EMPLOYEE COMMUTE OPTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, the
issue I want to speak about tonight in-
volves a mandate imposed by Congress
which must be enforced by the EPA. It
is a plan that affects many of my con-
stituents in the 16th congressional dis-
trict of Illinois and many businesses in
several cities across the country.

Many governors have called this the
most unreasonable, least thought-out,
least effective but very, very costly
program ever proposed by the U.S. Con-
gress. The plan, employer trip reduc-
tion, was mandated under the Clean
Air Act amendments of 1990.

Let me explain what this mandate is
all about. Section 182(d)(1)(B) of the
Clean Air Act requires employers of 100
or more employees in severe and ex-
treme ozone nonattainment areas to
increase passenger occupancy per vehi-
cle in commuting trips between home
and the workplace during peak travel
periods by not less than 25 percent. The
idea is to have people find some other
mode of transportation to and from
work other than using their car.

The misnomer applied to this man-
date is the Employee Commute Option.
Some option. If the State elects not to
implement this mandate, it stands to
lose some of its transportation funds.
In Illinois that is $700 million. In Penn-
sylvania, it is $900 million. In some
States, fines levied against businesses
that do not participate may range into
the thousands of dollars.

Areas across the country that face
this mandate include Baltimore, New
York, Philadelphia, Chicago, Houston,
Milwaukee, Los Angeles, San Diego,
Ventura County and Orange County in
California. Other affected States in-
clude Connecticut, Delaware, New Jer-
sey, and Indiana.

The EPA, in implementing guidelines
for this Employee Commute Option,
suggests other options for getting to
work including mass transit, jogging,
bicycle riding, car pooling, and walk-
ing.

Well, in the 16th congressional dis-
trict of Illinois there is a rural county,
McHenry County, which is included in
the Chicago consolidated statistical
metropolitan area. That means resi-
dents in and around McHenry County
who work in this rural area without
sidewalks or mass transit system must
car pool. This is a federally mandated
car pooling and it is an outrage.

When the amendments of the Clean
Air Act were passed in 1990, I was not
a Member of this body, and to the best
of my knowledge there was never any
formal debate on this issue in the
House; never any specific hearings on
the issue before it was simply slipped
in to the Clean Air Act amendments.

This past Sunday, Illinois Governor
Edgar and I took the bold and coura-
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geous step of announcing a moratorium
on the federally mandated employee
commute option. He has directed the
Illinois Department of Transportation
not to enforce this measure. Why? An
assistant administrator for the EPA
admitted that air emissions reductions
are, quote, ‘‘minuscule,” and her agen-
cy has stated it simply does not intend
to enforce the mandate.

This moratorium now puts Illinois in
the same situation as Pennsylvania
and Texas which have announced that
they will not participate in enforcing
the mandate. There is only one catch,
Mr. Speaker: the employee trip reduc-
tion mandate is the law. The EPA may
choose to not enforce it. The States
may not enforce it. However, there is
nothing to keep a Federal judge from
enforcing it.

No, the mandate is clear. It is law. It
says that businesses with over 100 em-
ployees shall participate and decrease
the number of cars going to and from
work. This will cost up to $210 million
per year to enforce this unfunded man-
date and that applies not only to the
private business business but to the
public sector.

This law is so ridiculous that it says
to a high school that has more than 100
teachers and administrators, that
those teachers have to car pool. But
the students do not have to car pool, so
we would have the incredible result of
teachers walking to work, having to
hitchhike there to be picked up by
their students. And students would
rather go to school without their
teachers so that they will not have to
be taught the subject for the first hour.
It is crazy. It is insane. But that is how
ridiculous this mandate is.

Data from Southern California indi-
cates that forced car pooling costs
companies over $100 per employee and
$3,000 per vehicle taken off the road.
And the EPA itself has estimated the
tremendous cost into the billions of
dollars annually to address a solution
which itself calls minuscule.

0O 1900

I have introduced H.R. 325 to return
the true meaning to the word “‘option."
It makes the employer trip reduction
mandate optional to the affected
states. H.R. 325 is dedicated solely to
correcting this single provision in the
Clean Air Act. Nothing else. It does not
decrease the quality of the air. This
bill simply makes car pooling an op-
tion to reach the goal of clean air. This
is not an environmental or anti-envi-
ronmental bill. It simply makes car
pooling voluntary in the menu of op-
tions available to achieve clean air
standards.

This is why this bill has such wide
support. It is bipartisan, has more than
152 cosponsors, and I would encourage
my colleagues to become cosponsors
with us.
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SCHOOL NUTRITION AND FAMILY
PROGRAMS

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

. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, my colleagues on the other
side insist upon trying to tell the coun-
try that a cut is not a cut. But the
problem with their calculations are as
we talk to more and more local school
districts, they clearly realize that
these are cuts. The School districts and
school nutrition programs will have
less money over the next 5 years to
feed children than they have under the
current services budget by CBO that
will allow them to continue to serve
the number of children that they are
serving now.

Monroe County schools up near
Rochester, NY, they are talking about
serving 7,800 fewer children than they
would otherwise be able to serve in the
coming year. The point is this, that
when you look at the cuts in school
lunch programs, you see that the Re-
publican proposal is off by some §2.3
billion. They can say this is not a cut,
but the fact is it is a cut, because those
children who would otherwise be served
in this program over the next 5 years,
many of them simply are not going to
be able to be served.

If they choose to serve every child,
they have to decide to cut back on the
meal and nutrition component of that
meal, and as we know from many of
these children, this is where they get a
good portion of their nutrition in the
entire day. They can decide to raise the
price to those who are now paying a re-
duced price meal. The fact is when we
have seen that, a good portion of the
reduced price young people are forced
to drop out of the program because
they simply do not have in their family
income sufficient money to increase
that price. They can choose to throw
all of the paying children out of the
program who pay full price for the
meal, but as we know, when you do
that, you start to lose the economics of
the program and programs close down
as a result of that.

So what we have here is a mismatch
of about $7 billion in nutrition pro-
grams over what we should be spending
to serve this population as opposed to
what the Republicans are offering in
the welfare reform bill under the child
nutrition components. They say that
they are offering $4.5 billion every
year, and that is supposed to make ev-
erybody here believe that that in fact
takes care of the problem. But the
problem is that the 4.5 percent they are
offering every year is not based upon
the total cost of what it costs to de-
liver school lunches and pay for them
under the current program, because it
does not include the cost of the com-
modities, so that is excluded from the
4.5 percent, The cost of education is ex-
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cluded from the 4.5 percent, and in fact
they omit almost 20 percent of the
funds currently used to provide nutri-
tion programs for our young people,
and that is why the 4.5 percent then,
even though they add it every year,
falls further and further behind, until
by the 6th year, we see there is a gap in
the nutrition component of my Repub-
lican colleagues of a little over 87 bil-
lion. That is roughly in the school
lunch component because of 2 million
children over the next 5 years that oth-
erwise would be served under the cur-
rent services budget as opposed to
those who will not be served.

Now, the Republicans also want to
convince everybody in America that
they are not cutting meals, they are
only cutting the bureaucracy. The bu-
reaucracy at the Federal level for all
nutrition programs is $140 million a
year. $140 million a year. If you do it
over the 5 years, it is roughly $700 mil-
lion. They are cutting $7 billion out of
the program. So obviously it is not just
the bureaucracy.

The cuts go far beyond the bureauc-
racy at the Federal level. Where do the
cuts go? They go right to the school
lunches, to the participation in the
WIC program, to the school breakfast
programs, to the nutrition education
programs that are sponsored by this
program.

What does that mean? That means a
good many of our poor and our near-
poor, the working poor in this country
who rely on this program for nutrition,
simply will no longer be able to do so
to the same extent that they are today.

They are not talking about waste,
fraud, and abuse. We had those prob-
lems many years ago when the private
sector thought it was open season on
the school lunch program and they
could deliver substandard meals and
poorly packaged meals and stale meals
and charge us. We are not talking
about that in the WIC program, when
we had the problems of being ripped off
by some of the largest food companies
in this country that thought they
could sell us substandard formula or
sell it to us at rates that far exceed the
going rate.

Unfortunately, in the Republicans’
proposal, they no longer include the
competitive bid process, which would
save us a billion dollars, and we were
using that money to plow back into
providing the services for pregnant
women and newborn infants. So the
bottom line is that a cut is a cut.
There is a $7 billion gap between this
and whatever,

I ask my colleagues, and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM is on the Armed Services
Committee, if someone said they were
only reducing the growth of the defense
budget, I suspect they would call it a
cut. That is what they have been call-
ing it over the last several years when-
ever it is suggested is that a cut take
place or a reduction in the growth. But
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if you are a hungry child, the $7 billion
gap that you create means that
lunches will not be delivered, and that
is the simple fact. The numbers cannot
be denied. I assume that is why they
are so frantically trying to convince
people all is well in the school lunch
program. It is not, and it is not well for
the children.

———

FAMILY AND SCHOOL NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, my Republican colleagues and I are
here tonight to set the record straight
about family and school nutrition pro-
grams. We care about women, infants
and children, and are committed to
compassionate solutions to assist our
children.

I believe that the whole debate on
this issue was best summarized in an
editorial which appeared recently in
the Cincinnati Enquirer. The author
poses the following question to us: If
you had a dollar to spend on lunch,
would you rather, A, give it to Uncle
Sam, who will order your lunch for a
cut of the money, or, B, choose your
own lunch, or, C, skip lunch and stay
hungry?

We have a program that chooses A,
give your money to Uncle Sam, who
will order your lunch for a cut of the
money. President Clinton and his Con-
gressional allies would have you be-
lieve that any change in the current
system would mean choice C, that kids
would go hungry.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. My colleagues and I believe we
should choose B, to give block grants
to the States and allow decisions to be
made closer to our children, which em-
powers families and our local commu-
nities.

We are growing kids, not the Govern-
ment. Our plan will increase funding
for Women, Infants and Children pro-
grams and school nutrition programs
by 4.5% each year. As you see from this
chart in each year from 1995 to the
year 2000, the red chart shows a yearly
increase of the food programs for
school nutrition of 4.5 percent and an
even larger increase for WIC programs.

The GOP growth in school meals is
very clear, the huge increase. You see
the increases, 3.6 percent, 4.5 percent,
and 4.5 percent. The same is true with
WIC programs. I wish to point that out.
The GOP also grows the WIC programs.
In this case we see that a line goes up,
the CBO baseline WIC funding and the
GOP WIC funding, which is even high-
er.
By eliminating the Federal middle-
man and the 15-percent administrative
costs that were used to run the current
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program, our plan will make more re-
sources available to feed more chil-
dren.

Our proposal creates two separate
block grants—one to address family
nutrition needs and one to address
school nutrition needs, which preserves
the family and rewards work.

The family nutrition block grant will
allow States to promote the good nu-
trition, health and development of
women, infants and children and to
provide healthy meals in child care,
head start, summer camp, and home-
less shelters.

Under the block grant, funding for
family programs, including vital pro-
grams to help women, infants, and chil-
dren, will be 3588 million greater over
the next 5 years than in the current
programs. With increased funding and
less bureaucracy and paperwork,
States can assist more of our children.

The school nutrition block grant al-
lows our schools to provide breakfast,
lunch, before and after school meals
and low-cost milk to our children. We
know that hungry children cannot
learn—that is why we propose to in-
crease funding for school meals 4.5 per-
cent each year for 5 years. We are sen-
sitive to the needs of our children. We
are committed to providing healthy
meals and thus creating a proper learn-
ing environment.

Furthermore, the school nutrition
block grant will enable more meals to
be served to more children.

We are proud to be part of a caring
solution that helps our children grown,
not our Government bureaucracy.

SCHOOL NUTRITION PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, last week
President Clinton visited Patrick
Henry Elementary School in Alexan-
dria, VA, to have a bite to eat. He
dined on federally subsidized beef tacos
and coleslaw and corn and fruit. The
point of his visit was to try to convince
the American people that the Personal
Responsibility Act would slash the
money that funds the current school
lunch programs. Frankly, that is a lot
of suckatash.

The President and those who oppose
welfare reform are not telling the truth
to the American people. The Personal
Responsibility Act would direct that
money to go where it is most needed,
away from the Washington bureaucrats
and toward low income children. The
idea is to help those who have the
greatest need.

I apologize for injecting real facts
into this otherwise lively debate, but
let us look at the numbers, In 1994, the
Federal appropriation for the school
lunch program was $4.3 billion. The
Personal Responsibility Act would al-
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locate block grants to the States of $6.7
billion next year, rising to $7.8 billion
in the year 2000.

So funding for school lunch programs
will increase by 4.5 percent each year
over the next 5 years. Let me repeat
that again. School lunch programs will
increase by 4.5 percent each year. Now,
people can argue about whether that is
good or bad public policy, but, please,
do not mislead the public by calling it
a cut.

There has never been a time during
this debate when those of us who favor
welfare reform have voted for decreas-
ing spending for school lunch pro-
grams. Our intent is to better serve
children, not the Washington bureau-
crats.

How does this bill work? We will
transfer power away from the Federal
food bureaucrats in Washington and
give more authority to the States
where it belongs. At the same time, we
will focus the program more efficiently
to ensure that at least 80 percent of the
money goes to children from low in-
come families.

States will have the flexibility to use
the grant funds to support what they
find to be the best programs for their
individual school districts. They can
decide how to meet the needs of chil-
dren and families in their areas. This
plan makes school nutrition programs
easier to operate and more cost-effec-
tive by reducing paperwork. It caps ad-
ministrative costs at 2 percent, and it
helps ensure that meals are appealing
to children by allowing greater choice
at the regional and local level. We are
not cutting funds for our children; we
are eliminating the Federal bureaucrat
as the middleman.

Federally funded beef tacos may be
what we have become accustomed to,
but the diet we have become accus-
tomed to here in Washington is not
necessarily healthy for the American
people. The States should have the op-
portunity to see if they can feed more
children more efficiently with more
money. That is what we propose to do.

Frankly, as a parent myself, it
makes a lot more sense to me for some-
one to be able to talk directly with his
or her local school board about school
lunches than it does to have to speak
to the Agriculture Department or Com-
mittee on Agriculture here in Washing-
ton. It is not as though Federal over-
management makes beef tacos, cole-
slaw, corn and fruit taste better.

I hope that those who are so wedded
to the present system finally will begin
to tell the truth to the American peo-
ple. The debate becomes clearer when
it is understood all the distortions and
false accusations are coming from peo-
ple who understand that we are not
proposing state school lunch cuts, but
they want to avoid the real cuts other
unrelated programs later on.

But opponents want to preserve the
country's huge welfare state, so they
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launch this fear attack now as a pre-
emptive strike. Well, my view is while
we need nutritious lunches in our
schools, we need a whole lot less balo-
ney here in Washington.
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REFORMING THE WELFARE SYS-
TEM AND FEDERAL NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lucas). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. GUTKNECHT] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, one
of my favorite Presidents was Ronald
Reagan, and two of my favorite expres-
sions that he used, and some Members
will remember in some of the debates,
he would use the phrase, ‘‘Well, there
you go again.”

He used that expression when people
would attempt to distort the facts. We
have heard it again tonight. ‘“‘Well,
there you go again.”

One of my other favorite expressions
from President Reagan was one that I
use often around my office, and, that
is, “Facts are stubborn things.” I al-
most wish we could bring those charts
back here so people could continue to
look at them because I think facts are
stubborn things, and I think the more
the American people get a chance to
see the real facts about what we are
talking about relative to welfare re-
form and reform of our nutrition pro-
grams, the more that they will see that
the facts are on our side and that this
is not a plan designed to cut the nutri-
tion program. As a matter of fact,
some of my more conservative con-
stituents back in the district are say-
ing, “Why are you allowing these pro-
grams to grow the way you are? We'd
like to see you freeze these programs.”

We are being accused by some of our
Democratic colleagues of being mean-
spirited and we are hurting children.
But I was reminded of a quote the
other day from Ralph Waldo Emerson.
He said, ‘‘There is always a certain
meanness in the argument of conserv-
atism, joined with a certain superiority
in its facts.”

As we show the facts and as the
American people get to know the facts,
I think they will recognize that when
we are talking about meanness and
particularly as it relates to our chil-
dren, I think the meanest thing we can
do to our kids is leave them a debt
which they will not be able to pay off.
That is exactly what we are doing, la-
dies and gentleman.

Last year the President’s own budget
officers backed up by the General Ac-
counting Office said that unless we
make some changes, by the time to-
day's kids reach our age, they may be
confronted with an 82-percent tax rate.
In fact, we are stealing from their fu-
ture. I think the American people are
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way out in front of us. I think they ex-
pect some real cuts. As a matter of
fact, all of my town meetings have cen-
tered around cut spending first. Frank-
ly, I think some of my constituents are
upset because we have taken so many
things off the table. As I said earlier, I
think they want real cuts in welfare,
they want real cuts in some of these
programs, and in fact as you look at
the charts, whether you are looking at
welfare, the Nutrition Program, the
WIC Program, all of the other pro-
grams, we are actually seeing signifi-
cant increases.

We have only been here about 9
weeks but it is interesting to me to
learn the vocabulary of Washington.
Here an increase can be called a cut.
But we look at the numbers, and the
numbers speak for themselves.

If we look at the Family Nutrition
Block Grant Program. According to
the current programs, we would be
spending in fiscal year 1996, $3.585 bil-
lion this year. Fiscal year 1996. Under
the Republican plan, we are going to
spend for the Family Nutrition Block
Grant Programs $3.684 billion. That is
not a cut. The American people know
that is not a cut, and I think the Amer-
ican people want cuts.

I want to close, Mr. Speaker, if I
could with a quote, and I will not tell
who said this because I think it is such
an important message, but I would like
to share this with the body:

The government has extremely limited re-
sources to address the many and urgent
needs of our people. We are very keen that
this real situation should be communicated
to the people as a whole. All of us, especlally
the leadership of political organizations In
clvil soclety, must rid ourselves of the wrong
notion that government has a big bag full of
money. The government does not have such
riches.

The speaker went on to say:

It is important that we rid ourselves of the
culture of entitlement which leads to the ex-
pectation that the government must prompt-
ly deliver whatever it i{s that we demand and
results in some people refusing to meet their
obligations.

That was not NEWT GINGRICH who
said that, it was not even Thomas Jef-
ferson who said that. That was said less
than a month ago by Nelson Mandela,
addressing some people in the Demo-
cratic Parliament in Cape Town, South
Africa.

Let me just repeat that last sentence
because I think it is so important and
I think that is what this debate is all
about. Are we willing to finally ride
ourselves of this entitlement attitude
that we have?

He said:

It is important that we ride ourselves of
the culture of entitlement which leads to the
expectation that the government must
promptly deliver whatever It Is we demand
and result in some people refusing to meet
their obligations.

Mr. Speaker, this exercise that we
are going through, whether we are
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talking about the nutrition programs
or welfare reform, is really about
changing the attitude not only of
Washington but of the American peo-
ple. We cannot go on under this prin-
ciple that people are not responsible
for themselves. Our welfare reform is
really about reinforcing some of those
principles, some of those values, if you
will, that we know work. We need to
reemphasize work, we need to reempha-
size personal responsibility. That is
what this exercise is about. The facts,
the numbers are on our side. Frankly I
think, Mr. Speaker, the American peo-
ple are on our side.

FEDERAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans say that really they are not
cutting nutrition programs, and I do
not intend to suggest that they mean
to cut and suggest they are not cut-
ting.

We are probably looking at this in
different ways. I would think that the
emphasis ought to be placed on will
they serve more children in the long
run or will they serve less? Is the cur-
rent policy being enforced or will they
indeed have a new policy which may
yield more money but serve less peo-
ple?

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that wed-
ding oneself to entitlement certainly is
not wedding oneself to invest in our fu-
ture. Wedding oneself to entitlement is
not the same as saying children are our
most precious commodity. And entitle-
ments as to some of the basic neces-
sities as food and shelter and health
seems to be consistent with what de-
mocracy is all about, not necessarily
wedding them to be on the dole. I
would argue for consistency in terms of
America and reaching out to help those
least among us as reaching out to help
those who are most affluent. It was in-
deed President Kennedy who said, and I
agree, that if this Nation cannot re-
spond to the many who are poor, cer-
tainly this Nation cannot defend the
few who are rich. That is true, Mr.
Speaker.

What are those myths they are say-
ing? They are saying, well, there is
going to be more food indeed for school
lunches.

I would submit, indeed they are cut-
ting. In fact, the chart we have here in-
dicates surely that they are cutting as
a whole.

They say indeed that what we are
doing, we are increasing the School
Lunch Program 4.5 percent. Indeed,
that may be so, but consider this, Mr.
Speaker. In that 4.5 percent, you are
not taking into consideration inflation,
you are not taking into consideration
the increase of students who will be
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there, but yet that same approach was
not led to the defense. Indeed, you did
take into consideration when you were
looking at the budget for defense that
in order to maintain that level of serv-
ice, we have to make an adjustment for
inflation. But indeed you did not do
that.

When you take all of the nutrition
programs together, this chart clearly
shows that over that 5-year period,
there would be cuts of at least $7 bil-
lion. You see, when you take all the
many nutrition programs together and
begin to block grant them into two,
something else happens to that, par-
ticularly the ones that you have the
nutrition where you have WIC and
other programs. You begin to have the
programs who are in need competing
among themselves. How does that af-
fect the American people?

I will tell you, it certainly affects the
day care people and those who are
working because they are going to find
that their day care is going to go up
and beyond, to make work affordable,
they are going to have to increase their
outlay for day care because now the
choices will be how much money we
spend on WIC, how much money we
spend on day care.

You say, well, 80 percent of those
funds are designed for WIC. Well, WIC
does not want to help people get over
the first 2 or 3 years and find that the
mother is now working and all of a sud-
den her day care is going up because
you are pulling away the support that
you had there before day care.

Block grant in itself may not be an
evil concept but block grant under the
guise of efficlency and better service
and local control, it needs to be exam-
ined. I submit to Members that in the
block grants, in cutting, we may in-
deed be offering an unfunded mandate
because those people who are closest to
their citizens will be going to their
county commissions, be going to their
State general assembly, because they
have come to understand that these
programs are there and they no longer
will be there. You will say, we have
given the block grant and we have
capped them.

The other issue about block grants is
that it does not indeed take into con-
sideration the downturn of the econ-
omy. It makes no adjustment for that
whatsoever.

Given these factors, it cannot be
made substantial when we go beyond
the rhetoric that more children will be
served. The truth is, more children will
not be served. Why? Food is going up,
and the school and population is grow-
ing.

Which of us would rather tell the last
5 kids of the 25 that are there that they
are not going to be able to be served?
You must begin to understand why peo-
ple are so outraged is they cannot be-
lieve that you understand this and will
still go forward. It is not that we think
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anyone has more of a disregard for
young people than we are, but appar-
ently we do not share the same vision
for the future to allow this to happen.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge all of us to
begin to think not in terms of entitle-
ment when we think of our children
but think of our children as our future.
To the extent we fail to invest in our
future, we fail to invest in our society.

MORE ON FEDERAL NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the preceding speaker joining us
in the well, the gentlewoman from
North Carolina. I appreciate her point
of view and especially her last couple
of comments. However, I thought for a
time tonight we had made real progress
because it seemed the preceding speak-
er, Mr. Speaker, had decided to back
away from the terminology ‘‘cut.”

Let us again state for the record, the
proposal offered by your new majority
in the Congress of the United States, a
proposal that for child nutritional pro-
grams adds $200 million over what
President Clinton outlines in his budg-
et, a plan that calls for annual in-
creases over the next 5 years of 4.5 per-
cent every single year, friends, those
are increases.

The numbers, with all due respect,
offered by the opposition are phantom
numbers because they speak of $7 bil-
lion in cuts, $7 billion that don't even
exist.

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is this: We
do confront a deficit of stark propor-
tions for us all. In fact, by some esti-
mates since in essence the national
debt is compounded every nanosecond,
it continues to grow, by some esti-
mates we confront a national debt that
affects every man, woman, and child in
this country to the tune of their share
in the national debt, for you and me
and for everyone else, fast approaching
$20,000.

We have a simple choice: Either we
can continue to play the tired old poli-
tics of the past which are akin to a
schoolyard game of am-not-are-too,
am-not-are-too, or we can face this se-
rious problem and take a look and de-
cide to rein in the growth of spending
to what is reasonable, to what is ra-
tional, and, yes, taking into account
the inflation rate, what is most effec-
tive, and that is behind our notion of
changing these grants to block grants,
to let those on the frontline fight the
battle.

It is true there is a very real dif-
ference in philosophy here, because
those in the new majority, Mr. Speak-
er, believe that people on the front-
lines can best fight this battle and be-
lieve it is not incumbent upon a bu-
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reaucracy run amok in Washington,
DC, to decide how best to spend money.
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Your new majority in this Congress
realizes that what might work in
Philadelphia might not work in Phoe-
nix and that people on the frontlines in
the States of Pennsylvania and Arizona
and North Carolina and across this
Union can best decide how to fight the
battle.

But again, the programs are not
being cut. Really, this begs a larger
question, and one I think of stark im-
portance to our Republic. Do we face
the challenge now and deal with it re-
sponsibly, or do we remain wedded to
the politics of the past?

We heard with great fanfare my
friend on the other side from California
just repeat all the arguments and all
the incendiary rhetoric. Let me submit
to you that if we fail to deal with this
problem, if we continue with the same
old name calling, the false numbers, in
essence those who are wedded to the
past, those who are the guardians of
the past have become, in essence, the
enemies of the future. For in maintain-
ing a tired old broken-down welfare
state, they have, in essence, declared
war on the next generation of Ameri-
cans.

All we ask is this, Mr. Speaker: That
we in this body in which it is a great
honor to serve, that we do what every
American family at one time or an-
other has to do, Mr. Speaker, to gather
around the kitchen table and make
some hard choices.

Can good people disagree? Yes. Good
people can disagree. And certainly
there is a difference in philosophy that
I delineated. ]

But I would challenge the other side
to come forward with positive pro-
grams to tell us where the cuts will
come, to tell us where the changes will
come, instead of trotting out the tired
old rhetoric of the past.

The stakes are too high. The future
beckons us.

IN THE FRONTLINES WITH THE
WIC PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lucas). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
DEFAZzIO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman who preceded me in the well
talked about the frontlines. I do not
know where he was yesterday, but I
was at the frontlines. I went and vis-
ited a WIC program in Springfield, my
hometown in Springfield, OR.

Apparently the gentleman is quite
unfamiliar with the programs. They
are run by local boards. In fact, the
chairman of the board of our local WIC
program is a Republican lawyer who a
couple of years ago thought about run-
ning against me. So there is an incred-
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ible amount of discretion and weight
given to local control.

What did I not see at the WIC pro-
gram yesterday? I did not see this: I
did not see a low-birthweight baby who
was suffering tremendously and who
was going to be an extraordinary ex-
pense all paid for out of the other pock-
et of the taxpayers, by Medicaid. I did
not see one of these yesterday.

But what I did see were a bunch of
healthy kids and some parents coming
from a whole bunch of different cir-
cumstances. I want to talk just a little
bit about that.

I saw a teen mom yesterday, a cat-
egory of recipient who would be cut off
from benefits in the Ozzie and Harriet
world of the other side of the aisle. We
should not have teenage pregnancies,
and, by God, if they have them, they
are not going to get any benefits.

What is going to happen to the baby
in that world? You want to punish the
teenager. What about the baby? I do
not even think you should be punishing
the teenager. A little counseling is a
little more in order. I met a teen mom,
and she had gotten some of that coun-
seling at that WIC program. Counseling
is one of the things cut off under the
Republican block-grant proposal. You
will give them the food vouchers still,
but you will not get the nutrition
counseling. They taught her how to
breast feed her little baby, and they
were there yesterday, and they were a
testimony to how well this program
works.

I saw a working mom with two kids.
She is working, a single parent, but she
qualified for the WIC program, and you
know what, her kids had nutritional
problems. They both had a problem
with dairy. They had dairy sensitivity.
She did not know how to deal with it.
She did not have the wherewithal to
deal with it. She went to the WIC pro-
gram, and got nutrition counseling.
She got a diet. I saw those two kids
yesterday. They are beautiful kids.
They are thriving now through the WIC
program.

They talk a lot about fraud and
abuse. There are no allegations of fraud
and abuse in the WIC program. People
get vouchers for a healthy diet.

You know, there are allegations, sub-
stantial allegations, in the food stamp
program. What is very interesting is
the Republicans originally proposed to
block grant the food stamp program.
But you know what, they backed off,
not because they did not want to get at
the $3 billion of fraud and abuse. I be-
lieve they want to get at that as much
as I do and the organized crime. But
because Safeway and A&P and Stop
and Shop and all the farm lobby came
in and said, ‘““You can't do that to us.”

Now, WIC unfortunately, the Women,
Infants, and Children's Program, low-
birthweight babies, the nursing moms,
they do not have those kinds of lobby-
ists, the same kind of lobbyists
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Safeway has or the agriculture groups
have.

So food stamps is back on with inef-
fective measures to deal with the $3
billion of fraud and abuse, but WIC is
on the chopping block. It is going into
a block grant program about 80 percent
of the funding it gets now, and 20 per-
cent of that money can be diverted by
the Governor of any State to any other
purpose they want. And they tell me,
“Don’t worry, the WIC program won’t
be hurt.”” Well, there is an unmet need
in my hometown of Springfield, OR,
and I know there are unmet needs in
many other towns across America, and
the WIC program is one of the most
cost-effective ways of meeting that
need.

I met another gentleman, a man, who
was there with his baby. He and his
wife, both college graduates, both em-
ployed, but in the current job market
they are not making a lot of money;
they are having a little trouble making
ends meet. They are new parents. They
qualified for the WIC program. They
are getting nutritional supplements for
their baby, and they have learned a lot
about parenting through this program.

I met another woman there whose
child had had a routine pinprick blood
test. They do that to the kids who
come into the program to see if they
have any deficiencies. They discovered
that that child had childhood leuke-
mia, and the child is now in treatment.

But this program in their world will
not be required to exist anymore be-
cause of all of the Federal bureaucrats
mandating so many things. I was there
yvesterday. I did not see any Federal bu-
reaucrats. I saw a bunch of healthy,
happy kids. I saw a bunch of parents
who were doing better and getting just
a little bit of help, and most everybody
there was working. Funny thing, given
the current minimum wage; and how
well do you think you can provide for
a family of four? That is why we have
the Women, Infants, Children Program.

What does one low-birthweight baby
cost, both in terms of trauma to the
parents, both in terms of developmen-
tal disabilities for that child, both in
terms of cost to the Medicaid program?
Is it too much to ask that we continue
the Women, Infants, Children’s feeding
program and prevent those low-
birthweight babies? I do not think so.
And I think America can afford that.

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. NEY] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, once again, I
think we have to make the facts
known, especially in light of the last
speaker. We are not cutting this pro-
gram. We are increasing this program.

Here are the charts. Now, that chart
is a hypothetical, what if, and I guess I
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could say that in an expenditure where
we would hypothetically have $20 bil-
lion or $30 billion to care for some type
of children's program, I could say we
should have $60 billion to care for it, so
we have really shortened and short-
changed that program. That is what
this chart is. That is exactly what this
chart is.

The fact remains we are increasing
it. Something I am going to agree
about with the last speaker about a
successful program. Yesterday I was in
Zanesville, OH, Muskingum County,
Mr. Speaker, and the people that run
the WIC program were in, and it is a
successful program, and it is a good
program, and I believe that we have
recognized that time and time again.
We are recognizing it again and again
and again by saying we believe in it
and we are going to increase it, and
here is the chart that tells we are
going to do it.

So we have not said it is a bad pro-
gram. We have no question of the effec-
tiveness of the program. We have no
question how it has helped people.

But I have got to tell you, they call
this the well. They ought to rename it
the swamp, because I think we get to a
low point when we come in and bring a
picture in and try to say that by in-
creasing this we are going to do harm
to children. I think that is absolutely
ridiculous.

Let us state the facts as they are,
and the fact is that it has been a good
program. The fact is that the new way
to do the WIC program does not take
away counseling, as the last speaker
told you, Mr. Speaker. It does not, be-
cause nothing changes in this program.

The question of where are we going
to live up to the food standards, we do,
Mr. Speaker, live up to the food stand-
ards, because that is also taken care of
through this program.

But it is a bigger picture, and the
bottom line in this country, Mr. Speak-
er, is that tomorrow morning everyone
in this country looks into the mirror
and sees the face of the human being
that is morally responsible as to
whether our children live in a country
that is safe, prosperous, and secure.

So we all have to ask ourselves, Mr.
Speaker, as we look into our faces in
the mirror, Members of Congress and
people throughout this country, are we
doing the best job to make sure that
this country is safe, prosperous, and se-
cure for our children? And I answer we
are. But not just in how we revise this
program to take the Federal bureau-
cratic end of it out, but in the overall
picture of what we are also .doing is
stepping up to the plate and balancing
this Nation's budget, of trying to re-
empower families to help them by re-
empowering them to make decisions,
and this is what it is all about. It is a
bigger picture.

Because what we have done in this
country by letting Washington remain
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the same old, same old, time after
time, is we have let a bureaucracy
build up, and as I told people from the
WIC organization yesterday, we have
let it build up to the point if we do not
take control now of this deficit, if we
do not take back control and re-
empower families out in the heartland,
Mr. Speaker, in this country, we are
not going to have to worry about
charts on either side of this aisle, be-
cause there is not going to be anything
left. We will have nothing to leave our
children. When we look in the mirror,
we are going to know we did not leave
our children with a safe country. We
did not leave our children in prosper-
ity. And we did not leave, Mr. Speaker,
our children with peace.

So not only are we doing the right
thing, not only are we increasing this,
we are also looking at a bigger overall
picture to restabilize this government,
to reempower where it counts, in the
hands of the citizenry, Mr. Speaker.

And with that, I think we have just
got to stay to the facts and quit using
scare tactics from this side of the
swamp, not the well, to use this type of
scare tactic. We should speak to the re-
ality of what we are trying to do, to
make a better America, and that is
what we are. We are sending our mes-
sage, Mr. Speaker, to you tonight and
to our colleagues, and we know that if
we work together in the bigger picture,
we are going to give back to families
their dignity and give back to families
their ability to help empower them-
selves for a better future.

CAN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
SOLVE THE PROBLEMS OF
AMERICA?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. WAMP] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night to ask a series of questions and
to make some statements, and the first
question is: Can the Federal Govern-
ment solve the problems of America?
You know, I asked that question as I
campaigned for the last 4 years.

I really believe the average person
out there is this country does not
think for a minute that the Federal
Government is going to solve the prob-
lems that we have in this country, and
there is a tremendous amount of misin-
formation and disinformation.

I returned to Washington today from
Chattanooga, TN, my home, and I can
tell you from being there this weekend
that this issue has outraged so many
people who know better and know that
thére is some untruth being told. The
words ‘‘cutting’’ and “‘eliminating” are
being used over and over again on edi-
torial pages all across this country. It
has gotten so out of hand that small
children are writing letters to Members
of Congress, I am sure at the instruc-
tion of their teachers or maybe even
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their parents, saying, ‘“Mr. Congress-
man, please, don't cut my lunches.
Please, don't eliminate the food from
my table.”
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And another question I have tonight
is, who is actually taking advantage of
children here? When you ask small
children who don't know any better to
write a letter to their Congressman
with the threat that you are going to
take food off of their plate in front of
them and they are not explaining to
these children what the truth is.

You know block grants is what we
are talking about. Decentralization is
what we are talking about. It is a rec-
ognition that things are not working,
things have not been working. Federal
Government got too big, too powerful,
out of control. It is outrageous, and we
are trying to block grant these dollars
back to the State and the local govern-
ments.

You know, Al Harris runs the Chat-
tanooga housing authority in my home
city, and does an outstanding job
there. They are concerned. Let me tell
you what he says about block grants.
He says block grants work. He says,
“Send the money down, unleash the
shackles. We got too many rules, too
many regulations, too much bureauc-
racy. Send us the money. We can
produce.” He looks at this as a good
thing, as decentralizing the Federal
Government and sending the money on
down.

I heard in church Sunday morning a
teacher in Hamilton County, Ten-
nessee, said, We have got problems
with school lunch programs. Those peo-
ple who are in need are not getting the
services because people who do not
qualify are abusing the system. People
are applying for and receiving free
lunches in our schools and they drive
up in about BMW's to let their kids off
in the morning. You know why that
happens? Because this is a big Federal
bureaucracy micromanaged out of
Washington, DC, and every time we
have turned these programs over to the
Federal Government they have got out
of hand. Fraud sets in and money is
wasted and people do without.

In about 2 weeks, this House, I be-
lieve this majority, will vote to put
$500 in the pocket of every child in this
country whose parents are working and
paying taxes. That is the kind of child
relief—that is the kind of child support
that we need to be engaged in, and
there is more help on the way. We are
sending this money back to the States.
We are not cutting or eliminating any-
thing, and my colleagues have said
that over and over again.

What I think this really boils down
to is whether or not we trust our State
and our local governments, because I
do not believe the liberals in this coun-
try will acknowledge that our States
and our local governments have done a
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better job than we have done up here in
Congress for the last 30 years.

You know, they are balancing their
budgets at home. They are responsible.
They have got their priorities in order.
They are not about to go out and bor-
row money with a credit card like
these voting cards here. The worst and
most expensive credit card in the his-
tory of the world here is the credit card
that Members of Congress use to vote
in this Chamber, moneys that they do
not have, and it is out of hand. We have
got to do something about it.

So let us send the money back to the
responsible governments, the State and
the local governments. I know in my
home State that our governor and our
State legislature is going to do the
right thing with these moneys when we
block grant them back there, and if
your program is good, you will get
more money, not less money, through
block grants and then you won't have
the Federal Government breathing
down your throat on everything.

I want to close with a statement I
know you have heard before but we
need to remember it right now, 1995,
while this country is at risk. A govern-
ment big enough to give you every-
thing you want is a government big
enough to take from you everything
you have.

Patriotic, freedom-loving Americans
need to recognize that our Federal
Government is out of control. We have
got more government than our Found-
ing Fathers ever wanted. We have got
more government on a Federal level,
more micromanagement, more bureau-
crats, more waste, fraud and abuse
than I ever wanted to deal with, and we
are up here trying to do something
about it and they are not telling the
truth.

Now, if we are going to have a legiti-
mate dialog in this country about what
is best for our children and our future,
let us at least be honest. We are not
running campaigns anymore. That
comes up next year. You know, we
knew when we got into it you would
not tell the truth about us in our cam-
paigns. That is part of campaigning.
This is lawmaking. This is serious busi-
ness.

Let us at least tell the country the
truth on this issue of block grants be-
cause this 1is the beginning of
downsizing the Federal Government,
returning the power and the money to
the States that have acted responsibly.

THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. WHITFIELD]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, when
the school lunch program was started
back in 1946, the research that I have
done indicates that the program cost
about $70 million that year, and the
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projections indicate that by the year
2000 the food programs in the United
States will be approaching §7 billion.

Now, when you talk about hunger in
America, I want to emphasize this
evening that those of us on this side of
the aisle are just as concerned about
the welfare of children throughout
America as those people on the other
side of the aisle. They certainly do not
have any sole discretion about and con-
cern for the needs of children around
this country.

But when you have a program, and I
might also add that in addition to this
school lunch program, there are thou-
sands of programs out there to provide
help to American citizens, and that is
part of the problem, because you can-
not solve a $4.7 trillion deficit problem
in America without coming up with
new approaches and new solutions to
very difficult problems.

Now, all of us would like to do every-
thing that we can do to eliminate hun-
ger in this country. We would like to
eliminate disease in this country. We
would like to eliminate child abuse
completely in this country. All of us
agree to that. But we have a signifi-
cant problem. How do we continue to
provide the money for all of the thou-
sands of programs out there, whether
they are child care programs, breakfast
programs, lunch programs, after school
programs, child abuse programs, or
whatever they may be?

So the challenge that we have is to
come up with innovative solutions to
provide the maximum benefit for chil-
dren throughout America at the lowest
cost, and that is what this block grant
does that we are now proposing.

We are trying to send this money
back to the State and say, bureaucrats
in Washington are not close to the
problem. The people in the State may
be more innovative. Some governors
around this State have shown in the
last 10 years that they can come up
with innovative programs to make a
real difference in saving dollars and
providing more benefits for the recipi-
ents, and that is what we are looking
for in this block grant on this school
lunch program.

Now, many speakers have already in-
dicated today that our program pro-
vides 4.5 percent more nationally for
this program each year over the next
few years. But I want to, as we have
talked about this program in very gen-
eral ways, we have not been specific
enough on how the program really
works. And I want to take a moment
this afternoon to talk about that.

First of all, in a school lunch pro-
gram in America today, there are three
basic programs. First of all, there are
those children who receive free
lunches, free breakfast and free snacks,
and they receive it because they are
somewhere between 135 percent and 185
percent of the poverty level, and they
should receive free food because they
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are not going to get a nutritious meal
anywhere else and our program is
going to see to it that they continue to
receive it.

Then the second group of students, in
my home State of Kentucky, the aver-
age meal at lunch time on the school
lunch program costs $1.60 approxi-
mately. And this second group, they
pay 40 cents for that lunch.

Now, the Federal Government each
month writes the local school board or
school nutrition program a check. For
those students who paid zero for their
lunch, the Federal Government writes
a check for $1.60 for every meal served,
and by the way, 25 million meals are
served around this country everyday.
And for those students who paid 40
cents, the government writes a check
each month for $1.20 to the local school
program.

Now, there is another group of stu-
dents and those are students who be-
long to their parents, may be doctors,
may be lawyers, may be businessmen,
coal operators, coal miners, but they
can afford to pay for their lunch and
they pay $1.20, still 40 cents below the
cost of the lunch. And then on top of
this—the Federal Government writing
a check for the balance between 40
cents and $1.20, we also sent an addi-
tional 17 cents for all meals served.

So all I am saying is that we can pro-
vide a program where the wealthy chil-
dren in this country pay their full
share and we can benefit more poorer
children, provide better nourishment,
more nutrition, and I think that the
entire country will benefit from this
innovative approach to the school
lunch program.

BLOCK GRANTING THE SCHOOL-
BASED NUTRITION PROGRAMS

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

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I had to
participate in this particular debate
because it has grated on me, quite hon-
estly, as a member of the House Appro-
priations Committee and a member of
the Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities Committee. I see a couple of
my colleagues here, Mr. GOODLING, the
chairman of the full committee, and
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, one of the sub-
committee chairmen, and it has grated
on me to hear these repeated false-
hoods and exaggerated claims coming
from the other side of the aisle.

It has also reminded me of that won-
derful statement that there are really
three kinds of lies. There is lies, there
is more lies, and there is damn lies, and
we have been hearing an awful lot: of
damn lies and out and out falsehoods
propagated by our friends on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle regarding our
plans with respect to block granting
the school-based nutrition programs
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back to State and local education
agencies and our plans to dramatically
overhaul and reform the American wel-
fare system.

Now, I am a former school board
member. In a sense, that is how I cut
my political teeth, because believe me,
school boards remind one of the old
saying of I think the late Speaker Tip
O’Neill, that all politics are local, and
I have a great deal of confidence and
faith in those men and women who
come forward, purely in a volunteer ca-
pacity, to serve on the school boards of
their local communities.

I am fully confident that they will
provide for the nutritional needs of our
school kids at the local level and that
is obviously the best way for govern-
ment to function.

Now, we believe that block granting
the school lunch and breakfast pro-
grams, obviously, as this chart indi-
cates that my colleagues have made re-
peated reference to tonight during spe-
cial orders, we believe that our block
grant programs to State and local edu-
cation agencies obviously does not
mean the end of nutrition assistance to
needy children. Instead, what it means
is the end of funding to Federal bureau-
crats.

Some facts to go with the chart as we
have attempted to reinforce tonight
with our colleagues, and also to the
American citizens who might be view-
ing these proceedings, some facts.
Number one, funding in the nutrition
block grant will increase 4.5 percent
per year, as the chart indicates.

Number two, at least 80 percent of
the funds must be spent on low-income
children, that is to say, the neediest of
children in local schools around the
country.

And number three, not more than 2
percent of the block grant funds can be
spent on administrative expenses at
the State government level, ensuring
that more funds are spent on nutrition
services for children.

And, ladies and gentlemen, let me
just stress that this is part of an over-
all approach by Republicans in re-
inventing and downsizing the Federal
Government. We are attempting to re-
spond to this patchwork that we have
today of over 600 separate Federal cat-
egorical programs that have been au-
thorized by past Congresses over a pe-
riod of many years, and as a con-
sequence, we are putting forward pro-
posals to radically reform this current
maze of congressionally mandated gov-
ernment human service programs.

We are considering proposals that we
will be bringing to the House floor in
coming weeks to consolidate block
grant programs in the areas of edu-
cation, job training, nutrition, child
care, and welfare.

And why the block grant approach?
Well, the obvious reason. This is a fun-
damental and long overdue reform nec-
essary back in Washington because
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these Federal categorical programs are
too proscriptive. They are overregu-
lated. They are incredibly fragmented.
As my colleagues on the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties will attest, when you are talking
about 153 federally mandated job train-
ing programs for adult and youth, we
are obviously talking about govern-
ment gone amuck and creating far too
many programs that can be reasonably
administered for productive results and
actual benefits to recipients.

So these programs are fragmented
and many times often duplicative with
the programs at the State and even
local government level. We think block
granting will actually encourage flexi-
bility, local control, innovation, and
ultimately greater accountability.

And why are we taking this ap-
proach? Because we want, by cutting
down on Federal bureaucracy here in
Washington, to apply those cost sav-
ings to reducing the deficit and ulti-
mately balancing the Federal budget,
as we have promised our fellow Ameri-
cans we will do by the year 2002.

The only way we can do that is to de-
centralize authority and responsibility,
and, yes, funding and revenues back to
the States. In turn, we will be dispers-
ing power to our fellow citizens and
will be empowering those Americans
who are most in need of government
services and encouraging them to take
greater responsibility for their own
lives and their own destinies.

I have to tell you, Mr. Speaker and
colleagues, I wish the President and
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle here cared enough about our chil-
dren to balance the budget. I want to
say that one more time. I wish our
Democratic colleagues cared enough
about our children to balance the budg-
et. That is simply not the case.

In conclusion, we believe that we
have a moral imperative to balance the
budget, and that is exactly what we in-
tend to do by taking these innovative
approaches here despite the opposition.

O 2000

THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
AND BASIC MATHEMATICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lucas). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has
got a Ph.D. in economics, and the Dick
Armey formula for basic math says, “‘If
you increase spending by more dollars
the following year than you have spent
on it in the current year, that's an in-
crease. If you spend less dollars the
next year, that's a decrease.” That is
Dick Armey basic math. I would offer a
book called ‘‘Basic Mathematics" for
my colleagues on the other side be-
cause I am the subcommittee chairman
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that went through the process, and we
sat and figured out what is the best
way to improve programs that work
good, but yet we can still improve
them.

Mr. Speaker, I had a Democratic page
come up to me and say, ‘“Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, we see the rhetoric on
this issue. I'm a Democrat, but why are
my own Representatives lying about
the facts over and over again?”

We are adding dollars to the chil-
dren’s nutrition programs. What we are
cutting is Federal bureaucracy, and the
Clinton Democrats will do anything
they can to protect those bureauc-
racies.

Is the school based program, the chil-
dren based program and family based
program; are they fairly effective? Yes,
they have been worked on with biparti-
sanship by my chairman, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GoOoOD-
LING] and Mr. FORD who was his prede-
cessor. And have they worked in the
past? and do they work presently? Yes,
but, if we can remove the mounds and
mounds of paperwork, the Federal re-
porting that we have to go through
every day. And back here in Washing-
ton we have got those Federal bureau-
crats that have got to receive all those
reports and justify their existence with
those reports.

Mr. Speaker, that is what the Demo-
crats will fight to do, anything they
can in their power to spend and be re-
elected.

Let us take a look at what President
Clinton projected in the 1995 budget. He
projected a 3.1 percent increase. We are
increasing it by 4.5. If I was a Demo-
crat, I would say, “Well, President
Clinton is cutting children's nutri-
tion.”” He did not cut it; he increased it
by 3.1 percent, and in the budget that
he just spoke right up here, Mr. Speak-
er, in your chair, and announced to the
American public, he justified a 3.6 per-
cent increase, not a 4.5 like we did, but
a 3.6 percent increase.

And again we could say, “Well, the
President is cutting children’'s nutri-
tion." He did not. But what we are
doing is taking a look at how we can
make it more effective. Republicans
believe that government works best
that is closest to the people.

I spoke yesterday to seven of prob-
ably the most liberal school super-
intendents in existence from Los Ange-
les, from San Francisco, from San
Diego, and Oakland, and Fresno, and do
my colleagues know what they said?
“DUKE, we not only want you to block
grant it, we want you to get the money
to us directly in the LEAs so we can
use it in the local school district, so we
can disburse it and cut out the State
bureaucracies, let alone the Federal
rules and regulations. We want to get
it to our kids, and, when we’ve got only
23 cents out of every buck that gets
down to the local school district, some-
thing is wrong. There is too many bu-
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reaucracies, too many regulations, too
many reports.’’

Mr. Speaker, that is what my col-
leagues on the other side will protest,
and let me tell you something we did
do in this committee.

In California we have 400,000 illegal
immigrants, children, K through 12,
400,000. That is 800,000 meals per day to
illegal kids. That is over a billion dol-
lars a day. At $5,000 each to educate
those children, that is $2 billion a year,
and they want to feed kids.

Do we want to feed all the kids of the
world? Yes. But do we want to do it at
the expense of American citizens and
American kids? The answer is no on
our side of the aisle. We cannot afford
to feed the world. We want to feed
American kids and make sure that the
dollars get down to the people, and we
are increasing those funds, not decreas-
ing those funds. We are eliminating bu-
reaucracies, not increasing bureauc-
racies and making it much more effec-
tive to do that.

Now in practicality are schools going
to go in and eliminate those kids? No,
they are not.

TIMBER SALVAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
METCALF] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, this
week the House will take up consider-
ation of the emergency timber salvage
sales amendment. This is an amend-
ment designed to make use of timber
that would otherwise be left to rot in
the forest. The Forest Service esti-
mates that over 20 billion board feet of
dead, dying, and downed timber is now
in the forests of America.

I am going to tell my colleagues the
story of just one tree, one of thousands
in western Washington alone. This
tree, and many others like it, blew
down on the Olympic Peninsula. This is
not an uncommon occurrence on the
Washington State coast. While this
tree grew in a region that is perfect for
its growth, the unique combination of
heavy rainfall, wet soils, and frequent
high winds cause trees like this giant
500 year old Douglas fir to blow down.
Thousands of these blown down trees
are rotting on the forest floor right
now. This tree had the chance to be dif-
ferent. Mr. Jim Carlson can be seen in
this picture. He tried to purchase this
tree from the Forest Service to be cut
up in his sawmill, which used to em-
ploy about 100 people. The Quinault
Ranger District refused to sell this tree
to him. Mr. Carlson then came back to
the Forest Service and asked that he
be sold this tree and two other downed
trees for use in construction of an in-
terpretive building that he wished to
construct at his ranch as part of an
economic diversification project. This
would have allowed Mr. Carlson to get
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into the tourism business, which, if we
had put him out of the sawmill busi-
ness, is the least we could do for him.
The request was denied in spite of the
fact that a provision for this type of
sale was contained in the Grays Harbor
Federal Sustained Yield Unit Agree-
ment.

The taxpayers are the big losers in
this story, though. This tree would
have produced approximately 21,000
board feet of lumber. To put this in a
better perspective, 800 board feet
equals one cord. The sale of this tree
by the Federal Government to Mr.
Carlson would have brought the tax-
payer between $10,000 and $20,000 for
that one tree. Mr. Carlson would have
been able to sell lumber from this tree
for approximately $60,000 at retail
rates. Conservatively this would be
enough lumber to build two modest
homes.

The sad end to this tree came in a
perfectly legal, though terribly waste-
ful, manner. An out-of-work timber
worker, armed with a firewood permit,
cut up this grand old giant for $5 per
cord. This amounts to about $120 to the
taxpayers of this Nation instead of
$10,000 to $20,000.

The rest of the story, as Paul Harvey
likes to say, is that this past year, this
timber worker had his home sold on
the steps of the county courthouse for
$931.91 in back taxes. At the same time,
while the Quinault Ranger District
would not sell this tree for lumber,
they did not have enough money to
purchase the diesel fuel to run their
road grader.

Now environmentalists claim that
these trees are necessary for the nutri-
ents they provide for forest floor. Yet
forestry scientists say that 90 percent
of the nutrient value is found in the
crown of the tree, while 80 percent of
the fiber is found in the trunk. The 80
percent that we need and can be put to
good use contains less than 10 percent
of the nutrient value. It is possible to
have the majority of the fiber we seek
from these trees, and at the same time
leave the majority of the nutrients be-
hind. This is a case where you can have
your cake and eat it, too.

Mr. Speaker, there are thousands of
trees just like this one in the Pacific
Northwest. When in full operation, Mr.
Carlson could run his mill with only
150 trees like this one each year. He
would employ 60 direct, full time work-
ers, with a payroll of over $1 million
from a yearly sales total of $7.5 to $9
million. He would pay $200,000 to
$400,000 per year in corporate income
tax, and would pay $1 to $2 million to
the Forest Service in stumpage fees.
His employees would pay personal in-
come tax on the over $1 million. In ad-
dition, Mr. Carlson would employ up to
40 other people in subcontractor posi-
tions. These would be the timber cut-
ters and haulers that would get these
logs out of the forest. Sadly, If these
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giants are not harvested within 2 years
of being blown down, they are of no
value as timber, and thus, no value to
us as taxpayers. This is part of the
emergency situation that we face in
our forests. Unless we pass this impor-
tant legislation, these giant trees will
rot back into the forest floor from
which they sprang. We must use com-
mon sense to make the best use of our
forest resources.

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
SUMMER JOBS PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise this evening to help try
to have a reasonable discussion to set
the record straight here. Tomorrow
and Thursday this House will have a
major debate on actions to balance the
budget of this country, starting with
the goal of $17.3 billion, trying to find
money to cut across the government,
and I think that the goal of trying to
balance the budget is absolutely wor-
thy; and each of us in our capacities, as
chairs of committees and as Members,
has to be a part of this very serious
task. I think that, however, as we try
to plug the dike, the holes in the dike
of our increasing debt, this $17.3 billion
action is really going to be somewhat
fruitless because at the same time
there are billions flowing out the other
side of the dike that we are not even
taking a look at, and I want to talk
about that tonight.

But let me say I am very proud to
rise as a Democrat this evening and
say that this will not be one Member
who will vote to eliminate the summer
jobs program, and I would love to be
the opponent of any Republicans who
votes to eliminate the summer jobs
program—on that basis alone. In my
district there are over a thousand
young people; in fact there are 4,000 in
line, for the summer jobs program. We
want to provide the best opportunities
for our young people, and yet the first
place they look is the summer jobs pro-
gram for our young teenagers; probably
for most of them, if not all, the first
opportunity they have to have any
kind of gainful employment.

0 2015

As a Democrat, on the second pro-
gram, I will not vote to eliminate the
Low-Income Heating Assistance Pro-
gram. Twenty-five thousand senior
citizens in my district benefit every
year from that program. And for any-
body who comes from the north and
you know how cold the winters get and
you know how tight those senior dol-
lars are, I would love to be the oppo-
nent of any Republican who votes
against the Low-Income Heating As-
sistance Program.
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Let me also say as a Democrat, I will
not vote to hurt seniors who are forced
to buy these medigap policies when
they really cannot afford supplemental
insurance. And that is hidden in this
rescission bill. I am proud to be a dem-
ocrat and stand at the side of every
poor senior citizen in our country who
depends on that medigap insurance.

Now, what is interesting about this
discussion is what the Republican
Party will fail to go after and this is
where my challenge lies with them.

Why do you not do anything about
plugging the tax breaks that are there
for corporate welfare? We hear a lot
about welfare for ordinary citizens.
What about corporate welfare? How
about getting rid of the $5 billion that
is there to let these pharmaceutical
companies leave the United States and
manufacture offshore? There is $5 bil-
lion of the $17 billion right there.

How about $30 billion worth of trans-
fer pricing? All these foreign corpora-
tions that operate in the United States
do not pay a dime of taxes. That is
twice as much as you need right now to
deal with the 15.3 billion.

How about all the multinational cor-
porations that have got their hands out
to the taxpayers of the United States
like the market promotion program at
the U.S. Department of Agriculture?
We are subsidizing Pet Milk. We are
subsidizing Mars Corporation. We are
subsidizing Archer Daniel Midland &
Company to the tune of millions of dol-
lars a year.

But who do you go to to try to cut
when you want to balance the budget?
You go to the kids in my district who
don't have work this summer. You go
to my senior citizens who cannot pay
their heating bills.

You know, I heard the Speaker say
something really interesting. He is in-
terested in privatizing NASA. Well, I
do not know if I want to privatize all of
NASA, but I would be happy to be a
Democrat that supports privatization
of the space station. That would be $40
billion. That is three times as much as
you need this first time out of the box
before we start taking all of the nicks
out of the weakest and most vulnerable
people in this country.

And I just want to say to my good
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. GoobpLING], who I know labors
under great pressures of that particu-
lar committee in trying to find these
spending cuts, you know, Mr. GoOOD-
LING, I do not really think—and you
cannot say this and you would not say
this, because you are a very loyal serv-
ant of the people—but I do not think
the Speaker of this House should go to
the weakest people in this society and
try to balance the budget on their
backs.

I would have more respect if he fol-
lowed through with some of the sugges-
tions he had, for example, with NASA,
in trying to get the money we need by
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cutting off some of the biggest leeches
we have in this country who have their
hands out and can pay for the lobbyists
in this town to take out people's
money and then they get kicked in the
gut back in districts like mine.

1 am proud to be a Democdrat who is
going to vote against this particular
rescission bill.

BLOCK GRANTING CHILD NUTRI-
TION PROGRAMS IS A BAD IDEA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, block
granting child nutrition programs is a
bad idea, but it is not a new idea. In
1982, members of this body felt it nec-
essary to pass a bipartisan resolution
opposing nutrition block grants and
one of the signers of that resolution
was House Speaker NEWT GINGRICH.

And in the resolution it said,
““Whereas the nutrition benefits pro-
vided to our Nation's schoolchildren
contribute significantly to the develop-
ment of their learning potential, the
Federal Government should retain pri-
mary responsibility for the child nutri-
tion programs and such programs
should not be included in any block
grant.”” And that is a quote.

These statements, Mr. Speaker, are
as true today as they were in 1982. Our
Federal child nutrition programs work.
They help to fight hunger. They keep
our kids healthy, alert, and ready to
learn every single day. Block granting
child nutrition programs was a bad
idea in 1982 and it is a bad idea in 1995.

Mr. Speaker, it has been said that
sunshine is the best disinfectant, so I
rise today to join my colleagues in
shedding some light on the Repub-
licans’ plan and its devastating impact
on Federal child nutrition programs
and specifically the school lunch pro-

gram.

The Republicans are at it again, in-
sisting that their proposal actually
preserves and strengthens the school
lunch program. The very opposite is
true.

As these charts behind me show, each
yvear that the Republican block grant is
in place, school meal programs will be
cut. Over 5 years, funding for school
meals programs will be cut resulting in
a total loss of $2.3 billion in the year
2000.

And when you combine these cuts
with cuts in the funding for the child
nutrition programs under the family-
based block grant program, which
amounts to $4.6 billion, child nutrition
programs will be cut by $7 billion over
the next b years.

What the American School Food
Service Association—don't take my
word—the American School Food Serv-
ice Association says, and what our Re-
publican colleagues do not tell us, is
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that inflation with regard to this pro-
gram rises 3.5 percent every year and
school enrollment rises 3 percent every
yvear. That is 6.5 percent.

My Republican colleagues tell you
that they are going to increase the pro-
gram 4.5 percent. And it does not take
a rocket scientist to figure out that 4.5
from 6.5 is a 2-percent cut in this pro-
gram. What they do not do is to in-
clude increased school enrollment, the
increased cost of food prices, and a
downturn in our economy.

Also, according to the American
School Food Service Association, the
bill cuts funding for school meal pro-
grams and places our children at risk
in the following ways: First, the Re-
publican plan means an end to free
meals for the poorest children in Amer-
ica.

Currently children from the lowest
income families receive their meals
free. In my State of Connecticut, more
than 13 million free meals were served
last year. I went to the Simon Lake
School in Milford, Connecticut, yester-
day. In that very small community
they served 96,000 free meals last year.

The Republican bill states that these
children in the future may or may not
receive free or reduced priced meals.
And then it requires the States to
spend only 80 percent of the money
that they receive under this block
grant toward providing free and re-
duced meals. They cut back the cost,
then they say to the State: If you want
you can spend only 80 percent; 20 per-
cent of that money you can spend on
anything else that you would like to.

The bill also eliminates current re-
quirements that low-income children
pay no more than 40 cents for a reduced
price meal. Schools would be able to
charge these kids any price they
choose, 50 cents, 75 cents or even $1 per
meal. This is a hardship that many
working families simply could not af-
ford.

Second, in addition to cutting $2.34
billion from the program, the school
nutrition block grant would allow Gov-
ernors to transfer up to 20 percent of
the funds they receive to another block
grant program. Further, Governors
would no longer be required to make a
State matching contribution to the
program.

I will give you my own State. If the
Governor of my home State of Con-
necticut had this kind of discretion and
he chose to exercise it, the School
meals program in Connecticut could
lose $2 million this year.

Let me conclude. As my colleagues
have said, school lunches are an essen-
tial part of every child’'s day and bene-
fit every American child in the public
school. We should not be tampering
with a program that works. I say, leave
the school lunch program alone and
protect the children of America.
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NATIONAL SCHOOL NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING] is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, since
the death of Chairman Carl Perkins, I
have proudly accepted my role as the
son of school lunch and child nutrition.
He was the father.

I am really disappointed with the
press accounts of the last several
weeks, with the accounts of some of
my colleagues, with those who are in-
side the Beltway as nutrition lobbyists.
I do not take exception to the fact that
perhaps their philosophy is different
and they want to defend their philoso-
phy against mine. But I do object to
the fact that if they had read what is in
H.R. 999, I do object to the fact that
they are being Herman Goebbels, who
was Hitler's propaganda expert. And he
basically said that if you tell a lie
enough times and big enough and long
enough, you will get a lot of people to
believe it.

And that is very discouraging to me
because, as I said, if it is a philosophi-
cal difference, I do not have any prob-
lem with that. But if you will not read
what is in H.R. 999, I do have a problem
with that. Or if you have read it and
you mischaracterize what is in it, I
really have a problem with that.

Since the death of Chairman Perkins,
I have shepherded, protected, and guid-
ed these programs in Congress. I heard
someone say this evening that they
have a vision of the future for children.
I have a vision for the future of our
children. And that vision is to have the
healthiest children in the world.

But my vision goes beyond that. Be-
cause my vision is I want them to have
a guaranteed hope that they can grab a
piece of the American dream.

You cannot have it both ways. You
cannot grow a debt by millions and
trillions of dollars every couple years
and expect that these children will ever
have an opportunity to grab a piece of
the American dream.

I heard someone else say, terrible, no
counseling in H.R. 999. I do not know
what bill he was referring to. He was
not referring to H.R. 999. That I am
sure of. But he said there was no coun-
seling for WIC. The very first goal they
have to meet in WIC is that of counsel-
ing.

The last speaker changed her tune a
little bit later, but initially said, And
then they can use the 20 percent for
anything they want to use it for. Obvi-
ously, she either had not read H.R. 999
or is not interested in knowing what is
said in H.R. 999.

I would like to do a couple things
this evening. First of all, I would like
to talk a little bit about the program
that we now have. Because I have a
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feeling that there are not too many
people out there that really even un-
derstand the present national school
lunch program and that is what we are
talking about.

If you do not participate in a na-
tional school lunch program, you do
not have to feed free and reduced-
priced meals except in three States,
and that is why I have worked so hard
to protect the national school lunch
program.
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But the existing program, you get re-
imbursed from the Federal Government
for free meals. Children of families
below 130 percent of poverty, $19,240 for
a family of four, they receive $1.76, plus
14 cents in commodities, $1.90 sub-
sidized by the Federal Government.

In the present program, if you re-
ceive a reduced price meal, you come
from children of families between 130
and 185 percent of poverty, which is up
to $27,380 for a family of four, and you
receive $1.36 in cash and 14 cents in
commodities.

If you are a full-program participant,
your parents believe they are spending
the full price for your meal. These are
children of families over 185 percent of
poverty, over $27,380 for a family of
four. The Federal Government sub-
sidizes, the taxpayers subsidize, 18
cents cash, 14 cents commodities. You
are not sending the full amount to
school for your children who are par-
ticipating in a paying meal program.

We did that for many reasons when
we were able to afford it. We did it, as
I said earlier, to try to keep the school
lunch program going, the national
school lunch program going, so free
and reduced price meals would be
available.

We do not have the luxury to say
that we will continue to do everything
the way we have done it in the past, be-
cause as I mentioned, if you are grow-
ing trillions of dollars of debt in a few
years' time, you are denying these
same children any hope for a decent fu-
ture in this country.

Now, at the present time the Clinton
budget called in 1995 for $4,712,000,000.
Our proposal for 1996 is $4,712,000,000.

In the President's budget, he pro-
poses $656 million in commodities. We
have $638 million in commodities.

The President proposes for State ad-
ministration $92 million. We propose
$98 million. That is the school lunch
program as it is today.

Now, let us take a look at what we
have done in committee. The first
thing I want to talk about is the dif-
ference between H.R. 4 and H.R.. 999, be-
cause I am giving some people who are
standing up here saying incorrect
things and I am giving the press the
benefit of the doubt, the fact that they
did not read H.R. 999, and are only
talking about H.R. 4. Let me point out
the differences.
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H.R. 4 is one block grant to the
States and combines all the programs.
H.R. 999, because we in committee did
not accept what was in H.R. 4, the one
block grant proposal, created in nutri-
tion alone two separate block grants,
and then we created two additional
block grants for child care and other
programs.

H.R. 4 distributes funds to the States
based on the lower living standard, and
does not take into consideration cur-
rent participation rates. On the other
hand, H.R. 999 provides States the first
year funding based on participation
this year, a hold-harmless. However, in
the next several years, it is based on
participation, which is exactly the way
it should be based. And that is what we
do in H.R. 999.

H.R. 4 eliminated the entitlement
status of all programs included in the
block grant. H.R. 999, the program we
are talking about, makes the school
nutrition block grant a cap entitle-
ment to the States, thereby ensuring a
level of funding for each fiscal year.

H.R. 4 eliminated support payments
for children in the school lunch pro-
gram with incomes above 185 percent of
poverty. H.R. 999 does not limit a
State’s ability to support meals for the
paying child. It provides that 80 per-
cent, and that figure was chosen be-
cause that is the figure at the present
time for those who are receiving free
and reduced price meals, it provides
that 80 percent must go to those who
are receiving free and reduced price
meals.

The other 20 percent can be used for
those who are below the 185 percent
level of poverty, if that is what they
need it for, or it can be used for the in-
frastructure of the school lunch pro-
gram, if that is what they need to keep
the school lunch program going, or
they can transfer it, not to anything
they want, as some people have said;
they can transfer it to one of the other
block grants only, only after the per-
son who runs the program certifies
that they have met all of our goals.

This is the difference between reve-
nue sharing and block granting. We
have set the goals. We have told them
what the outcome has to be, and we
have a way to assess that.

H.R. 4 set aside 12 percent of avail-
able funds for the WIC program. H.R.
999 creates a family nutrition block
grant and reserves 80 percent of avail-
able funds for WIC. H.R. 4 contained no
guidance to the States regarding the
use of funds. H.R. 999 establishes pro-
gram goals, specifies the uses of funds
in each block grant, and contains re-
porting requirements which allow us to
determine whether or not States are
meeting such goals.

H.R. 4 did not require States to es-
tablish nutritional standards for assist-
ance offered under the block grant.
H.R. 999 requires States to develop
their own nutritional standards based
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on the most recent tested nutritional
research, or to adopt the nutritional
standards developed for each block
grant by the Food and Nutrition Board
of the National Academy of Sciences.

A big difference, folks. If you have
not read H.R. 999, I would suggest you
do it, and perhaps you would not come
and make statements on the floor that
are positively incorrect in relationship
to H.R. 999.

It was mentioned by my colleague
who is the chairman of the subcommit-
tee that these programs have been good
programs. There is no gquestion about
it. Are there any programs that cannot
be better programs? Well, I will guar-
antee you, every program that the Fed-
eral Government runs can be a better
program if Federal Government is not
running the program.

What program do you know that is
totally outstanding because the Fed-
eral Government has run it? I do not
know of any.

What are the concerns of the existing
program? There are several. The com-
plaint that we have heard over and
over and over again by the people who
are on the front line, the people who
are serving these meals, the people who
are preparing these meals, the people
who are administering the program
back on the local level, is the com-
plaint that there is so much Federal
bureaucracy, so much red tape, so
much paperwork, that they spend
hours and much, much money doing
this paperwork, meeting the bureau-
cratic requirements, rather than feed-
ing needy children.

Let me tell you what the American
School Food Service Association just
recently stated. This is the American
School Food Service Association.
Somebody in one of the previous
speeches referred to them.

“School nutrition programs have be-
come increasingly complex and more
costly, due to overly prescriptive, in-
trusive and restrictive Federal regula-
tions.” BILL GOODLING is not saying
this. I am quoting this from the lobby-
ists who are the most active when you
talk about school lunch programs.

I quote again, and complete the
quote:

School nutrition programs have become in-
creasingly complex and more costly, due to
overly prescriptive, Intrusive, and restrictive
Federal regulations. Although there has been
extensive communication with USDA, little
progress has been made in simplifying regu-
lations and Hmiting regulations to those spe-
cifically required by law.

The second concern we have with the
existing program is there is some
abuse. Unfortunately, there is some
fraud. A program that is as big as this,
I suppose one can expect that to hap-
pen. But let me tell you what I heard
on a talk show the other day. A gen-
tleman called in. He said he was a su-
perintendent of schools in Texas. He
asked to remain anonymous, and he
asked that his school district remain
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anonymous, for good reason, because
the auditors would just love to catch
up with the gentleman.

What he said was that it is to our ad-
vantage, as I pointed out before, not to
look too closely at who should get free
or reduced price meals, because we get
much more money for free and reduced
price meals. You can understand why
he and his district want to remain
anonymous. The auditors would have a
field day, and hopefully they will catch
up with whomever it was that was
speaking.

The third concern we have and why
we think there needs to be change,
only 46 percent of those students who
would be paying customers participate
in the program. Only 46 percent of
those eligible to be paying customers
participate in the program. Part of the
problem is that one size does not fit
all. You do not feed Pennsylvania
Dutch what you may feed an Italian
community or an Irish community.
They determine, going by nutritious
guidelines, what it is that these young
people will eat, what will cause them
to participate. But only 46 percent at
the present time do.

We have to do better. You cannot
support the program if you have a dis-
trict that has 65, 756 percent free and re-
duced price. You have to get the paying
customers participating. And we be-
lieve by giving the kind of flexibility
that we do in this legislation, that that
local district will have an opportunity
to meet the nutrition standards, and,
at the same time, cause an influx of
the paying customer coming through
that line because she will eat the meal
that will be served.

Let me talk a little bit more about
H.R. 999. Often times you get people
who have not read it who are telling
us, this is what is wrong with your pro-
gram.

First of all, they say it is less money.
Now, you know, I wish that chart were
still there, because I would like them
on that chart to put the 3.1 percent
that the President recommended for
1995's budget, and then see how it
comes out. I would like them to put
the 3.6 percent that the President sug-
gested for an increase for next year on
that chart, and then show me a little
bit about who is saving and who is pay-
ing and who is cutting and who is giv-
ing more. I think they would have to
turn to this side to look at the charts
on this side.

Do not talk about what your dreams
may be or what you think should be.
That is not what your Commander in
Chief, that is not what the leader of
your party has recommended 1995 budg-
et, or the 1996 budget.

We grow children, and I think it is
important that we understand that. We
are growing children at a greater rate
than the President does in his 1995
budget, than the President does in his
1996 budget.
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Let me talk about a couple other
most frequently mentioned untruths.
They say how about an economic down-
turn? Well, do you know any time this
Congress has walked away from those
in need? What do we do when there is a
flood that we have not budgeted for?
What do we do when there is an earth-
quake that we did not budget for? We
come back for supplementals.

But we built into H.R. 999 help for
this same situation, because we say
you do not have to return your money
at the end of the year if you have a sur-
plus, because you had a good year. You
have a 2-year carryover. You had a
good year in 1996, you saved money;
you have a downturn in 1995, you have
that extra money.

Now, let me tell you what we do be-
yond 4.5 percent. We probably get to
the 5.2 CBO that they like to put over
there. We may even go above it, I am
not sure. Because when you think of
the cost of the bureaucracy, when you
think of the cost of the redtape, when
you think of the cost to the local
school district to meet all of these nu-
trition paperwork programs coming
from the Federal level, there is a great
deal of money to be saved, to be used
not to feed bureaucrats, but to be used
to feed children.
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That is what we are in the business
to do.

We heard a couple of people be aw-
fully cute. I mean, they wanted to be
cute. Unfortunately, they were not too
cute, because they did not read what
this administration is doing.

You had the President of the United
States hold up a bottle of ketchup. You
had the minority leader hold up a bot-
tle of ketchup. And they were trying to
bring up this old game they played
back in 1982 or 1983, which was over-
played, which had nothing to do with
reality, saying that somehow or other
if you had those nutritious standards,
the people back there who run these
programs would feed a child a half cup
of ketchup.

First of all, let me say, they could
not afford to feed every child a half cup
of ketchup. It is much easier and
cheaper to feed the child a half cup of
vegetables than it is to feed them a
half cup of ketchup. So it had nothing
to do with reality.

But how did they get ketchup on
their face? They did not check what
the nutrition standards are now in
their own administration, because
would you believe it, they can count
ketchup in their calorie count?

This administration, who was second-
guessing the people back home saying
that you are feeding too much fat,
what the people back home were doing
was following their rules and regula-
tions, their nutrition standards.

Now, why should we trust them to
continue to tell the people back home
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what is the best nutrition that children
should have when the very standards
that they set out, then criticized the
people who met their standards and
said too much fat.

Again, I am afraid the two got ketch-
up on their face.

Let me just move on to one or two
other areas. We build into our program
a reward for participation. That is the
way it should be. As I indicated, you
have to attract the paying customer in
there. You have to attract them to
keep the program going.

What we say is the first year, you are
held harmless and you will get, your
State, the same amount of money.
After that, however, it is all on partici-
pation. It goes duwn slightly each year,
where you will get 95 percent based on
your previous year, but you get 5 per-
cent if you have an increased participa-
tion. The next year it is 10 percent.
That is an encouragement to get them
to do a better job. That is an encour-
agement to get more children partici-
pating in the program.

I have spent too much time, and I al-
ways have to laugh when people say,
people who wrote this ought to get into
the schools and see what is going on in
the schools. For 22 years, I participated
in school lunch every day, every day,
sitting with the students, eating a
school lunch, and for the 20 years here,
I have tried to improve on that pro-
gram year after year. Then I become
most upset. Even a good friend sends
out a ‘““Dear Colleague’ totally distort-
ing what happened in 1982-83.

In 1982 and 1983, it was not that side
of the aisle that stopped some of those
revenue-sharing block grants. It was
this side of the aisle, those of us who
were on this committee, because they
were revenue-sharing. They were not
block grants. It was revenue-sharing.

I have always said if you are trillions
of dollars in debt, it is pretty tough to
go back home and say, “We're revenue
sharing."” The only thing we had to
share is debt.

These block grants set the goals, say
specifically what has to happen, and
then give enough flexibility so the
local district can make them work
even better than they presently do.

Let’s not mix apples and oranges.
There is no comparison to what is in
H.R. 999 and a revenue-sharing, mas-
sive block grant. That is why we de-
signed H.R. 999, rather then go on with
H.R. 4.

I would hope that those of you who
were listening this evening are begin-
ning to understand exactly what we
have done, and what we have done is
given an opportunity to grow more
children than the President has re-
quested, more children than would
have been appropriated, and make sure
that that increase is there year after
year.

I am proud of our end product, very
proud of that product. I know that peo-
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ple are fearful of change. Nobody likes
change. You fear change. Folks, change
is inevitable. Not only is it inevitable,
it is positively necessary if we are
going to give these children, as I have
said several times, an opportunity as
adults to grab a part of that American
dream.

Is there anyone out there who really
believes that in the last 35 or 40 years
we have helped these people grab a part
of that American dream? We have done
just the opposite. What we have done is
enslave them. We have put them in
shackles, Federal shackles, to make
sure that they never have an oppor-
tunity to get a piece of that American
dream.

We are going to change things so
they do have that opportunity, so that
they too can be participants giving to
this Nation, participants who can grow
independently and not depend on the
Federal Government.

I yield to my colleague the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], the subcommittee chair-

man.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. Speaker, you will not hear of a
Republican or at least even very many
Democrats that will say that the chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GOODLING], has ever attempted to
hurt kids. He has spent his life protect-
ing them, Mr. Speaker.

I would ask the honorable chairman,
how many children can we feed on a
bankrupt country? And ftoday we are
looking, where every child over their
life, lifelong interest and account on
the national debt, will be saddled with
a $180,000 debt. Yes, it will be indexed.
You will have to pay the increases with
inflation. That is before you buy a car
or a home or everything else.

We are also looking at a Medicare
system that is going bankrupt and will
be in the near future. If we do not at-
tack waste in government by bigger
bureaucracies, then it is going to affect
that.

I would just like to make two quick
statements and I have a lot of my col-
leagues that want to speak, and I
would yield back to the gentleman.

One, when the other side of the aisle
talks about cuts, I have been here for 4
years. The rhetoric was confusing to
the American people, where Democrats
were saying, Well, look what we have
done, we have cut this budget, but yet
the American people could not figure
out how we keep spending more.

I have an example, Mr. Speaker, that
if my mom in San Diego, CA, Escon-
dido, said, ‘““Son, we have a turkey this
Thanksgiving and next Thanksgiving,
your brother and family is coming
over. I am going to project that I need
10 turkeys for next year."

Well, a few months before Thanks-
giving, Mom _calls up and says, ‘“Son,
your brother can't come, he's got:to
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work, but the family’'s coming. I'm
only going to need seven turkeys in-
stead of 10 turkeys.”

Under the Democratic accounting
principles, I have just cut 30 percent of
the turkeys, when in essence I have in-
creased it by 60 percent. I have gone
from 1 to 7. I have not cut 30 percent.
That is what they are trying to confuse
the issue with, with the other chart.

The second point is that I would like
to finish a statement on what the com-
mittee did on illegal immigration.
Would American citizens like to feed
the world? Probably the answer is yes.
If you asked them the question, Would
they like to do it on the backs of our
children, the answer would be most
definitely no.

We have eliminated illegal immi-
grants from all 23 programs that they
previously held. We have 400,000 illegal
children in California, just in Califor-
nia schools, K through 12, at over $1.33
a meal. That is over $1 million a day,
800,000 meals a day, just for illegals.

Mr. GOODLING. I would imagine
they are receiving §1.90 a day.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. No, I am trying
to do it on a conservative basis. Then if
you look at an average in California, it
takes a kindergartner through high
school, 12th grade, $5,000 a year to edu-
cate that child. That is $2 billion a
year. Yet we are decrying that we do
not have enough money for nutrition.

We have added money for nutrition.
We have cut the bureaucracies. But
what we also did is said, our priority in
this country with limited resources,
with the national debt getting out of
shape, with the national deficit, and
the President's budget increasing the
national deficit by $300 billion, our pri-
orities are American children, and we
want to feed those children. We want
to make sure that no child under any
circumstances goes hungry.

Should a high-income parent be sub-
sidized by the Federal Government?
Absolutely not. But the chairman has
provided for those children 185 percent
below the poverty level that we are
going to make sure that they are fed.
Again, the priority of disestablishing
big government and who should receive
the support are the kids that most
need it.

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG].

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman of the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportu-
nities for yielding. I especially want to
thank him not just for his leadership
this year but for a countless number of
years.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
has lived the life that many of us do
not have or did not have the oppor-
tunity to do in terms of looking over
the lunch programs from a perspective
of a couple of feet. Most of us get most
of our information from a book, a
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newspaper, from a pamphlet, from
charts, information such as this.

I want to talk with my colleagues for
a moment about the school-based child
care block grant contained in the
House Republican welfare bill. It has
been subjected to vicious attacks by
the White House and other defenders of
the status quo, and I say defenders of
government bureaucracy, of Federal
bureaucracy.

I appreciate this opportunity to take
just a moment and, with my col-
leagues, tell the truth about the House
Republican welfare bill. I believe for
the last few weeks, the American peo-
ple have been deceived. Some would
say maybe more strongly they have
been lied to. But the Democratic
Party, some of those who preceded us
here this evening, have distorted the
facts and attempted to use children to
promote the political agenda, and one
by one they have paraded out on the
House floor to tell the story, make the
claims that House Republicans are tak-
ing food out of the mouths of children.
I have to say that nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

The House Republican welfare bill
actually expands the Federal commit-
ment to child nutrition.

I will admit, maybe our block grants
are a bad deal for Washington bureau-
crats.
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But they are a great deal for the
local administrators of school lunches
who no longer will have to wade
through tons of redtape to provide nu-
tritious meals to schoolchildren.

I would like to reaffirm what has al-
ready been brought out this evening
that I would like to inform the Amer-
ican people and reaffirm that our pro-
posal, the Republican proposal, in-
creases funding for school lunches, as
has been said, by 4.5 percent each year.

The other thing that is important, I
think, tc remember is that the total
Federal funding for the school-based
nutrition block grant over 5 years is
real money. It is $36 billion, and de-
spite this strong commitment to
school-based food programs, Democrats
are trying to convince the American
people that the Republican Party has
turned its back on the poor, and I
think it is time the American people
know the truth.

The school-based nutrition block
grant proposed by the party, by the Re-
publican Party, will greatly improve
the way we provide school meals to
needy children. It returns decisionmak-
ing back home and removes the one-
size-fits-all mandates that will allow
States to provide nutritious meals to
kids.

Now, one of the things that I really
do not understand is why the Demo-
cratic Party, certain members, are so
distrustful of the States. The Federal
Government does not have a monopoly
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on compassion and, contrary to popu-
lar belief in this body by some, Con-
gress does not have all the answers, not
all of the answers to our Nation’s prob-
lems. Governors and State lawmakers
also have concerns about the well-
being of children, and they live closer
to the fact, to those children. They
have a direct interest in promoting the
health and development of the children
in their States. They are not going to
walk away from those responsibilities.

Just yesterday I had a chance to talk
to the Governor of my State, Governor
Engler, from Michigan. He is excited
about this new majority in the House
of Representatives. He is excited be-
cause they are willing to give him the
flexibility that he wants and needs to
design and craft some of the innovative
solutions that will make a big dif-
ference, a positive difference, in the
lives of those persons that are trapped
in the current welfare system. He un-
derstands, and he assured me that he
and the other Governors understand,
that there is importance in providing
nutritious school meals, and they do
not want to shortchange the kids.

I truly believe that the States can do
a better job with welfare reform, that
welfare reform over and above what the
Federal Government has done, and the
House Republican welfare bill will en-
courage creativity at the State level
instead of stifling it, and as a result, I
am confident that we have offered a
positive alternative to the current
wasteful welfare system.

I urge the American people to search
out the truth, listen to both sides. I be-
lieve that you will find there is no rea-
son that you have to be lied to, to be
deceived.

In closing, I just would like to reaf-
firm, restate, and it has been stated
several times, but I do not think it
hurts to drum it a few more times, the
Republican bill increases funding for
school lunches by 4.5 percent per year.
By the year 2000, we will be spending §1
billion more on school lunches-than we
spend today.

We are not taking the food from the
mouths of hungry children. We are
streamlining the administrative costs
and allowing more money to be spent
on lunches instead of paper, paper-shuf-
fling.

So I think it is time, and I am de-
lighted, Mr. Chairman, that you have
taken the leadership again to promote
the facts that should be aired so that
the American people can sort through
the rhetoric and look at truly what is
in this welfare bill, this child block
grant bill and, frankly, I say again it is
shameful that individuals would use
children as political props.

I thank you for yielding, I say to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING].

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for participating, a member of
our committee, and I yield to another
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gentleman from our committee, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I thank the
gentleman.

Before I get into my remarks, I want
to congratulate you on an excellent
presentation of the true facts about the
Republican proposal to reform our
school lunch program, our child nutri-
tion programs, in ways that put more
food in the mouths of kids and helps
more people in this country, and you
clearly, in your presentation, dispelled
the falsehoods and the untruths that
are being stated not only by people in
the opposition but as well by people in
the media who do not understand what
we are trying to do here.

When I won my election, and this is
my first time in Congress, I am one of
the new freshman Congressmen, I had a
lot of people tell me, “DAVE, you have
got a tough job ahead of you. You face
some real serious challenges up there
in Washington, and the biggest one of
them all, the budget deficit.”

How do we rein in this budget mon-
ster? Clearly there was no other issue
that Republicans and Democrats came
together on more clearly than that
issue. They all recognized it as being a
serious problem, and how do we deal
with it, particularly when we look at
so much of the money that is spent up
here in Washington is going to so many
very, very good causes.

When I first was delighted to find
that I was going to be on the Education
and Economic Opportunities Commit-
tee with Chairman GOODLING, I was
very challenged to see what we could
do to make the system better and help
us move our Nation towards a balanced
budget so that we could have our chil-
dren, instead of inheriting bankruptcy
and debt, inheriting prosperity, so that
our children would be able to have the
opportunities that I had as a young
man growing up in our Nation.

And there was probably no program
that I saw a bigger challenge than our
school nutrition and our childhood nu-
trition programs, because I have been
able to see firsthand the benefits of so
many of these programs. And I was
very, very intrigued to see in the hear-
ings that we held in our committee
that many of the people directly in-
.volved in these programs were able to
‘recognize that there were some very,
very clear inefficiencies. We had wit-
nesses come before us telling us how
they were just burdened with too much
bureaucracy and too much redtape and
how there is a separate application pro-
gram for the breakfast program, and a
separate application for the lunch pro-
gram, and a separate accounting proc-
ess for the summer nutrition program,
and how much better it would be if we
would block grant these programs and
eliminate bureaucracy.

After we held those hearings, I was so
delighted to see you, Chairman GOOD-
LING, come forward with a program, a
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solution to this problem, that would
allow us to eliminate bureaucracy,
eliminate redtape, and put more re-
sources in the hands of State officials
that would allow them to feed more
kids, feed more ef the hungry, and at
the same time help us move towards
that desired goal of reining in this defi-
cit monster and moving towards a bal-
anced budget. And we were able to do
all of this in the framework of actually
modestly increasing the funding for
these programs at 4.5 percent per year.

We had Governors come before us and
tell us that in that type of an environ-
ment they could feed many more chil-
dren than what we were able to do with
the current system.

I think what we have seen coming
from the opposition for the past 2
weeks, the past 3 weeks, as well as lib-
eral members of the media, in my opin-
ion, is just fear of change. The Amer-
ican people are the people who are ask-
ing for change. They voted in change
on November 8, and we are coming up
with innovative ways to change the
system for the better and, yes, there
are people who are stuck in the past,
stuck in the old ways of doing business
who are making claims that are not
true,

But I am very proud to be on the
committee with you, Mr. Chairman,
and to be able to support you in this ef-
fort, and I can say that the other fresh-
man members of the committee, the
Republican members of the committee,
stand with you and are ready to help
you get this program through and
make sure it does what we desire it to
do.

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for participating.

I now yield to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM], who is
also a member of the committee.

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

I, too, have enjoyed the committee.
We are dealing with tough issues, but I
think in a responsible fashion.

The frustrating thing is to be on that
committee at 2 o'clock in the morning
sometimes to deal with this legislation
and get up and read the paper the next
day and wonder, ‘‘Is that the commit-
tee that I was on?"' It has been very dif-
ficult back home to get the truth out.
So I had a news conference at the
statehouse with my Governor and su-
perintendent of education where we got
together and kind of held hands and
said we can handle this at the local
level if you give us a chance, and I
think our new Governor, Governor
Beasley, and the superintendent of edu-
cation, Mrs. Nelson, we can handle it if
we give them a chance.

The thing that struck me the most
about this debate, there have been a lot
of charts put up. There are, I guess,
two or three sides to every story. I am
willing to concede something. I am
willing to concede the people on the
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other side of the aisle care about chil-
dren. I think people on our committee
care about children. I think people on
our committee care about children, the
Democrats. They just have a different
view of how government should inter-
act in taking care of real problems. It
is OK to differ. That is what makes
this country great.

I just wish certain people on the
other side of the aisle would admit that
LINDSEY GRAHAM cares about children,
because I do, and that David Beasley,
my Governor, cares about children.

When it comes time to figure out how
to change things, I would like people to
think of concepts. Block-granting is a
concept that is not that hard to under-
stand. If you believe in a basic prin-
ciple that everybody cares about chil-
dren, that the people in South Carolina
maybe care more about the children in
South Carolina than the people in the
Department of Agriculture, and I am
willing to concede the bureaucrats in
the Department of Agriculture care
about people in South Carolina, but
when you come up to Washington,
drive by the Department of Agriculture
building and ask yourself this, do the
people in that building know more
about the children in my district than
I do? Do they care more about the chil-
dren in my district than I do? Do they
care more about the children in my
State than my Governor? I think if you
are honest with yourself that the an-
swer would be no.

I live in an area that in the recent
past in my lifetime, we have had abu-
sive policies toward our fellow citizens.
There has been discrimination in my
State and other States in the South
and throughout this country just not
based on region where people did not
get a fair break because of the color of
their skin. That was wrong.

I have experienced change, and
change is good. States’ rights is some-
thing we talk about a lot. We have got
to remember in the past the States
have been irresponsible at times in
treating their citizens fairly.

I can tell you this, that LINDSEY GRA-
HAM is not one of those politicians. My
Governor is not one of those politi-
cians. We have matured as a soclety.

The biggest fear and threat I think
minority citizens have today is a Fed-
eral Government that does not allow
them to get off welfare and get a job.
The whole idea about caring has been
talked about a lot tonight. I just wish
people would admit that I care about
the people in my district as much as
anybody in Washington, DC, that my
Governor cares about the children
more than anybody in Washington, DC,
in South Carolina, and block granting
has a basic premise that that is the
truth. If you believe that, you support
block granting.

Cost, we talked a lot about cost.
Right now, 25 percent of the money in
the WIC Program goes to administer
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the program. We are trying to reduce
the administration of these programs
to get more money into the hands of
the State people with less cost to feed
and take care of more children and
more new mothers, and one way you
can do that is cut out the Federal mid-
dleman. Every business in America
works on that concept of trying to re-
duce costs by streamlining the effi-
ciency of delivery. That is all we are
doing here.

And one thing I would like people at
home to realize, why would Bill Clin-
ton propose a 3.1 percent growth in this
program, get on television, have his
picture made in a school lunch setting,
and accuse the Republicans of cutting
the program when we have added more
to the program than he has? I think
the answer is pretty obvious. He has no
agenda. He has abandoned welfare. The
Clinton welfare reform proposal is
nothing.

We are doing something, and the only
way he can get out of this box is to
criticize others who are taking an ac-
tive role.

AL GORE's Reinventing Government,
in my opinion, is a joke. Nobody has
come to my office and said, ‘‘Congress-
man GRAHAM, AL GORE is going too
far.” I have not had one bureaucrat
complain about AL GORE's Reinventing
Government.
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I have had everybody and their
brother in Washington complain about
what we are trying to do to reform wel-
fare, and to me it is working because
the right people are complaining. If
you want to change something, some-
body is going to complain and the peo-
ple that are complaining are the right
people. That 1s the bureaucrats in this
town.

The people in my district, when they
are told the truth, are not complain-
ing. They do not want somebody mak-
ing $100,000 a year to get a subsidized
school lunch program. They do not
want someone going to day care get-
ting a subsidized school lunch program
if they can afford to pay for it because
we are broke up here.

The reason I am optimistic, Mr.
Chairman, that we are on the right
track is because the right people are
complaining, those people that believe
in big government, those people that
care about children, but believe the
only way you can care is spend from
Washington, DC. I believe you can care
and allow people to take care of their
own at home and save money at the
same time. I believe that very deeply
and that is why I am supporting what
you are doing and I will compliment
you on that very reasonable approach
to a real serious problem.

Mr. GOODLING. I would yield again
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I thank the
chairman and I would like the chair-
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man, if he would, from his years of ex-
perience here, perhaps he could com-
ment on why the President would do
such a thing as accuse us of cutting
these programs excessively when we, in
reality, increased the funding for these
programs over and above what the
President had requested?

He requested, as my colleague from
South Carolina very, very eloquently
and appropriately pointed out, he re-
quested a 3.1 percent increase and we
on our committee, under your leader-
ship, came in with a 4.5-percent in-
crease, which is a l.4-percent increase
over and above what he himself had re-
quested, and then he engages in the
shameful act of appearing in school
lunch lines claiming that we are cut-
ting these programs too much.

I do not understand that, Mr. Chair-
man, and maybe you can explain that
to me, and I took the liberty of putting
up that chart there that I think shows
our growth, and maybe you could ex-
plain that to us here and let us know
what those numbers mean. That is a
little complicated, but perhaps you
could.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman
will yield, I say to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. WELDON], I am not a mem-
ber of the committee and I want to
make—I am really glad that I came
down here tonight because this is the
most honest and healthy debate I have
heard so far about this bill, because
what I read in the newspaper and what
I have heard on the news and what I
have heard from some of the special in-
terest groups does not match what we
are seeing on these charts and what I
have heard tonight.

Let me ask anybody here, and Mr.
Chairman or Mr. WELDON or Mr. GRA-
HAM, if you want to respond to this, we
are actually going to be spending 4.5
percent more in each of the years and
the President only recommended what
percentage increase?

Mr. GOODLING. He recommended 3.1
this year and 3.6 next year.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Three point one,
4.5. In other words, we are going to be
spending about 30 percent more than
the President recommended?

Mr. GOODLING. That is why I said I
would like to see them put their chart
up there and put his 3.1 and 3.6 over
there rather than talk about what a
CBO baseline is.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. It is interesting,
because when we first came here, we
are all freshmen, we were not part of
accumulating this huge national debt,
and I think we all made the pledge to
our voters last year that we want to do
something about that, and we need
some change around Washington.

We came here to change the way
Washington does business and yet what
we have heard from many leaders on
the other side, including the person
down at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, is
that they want to fiercely defend the
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status quo, and I think the American
people do want change.

In fact, it was less than a month ago
that the President stood right up there
and he said in his speech that we were
not giving the American people enough
change and now he had heard the mes-
sage from the November elections.

I did not know until tonight though
that we are actually going to be spend-
ing 30 percent more than the President
requested. As somebody said when we
first got here, people around here
sometimes give the word “‘hypocrisy' a
bad name.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GOODLING. And I yield back to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I just want
to thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota, and I just also would like to
share with the chairman that as a phy-
sician who practiced medicine up until
I came here, that I had the opportunity
firsthand to see the effects of malnutri-
tion and the medical consequences of
that and how it really is in our Na-
tion's best interest to make sure our
children are properly fed.

However, I do feel that it is the pri-
mary responsibility of parents to make
sure that their children are properly
fed and that we have had an erosion of
responsibility in our Nation over the
many years that the minority was in
control because of an excessive tend-
ency of the Government to take re-
sponsibility where parents should have
been having responsibility.

And if I may go on a little further,
Mr. Chairman, into this, I have seen
the consequences of malnutrition and I
expressed some of those concerns to
you and to other members of the com-
mittee and I was very alarmed and
shocked to learn that a substantial
percentage of the program as it was de-
vised up here actually was going to
feed the children of people who really
did not need this kind of financial sup-
port, that there were lots of middle
class and actually children from afflu-
ent families who were getting sub-
sidized meals in schools, and this is one
of the very reasons why the Governors
came to us and said that they wanted
to take over managing these programs,
because they, in their States at the
local level, like the gentleman from
South Carolina was describing, can bet-
ter determine where the areas of pov-
erty are, who would benefit the most
from these programs, and I thought
that was wonderful that you could de-
sign this program through this block
grant to go make sure that the people
who really needed it were getting it
and the people who did not need it were
no longer getting it.

I commend you and I commend the
other members of the committee and
the staff who were able to come up
with this Child Nutrition Block Grant
Program, and I think it is going to be
a tremendous success.
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Mr. GOODLING. One of the other
tragedies, as I mentioned, that we had
poor participation as far as paying cus-
tomers are concerned in the School
Lunch Program, but there is an even
greater tragedy. We have about 46 per-
cent of free and reduced priced people
who do not participate in the program.
So I am saying, just because someone
says it is a good program, it has to be
a better program because that 46 per-
cent are in need of the program and are
not participating.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. If I may in-
terrupt the chairman, could you ex-
plain why so many of those people who
need it are not participating in the pro-
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Mr. GOODLING. I think I said part of
that in my opening statement in that
the one size fits all from Washington,
DC, we know best what is best for this
town or this city or this State, does
not sell back home, and those people
back home know what nutritious food
they can serve the children will eat and
then you get the participation.

Did the gentleman from Minnesota
have any—I wanted to summarize.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. On that point, I
want to say and it has been said to-
night, it is very important. People do
resist change and there is no institu-
tion that resists change more than a
monopolistic bureaucracy, and what
you are really trying to do is decen-
tralize this program and that is what
we have to do. It has to be consumer
driven.

The people out in the districts and
the Governors are not heartless people.
They want their kids to get nutritious
meals as well. I think this is a good
plan. I think it is a first step. I think
once we get more of these facts out
here—as I say, if I did not know that
we were spending 30 percent more than
the President requested, if I did not
know that as a Member of Congress
until tonight, I will guarantee you that
an awful lot of American people did not
know that but they are going to know
it sooner or later.

Thomas Jefferson perhaps said it
best. “*Give the American people the
truth and the Republic will be saved."”
All we really have to do is get the facts
out ,about this program. I think the
American people will see the wisdom of
it. I think it is a good plan. We ought
to pass it.

I hope colleagues will join us in this
because if the American people get the
facts about this, they will buy into this
idea.

Mr. GOODLING. Let me quickly say
that I again do not argue with some-
body’s philosophy. If they have a philo-
sophical difference, that is fine. If they
believe one size fits all, that is fine. I
do not happen to have that philosophy.
If they believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment has all the answers to all the
problems, I do not have any problem
with their philosophy. I do not agree
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with it, but I do not have any problem
with it. That is their philosophy.

If they believe that we have helped
those on welfare in the last 35 years, go
on dreaming. I do not happen to believe
that. The only thing I request is, please
read the legislation and then discuss
the legislation.

Mr. President, we are not cutting and
gutting school lunch and child nutri-
tion programs. We are cutting bureauc-
racy. We want to grow healthy chil-
dren. We are not trying to grow
healthy or unhealthy bureaucracies.
And so I hope that everyone from the
Commander in Chief on down will read
what is in H.R. 999 so that they actu-
ally can participate in a debate intel-
ligently and talk about the facts. And
again, as you pointed out over and over
again, we are doing better to grow
healthy children than the President
has recommended.

I appreciate all of your participation
this evening and I hope that the public
has been listening and I hope that they
will now better understand what the
existing program is and what we are
doing in the future to try to change to
make sure that more children have an
opportunity and more pregnant women
have an opportunity to participate in
nutritious meals programs.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1158, EMERGENCY SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR
ADDITIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-
ANCE AND RESCISSIONS, FISCAL
YEAR 1995

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-78) on the resolution (H.
Res. 115) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1158) making emergency
supplemental appropriations for addi-
tional disaster assistance and making
rescissions for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1995, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

PEACE, JUSTICE, AND
OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, no discus-
sion is more important than the one
that is now under way here in Washing-
ton concerning the budget and all mat-
ters related to fiscal appropriations
policies. The discussion that we have
just heard is a very vital one. It relates
to one small facet of the total budget
and one small portion of the Contract
With America.

The question of school lunches and
whether they have been cut or not has
been thoroughly discussed and we will
have some more discussion on it. It is
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very important because in the process
of trying to save money on school
lunches, there has been some trickery.
We are moving under the cover of a
block grant and we are talking about
giving additional money to take care
of inflation. We are not discussing the
fact that an entitlement is being taken
away, an entitlement.

Every hungry child who has a certain
income level is entitled now to a free
lunch, which means that no matter
how large that number increases and
how great it becomes, the free lunch
will always be there for the hungry
child. In the block grant process, there
is a finite number of children who can
be fed. The Federal Government has
only provided a finite amount of
money. There is no supplementary
budget at the Federal level that you
can fall back on. You cannot go to the
treasury of the Federal Government.
They have washed their hands of the
process once they give the block grant.
So it is up to the States. It is up to the
local government to pick up at that
point and that is a part of the discus-
sion. We can talk more and more about
that but it is only a small part of the

total picture.

Let us not talk so much about what
has been cut so far, although that is
important, the fact that school lunches
are on the block and they are being
squeezed in devious ways to save
money. The fact that the summer
youth employment programs, one of
the most basic, practical, and concrete
programs ever devised by the Federal
Government where teenagers are em-
ployed during the summer, that also is
on the chopping block.

In the rescission process, they have
put zero in the budget for the remain-
der of this year, reached into the cur-
rent budget, money that has already
been authorized, programs that have
already been authorized, money that
has already been appropriated is now
being taken out of the current budget
for the year which ends on September
30, 1995. That is called a rescission
process. It is a cruel process of having
people who anticipate that they are
going to get certain kinds of programs
and funding suddenly wake up and dis-
cover that it has been snatched away
in this budget year, before we get to
the process of the next budget year,
1996 budget year, which begins October
1, 1995.

So we are cutting programs which
have relatively small amounts of
money attached to them when you
look at the total budget and benefit
large numbers of people, programs that
have been demonstrated to be work-
able, programs which go straight to the
heart of the matter and serve the poor-
est people in the country. We are cut-
ting them, and one of the questions is,
why are we cutting these programs and
not cutting other programs? And I will
get to that later.
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I think it is important to understand
that the budget-making process is a
vital part of a bigger process whereby
we are defining our vision for America
as we see it, as we go forward the year
2000 and beyond.
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What happens this year will deter-
mine what is going to be happening in
the next 10 to 20 years. This is a pivotal
year. It is a pivotal year because the
majority in the Congress that has just
taken over has made it a pivotal year,
and we should not back away from the
challenge of making a lot of very basic
decisions which will set the course of
America for the next 10 to 20 years. We
will not back away from it. Let us just
understand that everything that is
being done; those things that have dol-
lars attached to them, and many of
them that do not have dollars attached
to them, are a part of a process to pre-
pare America for a future that is going
to be a future basically to serve a small
elite group of people or a future Amer-
ica that belongs to everybody. I say it
is a conflict, a battle, between the op-
pressive elite minority and the caring
majority. I think there is definitely a
cleavage here, unlike any we have seen
before.

There is a group, which I call the op-
pressive elite minority, who have a
great deal of education, a great deal of
understanding about now to use power.
They have a great knowledge of how to
use information. They know how to
control and make very good use of
media. But the oppressive elite minor-
ity is lacking in compassion. The op-
pressive elite minority has a distorted
vision of what America should be all
about. This oppressive elite minority,
in charge of Congress now, has a vision
which seeks to throw certain groups of
people overboard. It has a mentality of
triage. It is basically saying that there
are some things that are not in the
American dream for all people. In fact
only a small group should benefit.

This kind of philosophy is a distor-
tion, in my opinion, of where we ought
to go. It is the wrong vision. They are
clear on where they want to go. They
are forceful about where they want to
go. But I say that they are very wrong.
It is a mean-spirited approach.

In fact, you can go further and say it
is a dangerous and deadly approach be-
cause of its basic assumption that we
cannot build an America that serves all
people, we cannot have an America
which provides freedom, peace, justice,
and opportunity for everybody. The
patterns that they are laying out is a
pattern which says we can only do it
for an elite oppressive minority.

The budget cuts are the center of this
whole process of redefining what Amer-
ica is all about. The budget cuts are at
the center of the vision that is being
laid out by both groups. I think we
should accept the challenge that is
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being laid down by the majority party
in the House of Representatives.

A challenge that they are laying
down is that they have a vision for the
new world order, they have a vision as
to where America should be going, and
we would like to offer an alternative
vision. I am the chairman of a Congres-
sional Black Caucus alternative budget
committee, and we are going to accept
the challenge of offering an alternative
budget, and that budget will be very
much a vision of where we think Amer-
ica should be going between now and
the year 2000 or 2002.

Certain rules are being made about
how this budget is going to be handled.
The rumor is that we cannot bring any
alternative or substitute budget to the
floor of the House unless that budget
shows where we are going to balance
the budget by the year 2002. If we can-
not balance the budget by the year
2002, we will not be allowed to put it on
the floor is the rumor. It has not been
finalized yet.

Well, we accept that challenge. If we
have to prepare a balanced budget by
the year 2002, that is the only way we
can present the Congressional Black
Caucus budget alternative, then we
will bring to the floor a budget which
will be balanced by the year 2002, but
in the process of balancing the budget
we are going to demonstrate what the
vision of a caring majority is. We are
going to show how a budget can be bal-
anced by making cuts of programs that
are really not in the best interests of
the great majority of Americans. The
budget that we will bring forward will
have the support of the great majority
of the American people because there
is a caring majority.

The people who came out to vote on
November 8 do not represent a man-
date, did not offer a mandate, they do
not represent a body on which a revolu-
tion can be based. We had about 38 to
39 percent of the people who were eligi-
ble to vote in America who came out,
and half of those people voted for the
party that won the majority. The half
of 39 percent, 38 percent, is certainly
not a majority of Americans. The
Americans who did not come out to
vote, in a large number who came out
to vote and did not vote for the win-
ners, they constitute the caring major-
ity.

The caring majority is made up of
people who are not wise enough to
come out to vote and who did not pro-
tect their own interests in the proper
way, but the caring majority also in-
cludes a lot of enlightened people who
do vote and who do not identify with
the policies of the elite oppressive mi-
nority who won the majority of the
seats in the House. The caring major-
ity is made up with people who are not
necessarily homeless or do not even
have the problem in getting shelter or
buying homes, but they recognize that
there are homeless people in America,
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and they want to see the America
which provides the opportunity for ev-
erybody to have a decent home. They
may not want to live next to homeless
people, and that should not be the test
of their compassion. The test of their
compassion and their membership in
the caring majority is do they believe
that every American ought to have a
decent home, an opportunity to have a
decent home? A caring majority is
made up of people who are not hungry,
people who have plenty to eat and have
good jobs, but the caring majority in-
cludes people who have good jobs, plen-
ty to eat, who are willing to look at
people who do not have jobs and do not
have enough to eat, and they are will-
ing to support public policies which are
going to provide employment for all
people. They are willing to support
public policies which will allow every-
body to earn an income and be able to
provide the basic necessities of food,
clothing, and shelter. The caring ma-
jority is made up of people like that
who are voting and who will be on the
side of those who are in need and who
are being affected by the safety nets
which are being removed by this op-
pressive elite minority.

We have a vision of America that is
very different from the vision of the
oppressive elite minority. We are not
afraid to offer that vision.

On the other hand, we recognize that
shortcomings of a vision of the elite
minority, it is a vision of America for
the few. It is a vision of America for
the privileged. It is a vision of America
for a new computer class. The cutoff is
whether you can own a computer or
not, I suppose from the kinds of lan-
guage used by this oppressive elite mi-
nority. Traditional working class peo-
ple are not included in the wvision of
this elite minority as to who America
should exist for.

They do not include construction
workers, for example, who always are a
part of the middle class. They made
good salaries in the past, and they have
been supported in the past by both par-
ties. In fact, most construction work-
ers a few years ago we would say would
definitely fall in the Republican Party.
They had that kind of outlook on life.
They were part of the establishment,
making very good salaries, and we are
surprised and shocked that the new op-
pressive elite minority in control of
this Congress is moving rapidly to take
away basic benefits from construction
workers. The repeal of the Davis-Bacon
Act is high on the list, high on the
agenda, of the oppressive elite minor-
ity/majority now in control of Con-
gress. They do not want to see con-
struction workers paid decent wages.
They want to take out the Davis-Bacon
Act which controls the situation which
can easily be exploited if it is not
there. They do not want to have much
to do with organized labor in general.

Our great middle class, the greatest
portion of the American middle class,
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have been working people tradition-
ally. We created a phenomenon that
never existed in the history of the
world when we began to pay millions of
workers decent wages. We created the
great American market, the great
American consumer market, which sus-
tained this country and built our cap-
italism into the strongest system of
democratic capitalism in the world.
Everybody wanted to get into the
American consumer market, and we
have allowed in many cases too gener-
ously—we have been too generous in al-
lowing the Japanese to get into the
American consumer market, the Ger-
mans to get into the American
consumer market, everybody comes
along with products, rushers to the
great American consumer market to
sell products and to benefit greatly.
Japanese riches have been built on that
openness of our consumer market.

That consumer market would not
exist if we had not had the American
labor movement, if we had not had a
situation where the forces combine, the
workers themselves, and enlightened
Government starting with FDR, and an
acceptance by the Republican Party,
acceptance by the corporations, that it
was good to have labor peace, it was
good to pay decent wages, and we went
forward all together under that sys-
tem.

But, no, we want to turn the clock
back and stop that in this present Con-
gress controlled by the oppressive elite
minority. The oppressive elite minori-
ty's leadership right away took the
Education and Labor Committee and
changed che name. They wanted to im-
mediately insult labor by taking labor
out of the name of a major committee
on Congress so we no longer have any
committee of Congress that has the
word “labor’ in it. They proceeded to
move to repeal certain portions of the
National Labor Relations Act. All
kinds of things are moving forward to
oppress and to squeeze the traditional
middle class of working Americans,
working Americans who do belong to
the middle class. They want to redefine
the middle class and push down those
who before, who heretofore, have be-
longed to the great middle class.

Public education is now under attack
by this oppressive elite minority. The
leadership of this Congress, majority of
this Congress, the leadership now
wants to eliminate the Department of
Education. They have gone after edu-
cation programs with a large number
of rescissions already before we get
into the process of making the budget
for next year. They want to pull back
funds for large numbers of programs in
this year. They propose first to cut
Head Start, and then when they were
forced to back away from that, they
have cut title I programs. The most
basic Federal aild to education is fun-
neled through title I, formerly called
chapter 1 programs. Public education is
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under attack, and after many years
under Ronald Reagan and under Presi-
dent Bush, after years of recognizing
that America had a problem with edu-
cation, and after every President start-
ing with President Reagan, attempted
to move forward in some way to estab-
lish a Federal presence in education.
We are now ready to recklessly retreat,
recklessly eradicate all the work that
has been done by Reagan, Bush, and
Clinton and tear down the Federal in-
volvement in education, just wipe out
the Department of Education. We will
be the only industrialized nation which
does not have a centralized Depart-
ment of Education to provide some
guidance and some direction for the
education function. We will rapidly
begin to decline in our ability to com-
pete once the Department of Education
is gone.

But the oppressive elite minority is
blinded by their own ideological biases,
and they want to wipe out the effec-
tiveness of public education. They are
going to look to other ways to provide
education, those that they think
should be educated. The rest they will
throw overboard, the billions of dol-
lars. The riches of America will not be
used for one of the most fundamental
functions of society, the education of
the populace. Nothing is more impor-
tant to our national security than the
education of the populace. The edu-
cation of the American people will
keep them competitive. The education
of the American people will maintain
civility and lessen friction, lessen
crime, lessen disorder. The education
of the American people is the most im-
portant function of Government as we
go toward the new world order. Far
more important in our national defense
and our national security is education
than new weapon systems.

But we define what we are all about,
as I said before, by the steps we take in
our policies and especially in our fiscal
policies, budget policies, and other
monetary policies. The steps that are
being taken now are clearly defining
what I call a high tech, a group of high
technology barbarians, well educated
people who understand how to use in-
formation, but who lack compassion,
and in the final analysis, because they
lack compassion, they lack the vision
necessary to carry us forward and build
on the greatness that already exists in
America. The vision of a caring major-
ity is very different from the vision of
the oppressive elite minority.
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The vision of the caring majority
sees the possibility of peace, justice
and opportunity for all of the people.
We do not see America going bankrupt.
We do not want to preach scarcity. We
are not Bangladesh. We have the re-
sources necessary to provide for a soci-
ety and an economy that can support
peace, justice and opportunity for all of
the people.
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We can provide health care for all of
the people. We can provide housing for
all of the people. We can provide em-
ployment for all of the people. The re-
sources are there.

The caring majority is there. And
given the opportunity, we are going to
find a rejection of the kind of policies
and programs being put forward by this
elite, oppressive elite minority.

Democratic capitalism allows us to
do the kinds of things that are needed
to produce a society with opportunity
for all and with justice and peace.
Democratic capitalism is a good um-
brella, an umbrella under which we
may construct the most successful so-
cial order ever created. The skeleton of
Democratic capitalism has the ability.
It is able to adapt.

The system is responsive to innova-
tions. We are not stuck in a situation
where we can look forward to going to
a bankrupt treasury in the year 2000,
because Social Security is there, if we
do not take radical steps now to end
spending for programs that benefit peo-
ple.

The responsiveness is there. We can
do a great deal of things under our
present setup. We are the greatest sys-
tem that has yet been devised by man.
And we must use it with imagination
and creativity. And most of all, we
must have the compassion to under-
stand that we do not need to throw any
group of people overboard.

This is the first and the most vital
step. Make the assumption that the
richest Nation in the history of the
world can create, it can generate a so-
ciety which provides peace, justice and
opportunity for all.

Now, am I running away from the
hard job of discussing the budget? I
have not mentioned very many num-
bers at this point. Let’s talk about
numbers, the problem of funding. The
problem of money, of taxes, is a monu-
mental problem today. It will be a
monumental problem in the future. It
is a permanent challenge. We will al-
ways have to struggle to produce the
revenues necessary to finance the ac-
tivities and the functions of govern-
ment and society that we deem are
necessary. It is an ongoing problem. We
will have to rise to the occasion.

We will always have to raise revenue.
We will have to eliminate waste. We
have to set the right priorities. We will
always have to be improving efficiency
and increasing effectiveness.

Any organization or any activity
that has ever been devised by human
kind has a problem with efficiency and
effectiveness. It has a problem with
waste., The species Homo sapiens,
human kind, is not an administering
animal. We are not naturally good ad-
ministrators. Administration and man-
agement is something that human
beings have to work at all of the time.
It is a permanent, ongoing activity.

I am not going to say that there is
not waste in the welfare program. I am
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not going to say there is no waste in
the school lunch program. I am not
going to say there is no waste in any
function that is operated by govern-
ment, just as there is tremendous
amount of waste in the private sector.
In fact, the private sector has shown us
it can be the most wasteful and the
most inefficient and the most corrupt
sector of our society.

The savings and loans collapse, the
savings and loan swindle, showed us
how monumental waste and corruption
and inefficiency can exist within the
private sector. So mankind, homo sapi-
ens, are no more effective in the pri-
vate sector in administration and man-
agement than they are in the public
sector. It is a problem that we have to
confront.

Let us go forward and deal with new
ways and deal with the problem of
money. First, budget cuts. Am I afraid
to talk about budget cuts? Do I think
we should not cut the budget? There is
no room in the budget for a downsizing
and a decrease in expenditures? No, I
would not take that position. There is
a tremendous amount of waste in the
budget. But we define ourselves and we
show where our souls are when we
make the choices as to what to cut.

Why are we going on and on, day in
and day out, about the cutting of the
school lunch program and there is no
discussion of some cuts of the CIA and
the intelligence budget? The CIA and
the intelligence agencies have a secret
budget. They will not even tell the
American people what the budget is,
yet estimates by all sources have
placed it at no less than $28 billion.
The intelligence budget is no less than
$28 billion; probably more.

At a time like this in our history
when there is no evil empire anymore
and the Soviet Union is struggling just
to exist, it cannot be an aggressor or
threaten us in any way, why do we
need a CIA budget of $28 billion?

If the people who want to downsize
government and want to streamline
government, if they want to do it in
order to give a tax cut, if they want to
do it in order to make sure that our
children and our grandchildren do not
have to pay all of these bills in the fu-
ture, if they want to seriously and sin-
cerely deal with those problems, then
why are they not discussing a cut in
the CIA and the intelligence budget?
Why not cut it just in half?

You put zero in the budget for the
summer youth employment program.
That is bold and daring. They consider
that bold and daring. I think it is an
act of cowardice to cut the summer
youth program for teenagers overnight,
pull out the money and say it is zero
this year and next year it will also be
zero. I do not think that is an act of
courage.

It would be an act of courage to say
let’s gut the CIA budget and the intel-
ligence budget in half to $14 billion. We
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will have 14 billion to distribute for
these other programs or to go to the
deficit or to give a contribution toward
the tax cut.

CIA, who don't we cut it? Why are we
discussing the school lunch program
and not discussing the CIA and the in-
telligence agency?

Why are we discussing the school
lunch program endlessly and not the
Seawolf submarine; 2.1 plus billion dol-
lars, $2.1 billion to build a submarine
that everybody admits we don’t need at
all? We don't need it to fight a war. It
is only there to maintain the profits
for the manufacturer at a certain level;
to provide some jobs.

And if you want to take $2.1 billion,
you could provide twice as many jobs if
the object is just to provide jobs. The
object is to provide profits also for peo-
ple who certainly do not need to be
milking the American taxpayers for
more profits.

So why not cut the Seawolf sub-
marine? We are talking some heavy
dollars when you talk about the CIA
and the Seawolf submarine.

Why not cut the cheap electricity
that that the people in the Northwest
and the Midwest have from dams that
are built by all of the taxpayers with
all the taxpayers’ money? There are
some people who are paying one-half
the price for electricity as my con-
stituents are paying in New York. Do
they deserve the bargain of one half
the cost for their electricity? They are
Americans just like everybody else.
Why not market rates for everybody?

If you raise the payments of the peo-
ple who are getting the bargain in elec-
tric use and raise it to market rates,
and let the Federal Government take
back that money that it invested in
the dams and the water projects and
distribute throughout all America and
let us all benefit from it, let’s all get a
benefit of the efforts of our Federal
Government. Why are we not discuss-
ing a cut or a retrieving of the bounty
that the people of the Northwest and
the Midwest have enjoyed all these
years? People say they want govern-
ment off of their backs and yet they
are the beneficiaries of some of our big-
gest government programs for the
longest number of years.

And how about the Department of
Agriculture? We are not discussing the
biggest welfare program in America.
The longest-running and the most lu-
crative welfare program in America is
the farm price supports.

The Department of Agriculture hand-
ed out $16 billion plus just for farm
price supports last year. Sixteen billion
is about the same size as the program
that feeds millions of children on wel-
fare. But in our population, gentle-
women and gentlemen, we only have a
farm family population of 2 percent.
Only 2 percent of the total American
population is still in the classification
of farmers.
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Most of the billions of dollars that we
are handing to the farmers or to the
agribusinesses goes to corporate agri-
cultural business. Most of it goes to
rich farmers. Tremendous amounts of
money could be saved if we would take
the rich farmers off of welfare.

In the State of Kansas, for example,
in most of the rural counties, accord-
ing to the New York Times, farm fami-
lies that are there and farmers who are
part of the program have averaged be-
tween $20,000 and $40,000 a year that is
being handed to them every year for
doing nothing. A $20,000 to $40,000
check that comes on top of all of the
other money that they make.

And there is no means test. When you
are trying to get aid for dependent
children on welfare, you have to meet a
means test. You have to show you do
not own anything and you have no
bank account. In the Department of
Agriculture programs and the farm
price support programs and the Farm-
er's Home Loan mortgages and all of
these benefits that have been heaped
on our agriculture sector for the last
hundred years, you do not have to show
any means test.

Now, I do not want to be misunder-
stood. I think that the American agri-
cultural industry is the greatest indus-
try in America. I think it is probably
one of the most effective industries in
the world. There is no other nation
that begins to come close to the Amer-
ican farmers, the American agricul-
tural industry, in feeding its popu-
lation, the population of America.

It probably could feed a large sector
of the total world if the economics
were different. We have the capacity.
Our Department of Agriculture has
done a magnificent job. And the De-
partment of Agriculture, the whole ag-
riculture program in America, is a
sterling example of what can be done
by government. Government operated
from one end of the spectrum to the
other.

Government funded the land-grant
universities. Government funded the
experimental stations for agriculture.
Government funded the county agents
that took the results of the experi-
mental stations to the farmers in the
field; very effective use of science and
technology and for that reason, it is a
hugely successful industry.

Now that agriculture is such a huge
and successful industry, why are we
continuing to have government play
such a major role in agriculture? Why
not have the government step out?
They talk about abolishing the Depart-
ment of Education. Why do we not
downsize and streamline the Depart-
ment of Agriculture? Do you know that
the Department of Agriculture is the
second largest bureaucracy in the Fed-
eral Government? It is second only to
the Pentagon in term of the number of
employees.

The Department of Agriculture, they
have done a great job. It is a marvelous
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success story. Private industry can
now take over. We could downsize the
Department of Agriculture, set a
means testing procedure so that it pro-
vides aid and assistance only to the
farmers who are the poorest farmers.
We could privatize part of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. There are a whole
set of experimental programs, there are
research grants, private industry could
take that research and development
function at this point and do a job just
as well.

So, instead of continuing to discuss
on and on the school lunch program,
why do we not discuss the downsizing
and the streamlining of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture? Why do we not
discuss the elimination of $16 billion in
farm price support payments; welfare
for the farmers? Why do we not deal
with the farmers on the dole?

Why do we not deal with cuts of the
F-22 fighter plane? Why do we need an
F-22 fighter plane which was originally
projected to cost the American people
$72 billion. The F-22 fighter plane is
manufactured in Marietta, Georgia.
The F-22 fighter plane was originally
projected to cost $72 billion. We have
paid out about 12 billion already for
planes and we are projecting over the
next six years about $17 billion more in
expenditures for F-22 fighters.

If you want to keep America from
going bankrupt, if you want to keep
our grandchildren from having to pay
the debt, then cut items like the F-22
fighter.
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If you need an F-22 fighter plane, it
is the most sophisticated thing ever de-
veloped in fighter planes. But do we
need it? No. The second most sophisti-
cated fighter plane we already have.
We own the second most sophisticated
fighter plane. We do not need to have
another one more sophisticated, be-
cause we are not our own enemy. The
Soviet Union is not developing any
more fighter planes. They are not de-
veloping fighter planes that would even
contest the one that exists already.
Why keep manufacturing a brandnew
one called the F-22?

So let us save over the next 6 years
$17 billion that could be applied then to
fund the Summer Youth Employment
Program, to make certain there is no
shortfall in the School Lunch Program,
to make certain we do not kick people
out of nursing homes, to guarantee
that we do not remove home care from
people in great need. Let us go forward
and examine all of these expenditures
if we really are sincerely interested in
the most effective and efficient budget.

Mr. Speaker, this is a simple discus-
sion, and I hope the American people
are listening closely. Listen to the
numbers. In addition to philosophy, it
is very important that we understand
the numbers. The numbers that are
being poured into the defense budget
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are huge numbers: $17 billion more for
F-22 fighters, $2.1 billion for another
Seawolf submarine; $28 billion for the
CIA; B-2 bombers. We could go on. The
majority in this House want to spend
another $50 billion for defense. The ma-
jority in this House want to spend an-
other $50 billion for defense, while they
are telling us they must trim school
lunches and they must make more effi-
cient programs like Medicare and Med-
icaid.

Finally, we have new revenue op-
tions. Our vision, the caring majority
vision versus the vision of the oppres-
sive elite majority. Their vision is we
are in a situation where America is on
the verge of bankruptcy. To hear the
elite, the oppressive elite minority
Members talk, we are almost at the
stage of Bangladesh. We cannot exist
much longer if we continue to try to
build a soclety which is there for ev-
erybody. We have to start dumping
people overboard. We have to rein in
the safety net. Even Ronald Reagan ac-
knowledged that there is a safety net
that is needed, that we are now about
to dump. The high technology barbar-
ians who are in charge now have no
compassion for those people.

Yet, every day there are new develop-
ments which show that far from being
bankrupt and far from having our re-
sources exhausted, America, the Demo-
cratic capitalistic society, America has
all kinds of new potential for producing
revenues.

We have just realized $9 billion by
gelling invisible frequency bands in the
sky. Spectrums in the sky which you
cannot even see have been sold to the
tune of $9 billion, and that process has
not ended. By just selling the air over
ourselves, we have made money. And in
the future, of course, we can always
tax the income that is made off of
those operations as normally the prof-
its are going to be taxed, any profits
made. So we have generated out of
nothing. It shows you do not need land.
You can take the air and sell it. If you
are a nation, the power of nationhood
is that you own the air.

They used to own the land, and we
have given away a lot of the land. That
is a chapter in American history which
was very successful. You gave away
land, you produced free enterprise, and
you made great millionaires and pro-
duced a middle class. We have done a
lot of great things in the past. We have
given away too much in some cases. We
have given away property that had
minerals on it, up until very recently.
We are still giving away property that
has gold on.it and we do not require
that the people who mine the gold pay
us a royalty and give us back some of
the benefits of the lands that the Gov-
ernment and the people own. The peo-
ple have to assert themselves, and the
people are going to have to insist there
can be no more nonsense on giving
away public lands and not demanding
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that the public have some percentage
of the profits realized from the min-
erals that we get from those public
lands.

We could also gain more revenue if
we would stop giving away the fruits of
Federal and government research. Mili-
tary research has spawned a whole host
of hundreds of new products. We have
not reached out and placed the royalty
on those products to come back to the
public Treasury. We have just given it
away.

Many of you know, everybody knows
of a few products. Television was really
perfected by our government research,
not just the famous product super glue,
which everybody knows was developed
by the space program. There are hun-
dreds of products that were produced as
a result of government research, and
we, the people, who paid the bill to do
the research, we get no benefit from
those products. That is a source of rev-
enue. We could reach out, and instead
of worrying about going bankrupt and
putting the elderly on the streets, out
of nursing homes, cutting back on Med-
icaid and Medicare, cutting back on
school lunch programs, let us be more
creative about claiming what belongs
to the people.

I am not in favor of new taxes on in-
come. I am not in favor of new personal
taxes. But there are ways to get reve-
nue that we ought to closely examine,
which have nothing to do with personal
income taxes. There are all kinds of
loopholes. At a later date we are going
to list those loopholes. The Congres-
sional Black Caucus’ alternative budg-
et, we intend to close the loopholes
that corporations live by in order to
maximize their profits and escape pay-
ing a just share of the taxes. Corporate
taxes, the share of the overall revenue
burden borne by corporate taxes, has
dropped drastically in the last 20 years.
We need to get back to having the cor-
porate world carry their share of the
taxes.

I am going to yield in a few minutes
to a colleague of mine, but I want to
make it clear that we are talking
about the overall program of the new
majority in Congress. We are talking
about the fact that the budget process,
the rescissions that are now being
made right now, the budget that is
going to be brought to the floor in
May, all of that is part of an overall
grand design that is a design, of course,
a distorted vision of America, being
driven by high-tech barbarians who
have no compassion and are really on
the wrong track when they conclude
we cannot have an America which is
for everybody. Contrasted with their
position, the position of the oppressive
elite minority is a position of the car-
ing majority. We are going to produce
a budget, the Congressional Black Cau-
cus is going to produce a budget, which
reflects a vision of the caring majority.
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To talk more about budgets and the
rescissions that are now at our door-
step, heartless, cruel decisions that are
being made through this rescission
process, is my colleague from Texas. I
yield to the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Let me thank
my colleague from New York, MAJOR
OWENS, and thank him for a very rea-
soned, if you will, detailed presen-
tation, and almost a journey, if you
will, taking us through very evenly
how we have wound up to be here on
the House floor, and poised, if you will,
to vote for a rescissions bill that is
larger than any I have ever seen and I
think this House has ever seen.

Congressman, you know the last re-
scissions bill was in 1981. It is interest-
ing, as you have been speaking about
the cuts, and I just simply had to join
you because as I have reviewed this
legislation, the fact that it hits at the
very most vulnerable in our society
gives me a great deal of discomfort.

Interestingly enough, we are at 5.4
percent in unemployment. The econ-
omy is going well. You made a very
good point about tax cuts and whether
or not those who would be classified as
Democrats are against improving the
economy or looking at tax cuts.

We are looking at, are concerned
about being fair. I took time for a mo-
ment to just find out what the word
“rescission’”” means in Webster's dic-
tionary. It is an act of rescinding, to
take away, to take back, annul, cancel,
to make void by action of the enacting
authority or the superior authority.

That is what we have. We have a neg-
ative. We have a taking away of some-
thing already authorized. We have a
taking back. We have an annulling. We
have a canceling, and we have a supe-
rior attitude against the children of
this country, against the elderly of this
country, against those who need afford-
able housing.

We seem to want to pull back from
the States of this country after, I re-
member, a very extensive debate about
unfunded mandates, and many were
called upon to support this legislation
as innovative and positive. But yet this
legislation will clearly put on the
cities and States the great needs of its
people, and that is the need to in fact
serve those who are most vulnerable.

If I might just simply say that the
rescissions bill, as it is politely known,
will cut to the bone many of the pro-
grams that you have just spoken
-about. Across the country, throughout
my home State and right in my home-
town of Houston, millions of children,
elderly and poor citizens will be dev-
astated and forced to endure govern-
ment-sanctioned hardships in order to
provide extensive tax cuts.

Well, what does this boil down to? As
though the unsettling dynamics and
displacement of our rapidly changing
global economy were not already bad
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enough when it comes to driving the
widening wedge between America’s
economic haves and have-nots, now the
have-nots have to worry about Uncle
Sam cutting them off at the knees. I do
not know what we are going to do, but
I will simply share with my Republican
colleagues who are constantly explain-
ing that what they are doing is helping
America.

Just read the headlines in the home-
town papers like the Houston Chronicle
that says ““Do Not Short-Change Texas
Children.” These are not political ac-
tivists who are seeking publicity.
These are children advocates who real-
ize that Texas alone has some 7.3 per-
cent of the U.S. child population. It has
a large number of the individuals that
are infants, I think some 5 million or
so children.

We have headlines from local papers
saying ‘Do Not Play Politics with
Hungry Children,” from the El1 Paso
Times. These are local people that are
speaking. The GOP social agenda is
flawed at best. Local people again.

We have got “The Republican Tax
Cut Plan May Not Add Up.” We know
that it does not add up, because clearly
it tends to take from those who can
least afford it. That is why we are in
trouble with school lunches and break-
fasts, but more important, that is why
we are in trouble with school-to-work
programs and no summer jobs.

Here is one right out the mouths of
Republican Congresspersons, ‘“‘GOP
Haste Laying Waste to Legislative
Good Intentions.” This is not the
Democrats speaking, this is the Repub-
licans. One Republican stated, “‘I have
always been a little concerned about
arbitrary deadlines. I do not think it
contributes to sound legislating.”

Well, it really has not, because it is
helping those who need help the most.

So I think that we are moving to-
ward hurting our children, and we are
moving toward not even ensuring that
children and workers and those who
are in need can be best served.

But if we fancy ourselves a moral Na-
tion, ought we not first look for effi-
ciencies and cuts in programs and poli-
cies that generally serve the fortunate
who have been blessed, and from whom
a small sacrifice for the good of the
whole would not be an undue burden?

Let me share with you the words of
the late Hubert Humphrey, who was
fond of reminding us of the moral lit-
mus test.

Those who are in the dawn of life, the chil-
dren, those who are in the twilight of life,
the elderly, and those who are in the shadow
of life, the sick, the needy, and the handi-
capped.

Mr, Speaker and my colleague, I won-
der if anyone from the other side of the
aisle can in good conscience claim that
this rescission package, taking back,
canceling, does anyone any good.

This package cuts $17 billion, and it
is a package. These cuts are not to the
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mohair growers subsidy or tax break
on vacation home mortgages. But they
simply get at the crux of those who are
in need.

Let me just simply tell you where
they are coming from. Where do the
GOP cuts come from? My colleague
ably detailed for us. Here it is in graph-
ic design, if you will. Sixty-three per-
cent comes from low-income cuts, indi-
viduals who are in need, and then 37
percent from other cuts. It gets to the
people who most are in need.

Where is the justice in this rescission
plan when 69 percent of the so-called
savings will go to pay for tax cuts at a
time when the deficits are already too
high?

We wonder about the tax-and-spend
liberals. That is what folks have been
calling those who are not listening.
What about the borrow-and-spend Re-
publican administrations that have
quadrupled our debt?

It is important to recognize that we
have a job to do here in the United
States Congress, and, therefore, it is a
shame that we are canceling out hous-
ing, 42 percent, work experience and
job training, 14 percent, health, 10 per-
cent, education, 9 percent, and 25 per-
cent in other cuts. People who are sim-
ply looking for the opportunity that we
say in this country we are giving them.

Then I might add, as we begin to look
elsewhere, we find that we have got
some 69 percent tax cuts. That is where
the money is going, and then of course
it is going to the FEMA relief. I am not
speaking about those States that are in
great need, and need this kind of aid.

We know that California has been in
some severe bad weather at this time,
but we would simply say, what about
those who are in need for hunger and
housing? What about those who are
trying to make a better life? Do we not
need to be of assistance to them?

Mr. OWENS. Would the gentlewoman
yield for a minute?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Yes, sir.

Mr. OWENS. I would like to under-
score what the gentlewoman has just
said. I wonder if the American people
realize the tremendous amount of
money they have given to take care of
natural disasters over the past 3 or 4
years. For the hurricane in Florida, be-
tween $6 billion and $7 billion of tax-
payers’ money from all over America
went to help the victims of the hurri-
cane in Florida. The earthquake in
California, floods, mud slides, we are
talking about close to $7 billion or 38
billion just directed to California var-
ious natural disasters. The Midwest
flood that took place a couple of years
ago, $6 billion of people from all over
the country’s money went to help take
care of those disasters.

We recognize people who are the vic-
tims of natural disasters are in need
and therefore we come to their aid, and
it is altogether fitting and proper for
government to do this, But the people
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in our big cities who are the victims of
a mismanaged economy which does not
provide any jobs also have great needs
and we ought to also look upon them in
the same way and provide some kind of
assistance on an ongoing basis without
having to have these frequent reviews
and without belittling people who are
the victims of the economy and vic-
tims of the mismanagement of the
economy.

We are all one people, and there is no
reason why one kind of disaster and
one kind of victimization should be
treated in a different way from the
other people who are also victims.

I hope we will take not of that. It is
an involuntary stimulus. California did
not make the earthquake happen but
once the earthquake happened, they
got an involuntary economic stimulus.
Money was poured in to take care of
that need. It also made the economy go
again. That is just the way it happens.
But we also have disasters of a dif-
ferent kind in our big cities, whether
they are Houston, New York, or New-
ark, New Jersey. I just wanted to un-
derscore that point.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. The gentleman
could not be more right, and he has
made a very eloguent point. I wonder
as the American people go about their
business and some have said that this
debate has caused a great deal of dis-
tortion. I think the American people
are smarter than what we would give
credit for, and, that is, appreciating
the fact, again, that the government
went into these places like Florida and
California, and, by the way, they went
into my State, the State of Texas, and
in fact there are people in my commu-
nity right now who are still in great
need because of a very severe flood we
had in early fall, and I am working to
ensure that they can be made whole.

But if you can appreciate that kind
of assistance from the Federal Govern-
ment, then why do we hear from the
Republicans how easy it is to cut now
some $17 billion from the devastation
that occurs in people’s lives, especially
that they have been challenged to pick
yourself up, get off welfare, become
independent, and I can assure you, just
like I am sure in your community, that
I have met with welfare mothers.

We sat down at the table and broke
bread together and talked about their
life. There was not a one that either
got pregnant because they were getting
a welfare check, there was a one that
wanted to be on welfare. They talked
about self-esteem, they talked about
getting a job, they talked about trying
to be independent. That is lives that
are devastated, people responsible for
children, and they need the help of the
Federal Government.

If I could just share with you for one
moment to tell you how much we are
hurting in Texas.

Mr. OWENS. If the gentlewoman
would yield for a moment, I want to in-
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quire of the Chair how much time we
have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lucas). The gentleman has 8 minutes
remaining.

Mr. OWENS. I yield 4 minutes to the

gentlewoman from Texas and I will
take the last 4 minutes. I just wanted
to close out with a note and I neglected
to put in before.
, Ms. JACKSON-LEE. See how good it
is to be able to have time and it is also
good to be able to share with those who
are in need, and that is the problem we
have here in the State of Texas.

This is a gentleman who has no ax to
grind. He is our State comptroller, and
he has already assessed that we lose
about a billion dollars in this rescis-
sion package for the State of Texas. We
lose some $763.7 million in Medicaid.
Therefore, those who are trying to get
off welfare would not have health care,
the elderly, the severely handicapped,
69 percent. Family nutrition programs,
we are losing $170.6 million, 15.5 per-
cent, for our State.

Then there is AFDC, there is train-
ing, emergency assistance, 10 percent,
we are losing $118.6 million. Then
school nutrition in particular, dealing
with our school lunches and school
breakfasts. By the way, I met with
leaders of the local school community
and they are just up in arms about the
children who will come to their doors
who are hungry, particularly the dis-
tricts that serve at-risk children. We
are talking about the national impact,
but I know what it means. It is going
to hurt the people in the State of
Texas, people in the State of New
York, people all over this country. The
American people understand this. This
rescissions package should go nowhere.

As I conclude, let me talk about, and
you have worked so hard on the sum-
mer programs, summer job perhaps
that I have been actively involved in in
my community. We are getting ready
to lose in FY 1995 and 1996, $66.6 million
in 1995 and $66.9 million, 43,000 jobs
each year, and in Houston, each year,
1995 and 1996, 6,000 jobs. It was already
not enough just last summer, 8,000
youngsters showed up on the first day
to sign up, with stories of pain and ex-
citement at the same time, excitement
of trying to get a job, and pain for the
need of the money during the summer
months, for rent for their families, for
clothing for their families, to take care
of younger brothers and sisters.

This is serious. I worked extensively
with anti-gang measures in Houston,
where there are some 3,000 gang mem-
bers, drive-by shootings. This is what
gets our children off the street. This is
what prepares young adults for the 21st
century, the opportunity to work. This
changes their mind set.

So when we begin to talk about
where we are today and your detailing
of what we should be looking at with
an alternative budget and fairly we can
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look at possibly tax cuts, possibly
downsizing different agencies, we do
not reject that, I do not reject it. But
I do reject taking from the most vul-
nerable and undermining a State that
is trying so very hard to improve itself
and to serve the people in that commu-
nity. We must be the better one, the
Federal Government, to be able to
stand up with the moral fiber and fight
for those who are in need.

I thank the gentleman from New
York but I think that we must cancel
out this rescissions package and ensure
that we stand up against this kind of
intrusion into the lives of American
citizens.

Mr. OWENS. I thank the gentle-
woman from Texas. I would like to un-
derscore your last point. The
defunding, the placing of zero in the
budget for the summer youth employ-
ment project is probably one of the
most cruel and dangerous and deadliest
acts of this oppressive elite minority in
control of the Congress now. It shows
no vision. It betrays the very vital seg-
ment of our population that needs help
the most.

They follow through on that, that ze-
roing the budget for the summer youth
employment program with a $210 mil-
lion rescission of the National Service
Program. The National Service Pro-
gram is for a different set of youth but
it is basically program-oriented toward
young people.

The National Service Program is not
a program of Bill Clinton, it is not a
program that the Democrats fabricated
2 years ago and the Republicans stood
on the sideline. I have been in Congress
for almost 13 years and we have dis-
cussed a National Service Program for
10 of those 13 years. Both parties have
come forward with proposals, both par-
ties have worked together. Why do we
all of a sudden have to throw overboard
and destroy a program which it took 10
years of deliberation and planning to
develop?

The National Service Program would
receive rescissions of $210 million out
of the $571 million that they have
available for this fiscal year. That is
taking $210 million and leaving only
$365 million, crippling the program to
such an extent that it would hardly be
able to operate because it is just get-
ting off the ground now.

And then there are bigger cuts com-
ing in the budget that begins October 1
because the oppressive minority has
made it quite clear that they want to
destroy the National Service Program.

The American people have a right to
know why. Why? We should challenge
the high-technology barbarians and
say, You cannot do reckless things like
this, you cannot make reckless deci-
sions, you cannot just disregard all
reason without explaining to the Amer-
ican people why.

A rescission of this magnitude for the
National Service Program would re-
nege on the bipartisan congressional
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commitment of Americans who have
already committed to serving their
communities. Middle-class families
who work hard and play by the rules
would be especially hard hit because
many of the members of the
AmeriCorps are middle class. We
designed it so it would not just be a
program where young people who are
poor were involved. It cuts across all
classes.

A year and a half ago, Congress man-
dated a 3-year phase-in for funding
100,000 AmeriCorps members. It called
for 20,000 members to begin a year of
service in 1994 and 33,000 in fiscal year
1995.

This rescission, this heartless rescis-
sion, would require the corporation to
scale back existing programs already
in place, cutting approximately 2,000
AmeriCorps members from the current
level of 20,000 and 15,000 from the
phase-in level which has already been
authorized by Congress. The majority
of those reductions would occur in
those States with the most AmeriCorps
members: New York, California, Texas,
Pennsylvania, and Michigan,

Middle-class families with college-
age members willing to serve their
communities full-time for a full year
who are counting on AmeriCorps to
help them afford college educations
would be especially hard hit if the con-
gressional commitment is not kept.

We close with National Service, as
just one more example. School lunch
programs, summer youth employment
programs, National Service programs,
programs that would benefit all of
America a great deal are being very
hard hit by these heartless cuts.

On the other hand, the F-22 fighter
plane is not touched, and neither is the
Seawolf submarine and a huge number
of other programs in the military
budget.

I want to thank the gentlewoman for
joining me, and I hope that Americans
are listening. There is a vision offered
by the oppressive elite minority and
there is a vision offered by the caring
majority. We will talk more about
those visions in the future.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise this
evening to speak unequivocally against the
misguided, shortsighted, and unconscionable
spending cuts proposed in H.R. 1158—the
Republican rescissions bill—to be considered
on the House floor on Wednesday and Thurs-
day of this week.

is rescissions bill, as it is politely known,
will cut to the bone many programs that man-
age to maintain a minimal standard of living
and health care for America’'s most vulnerable
citizens.

Across the country, throughout my home
State of Texas, and right in my hometown of
Houston, millions of children, elderly, and poor
citizens will be devastated and forced to en-
dure Government-sanctioned hardships in
order to provide extensive tax cuts.

That's what it boils down to, Mr. Speaker.

As though the unsettling dynamics and dis-
placement of our rapidly changing, highly com-
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petitive global economy were not already bad
enough when it comes to driving the widening
wedge between America’s economic haves
and have-nots.

Now, the have-nots have to worry about
Uncle Sam cutting them off at the knees.

What in the world have we come to?

How can those Americans, who enjoy some
of the highest living standards in human his-
tory, possibly begin to justify their demand for
tax cuts when fellow citizens, through no fault
of their own, are relegated to lives of bare
subsistence and, in many cases, much less
than that?

How can Republicans rationalize rescis-
sions, while at the same time proposing to re-
duce spending on the hugely successful, bi-
partisan WIC Program that for better than two
decades has been providing basic, healthful
nutrition for poor women, infants, and chil-
dren?

While economists and sociologists of all po-
litical stripes are telling us that, to succeed in
the information age of the 21st century, Amer-
ican workers must be better trained and edu-
cated than the once-celebrated production-line
workers of the 20th century, how can Repub-
licans tell us—with a straight face—that we
ought to be slashing job training and edu-
cation programs that serve both children and
adults?

How will the Republican leadership explain
to senior citizens living in our colder climates
that the Low-Income-Heating Assistance Pro-
gram [LIHEAP] that has helped them pay their
heating bills in the winter is being cut?

Though it's not politically popular to do so
these days, | might remind this body that
American tax burdens—for all income brack-
ets—have been and remain among the very
lowest of the industrialized, Western democ-
racies.

Should American government at all levels
continue to improve efficiency, cut spending
for outmoded programs, and work very hard to
keep taxes as low as pos-
sible? . . . Absolutely.

But, if we fancy ourselves a moral nation,
ought we not first look for efficiencies and cuts
in programs and policies that generally serve
the fortunate who have been blessed and from
whom a small sacrifice for the good of the
whole would not be an undue burden?

The late Hubert Humphrey was fond of re-
minding us that the moral test of any govern-
ment was in the way it treated “those who are
in the dawn of life, the children; those who are
in the twilight of life, the elderly; and those
who are in the shadows of life—the sick, the
needy, and the handicapped.”

Mr. Speaker, | wonder if anyone from the
other side of the aisle can in good conscience
claim that their rescission proposals pass such
moral muster.

| don't know how they could, Mr. Speaker,
when their cold-hearted proposals call for
more than $17 billion of cuts.

And these cuts are not to mohair grower
subsidies or tax breaks on vacation home
mortgages.

No, Mr. Speaker, these cuts to the bone
come from programs like child nutrition, public
housing, basic health care, education, trans-
portation and community development—all
programs that the most needy among us de-
pend on for a brighter future.
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Who takes the hit from these Republican
spending cuts?

The answer is clear.

According to the Center on Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities, a whopping 63 percent of the
GOP cuts—nearly $11 billion in fiscal year
1995—will impact low-income Americans.

And where does the money go?

Well, Mr. Speaker, 31 percent does go to
help citizens who have lost their homes and
communities due to natural disasters like
earthquakes and hurricanes, and few would
argue that the Government should not assist
these victims.

But what about the victims of our man-made
disasters like inadequate urban and rural
schools; like job flight from our inner cities; like
employment, housing and banking discrimina-
tion?

Are we not similarly obligated, Mr. Speaker,
to assist these citizens, as well?

Where is the justice in this rescission plan
when 69 percent of the so-called savings will
go to pay for tax cuts at a time when deficits
are already too high?

But it is disingenuous for GOP leadership to
blame “tax-and-spend-liberals™ for all Ameri-
ca's financial woes when in fact it was during
12 years of “borrow-and-spend” Republican
administrations that our national debt quad-
rupled.

Mr. Speaker, both parties and both the
President and Congress can share equally in
the blame for our sorry status quo.

But we're not going to get anywhere, much
less rebuild a solid foundation for America’s
future by polarizing and dividing its citizens.

To blame poor people for all our problems
just to curry political favor is shortsighted, im-
moral, and potentially catastrophic.

How will we pay for the additional medical
care that will be needed by children made sick
due to lack of nutrition?

How will we provide for families made
homeless due to cuts in public housing? Al-
most 25,000 families remain on waliting lists in
my city—Houston, TX.

How will we protect ourselves from those
who may turn to crime when denied edu-
cational opportunities and a real chance in the
mainstream economy?

My colleagues from the other side are fond
of their “dynamic budget scoring” that tries to
predict future Government revenues based on
the boost they think their tax cuts will give to
the economy.

Well, what's good for the goose, Mr. Speak-
ar * " »

Ought not my Republican colleagues be
prepared to score their spending cuts in the
same fashion?

Shouldn't we think intelligently about the
medium- and long-term effects these rescis-
sions will have on future budgets and on the
very moral fiber of our American society?

So as not to be accused of undue hyperbole
or attempting to govern by anecdote, I'd like to
share with my colleagues and the American
people some clinical analysis of the GOP re-
scission plan.

| represent the people of Houston in the
18th Congressional District of Texas.

So in addition to looking at national figures
for these rescission cuts, I'd like to start with
this story from last Wednesday's Houston
Chronicle.
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“Funding Cuts Could Cost Texas Billions,
Comptroller Warns” . . .

That's the headline of the story which goes
on to quote Texas State Comptroller John
Sharp.

Sharp foresees up to $1.1 billion in cuts in
four critical categories in the next 2 years that
would devastate needy people in Houston and
throughout the State.

Let us examine some of the specific pro-
grams that would be cut under this bill.

One program that is critically important to
young people is the Youth Summer Jobs Pro-
gram. This program, which began 30 years
ago, has worked very well and has always re-
ceived bipartisan support.

Nevertheless, this rescission bill completely
eliminates funding in fiscal year 1995 and fis-
cal year 1996 for the Summer Jobs Program
to the tune of $1.6 billion nationwide.

During this 2-year period, more than 1.2 mil-
lion kids in 650 communities will be left with-
out summer jobs.

And without question, these jobs are ex-
tremely important to young people. In many in-
stances, these jobs give them their first job
opportunity and help them develop a good
working ethic.

In addition, many young people use the
money earmned from these jobs to buy clothes
and supplies for school.

Let us be clear about the effectiveness of
this program . . . the Summer Jobs Program
consists of real jobs, not “make-work” jobs.

In many cities and towns, no other jobs are
available for young people. As | travel around
my congressional district and around the
country, teenage unemployment remains
high—particularly in African-American and
Latino communities.

We need the Summer Jobs Program now
more than ever.

Let's look at how the elimination of this pro-
gram will affect Texas and Houston. The State
of Texas will lose $66 million .in fiscal year
1995 and nearly $67 million in fiscal year
1996.

This translates into 43,000 summer jobs that
will be lost in Texas in each of the 2 years.

During this period, the city of Houston will
lose $9.1 million in 1995 and 1996 and will
lose 12,000 jobs over this 2-year period.

| urge my colleagues to preserve this pro-
gram and continue providing adequate fund-
ing.

Another program that will experience a
major reduction in spending under this bill is
housing.

This bill makes a frontal assault on the poor
and our Nation's cities. One program, the
Community Development Block Grant Pro-
gram, will suffer a spending reduction of $350
million nationwide.

The CDBG Program is one of the largest
sources of Federal assistance to' States and
local governments.

Most of this money is channeled directly to
the local level, particularly metropolitan areas
with large pockets of poverty and substandard
housing stock.

These funds have been used to acquire and
rehabilitate property, preserve historic struc-
tures, provide relocation assistance and en-
force housing code violations.

For example, the State of Texas will lose
$19.9 million in community development block
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grant funds and the city of Houston will lose
$2.4 million.

Under this bill, public housing programs
have also been targeted for major reductions.
Funds for public housing modernization will be
cut by $36 million in Texas and $3.8 million in
Houston.

The State of Texas will also lose $14.2 mil-
lion in public housing operating subsidies
while the city of Houston will lost $1.9 million.

Decent and affordable housing for all Ameri-
cans—families and individuals—is a basic
building block for communities and our society
at large.

We can no longer delay making housing a
national and moral priority.

Health care for the poor is another area that
will suffer greatly under this bill.

In addition to the unthinkable cuts to Medic-
aid—more than $760 million in 2 years for
Texas alone—| am most concermned by cuts to
the National Health Service Corps.

This program is designed to award scholar-
ships to students in the health professions in
exchange for their agreement to spend 2 to 3
years in medically underserved areas.

Over the last 25 years, this program has
helped meet the health care needs of millions
of low-income Americans.

This GOP rescissions bill proposes a $12.5
million cut in this program.

Through this program, the Community
Health Center in Houston, known as Central
Houston Action, and several projects at the
Harris County Hospital District will be endan-
gered.

There are currently 62 physicians in Texas
who are participating in the National Health
Service Corps . . . and it seems to me we
ought to be looking to expand this program,
not cut it.

Members of the last Congress chose not to
undertake constructive health care reform . . .
it remains to be seen whether or not this Con-
gress will muster the political courage to try.

In the meantime, however, how can we pos-
sibly consider making cuts to one small pro-
gram that we know works in bringing afford-
able, basic health services to millions of Amer-
icans in under-served regions?

Mr. Speaker, in many cases, the lives of
these needy Americans literally hang in the
balance.

| could go on all night citing other programs
marked for cuts that have similarly critical im-
pacts on millions of American lives and liveli-
hoods.

And | could complain about the closed na-
ture of debate my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle have employed with this bill and
others thus far in this 104th Congress.

| could complain in detail about the amend-
ments we Democrats sought to offer in an ef-
fort to protect vulnerable Americans, only to
have them blocked out-of-hand by the Repub-
lican majority.

But Il simply conclude, Mr. Speaker, with a
final, heartfelt plea to all my colleagues with a
conscience and a greater sense of obligation
to America's future than that evidenced by the
cuts in H.R. 1158.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
pernicious piece of legislation.
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CLICHES AND THEMES IN
POLITICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lucas of Oklahoma). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH] is recognized
for 60 minutes. .

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
continue the colloquy begun 2 weeks
ago with the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RADANOVICH] and, Mr. Speak-
er, you will recall that during that col-
loquy we talked about themes in poli-
tics and cliches in politics and the un-
fortunate fact that politics in America
in the 1990’s has become theme-driven.

You hear often the phrase, “They
don’t get it.”” Well, the problem, Mr.
Speaker, is “They don’t get it,”” so now
the American taxpayer is going to get
it, and I hope that what we have heard
on this floor tonight and what we have
heard in this country over the last few
months has received the attention of
the American people, because the
American people, I think, need to hear
what the opposition is saying about the
Contract With America and the impor-
tance of themes like personal respon-
sibility, stopping the micro manage-
ment of the private sector from Wash-
ington, a return to true free enterprise
in this country that runs throughout
the Contract With America.

It seems the loyal opposition truly
believes government does it better, and
we on this side of the aisle sincerely
believe individuals do it better, Mr.
Speaker.

This new Congress is made up of peo-
ple who are willing to take a stand,
who are willing to challenge accepted
assumptions in this country for the
last 40 years, and as a result of the
Contract With America, what do we
get? We get stories about the 1950's,
about Governors from the 1950’s, about
the fact you can no longer trust States
in the 1950's, in the 1960’s, in the 1970s,
in the 1980’s, in the 1990’s. You just can-
not trust the States.

We get gross misrepresentations of
fact. We get misinformation. We get
horror stories. We get phony numbers.
We get scarce tactics. And, I say to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
RADANOVICH], we get class warfare, be-
cause class warfare is the bottom line.
It is what we hear time and time again,
hour after hour, day after day, week
after week on the floor of this House.

And an example is the School Lunch
Program. Just this week, a few quotes:
A Boston Globe columnist wrote that
the country is simply not too broke to
feed poor schoolchildren. The food
services director in Omaha, NE, for the
west side community schools of
Omaha, said it is unconscionable to
allow more of our children to suffer
from hunger in addition to the 12 mil-
lion who do now; health and nutrition
are not a priority in Washington, she
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alleged, quoting a Government esti-
mate. She said school lunch funding
would be cut by 17 percent.

Now, on the floor of this House, we
have seen the real numbers tonight. We
have seen the real numbers every day
in the newspaper. The real numbers.
Mr. Speaker, are that nutrition pro-
grams have been funded at a level $4.3
billion for fiscal year 1994; under the
Republican budget, they are projected
to increase to $6.78 billion in 1996, and
to increase further to $7.8 billion in the
year 2000.

By eliminating the administrative
costs, by cutting out the Federal mid-
dleman, by cutting out the Federal
micromanager, we are giving more
money to the States for nutrition pro-
grams. Those are the numbers. Those
are the facts. And by the way, they are
the true facts getting through to the
American people, because the message
coming from towns and cities and dis-
tricts and counties and the people
across this country back to Washing-
ton today is, ‘*“We are not buying that
old class warfare anymore."’

I say to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RADANOVICH], I know you
would like to comment on that, and I
yield.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Thank you, I say
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
EHRLICH], for yielding.

I guess the point I think that needs
to be made in what is happening on the
floor of this House, the changes that
the new majority, the Republican
Party, is wanting to make is that
which is a return to local control and
privatization of what we are doing
right here in Washington right now,
and I think that some of the basic mes-
sages of those who so desire a strong
central government that reaches in and
controls the lives of so many people is
the basic message is you cannot trust
anybody else but those on the floor of
this House including the 2 of us, but
not excluding 433 other Members of
this House.

And I guess my comment is that, and
to reinforce what the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH] is saying, is
that government is best done at the
local level, and problem-solving is best
done at the local level. I can take care
of things much better in my district
much better than the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH] could, because
he probably has never been to Fresno,
probably has never been to my home-
town.

Mr. EHRLICH. I intend to visit this
year.

Mr. RADANOVICH. You will be there
someday. But you have never been. But
nobody knows my problems better than
I do, and I believe nobody can solve my
problems better than those elected offi-
cials in my district who are on the
local and State level, and I think that
in reference to the reference by the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. EHR-
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LICH] to class warfare, it seems to be
the defense of those who defend a
strong central Federal Government
that whenever people like us who are
elected and come in and try to solve
that problem, we get accused of being
in favor of class warfare, being against
the poor, being against the middle
class, being for the rich, and I am a Re-
publican, and, “I ain’t rich.”

But those seem to be the arguments
that are posed here, and I cannot help
but go back to two things. First is,
there is a deep mistrust of local elected
officials on behalf of the Democratic
leadership, and there is also, in order
to defend what they see as solving
problems from a strong Federal Gov-
ernment, where if we raise your taxes a
little bit more we just get a little bit
more money in the Federal till, we will
be able to solve welfare, we will be able
to solve, we will be able to solve the di-
lemma of so many women becoming
pregnant, unmarried mothers, we will
be able to solve it, we will just spend a
little bit more money on it. Implicit in
that is a recurring theme that only the
Federal Government can have empathy
for poor people.

Mr. EHRLICH. Right. And only the
Federal Government knows best what
people need, not just the poor, but mid-
dle-class, working-class Americans.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Exactly. You
know, I think there are probably 435
very caring people here, but I would
not exclude it to us. I mean, there are
thousands of elected officials out there
that take their commitment to their
public office just as seriously as you
and I, and maybe more seriously than
some people in this body. I do not see
any reason why they cannot be trusted
with more responsibility and, frankly,
that is what this is all about.

Mr. EHRLICH. I agree. The horror
stories we hear, the horror stories that
we have heard, regardless of the issue,
fill in the issue, there is a horror story
that we hear put out night after night
on the floor of this House.

The regulatory, just going back 2
weeks, with respect to the regulatory
reforms that we have enacted, the reg-
ulatory moratorium bill, cost-benefit
analysis, risk analysis, paperwork re-
duction, private property rights, we
heard the same horror stories then as
we hear now. Forget the issue, if it is
part of the Contract With America, it
is horrific, it is bad, it is anti-working
people it is anti-poor.

And there again, we see the analogy,
the class warfare time and time again.

The gentleman will recall that with
respect to this whole issue of regu-
latory power, micromanagement from
the Federal Government, I talked 2
weeks ago about the Department of
Labor and the fact that the Depart-
ment of Labor has made enforcement
of child labor laws a top priority over
the past several years. In particular,
grocers, grocery store owners all over
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the country are being cited for viola-
tions of hazardous occupation order
No. 12 which we discussed 2 weeks ago,
and that order prohibits employees
under the age of 18 from operating or
assisting to operate balers, machines
used to compact used cardboard. In-
spectors routinely go to such lengths
as issuing citations based on responses
to questionnaires mailed to former em-
ployees. That is how bad it has gotten
in this country today.

DOL recently decided, without seek-
ing public comment, without seeking
comment from the people impacted by
this regulation, they recently decided
that compactors are covered under HO
12 the same way that balers are cov-
ered. Therefore, no employee under age
18 is allowed to load or operate a baler
or compactor.

Now, the history of this particular
order is quite interesting. HO 12 was
adopted in 1954 under authority of the
Fair Labor Standards Act. Its rationale
was based on a 1954, 40 year, 41 years
ago report entitled ‘“‘Operation of Paper
Products Machines” that assessed the
danger to teenagers of operating cer-
tain machinery used in the paper in-
dustry. The section on balers was based
on a type of machinery used on a type
of machine that was common in the
paper industry back then. But it is far
removed from the ones used in today's
modern grocery stores.

HO 12 has never been updated to re-
flect the changes brought about by
safety advances. Today’s balers bear
very little resemblance to the huge
machines of 41 years ago, when HO 12
was issued.

The most serious injury assumed by
the 1954 DOL report, and I quote, ‘‘for
a person’s arm to be caught by the de-
scending plunger should someone else
operate the control mechanism, * * *
could only happen with balers of that
era, 41 years ago,” which did not have
loading chamber doors, so the acci-
dents could occur. They cannot occur
today, yvet we have a regulation that
lives forever, and, of course, as we have
discussed in the past in our first col-
loquy, that seems to be the whole idea
behind bureaucracy and regulation;
once you create a bureaucracy, & gov-
ernmental bureaucracy or a new regu-
lation, it lives forever.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Beyond that, it is
a process of justification. Then those in
the bureaucracy have to justify their
existence so they will come up with
new programs that are less and less ap-
plicable to the real world.

Mr. EHRLICH. And more money.

Mr. RADANOVICH. And more money.
I have got an example, too, if I may.
This is on the eating disorders of pi-
geons. There is a million dollars spent
on discussing the eating disorders of pi-
geons. I will tell you, if I had an endan-
gered species person, I was a pigeon,
and had an endangered species person
following me around day to day, watch-
ing everything I did, I would have an
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eating disorder, too. These are things,
again, another example of how when
you get a centralized government that
is far removed from reality in the day-
to-day business, you begin to get
things that are unapplicable and have
no sense to our daily lives.

Now, I am not against research, you
know, of one kind or another, but I
think what you get after awhile is stuff
that is not applicable to reality, and I
think that that is basically the prob-
lem that we are facing right now.

Those that are criticizing what the
Republicans are doing in the House
right now in the Contract With Amer-
ica, with the goals of achieving privat-
ization and local control, in my mind,
have a real hard time. I would be em-
barrassed, frankly, if I had to defend
the system that we have here in Wash-
ington right now, and yet it seems to
me that with the Democratic leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle, or
however you are supposed to say it, I
would be embarrassed to defend what
Washington does right now, rather
than saying, “Let's both agree that
what is going on is wrong right now.
Let's both come up with plans, and
let’s introduce them on the floor and
go back with new ideas.”” Who on Earth
would want to have to defend what
Washington is doing right now?

It is a ludicrous system back here
that is bankrupting America, enslaving
the lives of poor, unfortunate people
who do not know better, under a sys-
tem that is just doling out money.
And, you know, frankly, I think that
the Federal Government is such a poor
substitute for personal responsibility
that I would be embarrassed to be sit-
ting on this floor defending all of the
things that the Federal Government
does right now.
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But that is all we hear. That is all we
hear, and it has been interesting for us
who just arrived here 70 days ago, 10
weeks ago, to hear the defense of the
welfare state we hear time and time
again on the floor of this House. And
the fact is, and it is an observation
that many of us have discussed pri-
vately, there are no ideas. There are no
new ideas. There are no new initiatives
across the aisle. It is the same old stuff
and the American people rejected it on
November 8 and they are rejecting it in
March 1995 and they are going to reject
it in July 1995 and they are going to re-
ject it in 1996.

Mr. RADANOVICH. I would like to
make a point too at this particular
stage and that is, a lot of what you
hear on the other side of the aisle from
their leadership is, when our party was
in the minority, we resorted to a lot of
hit tactics of their leadership. We did a
lot of things that they didn't like, and
now they are going to turn around and
do it to us, as thinking that in some
means by doing that they are going to
get back the majority of the House.
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My point is, I think that whatever
the party did before I got here is fine,
but I tell you, the only reason why I
am here today and the only reason we
are in the majority is not because we
took hits to the then majority, but be-
cause we went before the American
people with a plan and we said, listen,
this is what we are going to do. We
promise that we will do these things 1
through 10. You send us to Washington,
we will do it.

Now, if that is the case and I believe
it to be, gosh darn it, come up with
your plan. Stop hitting, stop defending
a miserable losing system that we have
here in Washington right now.

Mr. EHRLICH. That is a wonderful
point, a great lead-in to my next point,
because we were not here. We have
heard the stories about how the former
minority, the present majority, was
treated.

And let me relay your observation to
the tort reform debate that occurred
on this floor last week, and as you well
know, Republicans are of different
minds with respect to individual initia-
tives under the rubric of tort reform.
But the fact is, the Democrat majority
never allowed real tort reform meas-
ures to be brought to the floor of this
House ever, and the American people
demanded it and the Democrat major-
ity said no, it is not important.

And what the new Republican major-
ity did last week was bring very impor-
tant initiatives to the floor of this
House in the way of legal reform.

Now, as the gentleman knows, I op-
posed the loser pays provision, but I
supported the securities .itigation re-
form, the joint and several liability re-
form, punitive damages, the products
liability reforms. These are reforms
that the American public is demanding
today. And what the Democrats seem
to conveniently forget is they never al-
lowed this debate to occur, and that is
the whole idea behind the contract.

The whole idea behind the contract is
not that 230 Republicans agree with
every plank of the contract, but it was,
we have a deal with the American peo-
ple, a contract with the American peo-
ple and we promise to bring these im-
portant initiatives to the floor of this
House to debate them honestly, in sub-
stantive terms, so that the people of
America can see a party that knows
how to run the place and to restore
that sense of pride and respectability
that we saw the American people have
lost when it comes to this institution,
and I believe we have begun to do that,
and the fact that we have begun to re-
generate that pride is reflected in the
poll results.

Getting back to tort reform and this
whole theme that we are talking about,
they do not get it, and a lack of indi-
vidual initiative and individual pride,
there is a psychology in this country,
and I know the gentleman as a busi-
nessman suffers as a result of this psy-
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chology, and that psychology basically
is, if some real or perceived ill befalls
me at any point in society, well, there
has to be a legal cause of action, there
has to be a remedy, there has to be a
bureaucrat to make you feel better,
there has to be a regulation, and there
has to be money in my pocket and it is
costing all of us billions of dollars.

Now, many of us on this side know,
and the American people know, there
are legitimate plaintiffs in civil cases
and they deserve, in some cases, major
awards. But the fact is, this foundation
that I am owed something, that if
something happens to me, I have to
have a lawyer, I have to file a lawsuit,
I have to get the money, somebody has
to pay for it, it goes back to this theme
of a lack of individual responsibility.
The American people are crying out to
us saying, stop it, we are not that
greedy, it is costing us too much
money. We literally cannot afford it.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Can I make a
point?

Mr. EHRLICH. Absolutely.

Mr. RADANOVICH. It does harken
back to personal responsibility and
what a privilege it is to live in a coun-
try such as America that was based on
the principles of self government, and I
think that somewhere in some good
book it says, do not be so anxious to be
suing your neighbor, and I think that
the law system in this land, the court
system in this land, really is a privi-
lege, and I think that when you abuse
a privilege, you end up getting restric-
tions on the privilege or the privilege
gets taken away.

And I admire the fact that the Demo-
crats for so many years defended the
right to sue and the open legal system
that we have had in the past, but I
think what we are seeing right now is
such an abuse of the system, and when
you, through lack of personal respon-
sibility and personal accountability for
your own actions, you begin to abuse
the system, you have to clamp down
restrictions on that system and, to me,
it is a perfect example, again, of where
we have lost the idea of personal re-
sponsibility and personal accountabil-
ity in this country.

Stop suing each other. We have sued
each other too much. Now because of
that and because we have placed such a
burden on the system, we have got to
clamp down on it. I think that is basi-
cally it.

Mr. EHRLICH. Just an aside, but
very relevant to your point, as you
know, I have practiced law for the last
12 years in the State of Maryland and I
have seen one practice occur time and
time again. And that practice is, in a
run-of-the-mill tort case, personal in-
jury case, a punitive damage count is
included, even where there is no evi-
dence of punitive damages.

Now, the opposition told America
last week, there are not that many pu-
nitive damage judgments. The Repub-
licans have a strident and ridiculous
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remedy for a problem that is not that
large. We can count on the fingers of
one hand how many punitive damage
judgments were paid out in a particu-
lar jurisdiction. But that is missing the
point. That is missing the point, be-
cause the fact that those punitive dam-
age counts are included in complaints
drives up the settlement value of cases.

Most cases, as the gentleman is well
aware of, never go to trial, but the in-
surance company, the carrier, has to
value a case, even a garbage case, at a
higher figure because of the presence of
a punitive damage count. Result, high-
er settlement. Result, cost passed on to
consumer. Result, higher prices. Re-
sult, we got a big problem in this coun-

try.

Mr. RADANOVICH. You know, gen-
tleman from Maryland, it seems to me
that there are in a book somewhere,
and I do not think it said Uncle Sam is
my shepherd, it said somebody else,
and I think that in America we have
just begun to depend too much on
Uncle Sam for being a little bit more
than what he is and I think that some
of the Representatives in the House of
Representatives over the years, prob-
ably over the last 30 to 40 years, have
gotten to the point where they justi-
fied their existence by expanding the
role of what Federal Government does,
and unfortunately, what it has led to is
a lot of tragedy, I think, and into a
current situation that, again, I am em-
barrassed to have to defend. I really
am.
We have gotten to the point in this
country where it is sad, frankly, the
way we treat one another in this coun-
try and based upon this overriding de-
pendence on Federal Government, and,
again, my word to the opposite party,
to the Democratic leadership, is, you
should be very embarrassed to defend
the way things are in Washington right
now. And I just got out of a budget
hearing today, a markup on bills where
we are cutting budgets right now, and
I am here to say that nobody is being
treated any better than anybody else.
The rich are going to get it, the middle
class is going to get it, and the poor is
going to get it. That is kind of the way
it is right now. And the use of the Re-
publicans wanting to do this to reward
the rich is a pathetic argument, it real-
ly is.

Mr. EHRLICH. We here hear it time
and time and time again.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Reinforced by
the President as well. Through all that
garbage must get some common sense
to what we are really trying to accom-
plish here, and that is, reducing Fed-
eral Government by localizing it and
privatizing it, and that extends to all
areas of Federal Government.

Mr. EHRLICH. And in the process, I,
we are looking to your leadership to let
the American people know the real
facts. I hope the leadership from the
Democratic party in this House will
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begin to engage in an honest debate. If
they have nothing to hide, if they want
to defend the welfare state, let's face
it, reasonable people can disagree
about rescission bills, about welfare re-
form, about regulatory reform, about
tort reform. Just do not hide in the
failed policies of the past. Be proactive,
look to the future, join us in serving
the American people, but to the extent
they continue to engage in phony num-
bers and misrepresentations to the
American people on the important is-
sues of the day, we need to call them
on it, because to the extent we indulge
them, we share the blame and right-
fully so.

Mr. RADANOVICH. And it is a dis-
service to the American people flat
out. I mean, what they are doing is
clouding what the issues really are on
the floor of this House. I have got an
issue from one of the Senators in my
State regarding a balanced budget
amendment, which, in my view, is nec-
essary in order to get spending under
control and to achieve privatization
and localization, where at one point
during that Senator's election, voted
for the balanced budget amendment, no
limitations whatsoever. In the political
race of that person's life, voted for the
balanced budget amendment and won
the election and then afterward it
comes up to the Senate that person
voted against the same balanced budg-
et amendment measure. And what I
would caution I think on both sides of
the party is that people are going to
come back to Washington, they better
come here with some convictions and
they better keep them once they get
here because the voters are going to
see right through them.

Mr. EHRLICH. We talked about that
2 weeks ago. Cliches, rhetoric, they do
not get it. Class warfare. Right here is
where the rubber meets the road and
the American people can open their
newspaper, tune in C-SPAN, listen to
the radio, receive our correspondence,
and find out who stuck by their guns,
who cast tough votes.

Mr. RADANOVICH. And I would say
to the Democratic party, rather than
hurling stones and misrepresenting
what is going on back here, come up
with a plan, for God's sake. Bring it up
here and let’'s debate the merits of it.
But to use the same old tactic, admit-
ting that maybe they worked for the
Republicans in achieving the majority,
which I think they are wrong, it was
the Contract With America that got us
the majority, do what we do, but do the
things we did right. Do a plan and sell
it to the American people. If they are
not going to buy it, then I would sug-
gest you change your plan.

Mr. EHRLICH. You hear time and
time again the Democrat spin artists,
the Democrat pollsters say, Hey, no
one heard about the Contract With
America, it is phony, folks, it was just
one of those things. It was a bad year.
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We had an unpopular President, what-
ever. But the fact is, people may not
have identified the Contract With
America, but they knew about regu-
latory reform and they knew about tax
reform and they knew about a stronger
national defense.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Balanced budget.

Mr. EHRLICH. A balanced budget
amendment, a line-item veto. They
knew about these things. Maybe they
did not label it as the Contract With
America, but they recognized it when
they saw it and they supported it and
they voted accordingly and they are
very happy with it.

Mr. RADANOVICH. And frankly I
think that is why we are here, but I
think the point, too, as to why we are
here tonight is to get a point across,
that point, and that is the fact that we
are here for localizing government to
the local level and also privatizing cer-
tain functions that Washington does,
and that can't be said too many times.
It just needs to be said over and over
again.

Mr. EHRLICH. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman from California. I look forward
to continuing this colloquy in a few
weeks with the gentleman with respect
to budgetary issues.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Maybe next time
we will have a 1-800 number and the
people can do call-ins on. I do not
know.

Mr. EHRLICH. I look forward to that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of
my time to Mr. COOLEY.

TIMBER SALVAGE

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night to talk about timber salvage. For
those watching or listening, I would
first like to define this term briefly
and then outline the course of my re-
marks.

Timber salvage is not a difficult con-
cept. Presently, millions of acres of our
public forest lands contain trees that
have been burned, ravaged by disease
or insects, or blown down.

These trees, like any other crop, such
as wheat or apples, lose their value if
not harvested in a timely fashion.
After an apple has dropped from the
tree it can still be used for eating if it
is picked up quickly; if it is picked up
after a few days, it may only be good
for cider.

Trees have a little longer timeframe
and are a good deal more hardy. De-
pending on the type of tree, some spe-
cies may be taken for quality timber a
year after falling.

After that, the quality of the wood
products derived from these trees de-
creases. The final stage of downed tim-
ber’s usefulness comes after the second
year as it is sold for chips to be used in
making pulp and paper.

Clearly, the commercial life of this
crop is limited. If we are to reap some
benefit from this resource that would
otherwise be wasted, then we must act
quickly. This harvesting of trees is
known as salvage.
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In short, timber salvage is the har-
vesting of trees that are dead or will
die shortly. These trees have value and
must be harvested quickly to assure
that their economic value is not lost.

Tonight, I want to talk about timber
salvage and what it accomplishes for
us. I have some pictures that illustrate
the effects of our timber policies and
the need to continue our careful man-
agement of these resources that does
not preclude harvesting timber.
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I also want to explain the provisions
of the bill that will be considered this
week to implement a timber salvage
program. I will be joined by several of
my other colleagues, if time permits. I
would like to show them something
here.

Here is a photograph, I hope you can
pick this up, of a lava butte on October
30, 1992, before man ever came, before
the harvesting was ever accomplished
on this property. You can see the ef-
fects of diseased and dying timber and
the effects of fire.

I want to show you the same area on
December 8, 1993. This is exactly the
same timberland. You can see the
greenness and the ability of protecting
this forestland. The only intrusion in
this entire line was the intrusion of a
highway in this area.

This is good management of our nat-
ural resources. This is bad manage-
ment of our natural resources.

We talk about what man has done to
our natural resources, Mr. Speaker,
and you can see the difference. Before
man ever got involved, this is the pic-
ture we had in this particular area. In
1993, this is the results of man’s inter-
vention and what we have done to im-
prove our forests.

The language that will authorize the
salvage of timber is found in section
307 of title IIT in H.R. 1159.

Briefly, this will allow expedited
preparation, advertising, offering, and
awarding of contracts without being
held up in court while the wood rots on
the ground.

In the first year, 3 billion board feet
are authorized to be harvested from
Federal lands; an additional 3 billion
board feet are to be harvested in the
following year.

On Bureau of Land Management
lands, an additional 115 million board
feet are to be harvested each year.

The Secretary may not designate
timber stands for sale that belong to
the national wilderness preservation
system or roadless areas in Colorado
and Montana.

Section 318 provisions are written
into the bill to award and release pre-
viously offered and unawarded timber
sale contracts.

Environmental assessments must be
prepared by the Secretary pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act
and the Endangered Species Act. If the
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sale fails on these counts then it will
not be allowed.

Each section of land that is har-
vested must be replanted; the Sec-
retary is given the authority and re-
sponsibility to carry this out.

Finally, no restraining order, injunc-
tion, or granting of relief may be given
to prevent these sales. All civil actions
to prevent sales must be completed
within 45 days.

This is an extremely important pro-
vision that will prevent sales from
being held up in court while the need
for the sale becomes mute.

EFFECTS OF TIMBER SALVAGE ON THE ECONOMY
AND ENVIRONMENT

The effects of this bill are three-fold:

First, this bill means better forest
health. As I mentioned earlier when I
showed the picture, active manage-
ment means more and better forests.

If we allow diseased trees to stand,
we are setting the stage for more cata-
strophic fires and the spread of diseases
and infestations. In 1994, 33 young men
and women, some of them from my dis-
trict, lost their lives battling forest
fires that consumed 4 million acres of
forest land.

The American taxpayer picked up the
tab—roughly §1 billion. Had we not
pursued a fire-suppression policy and
paid this price, millions more acres
may have been lost.

The 4 million acres that burned de-
stroyed 3.6 billion board feet of timber.
The value of the burned timber is near-
ly $800 million, which amounts to the
board footage needed to build 330,000
single-family homes.

It is no secret that wood burns—dry
and dead wood burns even better.
Lighting strikes or stray sparks from
campfires that might have gone out in
healthy forests become raging forest
fires that consume the unhealthy trees
and dead wood with the healthy
growth.

Many fires are naturally occurring
and even have some beneficial effects.
However, the fires that become too in-
tense, scorch the Earth and destroy the
helpful nutrients, organisms, and seeds
that are needed to regenerate the
Earth.

U.S. forests contain an estimated 20
billion board feet of dead or dying tim-
ber. This is a huge amount of tinder.

Further, assuming the forests do not
experience the ravages of fire, the bio-
logical balance is not served by having
billions of board feet rot into oblivion
on the ground. New growth is stifled.

Second, this bill means revenue for
Uncle Sam. In a time of massive cut-
backs, such as the rescissions bill we
will be considering tomorrow, it is im-
portant to 'generate more revenue
through increased commerce.

It is estimated that the salvage acre-
age in the bill will generate approxi-
mately $1.2 billion in gross revenues
over the next 2 years. The release of
old sales pursuant to section 318 will
bring in over $115 million.
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Mr. Speaker, to date, the efforts of
our Federal agencies concerning tim-
ber salvage and forest health have been
inadequate.

I believe this bill rectifies these er-
rors in judgment and prevents delib-
erate attempts to lock up timber from
any responsible management.

All this is not to mention the money
saved from a reduced need to suppress
fires. This could be as much as $200
million.

Third and finally, we will keep tim-
ber workers from the unemployment
lines. The tension in these commu-
nities is high. Fewer harvests mean no
jobs and the destruction of the eco-
nomic base in many small logging
towns. As the logger goes, so goes the
town.

Other small businesses in these
towns depend on the timber worker to
spend his paycheck. Rather than de-
scribing this as a ripple effect, you
could call it a tidal wave. As timber be-
comes scarce, communities begin to
fold.

I'll wager that most of those who op-
pose even the most responsible logging
haven't compiled statistics on the
human damage that their antics cre-
ate. Broken homes, drinking problems,
and abuse abound when the pressures
to find work increase.

Can the damage we have done by de-
stabilizing these timber communities
be fully calculated? Doubtful.

For some mills it is too little, too
late. Last week, one mill in my dis-
trict, the Modoc Co., announced that it
would be closing its doors. To date,
thousands of workers have been thrown
out of work.

This bill will at least stop the car-
nage. For those who remain there will
be timber to harvest and process.

I have received an estimate of the
economic benefits that will accrue to
these communities and would like to
share some of the more important
numbers: Employment will increase by
22,900; wages earned by workers will
total $976.1 million; Federal income tax
revenues will equal $150 million; fi-
nally, increased payments to the
States will bring in $82.5 million.

As I conclude, remember that timber
salvage will help the environment,
raise $1 billion in revenue, and provide
jobs for thousands of hard-working,
honest people.

When we were receiving testimony on
timber salvage last month I heard a
story that underscores the idiocy of
the policy we are pursuing presently.

A mammoth Douglas-fir had fallen
somewhere in the West—a tree whose
timber would have brought $60,000. In-
stead, while the bureaucrats fiddled,
the tree lost its fine timber value, fi-
nally being sold for firewood at a cost
to the buyer of $5 a cord.

I believe we can manage our re-
sources better. We must, or the next
generation will answer for our neg-
ligence. Tomorrow, let us take that
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step and approve the salvaging of dead
and dying timber.

Mr, Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the statements of
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
CooLEY] about the forest salvage bill.
It will come up as an amendment on
Thursday to the emergency supple-
mental and rescission package that
will be before the House, and the com-
ments the gentleman just made from
Oregon are very timely, and I think the
whole Nation is beginning to realize
that we have in many respects mis-
managed our resources over the years.

The question has come up about the
Forest Service management of prop-
erty many times on this floor, and I am
not here to defend the Forest Service
categorically. I am one who believes
that the Government generally will
mess up a one-car funeral, and con-
sequently most Government agencies
are certainly not perfect. But the For-
est Service has a history in the main of
taking a nation at the beginning of
this century where we had ravaged
many of our forests and turned those
forests into productive forests to the
point that we are growing far more
timber today than we are cutting. In
fact, Mr. Speaker, more die in the for-
est than we harvest, and that is a
shame when you consider that just in
the last 3 years the price of lumber for
a home has gone up from $4,000 to $6,000
for an average couple, and it is grow-
ing, and we have to substitute metal
studs, for instance, and other metal
components and plastic components for
wood components in the home, and
that is going to cost the average family
more. In addition it is going to be
against the environment because when
we take metal, which must be mined,
first of all creating environmental
problems, than it has to be smelted,
using a great deal of energy, and then
manufactured in a more toxic process,
many times greater than wood. In the
end of its life disposing of it is much
more difficult than wood.
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And the same thing with plastic. We
have to import the oil from outside the
country. Often it is spilled on the way
here. We have to fight many times to
be able to retain our source of oil. And
then the manufacturing process for the
plastic is often more toxic and its dis-
posal is more difficult.

- SoIam saying to you if you take the

environmental path, a renewable re-
source like wood for making the table,
or the dais or the chairs that we have,
or many other good products, it is
much better for us to use that renew-
able resource of wood than it is to use
finite resources such as metal or plas-
tic.

And yet as our country grows and as
more homes are needed, we have no al-
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ternative but to use some source of ma-
terials. The renewable resource of wood
is the environmental resource to use.
Saying that, we have two sources pro-
viding it: First of all from the private
sector, from individual farms and indi-
vidual tracts that are purchased, and a
great deal of our forest products come
from that. But we also created the Na-
tional Forest Service at the end of the
last century and the beginning of this
century to provide fiber for our Nation.

Now, the Forest Service is under the
Department of Agriculture because it
is to be harvested and grown in our na-
tional forests. We have a National Park
Service under the Interior Department
that is not harvested. There is very lit-
tle management that goes on inside na-
tional parks. We have also set aside
over 34 million acres inside the U.S.
Forest Service in wilderness designa-
tion that is not harvested and is man-
aged much like the national parks.
There are other specific set-asides such
as wilderness designation, wild and sce-
nic rivers, where no harvest is allowed.

We are down to probably one in five
acres of the one-third of this Nation
that is publicly owned that even gets
any consideration for harvest. The
other 80 percent of our publicly owned
land is not harvested. And that cer-
tainly, I think, disputes the fact that
any sort of harvest will ravage our pub-
licly owned lands because we only give
attention to approximately one out of
five acres.

We need the forest and the harvest
also for the economy. We talked a mo-
ment ago about the costs going up for
the average person buying a home be-
cause of the limited sales that are in
this Nation now from our Forest Serv-
ice and from many private lands be-
cause of the maze of regulations that
have been ensnarled around them.

We know that home building, of
course, is a very important part of our
economy. But as we force homes high-
er, we are going to decrease the num-
bers of homes people are able to buy
and we are going to hurt the economy
and jobs in that way.

I often hear comments made on the
floor about the forest sales go to big
timber companies. That just is not
true. Over 90 percent of the forest sales
that are made in this country go to
small family-owned organizations, all
the way from the operation that may
be harvesting the timber to the oper-
ation that is manufacturing it.

The major timber companies in this
country, by the great portion, harvest
a great portion of the timber from
their own lands. So most sales. that are
made are small sales and they are
made to small businessmen, in most
cases family-owned businesses. It is
just not true that there is any big
amount,

They also are sold at a public bid.
That means that the Forest Service ad-
vertises the timber that is for sale and
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the highest bid then is accepted and
the Forest Service has the right to de-
cline a bid if it is too low. So the gov-
ernment gets the top price in the bid
process for its timber in most cases.

Now, what are we talking about to-
night in this amendment? We are talk-
ing about not green timber that needs
also to be harvested. We are talking
about dead and dying trees. We are
talking about timber that has been
burned. We are talking about almost 30
billion board feet of timber in this
country that will rot and die and be
wasted unless some of it is harvested.
We are harvesting only a fraction of it
now because of the maze of regulations.

It is important for jobs, as we point-
ed out, because it can put in the
stream in badly harmed areas in the
south, southeast, in the Pacific North-
west and other areas, timber that is
needed to start the mills going and to
provide lumber for homes and for per-
sonal use.

But it is not just jobs that are in-
volved. Forest health is involved. And
it 18 a question all over this country. In
the south and the southeast, pine bee-
tles have ravaged thousands of acres of
timber and used those trees as host
trees to spread to other healthy parts
of the forest and to spread to private
lands.

We had one member of our Commit-
tee on Appropriations from Texas that
pled that we try to start harvesting in
his particular area because the host in-
sects from the Forest Service were
going on to private farms all around
and destroying timber there.

The gypsy moth has done a great
deal of damage. In the Appalachian re-
gion, oak decline. Natural disasters,
winds, storms, hurricane, and torna-
does, things of that nature have rav-
aged, broken down timber in the forest.
And if it cannot be harvested, it is al-
most impossible to go in and replant
those areas that are destroyed because
of the twisted and broken timbers.

In the areas out west where you have
had devastating fires, you bake the
soll, you create a charcoal mass that
goes into the streams. It is almost im-
possible for vegetation to come back.
Certainly not selected vegetation or a
species that would be harvestable, a
species that would be the best species
for that forest.

And so, all across the Nation, we
need for forest health to address the
question of harvesting salvaged timber.
And this amendment that we are offer-
ing on Thursday, that will be in the
bill and will be voted on on Thursday,
would allow the Forest Service to go in
and harvest, over a 2-year period, ap-
proximately 6.2 billion board feet of
timber.

The timber would amount to, prob-
ably by that time, about 20 percent of
the down and dead timber. We are in-
creasing salvaged timber about 6 bil-
lion board feet a year due to natural
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disaster, so we will not be getting all of
the salvaged timber. It will allow the
Forest Service to make the decision of
which areas are to be harvested. They
can pick those that are least sensitive;
those that can be harvested the
quickest and with the highest return to
the government.

The Forest Service professionals
make this decision, not people who are
buying the timber, not the mills, not
the timber loggers or the harvesters. It
will be made by the forest profes-
sionals. They will determine which
timber will be put on sale.

We know that this will be a plus for
the taxpayer, becaunse the CBO has
scored a positive return to the tax-
payer. The estimates range anywhere
from $36 million the first year all the
way up to $650 million. And it would be
difficult to tell exactly the positive re-
turn until the sites are selected. But
we know that there will be very little
effort, little expenditure, put out for
these because during the 2 years of this
emergency provision there will not be
time for road construction or a great
deal of activity to go on in preparation.
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They will have to go to the commer-
clal areas of the forest. And that is all
this applies to, not wilderness areas,
park areas, or areas where we cannot
cut now, it is to the commercial areas
of forest already subject to being har-
vested. They will have to go to those
areas ready and reachable in order to
harvest 6.2 billion board feet over the
next two years.

So we are saying to you that far too
often in the past we have allowed peo-
ple to use hysteria under the guise of
environmentalism, to actually harm
the environment, to cost thousands of
jobs in the Nation, to drive up the cost
of people’'s individual homes, and to
hurt the environment, under the guise
of environmentalism. Some of it is
from individuals who are well-meaning,
who just do not have the expertise or
the knowledge. Some of it is deliberate
hysteria, because many of those orga-
nizations take in hundreds of millions
of dollars here in Washington, and by
scaring people into sending money to
protect something not endangered they
can continue to take in those funds.
That, unfortunately, is a shame.

With this bill we are using coopera-
tion with professionals, with the For-
est Service, with the best knowledge
we have in managed silviculture, to go
after a resource that is wasting and
provide jobs, taxes, and forest health
for this Nation. I hope the people of
this Nation will all support us and the
Members of this body when we vote on
that measure Thursday.

1 appreciate the gentleman from
Maryland giving me the time.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
like to read old books. I was poking
around the other day in an old book-
store and found a book on Executive
orders, and some of the Executive or-
ders that were issued by President
Teddy Roosevelt.

Because force management is an im-
portant issue to me, I found this very
interesting Executive order that was
igsued in 1905. It talks about the forma-
tion of the Forest Service, and it states
in this order that during the year of
1908, severe droughts visited many
parts of the country and forest fires
were frequent and destructive. But dur-
ing this time, the National Forest suf-
fered little loss, owing to a system of
patrol by which many smaller fires are
extinguished before gaining destructive
headway. In pursuance of the policy
that the forests are for the use of the
people under proper restrictions, graz-
ing privileges, timber cutting, haying,
and other small privileges are let under
government supervision.

I think Mr. Roosevelt's Executive
order pretty well lays out what the re-
sponsibilities of the Forest Service
were and the Forest Service's relation-
ship to the States.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that we in
the West are very proud of our forest
reserves, and it is my concern that we
be able to bring back to this Nation the
proud heritage that our fathers and
forefathers left in beautiful stands of
timber. We have learned our lessons
from unfortunate timber harvest prac-
tices.

In the early seventies, a number of
environmental pleces of legislation
passed this body and were signed into
law. Some of the legislation has been
characterized as dooming the produc-
tive sector. I do not think so. In fact, I
wish to rise this evening to defend the
National Environmental Policy Act,
one of the pieces of legislation which
began the movement of more environ-
mental legislation.

The issue is not the environmental
legislation that was passed. The issue
is today how we are carrying out that
environmental legislation. I want to
read to you the purpose statement set
forth by the Congress of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
known as NEPA.

That purpose and policy statement
reads as follows: To declare a national
policy which will encourage production
and enjoyable harmony between man
and his environment; to promote ef-
forts which will prevent or eliminate
damage to the environment and bio-
sphere and stimulate the health and
welfare of man; to enrich the under-
standing of the ecological systems and
natural resources important to this
Nation.

You see, Mr. Speaker, NEPA is a very
important document that has been for
too long overlooked. First, NEPA is
the national policy which recognizes
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the importance of production from our
natural resources. In fact, the first pur-
pose listed uses the words ‘‘encourage
production.” Second, NEPA recognizes
man as an important element of our
environment when it states ‘“‘Harmony
between man and his environment.”
Not only does NEPA recognize man as
extremely important in this equation,
but recognizes that the environment is
his. NEPA indicates that man has the
right of possession of the natural re-
sources, but that these resources are to
be used in a responsible manner, not to
be locked away without man’s use.
Then NEPA recognizes that man has a
role to prevent damage to the environ-
ment, so as to stimulate the health and
welfare of man.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, NEPA tells us
that we must enrich that understand-
ing and importance of natural re-
sources to our Nation. While NEPA
clearly defines the role of man with his
environment, we as a law making body
have failed—failed to provide proper
management of our natural forests.
The Federal agencies have diverted
congressional funds to other programs
such as affirmative action programs
and ecosystemm management programs,
multiple agreements with other agen-
cies which are diverted into programs
such as ecosystem management. And
while this has happened, we have al-
lowed a huge buildup of fuel to build up
on the forest floor, creating tremen-
dous potential for fires. That is the
reason for this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, last year in the North-
west alone we had 67,000 fires. We
burned 8.135 billion board feet of tim-
ber. That is enough to construct 542,000
homes and provide 1.5 million jobs just
in home construction.

After 9 years of continuous drought
in the West, and without proper
thinning and harvest, and contrary to
the acts of Congress that established
the national forests in the beginning,
the health and stability of these Fed-
eral lands have deteriorated rapidly.
Wild fires have devastated millions of
acres.

Mr. Speaker, unless these dead
stands of timber, the dead and dying
timber, is removed immediately
through proper harvesting and we re-
turn to a proper role of management in
our national forests, there will be a
tremendous amount of eroded soil to
flush into our mountain streams that
destroy critical spotting and rearing
habitat for our endangered species, the
listed salmon.

Although Federal authorities have
authority under present law to remove
dead and dying timber from our na-
tional forests, they have failed to do
so, and this is why at this time Con-
gress must intervene to correct this
mismanagement.

Timber salvage and proper forest
health not only makes good sense for
the environment, it makes good sense
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for our rural communities, our schools,
and our roads and the national Treas-

ury.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to close my
comments by stating just a few things
that wood provides, including rayon,
photographic film, alcohol, football
helmets, piano keys, on and on and on.
This Nation cannot do without wood.

Mr. Speaker, I just hope that this
body will recognize that and we can re-
turn to a multiple use, sustained yield
policy in our national forests.

e —————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Miss CoLLINS of Michigan (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and
the balance of the week, on account of
illness.

Mrs. THURMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of a
death in the family.

Mr. BLILEY (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), after 2 p.m. today, on account
of 1llness.

Mrs. CUBIN (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today and the balance of
the week, on account of recovering
from surgery.

Mr. ROGERS (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today until 5:30 p.m., on
account of illness in the family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HANSEN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MANzZULLO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. CHABOT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LINDER, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. NEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. WaMP, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WHITFIELD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Rigas, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DEFAZIO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GUTIERREZ, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KILDEE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MANZULLO) to revise and
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extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HANSEN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BUYER.

Mr. HASTERT.

Mr. FAWELL.

Mr. BAKER of California.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DEFAzIO) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.

Mr. LANTOS.

Mr. MILLER of California.

Mrs. SCHROEDER.

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr. MATSUL
. WOOLSEY.

Ms. ESHOO.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MANZULLO) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FORBES, in two instances.

Mr. LATOURETTE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. EHRLICH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

ROTH.

. PALLONE.

. GORDON.

. BROWN of Florida.

. OWENS.

. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Mrs. CoLLINS of Illinois.

BEFEEE

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o'clock and 30 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Wednesday,
March 15, 1995, at 10 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

534. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a report of a violation
of the Anti-Deficiency Act which occurred in
the Department of the Air Force, pursuant
to 31 U.8.C. 1517(b); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

535. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affalrs, Department of State,

March 14, 1995

transmitting the Secretary's determination
and certification regarding Government ac-
tions to terminate chemical weapons pro-
liferation activities of forelgn persons, pur-
suant to 50 U.8.C. app. 2410c(b)(2); to the
Committee on International Relations.

536. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistant Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning a cooperative
research and development effort with the
NATO Hawk Production and Logistics Orga-
nization for the fire direction operations
center project (Transmittal No. 03-85), pursu-
ant to 22 U.8.C. 2676(f); to the Committee on
International Relations.

537. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Asslstance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the engineering
and manufacturing development [EMD]
phase of the Evolved Seasparrow Missile Pro-
gram (Transmittal No. 04-95), pursuant to 22
U.8.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations,

538. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 11-27, “Air Pollution Con-
trol Program Regulations Federal Conform-
ity Amendment Act of 1995, pursuant to
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

539. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 11-28, ‘‘Government Man-
agers Accountability Amendment Act of
1995, pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

540. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 11-26, “‘Forelgn Physiclans
of Conceded Eminence University, Hospital,
and Medical Centers Practices Amendment
Act of 1995,”" pursuant to D.C. Code, section
1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

541, A letter from the Director, Audit Oper-
ations, Division B, Department of Veterans
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final
report, “Review of VA's Implementation of
the Anti-Influencing Requirements of Public
Law 101-121," pursuant to Public Law 101-
121, section 31%a)(1) (103 Stat. 753); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

542. A letter from the Executive Director,
Pension Beneflt Guaranty Corporation,
transmitting a report of activities under the
Freedom of Information Act for calendar
year 1994, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(b); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

543. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting
a report of activities under the Freedom of
Information Act for calendar year 1994, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

544. A letter from the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica, transmitting the Boy Scouts of America
1994 report to the Nation, pursuant to 36
U.S8.C. 28; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

545. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission, transmitting three re-
ports on sentencing issues; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

546. A letter from the Deputy Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting an Informational copy of the
space situation report for Cambria County,
PA, pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROBERTS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 1135. A bill to improve the commodity
distribution programs of the Department of
Agriculture, to reform and simplify the Food
Stamp Program, and for other purposes; with
an amendment (Rept. 104-77). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 115. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1158) making
emergency supplemental appropriations for
additional disaster assistance and making
rescissions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1995, and for other purposes (Rept.
104-78). Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. KENNEDY of Massachu-
setts, and Mr. REGULA):

H.R. 1221. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish Federal
standards for long-term care insurance poli-
cies, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin (for
himself, Mr. KLUG, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gla, Mr, SHAYS, Mr. MINGE, Mr. DICK-
EY, Mr. MCHALE, Mrs. WALDHOLTZ,
and Mr. CASTLE):

H.R. 1222, A bill to require that travel
awards that accrue by reason of official trav-
el of a Member, officer, or employee of the
House of Representatives be used only with
respect to official travel, to the Committee
on House Oversight.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R. 1223. A bill to amend the act of June
15, 1938, to extend the authority of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to purchase lands with-
in the boundaries of certain National Forests
in the State of California to include the An-
geles National Forest and to expand the pur-
pose for which such purchases may be made;
to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. DEAL of Georgla:

H.R. 1224, A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Defense to detail members of the Armed
Forces to other Federal agencies to assist
such agencies in enforcing the drug, immi-
gration, and customs laws of the United
States In border areas, to make certain
allens ineligible for certain soclal services,
and to provide for grants to the States to
compensate for State costs associated with
resident lawful allens; to the Committee on
the Judiclary, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on National SBecurity, Agriculture,
Commerce, Ways and Means, and Economic
and Educational Opportunities, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, In each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FAWELL (for himself, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Mr.
CHRISTENSEN):

H.R. 1225. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to exempt employees
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who perform certain court reporting duties
from the compensatory time requirements
applicable to certain public agencles, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.

By Mr. FAWELL (for himself and Mr.
PETRI):

H.R. 1226. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to make uniform the
application of the overtime exemption for in-
side sales personnel; to the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities.

By Mr. FAWELL:

H.R. 1227. A bill to amend the Portal-to-
Portal Act of 1947 relating to the payment of
wages to employees who use employer-owned
vehicles; to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM):

H.R. 1228. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide a limited ex-
emption from the child labor provisons of
such act; to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island:

H.R. 1229. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for the
payment of interest on student loans; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MICA (for himself, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HAMILTON,
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. McKEON, Mr. Li-
PINSKI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. BLUTE, Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr.
Fazio of California, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. CoONDIT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs,
MORELLA, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. LEWIS of
California, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mr. HASTERT, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.
WELDON of Florlida, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr., HUTCHINSON,
Mr. PALLONE, and Mr. KNOLLENBERG):

H.R. 1230. A bill to authorize the Architect
of the Capitol to establish a Capitol Visitor
Center under the East Plaza of the U.8. Cap-
itol, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. OLVER.:

H.R. 1231. A bill to amend the Trade Act of
1974 to improve the provision of trade read-
justment allowances during breaks in train-
ing, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SKEEN (for himself, Mr. HAN-
SEN, and Mrs. CHENOWETH):

H.R. 1232. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey, upon request, certain
property in Federal reclamation projects to
beneficiaries of the projects and to set forth
a distribution scheme for revenues from rec-
lamation project lands; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. WISE:

H.R. 1233. A bill to improve budgetary in-
formation by requiring that the unified
budget presented by the President contain
an operating budget and a capital budget,
distinguish between general funds, trust
funds, and enterprise funds, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, and in addition to the
Committees on Rules, and Transportation
and Infrastructure, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for conslideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. CRANE,
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. CASTLE, Mr, HOB-
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SON, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. HORN, Mr.
CLINGER, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. LAZIO of New
York, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr.
EHLERS, Ms. PRYCE, Mr. Bass, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr, KOLBE, Mrs. FOWLER,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. Goss, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, and Mr. PACKARD):

H.R. 1234. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for reform of the
health insurance market, to promote the
avallability and continuity of health cov-
erage, to remove financial barrlers to access,
to enhance health care gquality, to contain
costs through market incentives and admin-
istrative reforms, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committees on Commerce,
Economic and Educational Opportunities,
and the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. ZIMMER (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. FA-
WELL):

H.R. 1235. A bill to terminate the price sup-
port program for honey; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. EMERSON (for himself, Mr. MI-
NETA, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. CALVERT):

H. Con. Res. 39. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
Federal disaster relief; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Ms. LOWEY:

H.R. 1236. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel Dante; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. OBERSTAR:

H.R. 1237. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel Doppler Effect; to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure,

By Mr. REED:

H.R. 1238. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for each of 3 barges; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER:

H.R. 1239. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel Dordy III; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 3: Mr. MCKEON.
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H.R. 6: Mrs. CHENOWETH and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 26: Mr. RADANOVICH and Mr. SMITH of
Michigan.

H.R. 46: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. PARKER, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, and Mr, HAYWORTH.

H.R. 70: Mr. UNDERWOOD.

H.R. T1: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
HANCOCK, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. CAMP, and
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 75: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. HAN-
COCK, Mr. GEKAS, and Mr. TORKILDSEN,

H.R. 325: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina.

H.R. 328: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 354: Mr. ZIMMER.

H.R. 359: Mr. COMBEST and Ms, HARMAN.
H.R. 459: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. GENE GREEN

of Texas, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. POSHARD, Mr.
CALVERT, Mrs. WALDHOLTZ, MR. WICKER, and
Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina,

H.R. 460: Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. NEY, Mr. MCHALE, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. KING, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. ZIMMER.

H.R. 580: Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. FARR, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 587: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. ZIMMER.

H.R. 592: Mr. EMERSON and Mr. WELDON of
Florida.

H.R. 612: Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.R. 656: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr, JONES, Mr. ACK-
ERMAN, and Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 682: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and
Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. T732: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
GREENWOOD, and Mr, WICKER.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

H.R. 783: Mr. UPTON, Mr, BEVILL, Mr, CAL-
LAHAN, Mr. SPENCE, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr,
WHITFIELD, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 789: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. MONTGOMERY,
Mr. CREMEANS, and Mr. FRANKS of New Jer-

sey.

" H.R. 849: Mr. STUDDS, Mr. HOKE, Mr. BENT-
SEN, Mr. MORAN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BROWN of
California, and Mr. DEUTSCH.

H.R. 877: Mr. VENTO.

H.R. 911: Mr. CLINGER and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 913: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr.
KLuG, Mr. HANCOCK, and Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland.

H.R. 930: Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 939: Mr., BILBRAY.

H.R. 989: Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 1006: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. RADANOVICH,
and Mr. ROYCE

H.R. 1018: Mr. HEINEMAN

H.R. 1020: Mr. HYDE.

H.R. 1021: Mr. CARDIN.

H.R. 1023: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida.

H.R. 1024: Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 1044: Mr. HYDE and Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 1085: Mr. CAMP and Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 1098: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. WICKER, Mr.

RADANOVICH, and Mr. ROYCE.
H.R. 1101: Mr. WOLF and Mr. WYNN.

HUTCHINSON,  Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. LAHoOD, Mr. HAYWORTH,
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. STUMP, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
PACKARD, and Mr. BALLENGER.

H.R. 1136: Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. DELLUMS,
and Mr. TORRES.

H.R. 1143: Mr. HYDE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
McCoLLUuM, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. SMITH of
Texas.

March 14, 1995

H.R. 1144: Mr. HYDE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
McCoLLUM, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. SMITH of
Texas.

H. Con. Res. 5: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. BUNN of
Oregon, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr.
SOUDER.

H. Con, Res. 12: Mr, OXLEY.

H. Res. 18: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr, TORKILDSEN,
and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 94: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. KLINK, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, and Mr. HALL of Ohlo.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1159
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NoO. 15: At the end of the bill,
insert the following new section:

MORATORIUM ON REFORMULATED GASOLINE

REQUIREMENTS IN STATE OF WISCONSIN

SEC. 308. None of the funds made avallable
in any appropriation Act for fiscal year 1995
may be used by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to administer or enforce (1) any
requirement of the sale, dispensing, or use of
reformulated gasoline for motor vehicles in
the State of Wisconsin; or (2) any prohibition
on the sale, dispensing, or use of conven-
tional gasoline for motor vehicles in the
State of Wisconsin.
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