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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, July 22, 1996

The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. PETRI].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 22, 1996.

1 hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS
E. PETRI to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3161. An act to authorize the exten-
sion of nondiscriminatory treatment (most-
favored-nation treatment) to the products of
Romania.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3610. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1997, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 1316) ““An act
to reauthorize and amend title XIV of
the Public Health Service Act (com-
monly known as the ‘Safe Drinking
Water Act'), and for other purposes,”
agrees to a conference asked by the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. THOMAS,
Mr. WARNER, Mr. Baucus, Mr. REID,
and Mr. LAUTENBERG, to be conferees
on the part of the Senate.

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

S. 919. An act to modify and reauthorize
the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Act, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that
the Senate insists upon its amendment
to the bill (H.R. 3610) “An act making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses,”’ requests a conference with the

House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPECTER,
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BOND, Mr. McCCON-
NELL, Mr. MACK, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. BYRD,
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, and Mr. HARKIN, to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

R —

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
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-
ers limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] for 5
minutes.

TRAGEDY IN THE SKIES

Mr. GEEKAS. Mr. Speaker, everyone
by now knows about the impact of the
recent aircraft tragedy on a small com-
munity in Pennsylvania,
Montoursville. This area is represented
currently by our colleague, the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE], who very promptly and ap-
propriately expressed his concern to
the families of the high school students
who were involved in that horrible in-
cident.

This community, Montoursville, is in
Wyoming County. Prior to the current
configuration of our legislative dis-
tricts, I had the privilege of represent-
ing that area. I must tell my col-
leagues that this is an all-American
comnmunity, which the news media has
very accurately portrayed in all its
coverages following that tragic air
crash.

This little community has spawned
many, many different types of sports
championships and academic cham-
pionships. It seemed almost every
other week I was attending a banquet
for the girls’ softball champions or the
boys’ baseball champions or the little
league champions, not to mention high
academic honors for individuals and
classes, et cetera, that emerged from
that high school. So I wanted to point
that out to my colleagues that, indeed,
for a change, the media's portrayal of
that community was absolutely accu-

rate as being one made up of neighbors
and friends, all of whom knew each
other, and in one way or another, al-
ways participated in community en-
deavors, and now they join hands to ex-
tend their persona, each and every one
to the other, in that lovely little com-
munity.

I did direct the communication to
the mayor and to others in that area,
and I simply wanted to enter my feel-
ings into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

NO MORE GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWNS

On another matter, everyone knows
by now that the Government shut down
several times, not just this past cycle,
not just this term of Congress, but in
previous occasions, actually shut down.
As a matter of fact, there was a time
when during Desert Storm or Desert
Shield, I guess the formation of our
troop contingents in Saudi Arabia be-
fore Desert Storm, while our young
people were gathering there, weapon in
hand, as it were, our Government shut
down.

What kind of a spectacle is that?
This is in December 1990, the troops
were already amassing in Saudi Arabia
and were poised to launch the eventual
Desert Storm activity, and our Govern-
ment shut down.

Is that not shameful, to have the
Government, which is sponsoring the
activities of our young members of the
Armed Forces, to shut down? They
were over in Saudi Arabia without a
government back home. Now, that is
disgraceful.

Well, prior to that time even, when
we sensed the urgency of what happens
when the Government shuts down, I in-
troduced a piece of legislation which I
want to redescribe here today, which
would end shutdowns forever. If we
adopted my legislation, I repeat, never
again would we witness or experience a
Government shutdown. It is so simple
in its aspect that the reason that peo-
ple have told me that it has not passed
up until now is because it makes too
good sense. It makes common sense,
and that is why it cannot get through
Congress.

Here is what happens: At the end of
the fiscal year on September 30, if the
Congress has not adopted a new budget
which is due by midnight September 30
or October 1, then my bill, if enacted,
would automatically cause an instant
replay, as it were, everybody recog-
nizes that, an instant replay of last
year’s budget.

In its lowest denominator terms, last
year’s budget, or if the House has
passed an appropriations bill that is

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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lower than the last year’s bill, or the
Senate has, we take the lowest figure
and instant replay what occurred the
next day, October 1, and our budget
would be in place, no shutdown could
occur, the employees of the Federal
Government would continue with their
functions, our Armed Forces would
continue in their duties to our people,
and everything would go on normally,
and the Congress would still have an
opportunity with the White House to
negotiate the next year's budget. In
the meantime, we will have ongoing
portions of last year's budget.

Is that not simple? Should we not
have that kind of resolution of this
vexatious problem?

The bill that I introduced again this
cycle was one which became the sub-
ject of my entreaties before the Com-
mittee on Rules, and an amazing thing
happened. In previous times when the
Democrat Party controlled the Com-
mittee on Rules, I went before them
and each time they slammed the door
in my face. Only the Republicans sup-
ported me on that measure each time I
appeared before the Committee on
Rules.

The reverse has now happened. It is
time to end Government shutdowns
forever. Support the Gekas bill.

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 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 10 o'clock and 37
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 12 noon.

O 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. WALKER] at 12 noon.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-

er:

Teach us, O God, to make good use of
our time, that precious gift that we use
to our benefit or to our harm. When we
have new opportunities and health we
think that time will never end, and
when we face the adversities or afflic-
tions that certainly come, our span of
days runs out and we yearn for more
time. Encourage us, O gracious God, to
use our time wisely so that we do not
miss Your blessings of faith and hope
and love but rather embrace them, hold
to them, and never let them go. In
Your name, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

last day's proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.

SUPPORT H.R. 497, NATIONAL GAM-
BLING IMPACT AND POLICY COM-
MISSION ACT

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, shortly we
will be bringing up a very important
piece of legislation that will be setting
up a national commission to study the
impact of gambling which is running
rampant in the country. Quite frankly
the country is turning into one gam-
bling casino as gambling spreads and
spreads and spreads. As gambling pro-
liferates in casinos on riverboats, on
Indian reservations, dog and horse
tracks and elsewhere, problems such as
crime, political corruption, cannibal-
ization of existing businesses, gambling
addiction, family breakups, and sui-
cides are growing, which is an unfortu-
nate consequence.

This legislation we are about to take
up will create an unbiased, bipartisan
nine-member commission to finally
take a comprehensive look at these
problems.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a
moment to make sure all the Members
know that we have finally been able to
bring this bill to fruition. Last Wednes-
day, July 17, the full Senate passed by
unanimous consent H.R. 497 with an
amendment and, despite public pro-
nouncements of the gambling industry
in support of an unbiased study, tre-
mendous lobbying pressure was
brought to bear on Senators to kill or
gut this bill. It is a tribute to this de-
liberative body that such pressures,
which clearly represented the opposi-
tion of a small but powerful minority,
were not able to thwart the will of the
vast majority of Congress and the
American people.

In the process, Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank Senate Majority Leader
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TRENT LOTT who, notwithstanding
some concerns he had about the legis-
lation, exerted great leadership in
bringing H.R. 497 to a vote. He is a man
of his word, of honor and integrity.

REPORT ON DEVELOPMENTS CON-
CERNING NATIONAL EMERGENCY
WITH RESPECT TO LIBYA—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 104-248)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed.

To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby report to the Congress on
the developments since my last report
of January 22, 1996, concerning the na-
tional emergency with respect to Libya
that was declared in Executive Order
No. 12543 of January 7, 1986. This report
is submitted pursuant to section 401(c)
of the National Emergencies Act, 50
U.S.C. 1641(c); section 204(c) of the
International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (“IEEPA™), 50 TU.S.C.
1703(c); and section 505(¢c) of the Inter-
national Security and Development Co-
operation Act of 1985, 22 U.S.C. 2349aa—
9(e).

1. On January 3, 1996, I renewed for
another year the national emergency
with respect to Libya pursuant to
IEEPA. This renewal extended the cur-
rent comprehensive financial and trade
embargo against Libya in effect since
1986. Under these sanctions, all trade
with Libya is prohibited, and all assets
owned or controlled by the Libyan
Government in the United States or in
the possession or control of U.S. per-
sons are blocked.

2. There have been no amendments to
the Libyan Sanctions Regulations, 31
C.F.R. Part 550 (the ‘‘Regulations’’),
administered by the Office of Foreign
Assets Control (OFAC) of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, since my last re-
port on January 22, 1996.

3. During the current 6-month period,
OFAC reviewed numerous applications
for licenses to authorize transactions
under the Regulations. Consistent with
OFAC’s ongoing scrutiny of banking
transactions, the largest category of li-
cense approvals (91) concerned requests
by non-Libyan persons or entities to
unblock transfers interdicted because
of what appeared to be Government of
Libya interests. Three licenses were
issued for the expenditure of funds and
acquisition of goods and services in the
United States by or on behalf of ac-
credited persons and athletes of Libya
in connection with participation in the
1996 Paralympic Games. One license
was issued to authorize a U.S. company
to initiate litigation against an entity
of the Government of Libya.
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4. During the current 6-month period,
OFAC continued to emphasize to the
international banking community in
the United States the importance of
identifying and blocking payments
made by or on behalf of Libya. The Of-
fice worked closely with the banks to
assure the effectiveness of interdiction
software systems used to identify such
payments. During the reporting period,
more than 129 transactions potentially
involving Libya were interdicted, with
an additional $7 million held blocked
as of May 15.

5. Since my last report, OFAC col-
lected eight civil monetary penalties
totaling more than $51,000 for viola-
tions of the U.S. sanctions against
Libya. Two of the violations involved
the failure of banks to block funds
transfers to Libyan-owned or Libyan-
controlled banks. Two other penalties
were received from corporations for ex-
port violations, including one received
as part of a plea agreement before a
U.S. district judge. Four additional
penalties were paid by U.S. citizens en-
gaging in Libyan oilfield-related trans-
actions while another 30 cases involv-
ing similar violations are in active
penalty processing.

On February 6, 1996, a jury sitting in
the District of Connecticut found two
Connecticut businessmen guilty on
charges of false statements, conspir-
acy, and illegally diverting U.S.-origin
technology to Libya between 1987 and
1993 in violation of U.S. sanctions. On
May 22, 1996, a major manufacturer of
farm and construction equipment en-
tered a guilty plea in the United States
District Court for the Eastern District
of Wisconsin for Libyan sanctions vio-
lations. A three-count information
charged the company with aiding and
abetting the sale of construction equip-
ment and parts from a foreign affiliate
to Libya. The company paid $1,810,000
in criminal fines and $190,000 in civil
penalties. Numerous investigations
carried over from prior reporting peri-
ods are continuing and new reports of
violations are being pursued.

6. The expenses incurred by the Fed-
eral Government in the 6-month period
from January 6 through July 6, 1996,
that are directly attributable to the
exercise of powers and authorities con-
ferred by the declaration of the Libyan
national emergency are estimated at
approximately $730,000. Personnel costs
were largely centered in the Depart-
ment of the Treasury (particularly in
the Office of Foreign Assets Control,
the Office of the General Counsel, and
the U.S. Customs Service), the Depart-
ment of State, and the Department of
Commerce.

7. The policies and actions of the
Government of Libya continue to pose
an unusual and extraordinary threat to
the national security and foreign pol-
icy of the United States. In adopting
United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 883 in November 1993, the Secu-
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rity Council determined that the con-
tinued failure of the Government of
Libya to demonstrate by concrete ac-
tions its renunciation of terrorism, and
in particular its continued failure to
respond fully and effectively to the re-
quests and decisions of the Security
Council in Resolutions 731 and 748, con-
cerning the bombing of the Pan Am 103
and UTA 772 flights, constituted a
threat to international peace and secu-
rity. The United States will continue
to coordinate its comprehensive sanc-
tions enforcement efforts with those of
other U.N. member states. We remain
determined to ensure that the per-
petrators of the terrorist acts against
Pan Am 103 and UTA 772 are brought to
justice. The families of the victims in
the murderous Lockerbie bombing and
other acts of Libyan terrorism deserve
nothing less. I shall continue to exer-
cise the powers at my disposal to apply
economic sanctions against Libya fully
and effectively, so long as those meas-
ures are appropriate, and will continue
to report periodically to the Congress
on significant developments as re-
quired by law.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 22, 1996.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings 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 rolleall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate is concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules, but
not before 5 p.m. today.

———

NATIONAL GAMBLING IMPACT
AND POLICY COMMISSION ACT

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and concur in the
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
497) to create the National Gambling
Impact and Policy Commission.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "National Gam-
bling Impact Study Commission Act"".
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the most recent Federal study of gambling
in the United States was completed in 1976;

(2) legalization of gambling has increased sub-
stantially over the past 20 years, and State,
local, and Native American tribal governments
have established gambling as a source of fobs
and additional revenue;

(3) the growth of various forms of gambling,
including electronic gambling and gambling over
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the Internet, could affect interstate and inter-
national matters under the jurisdiction of the
Federal Government;

(4) gquestions have been raised regarding the
social and economic impacts of gambling, and
Federal, State, local, and Native American trib-
al governments lack recent, comprehensive in-
formation regarding those impacts; and

(5) a Federal commission should be established
to conduct a comprehensive study of the social
and economic impacts of gambling in the United
States.

SEC. 3. NATIONAL GAMBLING IMPACT STUDY
COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.—There is
established a commission to be known as the Na-
tional Gambling Impact Study Commission
(hereinafter referred to in this Act as ‘‘the Com-
mission"’). The Commission shall—

(1) be composed of 9 members appointed in ac-
cordance with subsection (b); and

(2) conduct its business in accordance with
the provisions of this Act.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioners shall be
appointed for the life of the Commission as fol-
lows:

(A) 3 shall be appointed by the President of
the United States.

(B) 3 shall be appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

(C) 3 shall be appointed by the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate.

(2) PERSONS ELIGIBLE.—The members of the
Commission shall be individuals who have
knowledge or erpertise, whether by erperience
or training, in matters to be studied by the Com-
mission under section 4. The members may be
from the public or private sector, and may in-
clude Federal, State, local, or Native American
tribal officers or employees, members of aca-
demia, non-profit organizations, or industry, or
other interested individuals.

(3) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—The President,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and the Majority Leader of the Senate shall
consult among themselves prior to the appoint-
ment of the members of the Commission in order
to achieve, to the marimum exrtent possible, fair
and egquitable representation of various points of
view with respect to the matters to be studied by
the Commission under section 4.

(4) COMPLETION OF APPOINTMENTS; VACAN-
CIES.—The President, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and the Majority Leader of
the Senate shall conduct the consultation re-
quired under paragraph (3) and shall each make
their respective appointments not later than 60
days after the date of enactment of this Act.
Any vacancy that occurs during the life of the
Commission shall not affect the powers of the
Commission, and shall be filled in the same
manner as the original appointment not later
than 60 days after the vacancy occurs.

(5) OPERATION OF THE COMMISSION.—

(A) CHAIRMANSHIP.—The President, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and
the Majority Leader of the Senate shall jointly
designate one member as the Chairman of the
Commission. In the event of a disagreement
among the appointing authorities, the Chairman
shall be determined by a majority vote of the ap-
pointing authorities. The determination of
which member shall be Chairman shall be made
not later than 15 days after the appointment of
the last member of the Commission, but in no
case later than 75 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(B) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet at
the call of the Chairman. The initial meeting of
the Commission shall be conducted not later
than 30 days after the appointment of the last
member of the Commission, or not later than 30
days after the date on which appropriated
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funds are available for the Commission, which-
ever is later.

(C) QUORUM; VOTING; RULES.—A majority of
the members of the Commission shall constitute
a quorum to conduct business, but the Commis-
sion may establish a lesser guorum for conduct-
ing hearings scheduled by the Commission. Each
member of the Commission shall have one vote,
and the vote of each member shall be accorded
the same weight. The Commission may establish
by majority vote any other rules for the conduct
of the Commission’s business, if such rules are
not inconsistent with this Act or other applica-
ble law.

SEC. 4. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL—It shall be the duty of the
Commission to conduct a comprehensive legal
and factual study of the social and ecomomic
impacts of gambling in the United States on—

(A) Federal, State, local, and Native American
tribal governments; and

(B) communities and social institutions gen-
erally, including individuals, families, and busi-
nesses within such communities and institu-
tions.

(2) MATTERS TO BE STUDIED.—The matters
studied by the Commission under paragraph (1)
shall at @ minimum include—

(A) a review of eristing Federal, State, local,
and Native American tribal government policies
and practices with respect to the legalization or
prohibition of bling, including a review of
the costs of such policies and practices;

(B) an assessment of the relationship between
gambling and levels of crime, and of eristing en-
forcement and regulatory practices that are in-
tended to address any such relationship;

(C) an assessment of pathological or problem
gambling, including its impact on individuals,
families, businesses, social institutions, and the
economy;

(D) an assessment of the impacts of gambling
on individuals, families, businesses, social insti-
tutions, and the economy generally, including
the role of advertising in promoting gambling
and the impact of gambling on depressed eco-
nomic areas;

(E) an assessment of the extent to which gam-
bling provides revenues to State, local, and Na-
tive American tribal governments, and the er-
tent to which possible alternative revenue
sources may erist for such governments; and

(F) an assessment of the interstate and inter-
national effects of gambling by electronic
means, including the use of interactive tech-
nologies and the Internet.

(b) REPORT.—No later than 2 years after the
date on which the Commission first meets, the
Commission shall submit to the President, the
Congress, State Governors, and Native American
tribal governments a comprehensive report of
the Commission’'s findings and conclusions, to-
gether with any recommendations of the Com-
mission. Such report shall include a summary of
the reports submitted to the Commission by the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations and National Research Council under
section 7, as well as a summary of any other ma-
terial relied on by the Commission in the prepa-
ration of its report.

SEC. 5. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may hold
such hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, administer such oaths, take such testi-
mony, and receive such evidence as the Commis-
sion considers advisable to carry out its duties
under section 4.

(2) WITNESS EXPENSES.—Witnesses regquested
to appear before the Commission shall be paid
the same fees as are paid to witnesses under sec-
tion 1821 of title 28, United States Code. The per
diem and mileage allowances for witnesses shall
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be paid from funds appropriated to the Commis-
sion.

(b) SUBPOENAS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a person fails to supply
information requested by the Commission, the
Commission may by majority vote require by
subpoena the production of any written or re-
corded information, document, report, answer,
record, account, paper, computer file, or other
data or documentary evidence necessary to
carry out its duties under section 4. The Com-
mission shall transmit to the Attorney General a
confidential, written notice at least 10 days in
advance of the issuance of any such subpoena.
A subpoena under this paragraph may reguire
the production of materials from any place
within the United States.

(2) INTERROGATORIES.—The Commission may,
with respect only to information necessary to
understand any materials obtained through a
subpoena under paragraph (1), issue a subpoena
requiring the person producing such materials
to answer, either through a sworn deposition or
through written answers provided under oath
(at the election of the person upon whom the
subpoena is served), to interrogatories from the
Commission regarding such information. A com-
plete recording or transcription shall be made of
any deposition made under this paragraph.

(3) CERTIFICATION.—Each person who submits
materials or information to the Commission pur-
suant to a subpoena issued under paragraph (1)
or (2) shall certify to the Commission the au-
thenticity and completeness of all materials or
information submitted. The provisions of section
1001 of title 18, United States Code, shall apply
to any false statements made with respect to the
certification required under this paragraph.

(4) TREATMENT OF SUBPOENAS.—Any subp
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(A) the identity of any person or business en-
tity; or

(B) any information which could not be re-
leased under section 1905 of title 18, United
States Code.

SEC. 6. COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(@) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each mem-
ber of the Commission who is not an officer or
employee of the Federal Government, or whose
compensation is not precluded by a State, local,
or Native American tribal government position,
shall be compensated at a rate equal to the daily
eguivalent of the annual rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for Level IV of the Ezecutive Schedule
under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code,
for each day (including travel time) during
which such member is engaged in the perform-
ance of the duties of the Commission. All mem-
bers of the Commission who are officers or em-
ployees of the United States shall serve without
compensation in addition to that received for
their services as officers or employees of the
United States.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the
Commission shall be allowed travel erpenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates
authorized for employees of agencies under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United States
Code, while away from their homes or regular
places of business in the performance of service
Jor the Commission.

(c) STAFF.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chairman of the Com-
mission may, without regard to the civil service
laws and regulations, appoint and terminate an
erecutive director and such other additional
personnel as may be necessary to enable the

Ci ission to perform its duties. The employ-

issued by the Commission under paragraph (1)
or (2) shall comply with the reguirements for
subpoenas issued by a United States district
court under the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure.

(5} FAILURE TO OBEY A SUBPOENA.—If a per-
son refuses to obey a subpoena issued by the
Commission under paragraph (1) or (2), the
Commission may apply to a United States dis-
trict court for an order reguiring that person to
comply with such subpoena. The application
may be made within the judicial district in
which that person is found, resides, or transacts
business. Any failure to obey the order of the
court may be punished by the court as civil con-
tempt.

(c) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—
The Commission may secure directly from any
Federal department or agency such information
as the Commission considers necessary to carry
out its duties under section 4. Upon the request
of the Commission, the head of such department
or agency may furnish such information to the
Commission.

(d) INFORMATION TO BE KEPT (CONFIDEN-
TIAL—The Commission shall be considered an
agency of the Federal Government for purposes
of section 1905 of title 18, United States Code,
and any individual employed by an individual,
entity, or organization under contract to the
Commission under section 7 shall be considered
an employee of the Commission for the purposes
of section 1905 of title 18, United States Code.
Information obtained by the Commission, other
than information available to the public, shall
not be disclosed to any person in any manner,
ercept—

(1) to Commission employees or employees of
any individual, entity, or organization under
contract to the Commission under section 7 for
the purpose of receiving, reviewing, or process-
ing such information;

(2) upon court order; or

(3) when publicly released by the Commission
in an aggregate or summary form that does not
directly or indirectly disclose—

ment and termination of an erecutive director
shall be subject to confirmation by a majority of
the members of the Commission.

(2) COMPENSATION—The erecutive director
shall be compensated at a rate not to exceed the
rate payable for level V of the Erecutive Sched-
ule under section 5316 of title 5, United States
Code. The Chairman may fir the compensation
of other personnel without regard to the provi-
sions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chap-
ter 53 of title 5, United States Code, relating to
classification of positions and General Schedule
pay rates, except that the rate of pay for such
personnel may not exceed the rate payable for
level V of the Ezecutive Schedule under section
5316 of such title.

(3) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—Any
Federal Government employee, with the ap-
proval of the head of the appropriate Federal
agency, may be detailed to the Commission
without reimbursement, and such detail shall be
without interruption or loss of civil service sta-
tus, benefits, or privilege.

(d) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND INTER-
MITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairman of the Com-
mission may procure temporary and intermittent
services under section 3109(b) of title 5, United
States Code, at rates for individuals not to ex-
ceed the daily eguivalent of the annual rate of
basic pay prescribed for Level V of the Ezecutive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

SEC. 7. CONTRACTS FOR RESEARCH.

(@) ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN-
MENTAL RELATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out its duties
under section 4, the Commission shall contract
with the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations for—

(A) a thorough review and cataloging of all
applicable Federal, State, local, and Native
American tribal laws, regulations, and ordi-
nances that pertain to gambling in the United
States; and

(B) assistance in conducting the studies re-
gquired by the Commission under section 4(a),
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and in particular the review and assessments re-
guired in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (E) of
paragraph (2) of such section.

(2) REPORT REQUIRED.—The contract entered
into under paragraph (1) shall require that the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations submit a report to the Commission detail-
ing the results of its efforts under the contract
no later than 15 months after the date upon
which the Commission first meets.

(b) NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out its duties
under section 4, the Commission shall contract
with the National Research Council of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences for assistance in
conducting the studies reguired by the Commis-
sion under section 4(a), and in particular the
assessment required under subparagraph (C) of
paragraph (2) of such section.

(2) REPORT REQUIRED.—The contract entered
into under paragraph (1) shall require that the
National Research Council submit a report to
the Commission detailing the results of its ef-
forts under the contract no later than 15 months
after the date upon which the Commission first
meets.

(c) OTHER ORGANIZATIONS.—Nothing in this
section shall be construed to limit the ability of
the Commission to enter into contracts with
other entities or organizations for research nec-
essary to carry out the Commission’s duties
under section 4.

SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Act:

(1) GAMBLING.—The term ‘‘gambling’ means
any legalized form of wagering or betlting con-
ducted in a casino, on a riverboat, on an Indian
reservation, or at any other location under the
furisdiction of the United States. Such term in-
cludes any casino game, parimutuel betting,
sports-related betting, lottery, pull-tab game,
slot machine, any type of video gaming, comput-
erized wagering or betting activities (including
any such activity conducted over the Internet),
and philanthropic or charitable gaming activi-
ties

(2) NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT.—
The term ‘‘Native American tribal government"'
means an Indian tribe, as defined under section
4(5) of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act of
1988 (25 U.S.C. 2703(5)).

(3) STATE.—The term '‘State™ means each of
the several States of the United States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American
Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands.

SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Commission, the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
and the National Academy of Sciences such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act. Any sums appropriated shall
remain available, without fiscal year limitation,
until exrpended.

(b) LimrTATION.—No payment may be made
under section 6 or 7 of this Act except to the ex-
tent provided for in advance in an appropria-
tion Act.

SEC. 10. TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION.

The Commission shall terminate 60 days after
the Commission submits the report required
under section 4(b).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. HYDE] and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] will
each control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ilinois [Mr. HYDE].

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, today we consider the
Senate amendment to the National
Gambling Impact and Policy Commis-
sion Act (H.R. 497). H.R. 497 creates a
temporary, 2-year national commission
to study the economic and social im-
pact of gambling in our country. The
Commission will conduct a study and
make recommendations—it will not
have any power to regulate the gam-
bling industry in any way.

At the outset, I want to give special
recognition to our colleague and my
good friend, Congressman FRANK WOLF
of Virginia. This much-needed measure
is here today largely because of his ad-
vocacy and persistence. Congressman
WOLF has identified a very important
public policy issue and he deserves high
praise for his efforts. I also want to
recognize the herculean efforts of Mr.
WOLF's outstanding staffer, Will
Moschella. During the pendency of this
bill, Mr. Moschella has not only been of
invaluable assistance in its passage,
but he has also graduated from law
school, passed the bar exam, and got-
ten married.

When H.R. 497 passed the House on
March 5, 1996, I pointed out the exten-
sive record that supports this legisla-
tion. On September 29, 1995, the full Ju-
diciary Committee held a hearing on
H.R. 497. At that time, we heard from
15 witnesses, including 8 Members of
Congress. Subsequent to our hearing,
the committee received 15 additional
statements for the record from other
interested organizations and individ-
uals.

During our hearing, we heard vir-
tually every point of view on gambling
and its effects. For example, we had
testimony on the problem of compul-
sive gambling. We also heard from a
university professor focusing on the
economic aspects of gambling—for ex-
ample, job creation by gambling enter-
prises, gambling’s impact on tourism,
and gambling's impact on State and
local government revenue. We also
heard testimony from the chairman of
the National Indian Gaming Associa-
tion who documented how the emer-
gence of an Indian gambling industry
in recent years has had a positive im-
pact on employment, economic devel-
opment, and overall self-sufficiency for
Indian tribes. Still others testified re-
garding the relationship between gam-
bling and crime, including organized
crime.

Based upon this extensive committee
record and personal study, I concluded
that a study commission on gambling
in the United States is a good idea. As
the Washington Post proclaimed in its
headline for an editorial endorsing the
bill: “For Once, a Useful Commission!"
The Post went on to observe that
“‘commissions can play the useful role
of bringing to national attention issues
that were previously submerged or de-
bated in fragmentary ways.”

After passage of H.R. 497 in the
House, some in the gambling industry
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continued to have concerns about this
bill, particularly with respect to the
subpoena power. Congressman WOLF
and I worked many hours with Senator
STEVENS, Senator LUGAR, Senator
SIMON, and other members of the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee in the
other body and the interested outside
groups to try to resolve these concerns.
After lengthy negotiations, we came to
the resolution embodied in the Senate
amendment to H.R. 497. Although nei-
ther side got everything that it want-
ed, I am satisfied that we have reached
a reasonable compromise. The final
work product will allow the Commis-
sion to conduct its study, while, at the
same time, it allays the fears of those
who thought the subpoena power would
be overly intrusive.

These negotiations have only rein-
forced my view that it is a particularly
good time to have a balanced, impar-
tial, and comprehensive look at wheth-
er or not the phenomenal growth of
gambling is good for this country. Cur-
rently, 48 States allow some form of le-
galized gambling. We have State-con-
ducted lotteries, riverboat gambling,
Indian gambling, and casino gambling.
We need to know the implications of
this growth. Just before House passage
of this bill, the Washington Post de-
scribed the explosive growth of gam-
bling:

What had been a mob-infested vice has be-
come state-approved fun—a new national
pastime. While 70 million people attend pro-
fessional baseball games each year, 125 mil-
lion go to government-sanctioned casinos.
Adults now spend more money gambling
than they spend on children’s durable toys.
Three times more pilgrims from around the
world visit the pyramid-shaped Luxor Hotel
in Las Vegas than visit Egypt. Casinos rake
in more profits than movie houses and thea-
ters and all live concerts combined.

The Washington Post, March 3, 1996,
at Al.

This expansion of legalized gambling
has undoubtedly had negative effects.
For example, many opportunities to
gamble are now available to minors
who are not ready to make a mature
judgment about this kind of activity.
Also, compulsive gamblers frequently
have a negative, sometimes tragic, im-
pact on their families.

The traditional linkage between
gambling and crime also concerns me.
To give just one example, a GAO report
issued in January concluded that ‘‘the
proliferation of casinos, together with
the rapid growth of the amounts wa-
gered, may make these operations
highly vulnerable to money launder-
ing.”” As gambling continues to spread,
these negative effects and others
spread with it.

In addition, H.R. 497 will address the
lack of reliable information about the
effects of gambling. We need better sci-
entific and behavioral data concerning
gambling. Because of the lack of hard
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information, State and local policy-
makers, who are considering the legal-
ization of gambling, may often be mis-
led by exaggerated claims about the
positive effects of gambling and the
prospects for painless revenue genera-
tion. Last December, a Maryland State
study commission concluded:

The Maryland Congressional delegation
should support the immediate creation of a
national commission to study issues related
to commercial gaming and should rec-
ommend that the commission complete its
work within one year.

States are unable to confidently make de-
cisions about casino gaming because of com-
petitive concerns about the decisions of their
neighbors and because of the inadequate data
and analysis available to them. The Task
Force believes that the proposed national
commission on gambling currently being
considered by Congress, could make a sig-
nificant contribution to public policy devel-
opment.

Final report of the Joint Executive-
Legislative Task Force to Study Com-
mercial Activities in Maryland, De-
cember 1995.

I have listened to the critics of H.R.
497 during this process—during Judici-
ary Committee consideration, during
House consideration, and during our
negotiations with the other body. They
have made some good arguments, and
when they have, we have worked hard
to address those issues. In my state-
ment during the debate on House pas-
sage of this bill, I described the many
changes we made in the bill during Ju-
diciary Committee consideration. I will
not repeat that discussion here, but I
would like to describe briefly the most
important ways in which the Senate
amendment differs from H.R. 497 as
passed by the House.

Both versions contain a list of mat-
ters to be studied. The Senate amend-
ment compresses the list that was in
the House-passed version, but it gen-
erally covers the same topics. In addi-
tion, the Senate amendment makes
clear that the items listed are only the
items that the Commission must, at a
minimum, study. This list does not in
any way limit other topics that the
Commission may choose to study.

The House-passed version gave the
Commission broad subpoena powers for
both witnesses and documents. The
Senate amendment narrows this power.
Under the Senate amendment, the
Commission still has broad authority
to subpoena documents. However, the
Commission must first vote to issue
the subpoena and give the Department
of Justice 10 days notice. The notice
provision does not in any way allow
the Department to veto or stop a Com-
mission subpoena. However, it does
allow the Department to notify the
Commission if the Commission’s sub-
poena has the potential to interfere
with a pending investigation.

The subpoena power provision states
that the Commission may issue a sub-
poena if a person fails to supply infor-
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mation requested by the Commission.
This phrase is intended to encourage
the Commission to begin with vol-
untary requests for information. How-
ever, it is not intended to provide any
legal basis to challenge a subpoena
issued by the Commission.

If, after receiving documents, the
Commission requires further informa-
tion necessary to understand the docu-
ments, it may ask written questions or
take a deposition on the documents.
Whether there will be written ques-
tions or a deposition is at the option of
the recipient. The phrase ‘‘necessary to
understand'’ should be read broadly to
include questions about how a docu-
ment was developed, who wrote it, and
other similar matters of context.

Finally, the Senate amendment pro-
vides that the Commission may not re-
lease, except to its employees and con-
tractors, any nonpublic information it
receives unless it is ordered to do so by
a court or unless the information is re-
leased in an aggregate or summary
form that does not reveal the identity
of any person or business and does not
reveal any information protected under
18 U.S.C. 1905—that is, trade secret and
proprietary information. These privacy
protections in section 5(d) are not in-
tended to limit in any way the Com-
mission’s ability, and indeed, its re-
sponsibility, to make criminal refer-
rals to appropriate prosecuting au-
thorities if it discovers evidence of
criminal activity. In addition, the pri-
vacy protections of section 5(d) apply
only to information that the Commis-
sion has already received. They do not
in any way limit the scope of the infor-
mation that the Commission may seek.

The Senate amendment adds a sec-
tion 7 that was not included in the
House-passed version. This section re-
quires the Commission to contract
with the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations and the
National Research Council for assist-
ance with conducting certain aspects of
the study. The Advisory Commission of
Intergovernmental Relations will as-
sist in cataloging all of the various
laws and regulations governing gam-
bling. The National Research Council
will assist in assessing problem gam-
bling. This innovative addition will
both reduce the costs of the Commis-
sion and take advantage of expertise
that already exists within the Govern-
ment.

The Senate amendment also adds a
definition section that was not in-
cluded in the House-passed version. I
want to note that the definition of
State has the effect of including the
U.S. territories within the study. The
Representatives of the territories re-
quested that they be included during
debate on the House floor.

Finally, the Senate amendment con-
tains the requirement from the House-
passed version of an advance appropria-
tion before any money can be spent.
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This language prevents the various au-
thorizing provisions for salaries and ex-
pense reimbursement from being con-
strued as entitlements.

Although I preferred the subpoena
provisions that were contained in the
House-passed version, I believe the
compromise reached in the Senate
amendment is a reasonable and fair
one. I further believe that this solution
is politically realistic, given the short
time left in this Congress. Overall, the
bill is balanced, comprehensive, and
fair.

I appreciate the contributions of Sen-
ator LUGAR, Senator SIMON, Senator
STEVENS, the other members of the
Governmental Affairs Committee of
the other body, and the many members
of the interested outside groups who
have made this bill possible. I want to
thank the members of the House Judi-
ciary Committee who took a particular
interest in this legislation in commit-
tee—Congressmen HOKE, Bono,
GALLEGLY, and SCHIFF. I appreciate the
cooperation of Chairman YOoUNG of the
House Resources Committee for his co-
operation during House consideration
of this bill. Finally, I want especially
to thank Majority Leader TRENT LOTT
for allowing this bill to come to the
floor. I know that he had personal con-
cerns about it, and I appreciate his set-
ting those aside and allowing the other
body to work its will.

I have discussed the various changes
contained in the Senate amendment
with Congressman WOLF, and he has in-
dicated his full support for concurring
in the Senate amendment so that this
bill can become law this year.

I urge my colleagues to concur in the
Senate amendment to H.R. 497 and
send this important piece of legislation
on to enactment.

Before concluding, I also want to
thank Joseph Gibson of our Judiciary
Committee staff for his outstanding
work on H.R. 497. Joseph’s excellent
legal work and sound judgment were
pivotal in resolving many difficult
issues on this complicated matter. I
commend him for a job very well done.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am fascinated by this
piece of legislation. It is an act of repu-
diation of several of the principles that
the majority has said it was governed
by. In some cases I am glad to see the
repudiation because I was not too crazy
about the principles; in other cases I
like the principles and I am sorry to
see them eroded.

But let us look at what this bill does.
The expansion of gambling has on the
whole been a matter of decisions by the
States. It is true that there is a Fed-
eral statute which grants the rights of
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Indian tribes, in return for their having
given up rights to property, by the
way. The Indian tribes did not get this
right to conduct gambling one-sidedly.
They gave up, as a result of this act,
some substantial property claims.

But Indian gambling is only a part of
what is being studied here. If this is a
bill to study and look at the Indian
Gaming Act, it would have been a dif-
ferent story. It would have come out of
a different committee. Much of the im-
petus for this comes from the feeling of
the Members of Congress, apparently
very much on the majority side, too,
that we cannot trust State and local
officials to make good decisions with-
out our supervision.

I have to say I think the chairman of
the committee has been very respon-
sible and has helped improve the bill. It
is a better bill than before. But even in
his own comments, for instance, he
said, I noted here, that we need to do a
study because currently State and
local policymakers are often misled.

Well, I have tended to believe that
myself. I have felt that there were
times when State and local policy-
makers would be misled and the Fed-
eral Government should intervene to
try and prevent that. I had not ex-
pected to find such enthusiastic and
overwhelming support from the Repub-
lican side, so I am glad to have it.

I hope people will, when they read
these remarks in the RECORD, go up a
column or two to the distinguished
chairman. Let us get the point here:
State and local policymakers are often
misled, but do not worry, State and
local policymakers, the Federal Gov-
ernment here comes riding to your res-
cue.

So here we will keep State and local
policymakers from being misled as
often, and it is not simply a case of
their being misled. I was particularly
pleased when the chairman said that
one of the problems States face, and I
quite seriously agree with him on this
one, and I am glad to have his affirma-
tion of it because it is a central policy
point, he said the problem is when
States go to make decisions, they are
sometimes unable to make the deci-
sions they might like because of com-
petitive pressures from other States.
That is a profoundly important point.

We live in one national economy in
which a State’s desire to make certain
decisions can be circumscribed by com-
petitive effects. That is true with gam-
bling. It is true with minimum wage. It
is true with the level of medical care
we provide for the poor. It is true with
environmental protections. Indeed, I
believe it is truer with regard to these
economic issues.

So once again, I am glad to have the
chairman articulate and the majority
overwhelmingly about to vote in both
branches to establish the principle
that, given the competitive pressures
that exist on the States in this one na-
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tional economy, Federal intervention
is sometimes called for.

Now, it is true this does not, in and
of itself, impose a Federal policy. But
the premises are that the States are
not doing a good enough job and the
Federal Government must come to
their aid, that they are uninformed in
some cases. We have to have a study so
they will not be misled by bad informa-
tion. They are coerced and cir-
cumscribed by competitive pressures, I
agree.

Now I have long felt that this body
has very few people in it who are con-
scientiously and thoroughly dedicated
to the proposition that we should al-
ways prefer States' rights or always
prefer Federal rights. In fact, I believe
the overwhelming majority of Members
believe that decisions should be made
at that level of government where they
are most likely to agree with the out-
come. When it comes to some things,
some people are for States’ rights, and
when it comes to other things, other
people are for State’s rights.

I do not think that is hypocritical or
inconsistent at all, because one needs
not have a preference for one or the
other. The error, it seems to me, is to
assert a preference when one does not
really exist. I think this shows when
people think the States have been
given too much gambling, and that is
clearly what we are talking about.

People here think, on the majority
side as well as the minority side, Re-
publicans as well as Democrats, that
the States, ill-informed as they often
are apparently, subject to competitive
pressures, are not making the right de-
cisions, so we, the Federal Govern-
ment, will try to extend a restraining
influence and not in this bill by any
legislation yet, but it certainly seems
to me that we are laying the predicate
for some legislation.

That is one principle, the principle
before States rights. So much for the
States’ ability to do what they want.
Let us talk about the next one, and
that is the right of individuals to make
their own decisions with their own
money, because clearly what is most
driving this is the notion that we can-
not trust the American people to make
their own decisions, because there are
people here who believe that individ-
uals who work hard for their money go
out and gamble too much.

I do not doubt people gamble too
much. I do not doubt that a lot of peo-
ple do a lot of things too much. I had
not thought it was the role of this Fed-
eral Government to start making those
individual choices for people.

We have State decisions to allow pri-
vate businesses in many, many States
to set up places where individuals can
voluntarily go and pay their money for
gambling. In fact, I have had people
say, “Well, you know, it is terrible be-
cause it just teaches them to get rich.”

I have talked a lot about gambling. I
have a proposal for an Indian casino in
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the district I represent, overwhelm-
ingly supported by the people there, in-
cluding the working people who want
to get jobs there, and I have talked to
a lot of people about gambling. Most of
them do not think they are going to
get rich. They enjoy it.

A lot of older people rent buses and
go to various casinos because this is a
form of recreation for them, and they
get together, they get on the bus, they
go down, they gamble, they like it.
These are not stupid people. None of
them are unaware of the odds. None of
them think they are going to be rich
overnight.

A percentage of people, a small per-
centage, it is true, abuse this. They
have an obsessive problem. There are
people who have obsessive problems
about drinking, about eating, about
doing a lot of things. A rational society
which honors the choices that individ-
uals make with the money they earn
themselves provides programs to deal
with the obsessive problem but does
not try to restrict other adults from
doing that.

But again, permeating this is this no-
tion that people really cannot be trust-
ed to make these decisions. So much
for the theoretical framework of
States' rights. So much for this notion
that we will let individuals make their
own choices. The Federal Government
is going to have to restrain people from
doing this.

Then we get into the question of fis-
cal responsibility. Now, this bill is not
going to cost a lot of money, but what-
ever it is going to cost is extra money
that we do not need to spend. There
will be nine commissioners here. I
guess they will be called commis-
sioners; I do not know. Maybe they will
be called moral censors, whatever they
will be called, the nine elders who will
stop the States from being mis-
informed and keep the people from un-
wisely spending their own money.

They will be compensated at the an-
nual rate of $104,000 a year plus per
diems if they go to meetings. There are
nine of them. It is a 2-year deal. I do
not know how often they are going to
meet. They have incentives, obviously,
to meet a lot. They have an executive
director who gets $114,000 a year. They
are going to pay witness fees. They
were going to go around and have
meetings. Clearly several million dol-
lars will be spent here.

One of the mistakes the people on the
Democratic side have made in the past
is to talk as if several million dollars
of Federal money is not a serious ex-
penditure. Of course it is. Of course
when we spend several million dollars
of public money, particularly when we
are in a deficit situation, that is a
problem.

Why, then, is the Federal Govern-
ment about to spend millions of dol-
lars, and by the way, the legislation is
silent on the amount. There is no cap
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here. It authorizes ‘“‘such sums.” That
is because I think in part some people
did not want to limit the amount. I had
proposed some amendments in commit-
tee to try and limit the amount. It is
not limited to $2 million or $5 million
or $10 million.

Theoretically, the nine commis-
sioners, if they meet a lot, could make,
each of them, close to $100,000 a year on
a 2-year basis; the executive director,
the other staff, transcripts, travel, wit-
ness fees. So we are talking millions of
dollars.

0 1230

So here is what we have: An area
where the States are on the whole com-
petent to legislate constitutionally,
and again, if we were talking about In-
dian gaming this would be a different
story, but this goes far beyond Indian
gambling. That is a Federal respon-
sibility. This deals with State and
local, and there have been efforts to
focus on State and local.

In fact, the gentleman from Illinois
read a quote from the Washington
Post, and the Washington Post re-
porter seemed to be upset that more
people went to see the pyramids in Ne-
vada then went to see the pyramids in
Egypt. Now, I have to say it would
have seemed to me, according to good
Republican principles of limited Gov-
ernment, not the slightest business of
anybody here that more people wanted
to see the pyramids in Nevada than the
pyramids in Egypt. What, are we in
charge of which pyramids people see?
Are we now doing the cultural advice
for people? ““Oh, no, you cannot go look
at those pyramids, they are too gaudy.
Go look at the other pyramids.”

I do not think we should be in the
pyramid picking business. I do not
think we should be spending several
million dollars of Government funds
because the Washington Post does not
like which pyramids people go to see.
That is what this is about. That is
what motivates this.

So while I am glad to see the Repub-
lican Party backing away from this
rigid States rights principle, acknowl-
edging that competitive pressures can
drive the States, acknowledging the
States might be misinformed and need
more Federal help, while I am glad to
see they think sometimes the Federal
Government must come to the aid of
individuals, although I disagree with
the degree of intervention here, I would
hope they would hold to a more lib-
ertarian principle and in general not
use the fact that people pick the wrong
pyramids as the basis for spending mil-
lions of dollars, and I wish we would
not find new ways to spend Federal
money.

This is several million dollars new to
the Federal Government, not spent be-
fore. So I am against this bill. I think
it is a bad idea. I believe that while
people might want to look at the In-
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dian Gaming Act alone, to go into the
whole area of States and local spending
and to decide that what we really need
is a federally funded study costing mil-
lions of dollars, which subpoena power
to go around and essentially tell the
States they are doing a bad job of regu-
lating gambling, to tell the American
people they are going to look at the
wrong pyramids and not spending their
own money wisely, that is not a very
good idea and I think the time of the
Congress and the money of the Federal
Government could be better used.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to take a moment to recognize the dili-
gent efforts of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HYDE], the chairman of the
House Committee on the Judiciary,
and to personally thank him for his
very effective efforts on this and so
many other things, from aiding the
Contras to bring democracy to Nica-
ragua to many of the other things on
which he has taken the leadership on
this floor, and 1 appreciate it very
much. I also appreciate his very able
staff for helping guide this legislation
through the legislative process. It was
a pleasure working with the gentleman
to bring this bipartisan bill here.

The chairman should be pleased, as I
know he is, with the work of Joseph
Gibson of his staff who worked hand in
glove with my staff to move this legis-
lation through the House.

The chief sponsors of the Senate leg-
islation also deserve great support for
their effort in the Senate. Senators
SIMON and LUGAR worked tirelessly to
bring it up. I also appreciate the work
of Senator COATS, Senator STEVENS,
and Senator GLENN, the chairman and
ranking member respectively of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs. I
also want to thank Senators
LIEBERMAN, MCCAIN, THOMPSON, and
WARNER for their help in moving the
bill.

I also want to acknowledge, as the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] did,
the work of the members of my staff,
just about all of whom have assisted
with some aspect of this legislation.
Particularly, I appreciate the team-
work of William Moschella, my senior
legislative assistant and counsel, and
David Whitestone, who serves as my
press secretary.

Mr. Speaker, the establishment of
the National Gambling Impact Study
Commission is essential to the Nation's
understanding of what the incredible
expansion of gambling in America
means to our everyday lives. News-
paper and editorial writers around the
country almost daily chronicle the
tragic stories of people addicted to
gambling. Compulsive and pathological
gamblers often commit suicide, pros-
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titute themselves, resort to robbery,
burglary, larceny, and embezzlement to
fuel their habit.

Gambling has been known to lit-
erally destroy families. I have received
calls and letters from around the coun-
try relating the sad dramas associated
with compulsive gambling. The gam-
bling industry has not taken seriously
the magnitude of the problem, or it has
been trying to sweep it under the rug.

One of the most startling and unfor-
tunate consequences of gambling has
been the amount of public corruption
attendant to it. Industry spokesmen
claim that the days of Bugsy Segal and
Joseph Bonano are behind it. The in-
dustry, they claim, is composed of law
abiding companies which report to
stockholders instead of organized
criminal enterprises. The industry,
more than any other, however, has
been connected to unprecedented levels
of political corruption in recent years.
The confluence of money, politics, and
power has wreaked havoc in many
States and local jurisdictions.

Mr. Speaker, I support the legislation
before the body because it is a serious
effort to study the issue of gambling in
the United States. In some respects the
Senate amendment changed it, but it
was a good compromise.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to watch the
progress of the commission carefully to
make sure that the commission does
its work in a nonpartisan and objective
way. We will follow its progress to
make sure the job that Congress has
delegated to it is performed in a profes-
sional and effective manner. I will also
monitor the amount of lobbying pres-
sure to which the commission is sub-
jected.

I believe the legislation before us
gives the commission all the powers
and tools that it needs. In closing, I
again want to thank the staff that has
done such an effective job, Senator
LoTT on the Senate side and the Sen-
ators that I mentioned, my staff and
the staff of the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. HYDE, Joseph Gibson and oth-
ers, and, last, the chairman. I want
him to know that I know the pressure
and I know what has gone on around
here, and he should know I am eter-
nally grateful. I am still young enough
to have heroes, and he is one of the
three or four people around here who is
one of my heroes.

| thank the gentleman from lllinois for yield-
ing time to me. At this point, Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include therein extraneous
materials.

Mr. Speaker, as the original sponsor of leg-
islation establishing a national commission to
study the social, economic, and legal impact
of gambling, | rise in strong support of H.R.
497, the Gambling Impact Study Commission
Act. As gambling proliferates in casinos, on
riverboats, on Indian reservations, dog and
horse tracks and elsewhere, problems such as
crime, political corruption, cannibalization of
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existing businesses, gambling addiction, family
breakups, and suicide are a growing and un-
fortunate consequence. This legislation will
create an unbiased, bipartisan nine-member
commission to finally take a comprehensive
look at these problems.

| would like to take a moment to recognize
the diligent efforts of the chairman of the
House Judiciary Committee and his able staff
in guiding this legislation through the legisla-
tive process. It was a pleasure working with
Chairman HYDE in bringing this bipartisan bill
to the floor. The chairman should be pleased
with the work done by Joseph Gibson of his
staff who worked hand in glove with my staff
to move this legislation through the House.
They spent many hours assisting, consulting,
and meeting with Senate staff to iron out any
differences or concerns that there may have
been.

Last Wednesday, July 17, the full Senate
passed by unanimous consent H.R. 497 with
an amendment. Despite public pronounce-
ments of the gambling industry in support of
an unbiased study, tremendous lobbying pres-
sure was brought to bear on Senators to kill
or gut this bill. It is a tribute to this deliberative
body in the world that such pressures, which
clearly represented the opposition of a small
but powerful minority, were not able to thwart
the will of the vast majority of the Congress
and American people. | would like to publicly
thank Senate majority leader TRENT LOTT who,
notwithstanding some concerns he had about
the legislation, exerted great leadership in
bringing H.R. 497 to a vote in the Senate. He
is a man of his word, a man of honor and in-
tegrity. =

The chief sponsors of the Senate legislation
also deserve great credit for making this legis-
lation a reality. Senator SiMON and Senator
LuGar worked tirelessly to forge consensus
and bring this legislation up despite a packed
Senate floor schedule. | also appreciate the
work of Senator COATS who helped move the
process along. Senators STEVENS and GLENN,
chairman and ranking member respectively of
the Senate Government Affairs Committee,
deserve congratulations for working together,
listening to various points of view, and forging
ahead with a viable plan. | also commend the
efforts and support of Senators LIEBERMAN,
McCaiN, THOMPSON, and WARNER for their
help in moving this legislation in the right di-
rection.

There are many Senate staffers who had
something to do with moving this bill along
and | appreciate all of their efforts. | would like
to publicly thank a few, namely Bob Healey,
Michael Stevenson, Kyle McSlarrow, David
Crane, Sebastian O'Kelly, Christine Ciccone,
and Earl Comstock for all they did to make
this legislation a reality.

Finally, | want to acknowledge the tireless
work of the members of my staff, just about all
of whom have assisted with some aspect of
this legislation at some time during the last 2
years. Particularly, | appreciate the teamwork
of William Moschella, my senior legislative as-
sistant and counsel, and David Whitestone
who serves as my press secretary.

Mr. Speaker, establishment of the National
Gambling Impact Study Commission is essen-
tial to the Nation’s understanding of what the
incredible expansion of gambling in America
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means to our everyday lives. Newspapers and
editorial writers around the country almost
daily chronicle the tragic stories of persons ad-
dicted to gambling. Compulsive and patholog-
ical gamblers often commit suicide, prostitute
themselves, and resort to robbery, burglary,
larceny, and embezzlement to fuel their habits.

Gambling has been known to literally de-
stroy families. | have received calls and letters
from around the country relating the sad dram-
as associated with compulsive gambling. |
have included an editorial from the Times Pic-
ayune regarding the almost epidemic prob-
lems of compulsive gambling among Louisi-
ana's young people.

[From the New Orleans Times Picayune,

July 14, 1996]
GAMBLING AND YOUNG PEOPLE

Louisiana's first study of the effects of
gambling shows some disturbing statistics
that should give policy makers and voters
much to think about as the state considers
the future of gambling here.

A team of researchers led by Louisiana
State University professors Jim Westphal
and Kenneth Miller conducted telephone sur-
veys last fall in an effort to find out how
often people gamble, what their favorite
games are and how much money they spent.
The researchers also tried to determine peo-
ple’s ability to control their gambling and
its effect on their lives.

The results, released this week by the De-
partment of Health and Hospitals, indicate
that Louisiana residents aren't handling
gambling too well, particularly young gam-
blers. One in seven Louisiana residents, 18 to
21, are compulsive gamblers. What’s more,
Louisiana's young gambling addicts are in
worse shape than in other states studied,
spending twice as much a month on gam-
bling as their counterparts elsewhere. Com-
pulsive gambling among young people here is
triple that of adults and is second only to al-
cohol abuse for that age group.

The study showed that 182,000
Louisianans—more than 4 percent of the pop-
ulation—have gambling habits that range
from moderate to severe and as many as
57,000 of them have addictions that could be
classified as pathological.

“That’'s enough people to fill Tiger Sta-
dium,” said Gov. Foster, who said that he
will support legislation to curb gambling ad-
diction, particularly among the young.

Researchers were limited by the lack of
studies in other states, despite the nation-
wide gambling boom. They could compare
Louisiana only to six other states, Montana,
North and South Dakota, Texas, Washington
and Georgia. But that data indicated that
pathological gamblers in Louisiana are in
more trouble, spending almost twice the
monthly average on their habit, $660 com-
pared to $300.

Researchers who did the study believe that
the reason is availability. Louisiana, with its
12 riverboat casinos and 15,500 video poker
machines, has a gambling site every 6.2
square miles.

This study should raise serious questions
about the proliferation of gambling and, in
particular, its effect on young people. Legis-
lators and other state officials will have to
weigh the social cost of bring up a crop of
gambling addicts, particularly since experts
say that most pathological gamblers begin
their habit in adolescence.

The study is already prompting legislators
such as Sen. Jay Dardenne, R-Baton Rouge,
to say that a law should be passed making 21
the legal limit for gambling. That is now
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true only for casino gambling. Sen.
Dardenne, who sponsored the resolution call-
ing for the study, said that he also wants to
push to have gambling prevention made part
of the school curriculum.

As Louisiana begins to grapple with the
question of gambling, particularly the elec-
tion on local option this fall, the problem of
gambling addiction deserves attention.

The researchers’ experience show that too
many states, Louisiana included, have
rushed headlong into legalized gambling
without really knowing the social cost. This
study provides some much needed and timely
insight.

The gambling industry has not yet realized
the magnitude of the problem or has been
sweeping it under the rug. This issue can no
longer be ignored and this commission will
help us understand the problem so that it may
be addressed.

On of the most starting and unfortunate
consequences of gambling has been the
amount of public corruption attendant to it. In-
dustry spokesmen claim that the days of
Bugsy Segal and Joseph Bonano are behind
it. The industry, they claim, is composed of
law abiding companies which report to stock-
holders instead of organized criminal enter-
prises. The industry, more than any other,
however, has been connected to unprece-
dented levels of political corruption in recent
years. The confluence of money, politics, and
power has wreaked havoc in many State and
local jurisdictions. Louisiana, for example, has
been rocked by political scandal and more in-
dictments are on the way. | have included a
recent Associated Press story which ran in the
Times Picayune regarding the indictments for
the RECORD.

[From the New Orleans Times Picayune,

July 15, 1996]
BIG NAMES INDICTED, GAMING TASK FORCE
SAYS
(By The Associated Press)

SHREVEPORT—The dice are about to come
up snake eyes for 15 to 20 people, including
some big names, say people in the task force
investigating gambling corruption in Louisi-
ana.

“Within the next two weeks you will see
big numbers of arrests,” said Capt. Ed
Kuhnert, State Police coordinator of the
task force of Louisiana State Police and FBI
agents.

Indictments have been prepared and are
being reviewed by federal prosecutors, said
Rick Dill, FEI agent-in-charge in New Orle-
ans.

Task force officials said the yearlong un-
dercover investigation is expected to produce
charges against and arrests of some promi-
nent people.

Last August, FBI wiretap transcripts were
filed in open court as part of requests to sub-
poena records from lawmakers and people
connected with Louisiana's gambling busi-
ness.

That meant the end of the long political
careers of two prominent state senators
named as taking money from gambling in-
terests, although they weren’t indicted.

Larry Bankston, D-Port Hudson, Chairman
of the Senate committee overseeing gam-
bling, dropped out of a re-election campaign;
B.B. “Sixty" Rayburn, D-Bogalusa, was de-
feated.

Sources close to the probe said indictments
are imminent, The Times of Shreveport re-
ported Sunday.
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The conviction this past week of former
state Alcohol Beverage Commission head
Ray Holloway is the latest in a long string of
cases made by the task force on gambling.

Holloway was found guilty of aiding an il-
legal gambling business and obstructing jus-
tice. He resigned his job in the Caddo Parish
purchasing department after his federal case
became public earlier this year.

The task force, with offices in New Orle-
ans, Baton Rouge and Shreveport, has been
successful over the past two years.

The most prominent case was the FBI's in-
filtration of the New Orleans organized
crime family, the top echelon of which went
down with 24 defendants in Operation
Hardcrust.

FBI agents, investigating a suspected
bookmaking operation at a New Orleans deli,
picked up conversations indicating three La
Cosa Nostra  families—the rekindled
Marcello family of New Orleans and the
Gambino and Genovese families of New
York—were infiltrating Louisiana’s video
poker industry.

Twenty-one defendants pleaded guilty. The
three who went to trial were convicted on all
counts.

Operation Hardcrust awed federal law en-
forcement authorities “‘because it involved,
literally, the dismantling, through criminal
indictment, of the entire upper echelons of
the New Orleans Mafia family,”” First Assist-
ant U.S. Attorney Jim Littin of New Orleans
said. ““As a result of that, we deem it the
most significant organized crime prosecution
in the state of Louisiana.”

The U.S. Justice Department considers the
task force an extremely successful oper-
ation, Littin said.

“This task force's penetration of the re-
emergence of a dormant organized-crime
family was beyond a lot of people’s imagina-
tion even a few years ago,” he said.

Dill said, the task force has been successful
because “it is a melding of talent.”

The State Police investigators are ‘‘very
good, the cream of the crop. They know the
gambling laws in and out,” Dill said.

FBI agents bring investigative expertise
and federal fraud laws.

“The combination of the two brings re-
sults,” Dill said.

Since Gov. Foster appointed Col. Rutt
Whittington to head the State Police, troop-
er cooperation has gone up, Dill said.

“If I need 20 troopers to help in a search,
they’re there,” he said.

Another reason for the success of the team
is its dedication to rooting out corruption,
Kuhnert said.

“We have put together a small group of
people who are very intense, very dedicated
and very gualified,” he said. “We're actually
just getting started.”

The legitimate gambling industry wel-
comes the scrutiny because it increases pub-
lic confidence, said Anthony Sanfilippo, gen-
eral manager of Harrah's Casino Shreveport.

“It's important that investigations reveal
any type of inappropriate behavior,” he said.

Despite the task force's success, however,
its members won't say they have rid Louisi-
ana’s gambling industry of corruption.

‘““The legal gambling industry is itself a
magnet for corruption and organized crime,”
Littin said.

He said investigators believe organized
crime gets nearly all its money from gam-
bling, legal and illegal.

“We can never rest assured at any point
that we have rooted (out) all the corrup-
tion,” he said. “It is a dicey industry to fool
with.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

In the early 1970's Congress was con-
cerned about problems related to gambling,
and it established a commission similar to the
one Congress is within minutes of creating.
Since the Commission on the Review of the
National Policy Toward Gambling issued its
1976 report, gambling has greatly expanded,
and it has grown in many ways that are con-
trary to the recommendations of that early re-
port. In 1976 only two States had casino gam-
bling. Today, ever State but two have some
form of legal gambling. According to U.S.
News and World Report, people wagered
$482 billion in 1994 on all forms of gambling,
85 percent of which took place in casinos in
27 States, most of them built in the past 5
years. This explosive growth has produced
deleterious side effects that have high moral,
social, and economic costs.

Mr. Speaker, | support the legislation before
the body today because it is a serious effort
to study the issue of gambling in the United
States. This legisiation is not perfect, and |
would have drafted some sections differently.
But this is a body of compromise. To forge
agreements, one must be willing to consider
points of view and perspectives that are dif-
ferent from one’s own.

In some respects, the Senate amendment
represents those political choices and com-
promises, and | applaud the Senate for break-
ing the gridlock and moving H.R. 497 this far.
| believe, for example, that the section in the
bill on subpoena power is one such political
compromise. It is adequate but not perfect. It
was drafted, not with an eye toward technical
perfection, but rather it was drafted to forge
political compromise and consensus—some-
thing that Congress does daily.

Mr. Speaker, as | have already mentioned,
| would have drafted some provisions of this
legisiation differently. | also mentioned that
some provisions of the Senate amendment
were drafted to achieve political consensus
and compromise. For example, | believe the
rewrite of the House subpoena power lan-
guage was unnecessary and was done to
ease an irrational fear that the Commission
would conduct a witch hunt. This would not
happen and such discussion was a diversion
from the real issues such as underage gam-
bling and political corruption. | have included
for the RECORD a letter from the chairman of
the Commission on the Review of the National
Policy Toward Gambling which bears this
point out.

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 7, 1996.
Hon. FRANK R. WoOLF,
CHOB,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WOLF: As you know, I
served as Chairman of the Commission on
the Review of the National Policy Toward
Gambling for the four years of its existence
(*‘the 1972-1976 Commission"), whose Report
was filed with the President and the Con-
gress on October 15, 1976. I have previously
provided your office with a copy of this Re-
port and its accompanying addenda (‘‘the
1976 Report™).

I have had, as you might suspect, a greater
than normal interest in the progress of gam-
bling in the United States over the ensuing
decades, and especially during the past five
of six years which have witnessed a worri-
some proliferation of casino openings, often
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under the shelter of Indian tribal ownership.
I have followed your own efforts to create a
new gambling commission to once more look
into what has become a major growth indus-
try. I agree with you completely, and I am
taking the liberty of adding some additional
thoughts, which I emphasize are purely per-
sonal opinions and do not necessarily reflect
the opinions of anyone in my former law
firm from which I have retired and for which
Iam now “Of Counsel.”

With a proper mixture of pride and mod-
esty, I would refer you to the Report of the
1972-1976 Commission, with specific attention
to our recommendations concerning casinos
and (that most cynical of retrogressive tax-
ation) state lotteries. As I have observed, if
anyone tried to sell corporate securities with
the failure to disclose material facts so char-
acteristic of state lottery promotion, he
would be sent to prison. This is certainly the
cruelest and most indiscrimate form of gam-
bling and should be fiercely attacked. I see
no signs that our recommendation (the 1976
Report, 159) that **the States must take care
to inform the public fully as to the odds and
character of the games being offered, and to
avoid any misleading practices in its adver-
tisements and promotional activities .. .”
was greeted recommendation was followed
by this one:

“Should (the States] fail in this respon-
sibility, Congress should consider giving the
Federal Trade Commission the explicit au-
thority to set and enforce compulsory guide-
lines.”

I am as much a foe of big Federal govern-
ment as the next person, but the point may
have been reached where this is a national
problem.

And so, perhaps, is casino gambling. The
unavoidable dangers to the public interest in
installing casino gambling in metropolitan
areas are too obvious to ignore, and the 1972-
1976 Commission recommended that this be
permitted ‘‘only in rare instances and ex-
traordinary circumstances.” Another in-
depth study is certainly now called for, and
I believe the results will be shocking. The
billions of dollars flowing across crap, rou-
lette and blackjack tables is not coming
from people who can afford to lose. The so-
cial cost of this phenomenon will be meas-
ured in human suffering, broken homes, offi-
cial corruption and crime, and it is only the
extent of this that is open to question.

I note that although there is nearly unani-
mous lip service paid to the need for a new
gambling commission, the major issue is
whether or not the Commission should have
subpoena power to compel testimony and the
production of documents. Obviously such a
Commission is meaningless without this
power, at least to the extent necessary to
fulfill its stated purpose. The 1972-1976 Com-
mission had subpoena power and, because of
that, we never had to use it—in other words,
when you have the power you will get co-
operation. Obviously, the power need not be
unrestricted and Congress may see {it to pro-
vide safeguards against its abuse and, if the
power were to be abused and there were non-
compliance, the Commission would be forced
into court to compel compliance—something
it would be most reluctant to do. On the
other hand, if it were used legitimately, it
would mean that information had been with-
held for a reason—which is why you must
have the power! And in the normal instance,
as we found out from our years of experience,
the knowledge that we had the power and
would not hesitate to use it provided all the
persuasion we needed. I suppose the specter
of a “rogue’ Commission strewing subpoenas
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throughout the land has been cited as being
intolerable, but the very fact that member-
ship on the Commission is bipartisan and
dictated by Congress, and that a subpoena
presumably would have to be authorized in
each instance by the members of the Com-
mission negates the possibility of this hap-
pening. All this would seem to lead to the
conclusion that the opponents of the any
power of subpoena do, in fact, have some-
thing to conceal, which again leads to the
decision that it is indeed necessary.

There is no doubt that the national policy
toward gambling must again be examined,
and this time with considerably more ur-
gency than the last time. Please be assured
that I am quite willing to help at any time—
without cost to the government.

Yours very truly,
CHARLES H. MORIN.

The language in the House-passed version
of H.R. 497 is the orthodox way to draft sub-
poena power language. After comparing the
subpoena power granted to the Commission
on the Review of the National Policy Toward
Gambling, which was so broad it permitted a
single commissioner to issue a subpoena, and
learning that the Commission never once
found it necessary to issue a subpoena, one
can only conclude that the industry’s concerns
are, at a minimum, overstated, unrealistic, and
paranoid.

For example, §5(b)(1) authorizes the use of
subpoenas after a person fails to supply infor-
mation requested by the Commission. This
subjunctive clause merely states the obvious.
Administrative subpoenas are usually only
issued if the entity fails to comply with an in-
formation request. This clause is not intended
to narrow the scope of subpoenas served sub-
sequent to an information request. It only
means that the Commission should ask first
and subpoena second.

| would also like to associate myself with the
statement made by Senator GLENN regarding
the meaning of the words “to understand” in
§5(b)(2) of the bill. Under this section, the
Commission may subpoena witnesses for the
purpose of understanding material obtained by
the Commission. There are many reasons to
require such testimony and the understanding
of the documents often will go beyond its four
corners. The Commission may need to under-
stand the circumstances or motivations for
producing a document. It may need to know
why it was produced and why alternatives
were not included. To understand a document
may entail understanding its context, how it
was developed, why it was developed, what
alternatives were considered, and other con-
siderations that go into producing documents.

| would also like to make a point about the
duties of the Commission and the matters to
be studied. This list of items to be studied by
the Commission is the minimum the Commis-
sion should examine. This is clearly stated in
section 4(a)(2). The commission should review
other subjects as it deems appropriate.

Section 4(a)(2)(C) of the House-passed ver-
sion of H.R. 497 directed the Commission to
include an assessment and review of political
contributions and their influence on the devel-
opment of public policy regulating gambling.
While the version of the bill that Congress will
send to the President today does not contain
a similar provision, it is completely within the
prerogative of the Commission to make such
an assessment.
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Gambling interests are flush with cash and
readily contribute to local, State and national
campaigns. Also, many news reports have
chronicled the vast sums promised lobbyists
and consultants if they can convince legisla-
tors to permit riverboat gambling or establish-
ment of a casino. Many public officials have
taken large sums of money as bribes from
gambling interests and have been indicted for
such reprehensible conduct. Some say there
is nothing worse than a corrupt policeman be-
cause it is the police who enforce the laws. A
corrupt politician is equally bad. | urge the
Commission to review the very timely and im-
portant issue of public corruption, political in-
fluence, money, and power.

So, even though this legislation is not every-
thing | may have preferred, it is a good bill
and should be supported by the House and
sent to the President for his signature.

Another issue | would like to raise concerns
Commission requests for assistance from
other Federal agencies. There is already a
wealth of experience and knowledge within the
Federal Government about many of the issues
the Commission will likely address. One of the
Commission’s jobs is to bring all that informa-
tion under one roof in a usable form. Because
this is only a 2-year Commission which will
have very limited funds, Congress provided
that departments and agencies of the Federal
Government provide detailees to the Commis-
sion when appropriate.

| urge any Federal agency asked to assist
the Commission to provide such assistance
and detailees as deemed necessary. The De-
partment of Health and Human Services could
assist the Commission by providing experts on
compulsive or pathological behavior or provid-
ing experts in epidemiological methods and
statistical methods of analysis who could help
the Commission make sense of survey re-
search and demographic or medical studies.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation may be
helpful in providing crime information.The In-
ternal Revenue Service and the Financial
Center may help commissioners understand
issues relative to money transfers and laun-
dering. General Services Administration staff
could be helpful in setting up office space for
the Commission, and the General Accounting
Office could help provide economic analysis. |
urge any Federal department or agency to as-
sist the Commission when at all possible.

Mr. Speaker, | am going to watch the
progress of the Commission carefully to make
sure the Commission does its work in a non-
partisan and objective way. | will follow its
progress to make sure the job Congress has
delegated to it is performed in a professional
and effective manner. | will also monitor the
amount of lobbying pressure to which the
Commission is subjected.

| believe that the legislation before us gives
the Commission all the power and tools it
needs to conduct its business and write an ob-
jective report. However, if the gambling indus-
try decides to throw its vast resources, law-
yers, lobbyists and consultants at the Commis-
sion or the various provisions of this act in
order to thwart its work, | will come to the well
of this House with legislation more like the
original House bill to ensure that the Commis-
sion is successful in completing its tasks.

Because this legislation is only days away
from becoming law, | beseech the appointing
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authorities—the President, the Speaker of the
House, and the majority leader of the Sen-
ate—to appoint individuals to the Commission
who are recognized for their honesty, integrity,
and objectivity. The Commission should not be
loaded with individuals with vested interests in
the outcome of the report. They should not be
composed of individuals interested in going to
work for the gambling industry after they have
completed their duties with the Commission.
Commissioners should be citizens of sound
moral character able to impartially review the
evidence and issues which will come before
them so that their final product will be a report
the American people can trust and rely upon.

Mr. Speaker, the time has finally come to
make a detailed study of gambling in America.
H.R. 497, in the tradition of good government,
will help get that job done. This is a good bill,
and | heartily support its final passage and
presentment to the President. | urge all Mem-
bers to support this meritorious legislation and
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time, and I hope
I do not use all the 3 minutes, but I
wanted to respond to my friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts, who is
one of the very effective but selective
crusaders for States’ rights.

This is a search for information, this
commission, not legislative nor regu-
latory functions, but a search for infor-
mation that has a uniquely national
characteristic. The States, important
as they are, are really not competent
to do a national search that involves
the issue of gambling. So, it may be an
intrusion, but it is really not an either/
or proposition: States' rights versus
national intrusion. This subject lends
itself to national study. So that is all
that this is going to encompass.

Some things are best done by the
States. Some things are best done by
the Federal Government, and it is pret-
ty hard to have a hard and fast rule.
Generally, we Republicans prefer local
government over national government,
but that, again, depends on the cir-
cumstance.

Tort reform, for example, in my judg-
ment, and although I do not speak for
all my colleagues on the Republican
side, lent itself to a national solution
rather than a State solution. But these
are matters we can argue about.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding. I have no disagreement with
what he just said. I do not claim to be
a crusader for States rights. I have the
position I think most Members have. I
am for the State or the Federal Gov-
ernment deciding where we will best
get the outcome that I think public
policy ought to have.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to express my support for H.R. 497,
the National Gambling Impact and Policy
Commission Act. | cosponsored this legislation
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because | believe it is important for us to ex-
amine the effect the recent and pronounced
proliferation of gambling in the United States
has had on us as a society. This impact study
will help Americans better understand what
the effects of gambling are upon our families
and communities.

Gambling has proliferated in part because
State, local, and tribal governments faced with
budget shortages see gambling as a pain-free
solution to their problems. But | am concerned
that such a quick-fix approach to our eco-
nomic problems will make us overlook not only
the long-term social problems associated with
gambling, but the very fact that gambling itself
is an inherently weak foundation upon which
to base long-term growth and development. It
is my sincere hope that through this study, we
can provide local communities, States, and
tribes the right tools and objective information
to decide whether or not gambling is the right
economic development strategy for them.

But | also want to make clear that it is my
understanding that neither this bill nor the
commission it creates is intended in any way
to be construed or used as an excuse to un-
fairly criticize Indian gaming. Indian gambling
has, in many instances, helped Indian tribes
improve reservation conditions and provide
jobs where unemployment often ranges be-
tween 50 and 80 percent. In addition, it is my
hope that a fair and hones study will help de-
stroy some of the more harmful and false
myths about Indian gaming. For instance, it is
far from the truth that all tribes have become
rich from Indian gaming. Right not approxi-
mately 130 out of 553 Indian tribes operate
casino style gaming in 22 States. A few have
become quite wealthy. The vast majority, how-
ever, of Indian tribes are making only modest
profits. Some Indian casinos have even fold-
ed. And because Indian tribes are required by
law to plow revenues back into tribal projects
and not individual profits, Indian tribes have
been able to better the quality of life on their
reservations by using casino revenues to offer
better housing, education, health care, and
safety to their members.

My hope is that this commission will study
Indian gambling as evenly and fairly as non-
Indian gaming. If this happens then | have lit-
tle doubt that the study, when completed will
give Americans the information we need to
better understand the positive and negative
aspects of gaming in the United States.

Mr. ENSIGN. | rise in opposition to H.R.
497, the National Gambling Impact Study
Commission. Although the legislation the
House is considering today is a substantial im-
provement over previous versions, | continue
to have many strong reservations with this leg-
islation.

First and foremost, | see no reason why the
Federal Government should be involved in a
study of a legal, State-regulated industry. The
gaming industry, like any other entertainment
or tourism industry, is subject to careful review
and oversight by individual States. In my State
of Nevada, we can see first hand the success
of a beneficial relationship between the gam-
ing industry and its regulatory agency, the Ne-
vada Gaming Commission. These two entities
have worked together over the years in a
manner that benefits everyone—the industry,
the State, and the millions of tourists that visit
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Nevada annually. Nevada has certainly been
the leader and model for other States to fol-
low.

Second, Mr. Speaker, | believe this commis-
sion is a terrible waste of taxpayer money.
The data and information the commission will
collect are already available from muitiple
studies that have already occurred. In this
time of fiscal constraint, it is ridiculous to ex-
pend Federal dollars for a duplicative study.

| continue to resist this legislation because
| feel that the underlying agenda of this bill is
to federally regulate and tax the industry. The
gaming industry has a huge impact on the
economy of Nevada and 47 other States in
the country. It provides jobs and opportunities
in communities that would not be available if
gaming did not exist. While the proponents of
this legislation may have good intentions, | will
be unyielding in my commitment to ensure
that the intent of this commission does not ex-
pand to prohibit this legal industry. In addition,
| will work with the Speaker, Senate majority
leader, and the President to ensure that we
have an unbiased commission that will fairly
evaluate the industry and provide a balanced

report.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise in opposition to H.R. 497 not only be-
cause it is bad for Nevada, but because | be-
lieve it is bad for America. Again, Congress is
spending more money on a study of which |
question the validity. | question the wisdom of
spending millions of dollars to create a new
Government commission at a time when we
are struggling to downside the Government
and balance our budget.

While | am pleased that efforts have been
taken to limit the subpoena powers of the
commission, it still baffles me why an advisory
commission should hold such power. Most ad-
visory commissions created by Congress or
Federal agencies are not provided with sub-
poena power. This calls in question the very
purpose of the gaming commission—and
whether the commission can be objective.

Mr. Speaker, objective information on gam-
ing is needed, but | thought the 104th Con-
gress was eliminating the Washington-knows-
best syndrome. This bill just gives that syn-
drome more fuel for the fire. Gaming has al-
ways been a State responsibility, and many
States have addressed the issues relating to
gaming in a responsible manner. Getting the
Federal Government involved not only in-
fringes on States rights, but costs taxpayers
money that could better be spent in education
programs, health programs, or to eliminate our
Federal deficit. My colleagues, you should
rethink this issue and ask where you think the
citizens of your State would rather spend their
money. My guess—not on the gaming com-
mission created by H.R. 497. | urge my col-
leagues to vote against this bill.

Mr. LaFALCE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the Senate version of H.R. 497, the Na-
tional Gambling Impact and Policy Commis-
sion Act. The bill includes several provisions
that are less satisfactory than the bill | coau-
thored with Representative FRANK WOLF that
passed the House in March. However, | be-
lieve it is imperative that we act now to initiate
a comprehensive study of gambling and its im-
pact on our society.

The legislation before us today addresses
issues and concerns that | have sought to
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bring to the attention of Congress since 1994.
As chairman of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness, | conducted hearings in September
1994, that documented the rapid proliferation
of casino gambling throughout the United
States and examined the economic impact of
Government-sponsored gambling on small
businesses, on individual communities, and on
the Nation as a whole.

Based on the findings of these hearings, |
introduced the National Policies Toward Gam-
bling Review Act in November 1994 to author-
ize a Federal study of the economic and social
implications of this widespread growth of legal-
ized gambling. This proposal, like that subse-
quently introduced by Mr. WOLF, creates a
new national commission, along the lines of
the commission that last studied gambling in
1976, and expands its study to all aspects of
gambling in all States and localities. While |
have reintroduced my bill in the current Con-
gress, H.R. 462, | am also the lead cosponsor
of H.R. 497.

The 1994 Small Business Committee hear-
ings convinced me that widespread legalized
gambling has raised serious questions that
local officials, and American society generally,
were not prepared to address. The hearings
confirmed what a New York Times article
headline had proclaimed several weeks ear-
lier, that “Gambling Is Now Bigger Than Base-
ball” as a national pastime. Some 125 million
people visited casinos in 1994, a whopping
36-percent increase from 92 million in 1993.
Average annual attendance to professional
baseball games barely reached 70 million. Ca-
sino revenues increase by a whopping 33 per-
cent between 1993 and 1994, from $30 billion
to $40 billion, more than the combined reve-
nues for other major leisure activities, includ-
ing movies, books, recorded music, spectator
sports, theme parks, and arcades.

Americans wagered $462 billion on all forms
of legalized gambling in 1994, more than the
entire gross national product of Communist
China. More than $360 billion was wagered in
casinos in 10 States and on Indian reserva-
tions in 24 States, most of which were built
since 1991. All but three States now permit
parimutuel betting, slot machines, video poker,
keno, bingo, or other forms of gambling. And
36 States actively encourage gambling with
government-run lotteries.

This is a far different situation than when
the national commission issued its report on
gambling in 1976. Legalized gambling was
then confined to Nevada and under consider-
ation for Atlantic City. The focus of the com-
mission’s study was the influence of organized
crime in gambling, not the various economic
and social implications of widespread gam-
bling throughout the country.

As gambling has spread across the United
States, and even to locations on our border
with Canada, it has become clear that the
promised benefits of gambling as an approach
for local economic development have proven
to be illusory. States and localities now com-
pete with Indian reservations and with other
States to lure potential gamblers, or only to
keep their gambling revenues at home. Casi-
nos that were touted as bringing jobs and eco-
nomic enrichment to communities in 1994 are
now going bankrupt.

The social costs of gambling also are be-
coming more visible as gambling spreads to
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more locations. Unfortunately, we have no es-
timates, for example, of the costs of gambling-
related crimes, bankruptcies, or lost jobs and
work time. Nor do we know the costs inflicted
on families in terms of gambling-related alco-
holism, divorce, or suicide.

As State and Federal funding for social
services and other programs continue to de-
cline, local officials will come under even
greater pressure to heed promises of new rev-
enue and greater prosperity in legalized gam-
bling. It is imperative that these officials, and
the public generally, have all the information
available to make reasoned and prudent policy
decisions.

Contrary to the arguments of some in the
gambling industry, the bill before us today
does not seek to restrict or regulate organized
gambling, nor is it intended as a preliminary
step toward such regulation. It merely re-
sponds to a growing public demand for more
and better information about gambling. And it
responds to requests by officials in New York
and elsewhere for a broad analysis of the im-
pact of gambling that can incorporate informa-
tion from all States and from Indian tribal juris-
dictions.

| believe the bill before us today can provide
the information the public needs to make more
informed decisions about gambling. It is clear-
ly not perfect. The subpoena authority in the
Senate version applies only to documents, not
individuals. And the wording of that authority
is, at best, ambiguous. | am troubled also by
the restrictions the bill would impose on the
use of information generated by the commis-
sion, particularly the release of financial infor-
mation to the public. 4

However, the need for more comprehensive
information and analysis of gambling is urgent
in my State of New York and in other States.
The commission bill before us, while not per-
fect, will provide significantly more information
about the economic and social implications of
gambling than is available today.

Nearly 2 years have passed since | first pro-
posed legislation to create a national commis-
sion to study gambling. It was needed then, it
is imperative now. | urge adoption of this im-
portant legislation.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 497, the National Gambling Im-
pact and Policy Commission Act; legislation in-
troduced by my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Virginia, [Mr. WOLF]. | have co-
sponsored and support this bill because gam-
bling is not the type of business my district
needs or wants in order to build a strong
economy and a stable tax base. Virginia has
been extremely successful in attracting high
tech and Fortune 500 companies that provide
quality, high paying jobs. Furthermore, prelimi-
nary studies of areas that have introduced
gambling show that while the number of jobs
increase at first, over time the economy of the
area suffers, resulting in the loss of high qual-
ity employers. We don't need this in my district
and | suspect that many Members of this body
have similar feelings.

Already, my State is seeing the proliferation
of gambling activities. One off-track horse bet-
ting parlor is already in operation in Virginia,
and its owners are anxious to open a second.
The bipartisan, unbiased nine-member com-
mission this legislation will create will provide
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Congress and the President with the informa-
tion necessary to make decisions regarding
national policy on gambling. This study will
grant the Federal Government invaluable infor-
mation concerning gambling. Twenty years
have passed since Congress visited this issue
and the Commission on the Review of the Na-
tional Policy toward Gambling issued its re-
port. Since then, 46 States have legalized
gambling in some fashion. In 1994, Americans
wagered $482 billion on all forms of gambling
according to U.S. News and World Report; 85
percent of that figure took place in casinos in
27 States, most of which have opened during
the past 5 years. Because of the fact that this
industry is growing at such an incredible rate,
and because there is a lack of current knowl-
edge on the effects of this particular industry
on our society Mr. Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to support this important and crucial
legislation.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). The question on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 497.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the Sen-
ate amendment just concurred in.

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

There was no objection.

—————

CHILD PILOT SAFETY ACT

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3267) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to prohibit individuals
who do not hold a valid private pilots
certificate from manipulating the con-
trols of aircraft in an attempt to set a
record or engage in an aeronautical
competition or aeronautical feat, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3267

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 “'Child Pilot
Safety Act”.

SEC. 2. MANIPULATION OF FLIGHT CONTROLS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 447 of title 49,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:
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“§44724. Manipulation of flight controls

*(a) PROHIBITION.—No pilot in command of
an aircraft may allow an individual who does
not hold—

‘(1) a valid private pilots certificate issued
by the Administrator of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration under part 61 of title 14,
Code of Federal Regulations; and

*(2) the appropriate medical certificate
issued by the Administrator under part 67 of
such title,
to manipulate the controls of an aircraft if
the pilot knows or should have known that
the individual is attempting to set a record
or engage in an aeronautical competition or
aeronautical feat, as defined by the Adminis-
trator.

“(b) REVOCATION OF AIRMEN CERTIFI-
CATES.—The Administrator shall issue an
order revoking a certificate issued to an air-
man under section 44703 of this title if the
Administrator finds that while acting as a
pilot in command of an aircraft, the airman
has permitted another individual to manipu-
late the controls of the aircraft in violation
of subsection (a).

*(¢) PILOT IN COMMAND DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘pilot in command’ has the
meaning given such term by section 1.1 of
title 14, Code of Federal Regulations.™.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“‘44724, Manipulation of flight controls.”.
SEC. 3. CHILDREN FLYING AIRCRAFT.

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration shall conduct a
sw?ﬁy of the impacts of children flying air-
crait.

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In conducting the
study, the Administrator shall consider the
effects of imposing any restrictions on chil-
dren flying aircraft on safety and on the fu-
ture of general aviation in the United States.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Administrator shall issue a report contain-
ing the results of the study, together with
recommendations on—

(1) whether the restrictions established by
the amendments made by section 2 should be
modified or repealed; and

(2) whether certain individuals or groups
should be exempt from any age, altitude, or
other restrictions that the Administrator
may impose by regulation.

(d) REGULATIONS.—AS a result of the find-
ings of the study, the Administrator may
issue regulations imposing age, altitude, or
other restrictions on children flying aircraft.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

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

Mr. Speaker, the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee, chaired by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], reported H.R. 3267 by voice
vote on June 6.

The bill was introduced on April 18
by myself, along with the chairman of
the full committee, BUD SHUSTER,
Aviation Subcommittee Ranking Mem-
ber BILL LIPINSKI, Aviation Sub-
committee Vice Chairman JERRY
WELLER, the chairman of the Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Commit-
tee, BILL CLINGER, as well as JIM Ross
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LIGHTFOOT, BILL PAXON, and BILL MAR-
TINI.

Since the introduction of this legisla-
tion several other Members of the
House have added their names as co-
SpONSOTS.

According to the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board, since 1964 there
have been 178 accidents and incidents
involving pilots 16 years of age and
younger.

And, as we all know, last April, 7-
year-old Jessica Dubroff attempted to
become the youngest pilot to fly across
the United States.

Unfortunately, Jessica, her father,
and a flight instructor were Kkilled
while attempting to set this record.

Specifically, H.R. 3267 requires a pri-
vate pilot license for any person at-
tempting to break an aviation record.

The bill also requires a study to be
conducted by the FAA to determine if
any additional rules or guidelines
should be put in place for children fly-
ing aircraft.

So, I think we have a balanced ap-
proach that focuses on the media-driv-
en publicity stunts without imposing
any additional regulations or undue re-
strictions on the entire aviation com-
munity.

H.R. 3267 has strong support from the
general aviation community, including
the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Asso-
ciation, the General Aviation Manufac-
turers Association, and the National
Air Transport Association.

The bill is also supported by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, the De-
partment of Transportation, and sev-
eral Members from both sides of the
aisle.

It is a good bill, a balanced bill, and
I think it is one that will merit the
support of all Members.

I might just say, Mr. Speaker, that
because of the terrible tragedy of flight
800 by TWA, the attention being given
to aviation safety right at this time is
understandably extremely high, and
the public is demanding that we take
every step possible to make sure that
our aviation system is as safe and se-
cure as possible.

This bill, along with two companion
bills that we will act on shortly, are ju-
dicial steps that this Congress can take
and can be proud of in working to
make sure that our aviation system is
as safe as possible, and we will be doing
additional things and holding addi-
tional hearings as we move on through
the coming weeks and months.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the support of all
my colleagues for H.R. 3267, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

0O 1245

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

Mr. Speaker, Chairman DUNCAN and I
introduced H.R. 3267 following the trag-
ic death of T-year-old Jessica Dubroff
on April 11, 1996, while trying to set a
record as the youngest pilot.
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This legislation has widespread sup-
port in the aviation community be-
cause the bill allows the FAA to study
whether further restrictions should be
placed on children flying aircraft in-
stead of establishing a minimum age at
which a child can manipulate the con-
trols of an aircraft in the statute. I be-
lieve that it may well be appropriate
for us to establish such a minimum
age, but I am willing to wait until the
FAA completes its study before taking
any action.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3267 is responsible
legislation that addresses the issue
without overreacting. I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], ranking
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

I also strongly support the Child
Pilot Safety Act, H.R. 3267. It is regret-
table that we should even be here dis-
cussing such legislation, but out of ne-
cessity we are. The bill was drafted in
response to a tragic accident that took
the life of Jessica Dubroff, a precocious
T-year-old who was attempting to be
the youngest person to manipulate the
controls of an aircraft across the North
American Continent.

As the committee heard in the hear-
ings that the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, Chairman DUNCAN, called and
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. LIPINSKI, partici-
pated in and help craft, we have to
keep in mind that Jessica was not the
pilot in command of the fatal flight.
The decision to take off in foul weather
was not hers. The decision to fly in air-
craft that was reportedly overweight
was not the child’'s. The decision to
allow her to manipulate the controls of
that aircraft at any time during that
flight and prior to the tragic accident
was not the child’'s decision. It was a
decision of the pilot in command, an
experienced pilot, a flight instructor
who should have known better.

As we have discussed and Chairman
DUNCAN and ranking member LIPINSKI
have said again and again, we cannot
legislate good judgment into the minds
and hearts and soles of pilots, but we
can erect some very strong barriers.
That is what this legislation does.

To the extent that we legislate in
this arena, we must legislate with the
right objective in mind. The pilot in
command, the flight instructor, not
the child who is on board that aircraft
but the pilot in command, to make
that person doubly, triple aware that
at all times, regardless of cir-
cumstances, regardless of societal pres-
sures or other social pressures, they
have to think first of safety. That is
what this legislation does.

The child's interest in and enthu-
siasm for flying should be nurtured. It
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ought to be stimulated, as it has been
from the dawn of civil aviation. For
that purpose, there are junior aviation
clubs all across America. The Young
Eagles, I think of in my own district in
Minnesota, Young Eagles Club at Mora,
directed by, coached by Judy Rice, who
is a very enthusiastic pilot herself, was
appalled that a child would be in an
aircraft under such weather conditions
with the pressure of trying to create a
record of flying across America for a
child of that age.

The Young Eagles Clubs, the Civil
Air Patrol, the Aviation Explorer
Scouts Groups, all give plenty of oppor-
tunities for young people to become en-
thused about aviation to become our
future pilots, but never should they be
exposed to such guestionable and dan-
gerous conditions as preceded that sin-
gle tragic accident, nor should all
those program be sacrificed because of
one tragic accident.

I believe that, as a result of the good
judgment that Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr.
DUNCAN have exercised in crafting this
legislation, that it is unlikely that
flight instructors will participate in
any such questionable record setting
activities in the future. Again, we are
not trying to legislate good judgment,
but we are trying to send up very
strong signals to the flying public and
to the most experienced of instructors,
instructor core throughout this coun-
try, stop, take stock, think carefully;
lives are in your hands.

I commend the gentleman from Ili-
nois, and I commend the gentleman
from Tennessee for this legislation. I
urge its passage.

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

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

I simply want to say that I appre-
ciate very much the cooperation, the
consideration given to me in crafting
this bill by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, Chairman DUNCAN. I want to
congratulate the staff on the Repub-
lican side and the Democratic side for
working on this and coming up with
this legislation. I salute them all. I
urge passage of this bill.

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

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

Let me simply in closing echo the
words of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. LipiNski]. If there is any other
subcommittee in this Congress where
there is a better relationship between
the ranking member and the chairman,
I would like to know about it. The Sub-
committee on Aviation has a history of
working together in a very bipartisan
way.

Sometimes all the publicity is given
to our divisions up here, and people do
not realize that on many important
pieces of legislation the Members on
both sides of the aisle work well to-
gether. I think this is in part due to a
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close relationship that I have with my
ranking member, Mr. LIPINSKI, but also
it is a tribute to the ranking member
of the full committee, the gentleman
from Minnesota, Mr. OBERSTAR, who
served for many years as the chairman
of this subcommittee and who is recog-
nized in this Congress and is often re-
ferred to as Mr. Aviation.

I appreciate the work that they have
done on this bill and the comments
they have made. I think we have a good
bill. It is a bill that will correct the
abuses without overreaching.

I urge passage of this bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3267.

The question was taken.

Mr. DUNCAN. 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.

AIRLINE PILOT HIRING AND
SAFETY ACT OF 1996

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3536) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to require an air carrier
to request and receive certain records
before allowing an individual to begin
service as a pilot, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3536

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 *Airline Pilot
Hiring and Safety Act of 1996"".

SEC. 2. EMPLOYMENT INVESTIGATIONS OF PI-
LOTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 447 of title 49,
United States Code, is amended by redesignating
section 44723 as section 44724 and by inserting
after section 44722 the following:
“§44723. Preemployment r

pilot records

“(a) PILOT RECORDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Before allowing an individ-
ual to begin service as a pilot, an air carrier
shall request and receive the following informa-
tion:

‘““A) FAA RECORDS.—From the Administrator
of the Federal Aviation Administration, infor-
mation pertaining to the individual that is
maintained by the Administrator concerning—

(i) current airman certificates (including air-
man medical certificates) and associated type
ratings, including any limitations thereon; and

““(ii) summaries of legal enforcement actions
which have resulted in a finding by the Admin-
istrator of a violation of this title or a regula-
tion prescribed or order issued under this title
and which have not been subsequently over-
turned.

of prospective
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‘“(B) AIR CARRIER RECORDS.—From any air
carrier (or the trustee in bankruptcy for the air
carrier) that has employed the individual at any
time during the 5-year period preceding the date
of the employment application of the individ-
ual—

‘(i) records pertaining to the individual that
are maintained by an air carrier (other than
records relating to flight time, duty time, or rest
time) under regulations set forth in—

““(I) section 121.683 of title 14, Code of Federal
Regulations;

“(II) paragraph (A) of section VI, appendiz I,
part 121 of such title;

“(11I) paragraph (A) of section IV, appendir
J, part 121 of such title;

“(1V) section 125.401 of such title; and

(V) section 135.63(a)(4) of such title; and

‘'(ii) other records pertaining to the individual
that are maintained by the air carrier concern-
ing—

“(I) the training, gualifications, proficiency,
or professional competence of the individual, in-
cluding comments and evaluations made by a
check airman designated in accordance with
section 121.411, 125.295, or 135.337 of such title;

“(II) any disciplinary action relating to the
training, qualifications, proficiency, or profes-
sional competence of the individual which was
taken by the air carrier with respect to the indi-
vidual and which was not subsequently over-
turned by the air carrier; and

‘“(III) any release from employment or res-
ignation, termination, or disqualification with
respect to employment.

*(C) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER RECORDS.—
From the chief driver licensing official of a
State, information concerning the motor vehicle
driving record of the individual in accordance
with section 30305(b)(7) of this title.

*'(2) 5-YEAR REPORTING PERIOD.—A person is
not required to furnish a record in response to
a reguest made under paragraph (1) if the
record was entered more than 5 years before the
date of the request, unless the information is
about a revocation or suspension of an airman
certificate or motor vehicle license that is still in
effect on the date of the request.

*'(3) REQUIREMENT TO MAINTAIN RECORDS.—
The Administrator and each air carrier (or the
trustee in bankruptcy for the air carrier) shall
maintain pilot records described in paragraph
(1) for a period of at least 5 years.

‘(4) WRITTEN CONSENT FOR RELEASE.—Neither
the Administrator nor any air carrier may fur-
nish a record in response to a request made
under paragraph (1) (A) or (B) without first ob-
taining the written consent of the individual
whose records are being requested.

‘"(5) DEADLINE FOR PROVISION OF INFORMA-
TION.—A person who receives a reguest for
records under paragraph (1) shall furnish, on or
before the 30th day following the date of receipt
of the request (or on or before the 30th day fol-
lowing the date of obtaining the written consent
of the individual in the case of a request under
paragraph (1) (A) or (B)), all of the records
maintained by the person that have been re-
quested.

‘'(6) RIGHT TO RECEIVE NOTICE AND COPY OF
ANY RECORD FURNISHED.—A person who receives
a reguest for records under paragraph (1) shall
provide to the individual whose records have
been reguested—

‘“(4) on or before the 20th day following the
date of receipt of the request, written notice of
the request and of the individual’s right to re-
ceive a copy of such records; and

‘(B) in accordance with paragraph (9), a
copy of such records, if requested by the individ-
ual.

‘"(T) REASONABLE CHARGES FOR PROCESSING
REQUESTS AND FURNISHING COPIES.—A person
who receives a request for records under para-
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graph (1) or (9) may establish a reasonable
charge for the cost of processing the request and
SJurnishing copies of the requested records.

*“(8) RIGHT TO CORRECT INACCURACIES.—An air
carrier that receives the records of an individual
under paragraph (1)(B) shall provide the indi-
vidual with a reasonable opportunity to submit
written comments to correct any inaccuracies
contained in the records before making a final
hiring decision with respect to the individual.

“(9) RIGHT OF PILOT TO REVIEW CERTAIN
RECORDS.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of a law or agreement, an air carrier shall, upon
written request from a pilot employed by such
carrier, make available, within a reasonable
time of the request, to the pilot for review any
and all employment records referred to in para-
graph (I)(B) pertaining to the pilot's employ-
ment.

‘“(10) PRIVACY PROTECTIONS.—

*“(A) USE OF RECORDS.—An air carrier or em-
ployee of an air carrier that receives the records
of an individual under paragraph (1) may use
such records only to assess the qualifications of
the individual in deciding whether or not to hire
the individual as a pilot.

‘“(B) REQUIRED ACTIONS.—Subject to sub-
section (c), the air carrier or employee of an air
carrier shall take such actions as may be nec-
essary to protect the privacy of the pilot and the
confidentiality of the records, including ensur-
ing that the information contained in the
records is not divulged to any individual that is
not directly involved in the hiring decision.

*“(C) INDIVIDUALS NOT HIRED.—If the individ-
ual is not hired, the air carrier shall destroy or
return the records of the individual received
under paragraph (1); except that the air carrier
may retain any records needed to defend its de-
cisions not to hire the individual.

*'(11) STANDARD FORMS.—The Administrator
may promulgate—

“‘(4) standard forms which may be used by an
air carrier to request the records of an individ-
ual under paragraph (1); and

*“(B) standard forms which may be used by a
person who receives a reguest for records under
paragraph (1) to obtain the written consent of
the individual and to inform the individual of
the request and of the individual's right to re-
ceive a copy of any records furnished in re-
sponse to the request.

“12) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator may
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary—

““(A) to protect the personal privacy of any in-
dividual whose records are regquested wunder
paragraph (1) and to protect the confidentiality
of those records;

““(B) to preclude the further dissemination of
records received under paragraph (1) by the air
carrier who reguested them; and

“(C) to ensure prompt compliance with any
request under paragraph (1).

“/(b) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY; PREEMPTION
OF STATE AND LOCAL LAW.—

‘(1) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—No action or
proceeding may be brought by or on behalf of an
individual who is seeking a position with an air
carrier as a pilot against—

“(A) the air carrier for requesting the individ-
ual’s records under subsection (a)(1);

“(B) a person who has complied with such re-
quest and in the case of a request under sub-
section (a)(1) (A) or (B) has obtained the written
consent of the individual;

“(C) a person who has entered information
contained in the individual's records; or

*“(D) an agent or employee of a person de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B);
in the nature of an action for defamation, inva-
sion of privacy, negligence, interference with
contract, or otherwise, or under any Federal,
State, or local law with respect to the furnishing
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or use of such records in accordance with sub-
section (a).

“(2) PREEMPTION.—No State or political sub-
division thereof may enact, prescribe, issue, con-
tinue in effect, or enforce any law, regulation,
standard, or other provision having the force
and effect of law that prohibits, penalizes, or
imposes liability for furnishing or using records
in accordance with subsection (a).

*(3) PROVISION OF KNOWINGLY FALSE INFOR-
MATION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) shall not
apply with respect to a person that furnishes in
response to a request made under bsecti
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ual’s training, qualifications, proficiency, pro-
fessional competence, or terms of discharge from
the Armed Forces.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than I year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator shall transmit to Congress a report on the
results of the study.

SEC. 5. MINIMUM FLIGHT TIME.

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration shall conduct a study
to determine whether current minimum flight
time requirements applicable to individuals seek-

fa)(1) information that the person knows is
false.

‘“'fc) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as precluding the availability of the
records of a pilot in an investigation or other
proceeding concerning an accident or incident
conducted by the Secretary, the National Trans-
portation Safety Board, or a court.”.

(b) CHAPTER ANALYSIS AMENDMENT.—The
analysis for chapter 447 of such title is amended
by striking
“44723. Annual report.”
and inserting
“44723. Preemployment review of prospective

pilot records.
““44724. Annual report.”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
30305(b) of such title is amended by redesignat-
ing paragraph (7) as paragraph (8) and by in-
serting after paragraph (6) the following:

“(7) An individual who is employed or seeking
employment by an air carrier as a pilot may re-
quest the chief driver licensing official of a State
to provide information about the individual
under subsection (a) of this section to the indi-
vidual's prospective employer or to the Secretary
of Transportation. Information may not be ob-
tained from the Register under this paragraph if
the information was entered in the Register
more than 5 years before the request, unless the
information is about a revocation or suspension
still in effect on the date of the reguest.””.

(d) CiviL PENALTIES.—Section 46301 of such
title is amended by inserting ‘“‘44723,"" after
44716, in each of subsections (a)(1)(A),
(a)(2)(A), (d)(2), and (N)(1)(A)).

(e) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to any air carrier hiring
an individual as a pilot on or after the 30th day
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 3. RULEMAKING TO ESTABLISH MINIMUM
STANDARDS FOR PILOT QUALIFICA-
TIONS.

Not later than 18 months after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Administration shall issue a
notice of a proposed rulemaking to establish—

(1) minimum standards and criteria for pre-
employment screening tests measuring the bio-
graphical factors (psychomotor coordination),
general intellectual capacity, instrument and
mechanical comprehension, and physical fitness
of an applicant for employment as a pilot by an
air carrier; and

(2) minimum standards and criteria for pilot
training facilities which will be licensed by the
Administrator and which will assure that pilots
trained at such facilities meet the preemploy-
ment screening standards and criteria described
in paragraph (1).

SEC. 4. SHARING ARMED SERVICES RECORDS.

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration, in conjunction with
the Secretary of Defense, shall conduct a study
to determine the relevance and appropriateness
of requiring the Secretary of Defense to provide
to an air carrier, upon request in connection
with the hiring of an individual as a pilot,
records of the individual concerning the individ-

ing employ t as a pilot with an air carrier
are sufficient to ensure public safety.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator shall transmit to Congress a report on the
results of the study.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

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

Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, June 6,
the House Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee reported the Air-
line Pilot Hiring and Safety Act, H.R.
3536, by voice vote.

H.R. 3536 will go a long way in help-
ing the airline industry weed out poor
pilots—and it will make sure that
these pilots are kept out of the system.

The legislation requires airlines to
share the records of pilot job appli-
cants before they are hired.

These records include physical
exams, drug tests, alcohol tests, train-
ing records, proficiency and route
checks, and others. It also requires air-
lines to request the motor vehicle driv-
ing records of the pilot from the Na-
tional Register. None of this informa-
tion can be released without the pilot’s
prior written approval.

Over the last 7 years, as a result of
airplane accidents involving fatalities,
the National Transportation Safety
Board has recommended to the FAA,
on at least three different occasions,
that pilot performance records should
be shared.

Since 1987, substandard airline pilots
have contributed to several fatal plane
crashes, killing hundreds of people.

Among these pilots, one failed three
flight tests in 6 years, one had been
fired five times for poor performance,
two had substance abuse problems, and
the list goes on.

The Aviation Subcommittee, of
which I chair held 2 days of hearings on
this issue just this past December.
From those hearings there was general
consensus that the sharing of pilot
records should be done.

H.R. 3536 provides airlines near total
immunity from defamation lawsuits.
The only exception would be if the air-
line knowingly places false informa-
tion about a pilot in his or her record.

As I have said on several occasions, I
believe that 99.9 percent of the pilots
who fly today are very good pilots.
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But, unfortunately, some poor pilots
have fallen through the cracks.

Again, on a bipartisan basis, we
worked to craft a bill that I feel con-
fident every Member of the House can
support.

H.R. 3536 has several cosponsors from
both sides of the aisle. It is also sup-
ported by the chairman of the full com-
mittee, Mr. SHUSTER, as well as the
ranking members of both the full com-
mittee and the Aviation Subcommit-
tee, Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. LIPINSKI.

It is a good bill, a bipartisan bill, and
it will help our make our safe aviation
system even safer. I urge Members to
support its passage.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 3536, the Airline Pilot Hiring
and Safety Act.

This bill will require an airline to ob-
tain the records of a pilot from the pi-
lot’s previous employer before hiring
that pilot. I think it’s clear to all of us
why this makes sense. We learned from
a 1994 crash in which the pilot flying
that aircraft had been forced out by an-
other carrier because of poor perform-
ance. At the hearing the Aviation Sub-
committee held on this issue that De-
cember, there was virtually unanimous
agreement that a system needed to be
set up for airlines to share pilot
records which protected the rights of
both the carriers and the pilots.

After considerable effort and through
the leadership of Chairman DUNCAN, we
have found the appropriate balance.
Neither the carriers nor the pilots love
this bill. But in the spirit of com-
promise we have found a middle ground
which I believe best serves the inter-
ests of the flying public. .

I do want to thank Chairman DUNCAN
and Chairman SHUSTER for working so
closely with our side on this legisla-
tion. They have been very receptive to
improvements we have suggested and
the end result is a bill that we can all
support.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this
important safety legislation.

0 1300

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
HEINEMAN], one of the main people in
this Congress who is the biggest mover
and shaker on this particular piece of
legislation. He has been in on this from
the very beginning and deserves a great
deal of credit for this legislation.

Mr. HEINEMAN. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise in strong support of H.R. 3536, the
Duncan-Heineman Airline Pilot Hiring
Safety Act.

Mr. Speaker, on December 13, 1994,
tragedy struck commuter Flight 3379.
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What began as a routine commuter
flight from Greensboro, NC to the Ra-
leigh-Durham International Airport—
in my own congressional district—
sadly turned to tragedy.

On that evening, the pilot of Flight
3379 attempted to land his twin engine
commuter plane in the fog and rain,
but because of a tragic miscalculation,
the plane began spinning out of control
and crashed on a hillside near the air-
port.

That disaster took the lives of the
pilot, his copilot, and 13 of 20 pas-
sengers. Federal investigators learned
that the crash was a result of pilot
error. To make matters worse, the
pilot of Flight 3379 had a history of
similar pilot errors, and in fact he had
been recommended for dismissal by an-
other airline which previously em-
ployed him. His questionable training
records from that previous airline were
not available to his new employer when
he was hired.

As USA Today reported:

“If [the pilot’s] training records had been
shared, 15 people might not have died on De-
cember 13, 1994, when a [commuter] plane
crashed near Raleigh-Durham, N.C."”

To quote further from the article:

“The FAA does not require airlines to ver-
ify flight experience; to check FAA records
for accidents, violations, warnings or fines,
or to check for criminal records.” (USA
Today, September 26, 1995).

Mr. Speaker, on the l-year anniver-
sary of this terrible crash, as the fami-
lies of the victims struggled to make
sense of the tragedy, I introduced legis-
lation to make sure that this kind of
accident would never happen again. I
testified before the House Aviation
Subcommittee, and in the following
months, I worked closely with my good
friend, Aviation Subcommittee Chair-
man JOHN DUNCAN, to develop the bi-
partisan legislation before us today.

This bill, the ‘“Duncan-Heineman
Airline Pilot Hiring Safety Act” will
require airlines that are preparing to
hire a new pilot request certain safety
records, some of which are maintained
by the FAA, and many of which are
maintained by the airlines themselves.

This bill provides some necessary
protections from lawsuits for airlines
that share safety records as required
by law. The bill also gives pilots the
opportunity to check the accuracy of
any records and requires that pilots
give their written approval before
records are released.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, a bi-
partisan bill that will go a long way to-
ward making our airlines even safer. I
want to thank Aviation Subcommittee
Chairman JoHN DUNCAN and Transpor-
tation Committee and Infrastructure
Chairman BUD SHUSTER for their in-
valuable help in developing this criti-
cally needed legislation and bringing it
to the floor. I also want to commend
Representative JIM OBERSTAR, the
ranking member of the Transportation
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Committee, and Representative WIL-
LIAM LIPINSKI, the ranking member of
the Aviation Subcommittee for their
hard work in helping to craft this bi-
partisan bill.

I urge Members to support H.R. 3536.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR], Mr. Aviation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for those very
kind remarks.

Mindful of Adlai Stevenson’s injunc-
tion that it is all right to hear praise of
oneself as long as they do not inhale it,
the two aviation leaders in this Con-
gress are the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, the chairman of the sub-
committee, and the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. LIPINSKI], ranking members
of the subcommittee, and I am very
grateful for the splendid work they
have done in carrying on the bipartisan
tradition of our subcommittee on avia-
tion.

This legislation plugs a hole in the
aviation safety system to insure that
we take every step to make that sys-
tem as safe as it can possibly be. Again
our two leaders on this aviation sub-
committee have worked in a bipartisan
fashion, very carefully and with great
legislative craftsmanship to address, as
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPIN-
SK1] well put it, a measure and an issue
that does not please either the pilot
community or the airline community.
It will please, and it should please, the
traveling public.

This is an issue that we have dealt
with in the aviation subcommittee
over a period of 3 or 4 years, drawing
upon a recommendation several times
issued by the National Transportation
Safety Board that the transfer of train-
ing and employment records of pilots
should be dome and should be made
available from one airline to another
airline when a pilot is being considered
for employment, changing employees,
and it should seem like a very straight-
forward and simple action. But in fact
it is not. It has taken us quite a long
time to get to this point.

It is actually a very thorny thicket
of issues that requires a balance of in-
terests while insuring that the safety
benefits of transferring those records
are achieved, and the issues that have
arisen over a period of several years
are privacy for the pilots, liability for
pilots and for airlines, the employer
employee relationship. But I think all
of those questions are met very respon-
sibly and very effectively in this legis-
lation.

The National Transportation Safety
Board has found in a number of acci-
dent investigations that the pilot in-
volved had been dismissed from pre-
vious employers for poor performance.
But that history, those records, Mr.
Speaker, were not known to the cur-
rent employer. Had it been known, the
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pilot who caused or contributed to such
accidents would not have been hired, in
all likelihood, or at least the airline
doing hiring would have been able to
know about the background and do fur-
ther checks and do further investiga-
tion of the qualifications of that appli-
cant, and in some situations, very like-
ly, accidents could have been avoided.

I expect that upon enactment and en-
forcement of this legislation, that an-
other category of accidents will be
eliminated, specifically accidents
caused by pilots who have previously
been judged to be such poor pilots that
they had to be terminated by their air-
line employer.

The chairman has thoroughly de-
scribed how the bill establishes a sys-
tem of record sharing with protections
for pilots. The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. LipINsSKI] has elaborated on it. But
I just want to emphasize how impor-
tant it is that the pilots have the abil-
ity to correct their records, that they
will know under this legislation when
their record are being transferred and
that they will have the ability to seek
damages against a person in their
former employer airline who may fal-
sify a pilot’s records. Those are very
important privacy and personal protec-
tions for pilots. They were right to be
concerned about those matters. Our
committee has been right to address
those issues and has addressed them
very effectively and soundly in this
legislation.

Section 3 of the bill directs a rule-
making to establish new minimum
standards for pilot qualifications, an-
other issue that pilots were concerned
about. Hiring in the airline industry is
very cyclical, given the economics of
aviation. When there is low demand for
travel, there is low demand for pilots.
Ajirlines can be choosy about who they
select, and they can and do pick pilots
with more experience and more train-
ing. When demand is high, the airlines,
on simple supply and demand purposes,
hire pilots for less stringent criteria.

This bill will require the initiation of
a regulatory proceeding to determine
the appropriate standards, to screen pi-
lots for psychomotor coordination,
general intellectual capacity, instru-
ment and mechanical comprehension,
physical fitness.

The bill will also establish minimum
standards for pilot training facilities to
ensure that pilots will meet the new
preemployment standards.

The bill also requires a study of
whether existing minimum flight time
requirements are sufficient to ensure
safety in today’s increasingly sophisti-
cated and complicated aircraft.

This bill is far greater than just
transfer of records and the very impor-
tant issue of one airline knowing a pi-
lot's complete history. It sets stand-
ards for a range of issues that I just de-
scribed, it will elevate the whole qual-
ity of airmanship in today’s highly
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complicated pilot and cockpit environ-
ment, and I think this legislation, I say
to my two colleagues, does a great
service to the traveling public and to
all of aviation for the future. It is a
guantum leap forward, and I commend
both the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. DUNCAN] and the gentleman from
Tlinois [Mr. LIPINSKI] on the splendid
job they have done in bringing this
matter forward. I urge its enactment,
and I hope the other body will act
quickly upon it.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
additional speakers at this time, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

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

I am going to conclude here, and I
simply want to make a couple of
points.

First, when the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN] and I referred to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
OBERSTAR] as Mr. Aviation, there is no
jest in that whatsoever. We all sin-
cerely believe that he knows more
about aviation than any person we
have run into in this country or in any
country in the world. So we do not in
any way, shape, or form make light of
that. We are bestowing upon him a
title that we all sincerely believe.

Second, I want to make the point
that this bill really was a very difficult
bill to work out a reasonable com-
promise on. We had the pilots on one
side, the air carriers on another side,
and I salute the chairman for his
steady hand in bringing us to an out-
standing compromise.

But, in all honesty, on this particular
piece of legislation I salute the staff
members on both sides who had to put
up with the arguments coming forth
from the pilots and from the carriers,
and I know that that was no easy job
listening to them repeatedly, and for
the legislation that they developed
along with the Members of the com-
mittee I strongly salute them.

So once again I say I support this bill
enthusiastically, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
simply echo the remarks of the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. LIPINSKI]. In fact, a few min-
utes ago I whispered to Dave Schaffer,
our very fine staff director for the sub-
committee, that I thought many people
watching the discussion on the Child
Pilot Safety Act and the Airline Pilot
Hiring and Safety Act, these 2 bills,
would not fully realize that if we had
gone too far in either direction on ei-
ther one of these bills, we could have
turned either or both of these bills into
something wvery, very controversial,
and instead everyone has worked to-
gether in a very bipartisan and a very
cordial fashion to fashion legislation
that I think merits the support of all of
our colleagues. And I, too, like Mr. LI-
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PINSKI, want to thank the staff for
some outstanding work on these two
bills, and also thank once again the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. OBERSTAR], and I urge passage of
this bill.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Transportation and Infrastructure
Subcommittee on Aviation, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 3536.

Over the past 8 years, there have been
eight commercial airplane crashes—all but
one on small airlines. According to the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board, five of
these crashes are attributable to pilot error. In
at least four of these fatal accidents, the em-
ploying airline was not aware that the pilots
had documented histories of poor performance
with other airlines that had employed them.

One of these crashes occurred on Decem-
ber 13, 1994, when American Eagle flight
3379 on route from Greensboro, NC to Ra-
leigh-Durham crashed four miles short of the
runway while attempting an instrument con-
trolled landing in poor weather conditions.
Thirteen passengers and the two crew mem-
bers were killed.

The pilot, Capt. Mike Hillis, was hired by
American Eagle just 4 days after he was
forced to quit by his previous employer be-
cause of poor piloting skills. American Eagle
had no knowledge of his prior poor perform-
ance ratings.

One of the passengers who died on flight
3379 was William Gibson of Kernersvilie, NC.
Mr. Gibson’s mom, Mary Ann Gibson and his
sister, Susan Gibson Berson, testified before
the Aviation subcommittee last December. The
Gibsons are residents of Warren, OH in my
congressional district. Mary Ann’s husband,
Howard Gibson, passed away on January 20.
Howard was also here when his wife testified.
| can't think of a more fitting tribute to this
beautiful family than to get this legislation en-
acted into law.

According to the NTSB, the probable cause
of the American Eagle flight 3379 accident
was pilot error. American Eagle failed to iden-
tify, document, monitor, and remedy defi-
ciencies in pilot performance and training.

While the FAA requires airlines to conduct
security checks of pilot applicants, there is no
FAA requirement to verify flight experience,
determine an applicant’s safety/enforcement
history, pilot training and performance in the
pilot's previous position, or any criminal or
driving history.

H.R. 3536 requires an airline to obtain the
records of a pilot from the pilot's previous em-
ployer before hiring that pilot. The bill requires
airlines to keep pilot records for up to 5 years,
and allows pilots full access to their records
and notice of whenever records are being pro-
vided. The bill also provides immunity to air-
lines unless the airline knowingly lies about
the pilot’s record.

| would like to note for the record that the
airline pilots have raised some legitimate con-
cerns about this bill. They argue that many
pilot training records are subjective, and re-
quiring record sharing and background checks
will result in the sanitization of pilot records to
protect pilots’ careers. This, they argue, would
have the effect of making the system less
safe.
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While | understand the pilots’ concerns, |
believe the bill before strikes a reasonable bal-
ance between safety and privacy. And the bill
does directly address another concern the pi-
lot's raised by requiring the FAA to issue a
proposed rule within 18 months establishing
minimum standards for pilot qualifications.

The airline pilots are right on target when
they note that one way to address the safety
issue is for the FAA to standardize and tighten
pilot hiring standards.

| would also repeat that the bill allows pilots
to sue airlines if an airline lied about a pilot.
The bill also includes clear language safe-
guarding the privacy of pilot records.

On balance, this is a good bill and | urge all
Members to support it.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of the Airline Pilot Hiring and
Safety Act, H.R. 3536, which we are consider-
ing today. This bill requires an airline to per-
form a background check on a pilot before
that individual can be hired. It also requires
the FAA to establish minimum standards for
pilot qualifications, and work with the Depart-
ment of Defense to determine if military pilot
records should be available to civilian airlines
seeking to hire former military pilots. Privacy
safeguards are incorporated into the bill.

Without question, the vast majority of airline
pilots are well-qualified individuals with impec-
cable records. Nevertheless, pilot error occurs
and there have been accidents because the
pilot’s flying history was not known to the cur-
rent employer. A tragic case in point was the
American Eagle flight 3379 crash on Decem-
ber 13, 1994 near Raleigh-Durham Airport.
This accident took the lives of the 15 people,
including my Long Island constituent, Kelly
Ciulla. The National Transportation Safety
Board found that pilot error was the probable
cause. Disturbingly, the pilot has a history of
poor performance with errors similar to those
that contributed to this crash and was forced
to quit his previous job with another airline be-
cause of his poor piloting skills. However,
American Eagle was not aware of the pilot's
flight record because this information is not
traditionally shared among the airlines.

Following investigations involving pilot error,
the NTSB has repeatedly recommended that
the Federal Aviation Administration require
substantive background checks on pilot appli-
cants, but the agency has failed to do so. The
consequences have been tragic and need-
lessly so.

The airlines must know that their pilots are
highly qualified, and the flying public deserves
no less. At the request of Kelly Ciulla's moth-
er, Maureen Ryan, | cosponsored a similar bill
introduced by Congressman HEINEMAN in
whose congressional district the flight 3379
crash occurred. H.R. 3536 before us today
has evolved from the bill. Requiring pilot back-
ground checks is purely common sense and
not without precedent in other industries. The
railroads, trucking companies, defense con-
tractors, and many school districts follow this
practice when they hire an employee.

| commend the leadership for bringing this
H.R. 3536 to the floor, and | urge my col-
leagues to support this long overdue legisla-
tion that will save lives.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3536, as amended.

The question was taken.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. 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.
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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY BOARD AMENDMENTS
OF 1996

Mr. DUCAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3159) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 1997, 1998, and 1999
for the National Transportation Safety
Board, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3159

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 “National
Transportation Safety Board Amendments of
1996".

SEC. 2. TERMS OF OFFICE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1111(d) of title 49,
United States Code, is amended by striking
the third sentence and inserting the follow-
ing: “The term of office of the Chairman
shall be 4 years and the term of the Vice
Chairman shall be 2 years.”.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall only apply to persons
designated as Chairman of the National
Transportation Safety Board after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 3. FOREIGN INVESTIGATIONS.

Section 1114 of title 49, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking “(b) and
(c)” and inserting *(b), (¢), and (e)"; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

*‘(e) FOREIGN INVESTIGATIONS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, neither the Board,
nor any agency receiving information from
the Board, shall disclose records or informa-
tion relating to its participation in foreign
aircraft accident investigations, except

that—

‘(A) the Board shall release records per-
taining to such an investigation when the
country conducting the investigation issues
its final report or 2 years following the date
of the accident, whichever occurs first; and

*(B) the Board may disclose records and
information when authorized to do so by the
country conducting the investigation.

4(2) SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS—Nothing in
this subsection shall restrict the Board at
any time from referring to foreign accident
investigation information in making safety
recommendations.”.

SEC. 4. PROTECTION OF VOLUNTARY SUBMIS-
SION OF INFORMATION.

Section 1114(b) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:
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**(3) PROTECTION OF VOLUNTARY SUBMISSION
OF INFORMATION.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, neither the Board, nor any
agency receiving information from the
Board, shall disclose voluntarily provided
safety-related information if that informa-
tion is not related to the exercise of the
Board’'s accident or incident investigation
authority under this chapter and if the
Board finds that the disclosure of the infor-
mation would inhibit the voluntary provi-
sion of that type of information.”.

SEC. 5. TRAINING.

Section 1115 of title 49, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“(d) TRAINING OF BOARD EMPLOYEES AND
OTHERS.—The Board may conduct training of
its employees in those subjects necessary for
the proper performance of accident inves-
tigations. The Board may also authorize at-
tendance at courses given under this sub-
section by other governmental personnel,
personnel of foreign governments, and per-
sonnel from industry or otherwise who have
a requirement for accident investigation
training. The Board may require non-Board
personnel to reimburse some or all of the
training costs, and amounts so reimbursed
shall be credited to the appropriation of the
‘National Transportation Safety Board, Sal-
aries and Expenses' as offsetting collec-
tions.”.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 1118(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking *‘and’; and

(2) by inserting before the period at the end
of the first sentence the following: *,
$42,407,000 for fiscal year 1997, $44,460,000 for
fiscal year 1998, and $45,040,000 for fiscal year
1999".

SEC. 7. REPORTS ON SAFETY RECOMMENDA-

TIONS.

Section 1135(d) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking “January 1" and inserting
*January 31";

(2) by inserting “‘or any other officer of the
Department of Transportation’ after “‘to the
Secretary'’; and

(3) by inserting ‘“‘or such officer's after
‘‘the Secretary’s’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN]
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Lipimnski] will each be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

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

Mr. Speaker, the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee, under the
outstanding leadership of its chairman,
Mr. SHUSTER, reported H.R. 3159 on
May 9. The Aviation Subcommittee
and the Railroad Subcommittee held a
joint hearing on the needs and con-
cerns of the National Transportation
Safety Board on March 6.

I must say that I have been very im-
pressed with the work of the NTSB
under the leadership of Chairman Jim
Hall.

The NTSB has responded extremely
well to the recent airline tragedies in-
volving ValuJdet and TWA. The profes-
sionalism and dedication, in often very
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tough an demanding situations, should
be heeded by several other Federal
agencies and Departments.

H.R. 3159, authorizes appropriations
for fiscal years 1997, 1998, and 1999 for
the National Transportation Safety.

H.R. 3159 has six components that I
will briefly outline. First, the typical
NTSB reauthorization has been 3 years
and this bill contains a 3-year reau-
thorization.

Second, for this current fiscal year,
the committee had authorized $45.1
million dollars, however the Appropria-
tions Committee appropriated a level
of $38.8 million. Let me say that the
authorization levels in this bill are not
those that were reported in the origi-
nal bill. They have been adjusted to re-
flect what the House has recently ap-
proved in this year’s Department of
Transportation appropriations bill,
H.R. 3675. So, this bill authorizes $42.4
million for fiscal year 1997, $44.46 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1998, and $45.0 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1999.

The first year’s authorization rep-
resents a 9.3 percent increase from the
fiscal year 1996 appropriated level, and
it provides an adequate increase in the
remaining 2 years, which results in a
6.2 percent increase between 1997 and
1999. I think these levels will allow the
NTSEB to adequately perform its mis-
sion.

Third, the bill extends the term of
the NTSB chairman from 2-years to 4-
years. NTSB argued that it has had
rapid turnover in its chairmanship and
that a 4-year term would promote lead-
ership stability. Many other agency
chairman have terms of 4 years or
more so we are not doing anything out
of the ordinary here.

Fourth, we also have a provision in
H.R. 3159 that would allow the NTSB to
withhold foreign accident information.
Currently, many foreign aviation au-
thorities will not give accident infor-
mation to the NTSB for fear that the
Board will have to release it to the
public under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act. As a result, Board employees
must travel to foreign countries or em-
bassies to review data. This is costly
and inefficient. We correct this prob-
lem in our bill.

Fifth, we also give the NTSB author-
ity to withhold voluntarily provided
safety information. At this time, the
NTSB learns of safety problems only
after there has been an accident. A
major initiative in the aviation com-
munity is to try to spot trends or un-
safe practices before they cause an ac-
cident. This initiative could be accom-
plished by voluntarily sharing data
among airlines and with the Govern-
ment. However, many are reluctant to
do this because they fear possible re-
percussions if the information was re-
leased.

Let me say that the Aviation Sub-
committee recently held a hearing re-
garding protections for whistleblowers
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in the aviation industry. I think we
will continue to look at this issue.

Sixth, and finally, H.R. 3159 allows
the NTSB to charge a reasonable fee
for courses given to non-Board mem-
bers. The NTSB conducts safety-relat-
ed classes and this provision will allow
them to recoup some of its cost for
conducting these classes.

So, we have a very fine bill which I
feel very confident every Members of
the House can support.

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

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I join the chairman in
expressing my strong support for H.R.
3159, the National Transportation Safe-
ty Board Amendments of 1996. This leg-
islation reauthorizes the NTSB for 3
years, and makes a number of changes
requested by the NTSB to allow the
Board to continue its excellent work.

As this bill moved through the
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee, I repeatedly observed that
the NTSB is probably the most re-
spected Government entity in the
United States. Since the committee re-
ported this legislation, we have wit-
nessed two devastating aircraft crashes
that have focused the Nation's atten-
tion on the NTSB's work. In the most
difficult of circumstances, the NTSB
works with local, State, and Federal
entities as well as with the families of
accident victims. And the Board is not
just involved in aviation—the NTSB
leads investigations of accidents in
every mode of transportation. As we
discuss this reauthorization on the
floor today, it is important for us to
recognize the public service performed
by the Board. They are a critical ele-
ment of our national transportation
system.

Mr. Speaker, as requested by the
NTSB, H.R. 3159 extends the Chair-
man'’s term for future Chairmen from 2
years to 4 in an effort to promote lead-
erships stability. It also enables the
Board to fully participate in foreign in-
vestigations by providing protection
from Freedom of Information Act re-
quests for a 2-year period. Our inten-
tion is not to keep information from
the public. Rather, the measure simply
enhances the NTSB's access to infor-
mation that will lead to improvements
in aviation safety.

The bill also encourages data sharing
programs among the FAA, NTSB, and
the aviation community by prohibiting
the Board from disclosing voluntarily
provided safety information. By shar-
ing information before an accident oc-
curs, we can save lives. The legislation
establishes a framework which will en-
able this to occur.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation we are
considering today contains higher
funding levels than those contained in
the introduced bill. This slightly high-
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er authorization in the out years, along
the lines of an amendment offered by
Mr. OBERSTAR during committee mark-
up, will enable the NTSB to increase
its workforce by some 20 employees. In
recent months, with the ValuJet crash
in the Florida Everglades and the TWA
crash last week off Long Island, it has
become even clearer to me that the
NTSB needs every resource it can get.
I want to thank the ranking member of
the committee, Mr. OBERSTAR, for his
leadership on this issue, and both
Chairman SHUSTER and Chairman DUN-
CAN for their willingness to work with
us. The higher funding level makes this
a better bill for the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R.
38159, to reauthorize the National
Transportation Safety Board. I appre-
ciate the very thorough, complete ex-
planations provided by the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN], and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. LIPINSKI], on the details of
this administration. I just want to ad-
dress the issue about the NTSB, about
which I have had such very deep and
strong admiration for many years.
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In the end we have worked it out. I
am very appreciative of the consider-
ation Chairman SHUSTER has given to
this issue, the work that Chairman
DUNCAN has done and the digging in of
my good colleague from Illinois who
has worked so hard to achieve the reso-
lution that we came to in this legisla-
tion today that will increase the work
force to 370 employees.

If ever there were a question about
the value, the significance, the objec-
tivity, and the meticulous workman-
ship of this small, effective agency, the
National Transportation Safety Board,
surely any concerns were put to rest by
its work on the tragic ValuJet crash in
Florida. Although we do not have as
vet a probable cause, I am certain that
the workmanlike job of the NTSE in-
vestigators, that the continuing metic-
ulous metallurgical studies that are
being done and other work will lead
NTSB to a determination of probable
cause from which can come regulatory
action to prevent such tragedies in the
future.

We gather this afternoon in the after-
math of another unspeakable tragedy.
Again we see the professionalism and
the integrity of the NTSB managing
the investigation of this tragic acci-
dent. We have come to rely upon NTSB
as the front line of defense in aviation
safety. They are the first ones who deal
with the families of the victims of
tragedies. They are the first ones on
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the scene with the expertise to sift
through the wreckage and come to an
understanding of how it came about,
what caused it, and then what should
be done to prevent future accidents. I
have such enormous respect for all
those who are the first on the scene
who have to deal with the grisly re-
sults of an tragic accident. We should
give them our total support. This legis-
lation is a very strong move in the
right direction.

I greatly appreciate again the work
of Chairman DUNCAN, Ranking Member
LIPINSKI, and our staff who on both
sides of the aisle have worked together
very hard to come to a resolution of
issues so that we can bring to this body
a truly bipartisan piece of legislation
that must be enacted.

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

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I rise to
once again thank our two outstanding
ranking members, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], and the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI].
All three of these bills that we have
had on the floor today pertain to avia-
tion safety. We just, of course, have
been through two terrible tragedies
with the ValuJet crash and the TWA
crash. The sympathy of every Member
of this body goes out to the family
members of the victims of those trage-
dies. In fact I think on our subcommit-
tee we see that tragedy closer up than
almost any other Member of this body
because we have heard in just recent
weeks from the family members of
some of these victims. I think that we
are going to produce legislation in the
next few weeks or months that will
help improve the treatment of family
members of victims of these tragedies
and hopefully will produce legislation
to make our airports even more secure.

These bills today, along with the leg-
islation that we approved in March to
reform the FAA, are the first major
overhaul of our civil aviation law since
1958, a major step that we took if
passed by the Senate. I think the mem-
bers of the public should know that we
are not sitting idly by, that the Mem-
bers of this body are doing everything
possible to make sure that our aviation
system becomes even safer.

I think we should note that we have
by far the safest aviation system in the
world. We have had a little over 12,900
deaths in all U.S. aviation accidents
combined since the Wright brothers’
flight of 1903. Even one death is too
many. We need to work constantly to
improve and make it better, especially
with air passenger traffic going up as
much as it is, and it is going to shoot
way up in these next 10 years, possibly
to as many as 1 billion passengers a
year. So we have got a lot of work to
do.

We should note that unfortunately as
many people are killed on the high-
ways in this Nation every 4 months as
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have been killed in all of these U.S.
aviation accidents combined since the
Wright brothers’ flight. We have an
aviation system that the world looks
up to and that we should be proud of.
We should reassure the flying public
that our aviation system in this coun-
try is very, very safe, and we are going
to do everything we can to make it
safer. That is why we can all be so
proud not only of our FAA reform leg-
islation but of these bills today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
final bill, H.R. 3159.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I simply
want to say that we have the safest air-
line system in the world. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota, [Mr. OBER-
STAR], Chairman DUNCAN, myself and
all other members of the Subcommit-
tee on Aviation of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of
the House of Representatives will do
and have done everything we possibly
can to continue to improve airline
safety in this Nation. We are passing 3
bills today that deal with airline safe-
ty. There is much more to be done, but
I am sure that we are up to the chal-
lenge. We will do it.

I want to say that Chairman DUNCAN
is a man who I sincerely appreciate
working with because he is very easy
to work with, he is very understanding,
and he is very committed to aviation
safety and the improvement of aviation
in this Nation and, quite frankly, in
this world.

To have a man with the experience of
the gentleman from Minnesota, [Mr.
OBERSTAR] serving on this subcommit-
tee and, of course, on the full commit-
tee has been of enormous help to my-
self and to Chairman DUNCAN. I want to
state publicly I appreciate the work
that both of those gentlemen have done
in regard to aviation. I ask everyone's
support of this bill for the National
Transportation Safety Board, particu-
larly because there is another great
Tennessean that is the chairman of
that board.

Tennessee has sent us outstanding
public people: Davy Crockett, Sam
Houston, Andrew Jackson, BoB CLEM-
ENT, Jim Hall, and, the most outstand-
ing of all, Chairman DUNCAN.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CoBLE). The gquestion is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3159, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. DUNCAN. 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.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on all three of the bills just con-
sidered, H.R. 3267, H.R. 3536, and H.R.
3159.

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

There was no objection.

CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1996

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3665) to transfer to the Secretary
of Agriculture the authority to con-
duct the census of agriculture, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3665

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 “‘Census of
Agriculture Act of 1996,

SEC. 2. TRANSFER TO THE SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE OF THE AUTHORITY TO
CONDUCT THE CENSUS OF AGRI-
CULTURE

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 526 of the Revised
Statutes (7 U.S.C. 2204) is amended by adding
at the end the following.

“(e¢)1) The Secretary shall, in 1998 and in
every 5th year beginning after 1998, take a
census of agriculture. In connection with
each such census, the Secretary may conduct
any survey or other data collection, and em-
ploy any sampling or other statistical meth-
od, that the Secretary determines is nec-
essary and appropriate.

*(2) The data collected in each census
taken under this subsection shall relate to
the year immediately preceding the year in
which the census is taken.

“(3) Any person who refuses or neglects to
answer questions submitted to such person
in connection with a census or survey under
this subsection, or who answers any such
questions falsely, shall be subject to section
221 of title 13, United States Code, to the
same extent and in the same manner as if—

“(A) section 142 of such title 13 had re-
mained in effect; and

“(B) the census or survey were a census or
survey under such section 142, rather than
under this subsection.

The failure or refusal on the part of any per-
son to disclose such person’s social security
number in response to a request made in con-
nection with any census or other activity
under this subsection shall not be a violation
under the preceding sentence.

‘(4) Each census under this subsection
shall include each State, and as may be de-
termined by the Secretary, the District of
Columbia, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
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lands, and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and any such other possessions and
areas over which the United States exercises
jurisdiction, control, or sovereignty. Inclu-
sion of other areas over which the United
States exercises jurisdiction, control, or sov-
ereignty shall be subject to the concurrence
of the Secretary of State.

*‘(5) The Secretary of Commerce may, upon
written request of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, furnish any information collected
under title 13, United States Code, which the
Secretary of Agriculture considers necessary
for the taking of a census or survey under
this subsection. Any information so fur-
nished may not be used for any purpose other
than the statistical purposes for which it is
supplied.

‘(6) The Secretary of Agriculture shall,
upon written request of the Secretary of
Commerce, furnish any information -col-
lected in a census taken under this sub-
section which the Secretary of Commerce
considers necessary for the taking of a cen-
sus or survey under title 13, United States
Code. Any information so furnished may not
be used for any purpose other than the sta-
tistical purposes for which it is supplied.

“(7) Any rules or regulations necessary to
carry out this subsection may be prescribed
by—

“(A) the Secretary, to the extent that mat-
ters within the jurisdiction of the Secretary
are involved; and

“(B) the Secretary of Commerce, to the ex-
tent that matters within the jurisdiction of
the Secretary of Commerce are involved.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective
October 1, 1998—

(1) section 142 of title 13, United States
Code, and the item relating to section 142 in
the table of sections for chapter 5 of such
title 13, are repealed; and

(2) section 343(a)(11)(F) of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C.
1991(a)(11)(F)) is amended by inserting ‘“‘or
section 526(c) of the Revised Statutes (7
U.S.C. 2204(c)), as the case may be,” before
“except’’.

SEC. 3. PROVISIONS RELATING TO CONFIDEN-
TIALITY OF INFORMATION.

(a) INFORMATION FURNISHED TO THE DE-
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO FURNISH INFORMATION.—
Section 9(a) of title 13, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘chapter 10 of this
title—"" and

(2) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.—Sec-
tion 1770(d)5) of the Food Security Act of
1985 (7 U.S.C. 2276(d)(5)) is amended to read as
follows:

**(5) subsections (a) and (c) of section 526 of
the Revised Statues (7 U.S.C. 2204(a) and
[()) e

(b) INFORMATION FURNISHED TO THE DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO FURNISH INFORMATION.—
Section 1770 of the Food Security Act of 1985
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

E(e) Nothing in this section shall be con-
sidered to prohibit any release of informa-
tion under section 526(c)(6) of the Revised
Statutes (7 U.S.C. 2204(c)(6))..

(2) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.—In-
formation furnished under section 526(c)(6) of
the Revised Statutes shall, for purposes of
section 9 and 214 of title 13, United States
Code, be treated as if it were information
furnished under the provisions of such title
13.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. COMBEST] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
each will control 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST].

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3665 is a short
bill—it simply transfers the authority
to conduct the Census on Agriculture
from the Secretary of Commerce to the
Secretary of Agriculture and elimi-
nates this authority from the Sec-
retary of Commerce as of October 1,
1998.

This census authority change was
one that the Senate wanted to include
as part of the 1996 farm bill. However,
we completed the farm bill conference
before we on the House side had a
chance to clear this change with the
Government Reform Committee.

I, along with Chairman ROBERTS and
all the other members of the Agri-
culture Committee, want to thank all
the members and staff of the Govern-
ment Reform Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, International Affairs,
and Criminal Justice, Chairman ZELIFF
and his ranking member, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, for their help in accommodating
this move—everyone worked very hard
to get this bill put together very quick-
ly.

In order to cope with the continuing
move to streamline and downsize Fed-
eral agencies, it has become apparent
that moving the authority to conduct
the Census on Agriculture from Com-
merce to USDA makes sense, from both
an administrative and cost-effective
point of view. In fact, the fiscal year
1997 Agriculture appropriations bill has
already shifted the $17 million in fund-
ing for the Census on Agriculture to
USDA, rather than the Department of
Commerce.

By moving the authority to conduct
the census over to USDA, it allows the
Department of Commerce to free up
the funds otherwise obligated for this
census; eliminates the need for a spe-
cific line-item in the Commerce De-
partment's appropriation; and locates
the census at the agency with the big-
gest interest in the ag census, without
precluding USDA from working with
the Commerce Department on actually
getting the work done.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 3665, the Census of Agriculture
Act of 1996. I would simply like to reit-
erate to my colleagues what my col-
league the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
COMBEST] has already said, and that is
that this bill does not change the defi-
nition of what constitutes a farm nor
does it decrease the amount of funding
available for other discretionary ac-
tivities within the Department of Agri-
culture.

This legislation simply moves the ad-
ministration of the ag census from the
Bureau of the Census within Commerce
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to the Department of Agriculture. Sec-
retary Glickman has indicated that he
will charge the National Agriculture
Statistics Service with continuing to
carry out an agricultural census every
5 years. The Ag Statistics Service
within USDA is well suited to take
over the responsibilities for carrying
out the census activities, as they al-
ready maintain a network in every
state that allows them to put out State
by State reports weekly and major re-
ports throughout the year. These re-
ports are utilized by all segments of
the agricultural sector in this country
and every by our foreign competitors.

I am pleased that Secretary Glick-
man took the initiative in forging this
compromise with the Department of
Commerce as well as the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to ensure the via-
bility of the ag census for future years.
I would also like to thank our col-
leagues on the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight for their
cooperation in ensuring the passage of
H.R. 3665 and urge my colleagues to
support the passage of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
and I thank the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. CoMBEST]. This is truly a great
Texas piece of legislation, but it is
very, very important for West Virginia.
Let me just say that I appreciate also
the full committee chair of both the
Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight for their efforts as well.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very important
bill, particularly for rural States, rural
areas, and particularly for States that
have farming of the type that West
Virginia does.
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If this piece of legislation did not go
through, West Virginia will be the
most seriously affected State of any
State in the Nation in terms of losing
its definition of family farm and losing
a lot of farms that presently benefit
from that definition. West Virginia
presently has over 17,000 farms that are
defined as farms by the Department of
Census, that is, they have sales in ex-
cess of $1,000. Raising that to $10,000
would cause 78 percent of our farms in
the State to lose that definition.

What that means then is that we
would be greatly impacted, farmers
would not be able to receive certain
tax, favorable tax treatment, the dis-
tribution of research funds for farms
would be altered and also for college
agricultural programs as well as the al-
location of soil conservation efforts. So
clearly this is a very, very significant
piece of legislation for much of rural
West Virginia and much of rural Amer-
ica.

Simply, what it does is to move the
census functions from the Bureau of

July 22, 1996

Census to the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture. That is important
because the USDA obviously has clear
experience with working with farms
and farm definitions, not so the Bureau
of Census.

Also, the Bureau of Census has seen
its budget cut in this particular area 31
percent. That means they are not going
to be spending as much time focusing
on what it is that makes up farming
and what is important to farmers. I be-
lieve that this consolidation moving to
USDA will also integrate the agri-
culture statistic programs of the two
departments and eliminate duplication
and promote efficiency. The Bureau of
Census, I am happy to say supports this
move as well.

The USDA has indicated that at least
in the foreseeable future, the near fu-
ture, they do not foresee changing the
threshold definition of farming, that is
changing the threshold definition from
the present $1,000. That means that
there would not be an immediate in-
crease to 5 or, even as had been pro-
posed in the Bureau of Census, to
$10,000. If that threshold level is raised
to $10,000, 78 percent of West Virginia
farms will no longer be defined as a
farm and therefore not be eligible for
favorable tax treatments in certain in-
stances nor will they count towards the
formula monies for various agriculture
programs, including Soil Conservation
Service and agricultural research ef-
forts.

I think this is an extremely impor-
tant piece of legislation. I just want
the chairman to know, and the ranking
member, that just as recently as this
weekend at various functions people
were coming up to me and saying what
is being done about the farm threshold.
Am I going to be a farmer or not? I was
happy to tell them that it is on the
floor Monday afternoon and that it
should be voted on.

Now, of course this bill will go to the
Senate, so it is important that the Sen-
ate as well, the other body, take this
piece of legislation up. There is no con-
troversy that I can see. It seems to be
widely supported. The Bureau of Cen-
sus supports it. The United States De-
partment of Agriculture supports it.
We have got the Agriculture Commit-
tees, the Government Reform Commit-
tees supporting it. So, clearly it ought
to be able to move quickly and get to
the President and we can end this anxi-
ety that presently a lot of farmers in
my State and many other States are
undergoing as they wonder whether or
not they are going to see their farm
continue with the farm status which
entitled them to certain preferential
tax treatments as well as figuring into
the formula monies for agricultural
functions such as soil conservation and
ag research.

So I thank once again those who
made this possible. Let me just say of
the 17,020 family farms in West Vir-
ginia, 13,274, or 78 percent, are very,
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very grateful to us for moving this bill
to the floor so quickly.

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

Mr. Speaker, just in conclusion, I
might point out that this is an excel-
lent example of cooperation between
various agencies, cooperation between
various committees that will now
allow us to do the most efficient census
possible with the least amount of tax-
payer resources and the best utiliza-
tion of all of the talents available in
agriculture already there in order to do
the job that needs doing for American
agriculture.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I conclude and say I ap-
preciate the cooperation of my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM], the comments of the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE],
and would urge our colleagues to sup-
port this legislation under the suspen-
sion.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. COMBEST] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3665, as
amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 365, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess until approximately 3
p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 50 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 3 p.m.)

 —————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COBLE) at 3 o'clock and 3
minutes p.m.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House on Thurs-
day, July 18, 1996 and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill, H.R. 3845.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3845) mak-
ing appropriations for the government
of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1997, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
18, 1996, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
WaLsH] and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DIXON] will each control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH].

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased this
afternoon to present to the House for
its consideration the District of Colum-
bia appropriations bill for fiscal year
1997. Our many months of public hear-
ings, meetings, and negotiations have
produced a strong bipartisan agree-
ment that takes the next step toward
reduced deficits, reduced borrowing,
and a balanced budget.

This is the second budget for the Dis-
trict of Columbia government that I
have presented. I am happy to report
that the District government, with the
help of the Financial Control Board, is
making progress, perhaps not as quick-
ly as some of us would like, but
progress.

In addition to the Control Board, the
independent Chief Financial Officer has
been in place now for several months
and seems to be getting a handle on the
District’s finances. In last year’s bill,
we included language that gave him
control over all accounting, budget,
and financial management personnel. I
believe he is doing an outstanding job.
He is bringing accountability to the
District’'s finances. He, of course,
works closely with the Control Board
so that what he does is within the pa-
rameters set by the board.

Mr, Chairman, we have approved over
99 percent of the consensus budget sub-
mitted jointly by the Mayor, the City
Council, and the Control Board. This
bill will provide the District govern-
ment with a total budget of $5.155 bil-
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lion for fiscal year 1997. That amount
includes $5.108 billion in operating ex-
penses and $47 million in capital out-
lay.

In the operating expenses category,
the bill includes an additional $44 mil-
lion for police and fire protection over
last year's appropriation. We also rec-
ommend the requested $8.5 million for
increased training of current District
employees to improve productivity and
management skills.

Public school reform was an impor-
tant part of our bill last year. One of
the major items carried in that reform
legislation was the authorization of
public charter schools. This bill in-
cludes $2.8 million to fund 5 charter
schools in fiscal year 1997 that will en-
roll 450 to 600 students.

We recommend a total of $§718 million
in Federal funds consisting of a Federal
payment of $660 million which is the
same as last year, the regular annual
Federal contribution to the police, fire,
teachers, and judges retirement funds
of $52 million, and $5.7 million to cover
the expenses incurred by the District
in connection with the Presidential in-
augural activities.

The bill is within our 602(b) alloca-
tion of $718 million in budget authority
and outlays.

Mr. Chairman, in order to show con-
tinuous progress toward balancing the
District’s budget, we have included lan-
guage in section 141 starting on page 45
of the bill that holds the deficit down
to $40 million rather than the $99 mil-
lion that was proposed by city officials
and the Control Board. I have met sep-
arately with the Mayor and the Con-
trol Board chairman and I believe this
reduction of $59 million in the deficit
projection is eminently achievable
without affecting basic city services.

Some concern has been expressed
that we are cutting too much in this
budget. Some clarification is required
as to what is meant by cutting. What
we are cutting, Mr. Chairman, is the
increase in spending. We are not cut-
ting below last year’s spending level. In
fact, the budget reflects increases of
$114 million above last year's level.
What we are saying to the District in
this bill is that it can spend the in-
crease of $114 million if it has the reve-
nues. The message to the District is do
not finish fiscal year 1997 with a deficit
of more than $40 million.

In the financial crisis that the city
finds itself in, I believe this is a reason-
able approach that will keep the city
from going even deeper into debt. This
l1-percent reduction pales in compari-
son to the action taken by the New
York City Financial Control Board in
its first year. According to testimony
we received earlier this month from
General Accounting Office officials,
New York City’s control board in its
first year of operation implemented a
work force reduction of 13 percent from
the previous year’s level and it froze
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the wages of the remaining city em-
ployees for 3 years. Philadelphia's con-
trol board in its first year renegotiated
all labor agreements which led to a 33-
month wage freeze and extensively re-
structured health benefits, paid holi-
days, and sick leave.

I wanted to make that point clear.
The reduction we are recommending is
from the increase requested, not from
last year's appropriation or their base.

One of the serious problems with the
District’s financial management is
that it spends up to the appropriated
amount regardless of what its revenues
are. By doing that, it goes further and
further into debt. I do not believe the
city can spend itself into prosperity. It
must eliminate its deficit spending
which amounts to only 1 or 2 percent of
the total operating budget.

A major concern of several of our
committee members is the city's pro-
posal to finance the operating deficits.
By saying that, what we are talking
about is further borrowing, both long
and short-term. This will divert scarce
operating revenues from education,
from social programs, from public safe-
ty and street repair to interest costs
paid to the bondholders. The District is
considering submitting a proposal to
borrow 8500 million over 15 years to
pay off the accumulated debt and fi-
nance future deficits. It would require
repayments of $935 million in addition
to the $480 million payback on the fis-
cal year 1991 deficit borrowing. These
paybacks shift over $600 million from
city programs to interest payments for
bondholders. This proposal is not good
news for current and future District
taxpayers and must be restudied with
the objective of spending tax dollars on
city programs and not on interest
costs. Just as the city cannot spend
itself into prosperity, it cannot borrow
itself into prosperity. Hard decisions
must be made.

Mention was made several times last
year that our fiscal 1996 bill was a bad
bill because we reduced the budget and
in effect were telling the District that
it could not spend all the revenues it
generates. The problem with that criti-
cism is the District's revenue projec-
tions were overly optimistic by at least
$116 million and possibly by $150 mil-
lion. Had we not made spending reduc-
tions and instead had accepted the
city’s budget, the fiscal 1996 deficit
would now be $270 million rather than
the $116 million projected. So we made
the right decision last year by reducing
the expenditure level because the reve-
nue collections are nowhere near what
they had projected. Had we accepted
the Control Board's numbers, the defi-
cit would have been $245 million. With
the spending we agreed to in con-
ference last year, the deficit was esti-
mated at $20 million, four-tenths of one
percent, an amount we thought the
city and the Control Board would work
with and hopefully eliminate. As we
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found out since, the deficit will be
higher because of the overly optimistic
revenue projections.

Mr. Chairman, it is imperative that
the major structural problems facing
the city be dealt with in an aggressive
and bold manner. The Federal Govern-
ment, the District government, and our
regional partners all share responsibil-
ity for our Nation's Capital. We must
address in a comprehensive and coordi-
nated manner the city’s delivery of
services such as health care, correc-
tions, and other State and county func-
tions. I noticed in the press that the
City Council is having some difficulty
in doing what has to be done regarding
a new retirement system for police of-
ficers, firefighters, and teachers. I un-
derstand that that has been revisited
and some progress has been made but it
is only temporary and it must be made
permanent. We were promised last Oc-
tober that necessary action would be
taken last December. This is an issue
that must be resolved in a way that
does not bankrupt the city. We have
confidence in the Mayor, the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer, the City Council, and
the Control Board to accomplish these
difficult but absolutely necessary
tasks.

In closing, I want to thank all the
members of our subcommittee for their
assistance in bringing this bill to the
House floor—the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BONILLA]; the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON]; the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN];
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
NEUMANN]; the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. PARKER]; the gentleman
from California [Mr. DIXON], the rank-
ing member of our subcommittee who
preceded me as chairman; the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO];
and the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
KAPTUR]. I especially want to thank
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations; and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], our
ranking minority member, for their as-
sistance in allowing this bill to come
to the floor today.
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Also, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
the staff for a job well done: John Sim-
mons of my staff; Mike Fischetti, who
is on detail from the GAO; Mary Por-
ter, who is extraordinary in her tech-
nical expertise, she is on detail from
the District Government; and Migo
Miconi, the subcommittee clerk. They
make a great team, and I appreciate all
the work they do.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the bill we
bring to the committee this afternoon
is a good bill, one that is fair not only
to the city government but also to Dis-
trict taxpayers. I strongly recommend
this bill to my colleagues and urge an
“aye' vote.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3844. Let me say this year that the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
WaLSsH], the chairman of the commit-
tee, should be congratulated for reach-
ing out in a bipartisan way in an effort
to keep extraneous material and legis-
lative issues off of the District of Co-
lumbia appropriation bill.

Let me also commend the chairman
of the committee, along with the fine
staff that he has, Migo Miconi, John
Simmons, Mike Fischetti, and Mary
Porter, and take a special time to say
that in the minority we do not have
the large staff that the majority has.
Cheryl Smith, who is an assistant to
me, a staff assistant to me on the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia,
operates on three other committees
and in fact does an excellent job. I ap-
preciate the time and the effort that
she gives me.

I think, Mr. Chairman, that this
marks a significant turn in the D.C. ap-
propriations bill but also the finances
of the District. I would have to point
out that the District, under the super-
vision of the Control Board, is now
making arrangements to borrow short
term from Wall Street, which I think is
an encouraging sign that Wall Street
thinks that they are moving in the
right direction.

This bill comes to us without con-
troversy for the first time. The District
of Columbia, the city council, the
Mayor, the Control Board, and we here
in Congress, at least our subcommit-
tee, agrees as to what the figures
should be, and there is no controversy
surrounding that.

I would like to take time to point out
two or three issues. The first one is the
unfunded liability of the pension plan.
As the chairman of the committee in-
dicated, we are providing $52 million.
The President had sent up $102 million
to try to relieve the unfunded liability
that the District has in its pension
plan. I do not excuse the fact that,
since the District took over the pen-
sion plan, they have continued the
twice-a-year COLA's. As the chairman
pointed out, they have been slow to
move on the issue of reforming their
pension plan.

I must point out that at the time the
District took over the pension plan,
there was a $2.7 billion deficit. We
move $2.7 billion of liability from the
Federal Government to the District
Government. Also, I must point out
that it has about doubled. But the
point that I would like to make is, no,
it is true that the District cannot
spend its way out of this financial cri-
sis nor can it entirely cut its way out
of this financial crisis.

This body must recognize that we
have responsibilities, particularly to
that pension plan to come up with a re-
vised program to make it financially
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sound. I would also like to point out,
Mr. Chairman, two measures, although
I do support the bill, that I disagree
with. One is the prohibition against
any funds for abortion, either Federal
or District funds except to save the life
of the mother, rape or incest.

It seems to me that we allow all 50
States to make those decisions. The
Supreme Court has said that States
can promulgate reasonable rules on
abortion. I think that we should allow
the District to do the same that we do
in our independent States.

The second one is the Domestic Part-
ners Act. Some years ago, I think 4,
the District of Columbia passed a Do-
mestic Partners Act which basically al-
lowed for insurance programs to carry
domestic partners on the District side
and on the private side offered a tax in-
centive to private business to do so.
This bill, as usual, carries a prohibition
against the implementation of that.

Once again, I think it is certainly ap-
propriate that the District be allowed,
as States do, to make up their own de-
cisions on these matters. As many peo-
ple have pointed out, we have not been
elected to be members of the City
Council. Certainly, although Members
of this House may disagree with a par-
ticular rule or regulation of our own
city council, we do not have the re-
sponsibilities to curtail that; but here,
because of the financing situation, we
certainly do.

In all, Mr. Chairman, this is a very
fine bill. I also would like to thank the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS],
the chairman of the authorizing com-
mittee, and the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON], his
ranking member, for their outstanding
work. In my view, the next big text for
the District is the strategic plan that
is developed by the Financial Control
Board.

I think that we have to wake up
every day and remind ourselves that
the Financial Control Board has really
stepped in to do a job for Congress,
that it is a noncompensated board, it
has five District residents who are dis-
tinguished Americans in their own
right and that they are doing an excel-
lent job. But the next 10 months is
going to be a very difficult time for the
District, and I think this bill is a step
in the right direction.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAvis], the
chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend for yielding me the time. I
want to compliment him and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DIXoN], for their yoeman's
work on behalf of the District of Co-
lumbia in trying to work through what
has been a very, very difficult financial
crisis.
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As we look at the situation today and
compare it to even a year ago, we have
really made progress. That is some-
times lost sight of in light of the head-
lines that come out every day with the
continuing problems that the city has.
But if we go back a year, we have re-
duced the number of employees in the
city by several thousand over what it
was a year ago, and that is total reduc-
tion. That is not just moving them off
budget into enterprise funds and the
like. We find that there is a certain
level of stability now to city spending,
and we are trying to bring some ac-
countability to the managers in the
city in terms of what they spend with
the advent of the Control Board and
the CFO, both of which I think are
doing yoeman's work, as well.

We have brought honest answers to
the process, something we have not
seen for many years here on Capitol
Hill in terms of having some level of
confidence in the financial numbers
that are offered to the Congress by the
District of Columbia. I think this has
been borne out by the fact that the
city is now able to go out to the pri-
vate financial markets, at least on
short-term borrowing. I think we still
have a ways to go over the long term,
but we have made this in a year trying
to work together on a bipartisan basis.

We have had our disagreements along
the way, but I think the bill this year
represents a very good effort toward
bringing some structure and financial
stability to the city and I rise in sup-
port of it. As the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH] says, we cannot
spend our way to prosperity. As the
gentleman from California [Mr. DIXON]
has said, we cannot cut ourselves out
of the financial situation.

I think the current issue that re-
mains before this body as it works its
way through conference is, the larger
the debt, of course, the more that will
have to be financed in the off years. I
think that has been the intention of
the committee, to try to bring down
that annual deficit so it would not
have to be financed and paid for in
later years when the city will be scarce
on money.

I also want to just share my concern
that we do this in an appropriate fash-
ion so that needed services are not cut.
As we work our way through the proc-
ess, I know we have the assurances of
both the chairman and ranking mem-
bers that this will be done in a con-
structive manner to continue to work
with the Control Board, continuing to
work with the chief financial officer of
the city to make sure this is done ap-
propriately.

Having said that, this bill adds some
money in some critical places. Public
safety money is fully funded. We are
including $2.8 million for public char-
ter schools which were part of the pub-
lic school reform legislation that
passed the Congress last year. We are
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restoring salary and overtime pay
rollbacks for the police and fire depart-
ments, something that is long overdue.

We are spending more on the health
of the indigent by increasing the sub-
sidy to District General Hospital. This
helps lower the burden across the re-
gion, not just in the District of Colum-
bia in terms of the health care costs.
Congress has stepped up in the budget
this year, I think to try to make sure
that we are caring for that in an appro-
priate manner.

This is important to the region, both
Maryland and Virginia, and District
residents. We are providing for the re-
payment to the water and sewer fund
of $91 million borrowed by the general
fund to pay for their past operating ex-
penditures. These were in the past paid
for in a very general sense by the rate-
payers, many of them in the suburbs. It
would be paid for, instead of being in-
vested in Blue Plains, were spent for
some of the city operating budget defi-
cit. So that is in this as well.

We have reached a regional agree-
ment on the authorizing side to make
sure this has happened, and that has al-
ready passed this body. So we made
progress in this region as well. There is
one piece of legislation in this that I
have, after extensive discussions with
the chairman and ranking member who
also support it, and that is extending
the powers given to the chief financial
officer. That was put in originally last
year to hire and fire the executive
branch of the accounting, budget and
financial management personnel dur-
ing the control period.

We recognize that personnel changes
are going to have to be made, and we
know where the buck is stopping. We
want to give the chief financial officer
and the Control Board the appropriate
level of responsibility in doing that.
With that responsibility comes the au-
thority in some of these cases to make
these changes.

In all, I just want to compliment the
chairman and ranking member. I think
we have all learned a lot over the last
year and a half trying to work together
toward a very, very difficult problem
for this city, this region, and this coun-
try. We are making headway. I am
hopeful that this bill will be passed
through the House and go on to the
Senate.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 9
minutes to the distinguished Delegate
from the District of Columbia [Ms.
NORTON.]

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member for yielding me
the time. I want to thank him and the
chairman of the committee for their
very hard work and for quickly dispos-
ing of this appropriation.

I thank the chairman as well for
meeting with the Mayor and the Chair-
man of the Control Board before his
bill came to committee finally. I thank
both Members even as I indicate, as
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they have not, that I am greatly dis-
appointed in this bill. I am left and the
District is left with no alternative,
however.

A year ago, Congress established a
Financial Authority or control board
to help the District move out of insol-
vency. The Authority here is like the
control boards in Philadelphia and New
York. By this time, however, those cit-
ies have made significantly more
progress than D.C. has made. The dif-
ference almost entirely is the strategy
being used to resuscitate the city's
economy. The only strategy the Con-
gress has allowed for D.C. is the
downsizing of its government.

New York and Philadelphia returned
to solvency through the use of more
comprehensive approaches that rebuilt
those cities even as they were being
downsized. These included new sources
of revenue and takeover of functions by
their States.

Look now at the first year of the Dis-
trict working with its control board.
This first year will be remembered for
second-guessing of the board, even
after its exhaustive scrubbing of the
budget, including deep cuts; a govern-
ment shutdown of the District requir-
ing the District to pay a full week’s
salary for locked-out employees; and 7
months delay in receipt of the full Fed-
eral payment, driving the District
deeper into insolvency.

In these and other actions, the Con-
gress must accept a heavy share of the
responsibility for the alarming deterio-
ration of city services and the hasten-
ing of taxpayer flight. The District has
lost more residents in the first half of
the 1990’s than it lost in the 1980’s with
no State to help it out and a Congress
that refuses to meet any of its obliga-
tions. The city is stranded and it is
sinking.

Although this is the Capital of the
United States and this body bears con-
stitutional responsibility for this city,
Congress has done nothing to help D.C.
get back on its feet since the Financial
Authority bill was enacted in April
1995. There has been no action whatso-
ever, even on those matters for which
there is 100-percent congressional re-
sponsibility. Costs that are the most
responsible for bringing the city down,
ironically, are not found in the city’s
dysfunctional bureaucracy but in con-
gressionally mandated State costs.
Without action on these congressional
responsibilities, the Capital of the
United States cannot revive and will
not survive.

0 1530

These include the $2.7 billion in un-
funded pension liability, now more
than doubled at $5 billion, largely be-
cause of interest on the original $2.5
billion. This liability that was incurred
exclusively on Congress' watch before
home rule.

The District, on the other hand, has
been meeting its pension obligations by
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fully funding these pensions since they
were handed to the District in 1980.
Over $300 million, or 10 percent, of tax
raised revenue goes to pay pensions left
unfunded by this body. The administra-
tion asked for a small additional sum
of $52 million to add to the small 352
million congressional contribution for
the District in this year’s budget. Even
this nominal amount was removed by
the Committee on Appropriations.

Is there to be no end to unfairness to
the city? Nor has this House responded
any better to what should be done for
State responsibilities that no city in
the United States has ever carried or
could possibly carry today. The Dis-
trict has the lowest contribution for
Medicaid and is the omnly city that
must pay for the State and county
share while one in four residents are on
Medicaid.

Such expenses will doom the city to
permanent insolvency. More than two-
thirds of the States, 37 of them get a
higher Federal contribution to Medic-
aid than the District of Columbia. Even
the GAO in recent testimony ques-
tioned the wisdom of leaving these
costs off the table while trying to re-
vive the District.

My friends, this body is pretending.
The cost of the pretense amounts to a
sacrifice of the Capital of the United
States.

As if to add insult to multiple inju-
ries, this year’s appropriation takes a
budget already cut over $100 million by
the control board and the city and cuts
it an additional $60 million.

The cut comes disguised as a $40 mil-
lion deficit cap that is tied to the city's
declining revenues. The cut ignores
budget savings of $141 million that the
city will realize through layoffs, con-
tracting out of services, reductions in
Medicaid spending, welfare reform and
procurement reform, just to name a
few of the structural initiatives con-
tained in the city’s consensus budget.

The monolithic downsizing strategy
this body has adopted amounts to no
strategy at all. In the appropriation
process we are abandoning the central
strategy we adopted when we author-
ized the Financial Authority. For very
good reason, this Congress gave the
city 4 years to return to solvency.
Downsizing needs to be planned and
precise or it will take down services
with it. We are cutting the budget as
we must, but in the process we are
slaughtering the city.

Residents who remained in the city
through years of management prob-
lems are giving up and leaving as serv-
ices dissolve before they can be fixed
becanse of a speedup in downsizing.
This appropriation accelerates the
downsizing far faster than the Finan-
cial Authority recommended in its ob-
jective findings.

As the city moved toward insolvency,
I never asked this body to spare it
downsizing or cuts. They were clearly
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necessary. I was the first to step for-
ward to indicate that a control board
was necessary. All I have asked is that
downsizing be done in a way that is fair
to the innocent bystanders. They are
my constituents, not the D.C. Govern-
ment. They are my constituents, our
residents, who are second per capita in
Federal income taxes. They deserve far
better from the city and the Congress
than the appropriation before us al-
lows.

Yet I have no choice but to ask Mem-
bers to approve this appropriation. An
appropriation that does harm will do
more harm if it is delayed, as it was
last year.

However, I take this opportunity to
ask my colleagues to make this the
last year that the city stands alone,
with a Congress that insists, as it
should, that the city meet its obliga-
tion, while the same Congress ignores
its unique responsibilities and the
weight of its own heavy hand in keep-
ing the city down. A city left twisting
in the wind long enough will fall. If the
Capital of the United States falls, the
sound will be heard around the world.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time, and I reserve
the balance of my time and the right to
close.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
will be brief in closing.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
everyone involved for their support in
this process and I certainly want to
thank the efforts of the authorizing
committee and the subcommittee
chair, the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. DAvVIS], and the ranking member,
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. While they
may not agree totally with what we
have proposed, they are urging support
of the bill, and I thank them for that.

There has been some progress, Mr.
Chairman. It is difficult to see at
times, but I think we need to stop and
look and see how far we have come.
The financial control board has begun
to put some muscle into new manage-
ment in the District, especially in the
chief financial officer position. The
CFO is beginning to make his mark in
terms of strengthening the discipline of
the financial management of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

We have much better numbers now.
For the first time in a long time we are
getting into a range where we can
count on the numbers that we are get-
ting from the city. The city is moving
toward restructuring some of its non-
essential services. The control board is
proposing a strategic plan which we all
await with great anticipation, because
that truly will be the path that we fol-
low to take this city out of its crisis.

The deficits are going down. The re-
ceiver of the city housing department
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reports progress. Blue Plains is becom-
ing a regional facility. Spending is
under control. High government pay-
rolls are being reduced.

Have we been tough, Mr. Chairman?
Yes, we have. But sometimes tough
love is required to get the proper out-
come. No doubt that we all love this
city greatly, all of us. All of us come at
it from a different point of view, but
this is our Nation’s Capital. It is a
marvelous place. It is the seat of de-
mocracy. It is the envy of the world.
We cannot do any less than be tough to
get it back on its road to recovery.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I thank my colleagues
for their indulgence, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Thursday, July 18, 1996, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

After the reading of the final lines of
the bill, a motion that the Committee
of the Whole rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as
may have been adopted shall, if ordered
by the majority leader or a designee,
have precedence over a motion to
amend.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3845

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBEIA

For payment to the District of Columbia
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
$660,000,000, as authorized by section 502(a) of
the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act, Pub-
lic Law 93-198, as amended (D.C. Code, Sec.
47-3406.1).

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT
FUNDS

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

For payment to the District of Columbia in
lien of reimbursement for expenses incurred
in connection with Presidential inauguration
activities, $5,702,000, as authorized by section
737(b) of the District of Columbia Self-Gov-
ernment and Governmental Reorganization
Act, Public Law 93-198, as amended (D.C.
Code, sec. 1-1803), which shall be apportioned
by the Chief Financial Officer within the
various appropriation headings in this Act.

DIVISION OF EXPENSES

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

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

Governmental direction and support,
$115,663,000 and 1,440 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $98,691,000 and 1,371 full-
time equivalent positions from local funds,
$12,192,000 and 8 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $4,780,000 and
61 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds): Provided, That funds expended for the
Executive Office of the Mayor are not to ex-
ceed $1,753,000: Provided further, That not to
exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for the
Chairman of the Council of the District of
Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis-
trator shall be available from this appropria-
tion for official purposes: Provided further,
That any program fees collected from the
issuance of debt shall be available for the
payment of expenses of the debt manage-
ment program of the District of Columbia:
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Statehood Com-
mission and Statehood Compact Commis-
sion: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia shall identify the sources of fund-
ing for Admission to Statehood from its own
locally-generated revenues.

EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$135,704,000 and 1,501 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $67,196,000 and 720 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds,
$45,708,000 and 524 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $22,800,000 and
257 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds): Provided, That the District of Colum-
bia Housing Finance Agency, established by
section 201 of the District of Columbia Hous-
ing Finance Agency Act, effective March 3,
1979 (D.C. Law 2-135; D.C. Code, sec. 45-2111),
based upon its capability of repayments as
determined each year by the Council of the
District of Columbia from the Housing Fi-
nance Agency’s annual audited financial
statements to the Council of the District of
Columbia, shall repay to the general fund an
amount equal to the appropriated adminis-
trative costs plus interest at a rate of four
percent per annum for a term of 15 years,
with a deferral of payments for the first
three years: Provided further, That notwith-
standing the foregoing provision, the obliga-
tion to repay all or part of the amounts due
shall be subject to the rights of the owners of
any bonds or notes issued by the Housing Fi-
nance Agency and shall be repaid to the Dis-
trict of Columbia government only from
available operating revenues of the Housing
Finance Agency that are in excess of the
amounts required for debt service, reserve
funds, and operating expenses: Provided fur-
ther, That upon commencement of the debt
service payments, such payments shall be de-
posited into the general fund of the District
of Columbia.
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PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase of 135 passenger-carrying vehicles for
replacement only, including 130 for police-
type use and five for fire-type use, without
regard to the general purchase price limita-
tion for the current fiscal year, §1,041,281,000
and 11,842 full-time equivalent positions (in-
cluding $1,012,112,000 and 11,726 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds,
$19,310,000 and 112 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $9,859,000 and 4
full-time equivalent positions from other
funds): Provided, That the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department is authorized to replace not
to exceed 25 passenger-carrying vehicles and
the Fire Department of the District of Co-
lumbia is authorized to replace not to exceed
five passenger-carrying vehicles annually
whenever the cost of repair to any damaged
vehicle exceeds three-fourths of the cost of
the replacement: Provided further, That not
to exceed $500,000 shall be available from this
appropriation for the Chief of Police for the
prevention and detection of crime: Provided
Sfurther, That the Metropolitan Police De-
partment shall provide quarterly reports to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House and Senate on efforts to increase effi-
ciency and improve the professionalism in
the department: Provided further, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, or
Mayor's Order 86-45, issued March 18, 1986,
the Metropolitan Police Department's dele-
gated small purchase authority shall be
$500,000: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia government may not require the
Metropolitan Police Department to submit
to any other procurement review process, or
to obtain the approval of or be restricted in
any manner by any official or employee of
the District of Columbia government, for
purchases that do not exceed $500,000: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated for ex-
penses under the District of Columbia Crimi-
nal Justice Act, approved September 3, 1974
(88 Stat. 1090; Public Law 93-412; D.C. Code,
sec. 11-2601 et seq.), for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, shall be available for ob-
ligations incurred under the Act in each fis-
cal year since inception in fiscal year 1975:
Provided further, That funds appropriated for
expenses under the District of Columbia Ne-
glect Representation Equity Act of 1984, ef-
fective March 13, 1985 (D.C. Law 5-129; D.C.
Code, sec. 16-2304), for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, shall be available for ob-
ligations incurred under the Act in each fis-
cal year since inception in fiscal year 1985:
Provided further, That funds appropriated for
expenses under the District of Columbia
Guardianship, Protective Proceedings, and
Durable Power of Attorney Act of 1986, effec-
tive February 27, 1987 (D.C. Law 6-204; D.C.
Code, sec. 21-2060), for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, shall be available for ob-
ligations incurred under the Act in each fis-
cal year since inception in fiscal year 1989:
Provided further, That not to exceed $1,500 for
the Chief Judge of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, $1,500 for the Chief Judge
of the Superior Court of the District of Co-
lumbia, and $1,500 for the Executive Officer
of the District of Columbia Courts shall be
available from this appropriation for official
purposes: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia shall operate and maintain a
free, 24-hour telephone information service
whereby residents of the area surrounding
Lorton prison in Fairfax County, Virginia,
can promptly obtain information from Dis-
trict of Columbia government officials on all
disturbances at the prison, including es-
capes, riots, and similar incidents: Provided
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further, That the District of Columbia gov-
ernment shall also take steps to publicize
the availability of the 24-hour telephone in-
formation service among the residents of the
area surrounding the Lorton prison: Provided
further, That not to exceed $100,000 of this ap-
propriation shall be used to reimburse Fair-
fax County, Virginia, and Prince William
County, Virginia, for expenses incurred by
the counties during the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, in relation to the Lorton
prison complex: Provided further, That such
reimbursements shall be paid in all instances
in which the District requests the counties
to provide police, fire, rescue, and related
services to help deal with escapes, fires,
riots, and similar disturbances involving the
prison: Provided further, That the Mayor
shall reimburse the District of Columbia Na-
tional Guard for expenses incurred in con-
nection with services that are performed in
emergencies by the National Guard in a mili-
tia status and are requested by the Mayor, in
amounts that shall be jointly determined
and certified as due and payable for these
services by the Mayor and the Commanding
General of the District of Columbia National
Guard: Provided further, That such sums as
may be necessary for reimbursement to the
District of Columbia National Guard under
the preceding proviso shall be available from
this appropriation, and the availability of
the sums shall be deemed as constituting
payment in advance for emergency services
involved.
PuBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

Public education system, including the de-
velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $758,815,000 and 11,276 full-time equiv-
alent positions (including $632,379,000 and
10,045 full-time equivalent positions from
local funds, $98,479,000 and 1,009 full-time
equivalent positions from Federal funds, and
$27,957,000 and 222 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from other funds), to be allocated as
follows: $573,430,000 and 9,935 full-time equiv-
alent positions (including $479,679,000 and
9,063 full-time equivalent positions from
local funds, $85,823,000 and 840 full-time
equivalent positions from Federal funds, and
$7,928,000 and 32 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from other funds), for the public
schools of the District of Columbia; $2,835,000
from local funds for public charter schools:
Provided, That if the entirety of this alloca-
tion has not been provided as payments to
one or more public charter schools by May 1,
1997, and remains unallocated, the funds will
revert to the general fund of the District of
Columbia in accordance with section
2403(a)(2)(D) of the District of Columbia
School Reform Act of 1995 (Public Law 104-
134); $88,100,000 from local funds for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Teachers’ Retirement
Fund; $69,801,000 and 917 full-time equivalent
positions (including $38,479,000 and 572 full-
time equivalent positions from local funds,
$11,747,000 and 156 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $19,575,000 and
189 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds) for the University of the District of
Columbia; $22,429,000 and 415 full-time equiv-
alent positions (including $21,529,000 and 408
full-time equivalent positions from local
funds, $446,000 and 6 full-time equivalent po-
sitions from Federal funds, and $454,000 and 1
full-time equivalent position from other
funds) for the Public Library; $2,220,000 and 9
full-time equivalent positions (including
$1,757,000 and 2 full-time equivalent positions
from local funds and $463,000 and 7 full-time
equivalent positions from Federal funds) for
the Commission on the Arts and Humanities:
Provided, That the public schools of the Dis-
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trict of Columbia are authorized to accept
not to exceed 31 motor vehicles for exclusive
use in the driver education program: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $2,500 for
the Superintendent of Schools, $2,500 for the
President of the University of the District of
Columbia, and $2,000 for the Public Librarian
shall be available from this appropriation for
official purposes: Provided further, That not
less than $9,200,000 shall be available from
this appropriation for school repairs in a re-
stricted line item: Provided further, That not
less than $1,200,000 shall be available for
local school allotments in a restricted line
item: Provided further, That not less than
$4,500,000 shall be available to support kin-
dergarten aides in a restricted line item: Pro-
vided further, That not less than $2,800,000
shall be available to support substitute
teachers in a restricted line item: Provided
Sfurther, That not less than $1,788,000 shall be
available in a restricted line item for school
counselors: Provided further, That this appro-
priation shall not be available to subsidize
the education of nonresidents of the District
of Columbia at the University of the District
of Columbia, unless the Board of Trustees of
the University of the District of Columbia
adopts, for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1997, a tuition rate schedule that will es-
tablish the tuition rate for nonresident stu-
dents at a level no lower than the non-
resident tuition rate charged at comparable
public institutions of higher education in the
metropolitan area.

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

Human support services, $1,685,707,000 and
6,344 full-time equivalent positions (includ-
ing $961,399,000 and 3,814 full-time equivalent
positions from local funds, $676,665,000 and
2,444 full-time equivalent positions from Fed-
eral funds, and $47,643,000 and 86 full-time
equivalent positions from other funds): Pro-
vided, That $24,793,000 of this appropriation,
to remain available until expended, shall be
available solely for District of Columbia em-
ployees’ disability compensation: Provided
further, That the District of Columbia shall
not provide free government services such as
water, sewer, solid waste disposal or collec-
tion, utilities, maintenance, repairs, or simi-
lar services to any legally constituted pri-
vate nonprofit organization (as defined in
section 411(5) of Public Law 100-77, approved
July 22, 1987) providing emergency shelter
services in the Distriet, if the District would
not be qualified to receive reimbursement
pursuant to the Stewart B. McKinney Home-
less Assistance Act, approved July 22, 1987
(101 Stat. 485, Public Law 100-77; 42 U.S.C.
11301 et seq.).

PUBLIC WORKS

Public works, including rental of one pas-
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use
by the Council of the District of Columbia
and purchase of passenger-carrying vehicles
for replacement only, $247,967,000 and 1,252
full-time equivalent positions (including
$234,391,000 and 1,149 full-time equivalent po-
sitions from local funds, $3,047,000 and 32 full-
time equivalent positions from Federal
funds, and $10,529,000 and 71 full-time equiva-
lent positions from other funds): Provided,
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able for collecting ashes or miscellaneous
refuse from hotels and places of business.

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND
TRANSFER PAYMENT
For payment to the Washington Conven-

tion Center Enterprise Fund, $5,400,000 from
local funds.
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REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For reimbursement to the United States of
funds loaned in compliance with An Act to
provide for the establishment of a modern,
adequate, and efficient hospital center in the
District of Columbia, approved August 7, 1946
(60 Stat. 896; Public Law T9-648); section 1 of
An Act to authorize the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia to borrow funds for
capital improvement programs and to amend
provisions of law relating to Federal Govern-
ment participation in meeting costs of main-
taining the Nation's Capital City, approved
June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-451;
D.C. Code, sec. 9-219); section 4 of An Act to
authorize the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to plan, construct, operate, and
maintain a sanitary sewer to connect the
Dulles International Airport with the Dis-
trict of Columbia system, approved June 12,
1960 (74 Stat. 211; Public Law 86-515); sections
723 and 743(f) of the District of Columbia
Self-Government and Governmental Reorga-
nization Act of 1973, approved December 24,
1973, as amended (87 Stat. 821; Public Law 93—
198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321, note; 91 Stat. 1156;
Public Law 95-131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219,
note), including interest as required thereby,
$333,710,000 from local funds.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY
DEBT

For the purpose of eliminating the
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit
as of September 30, 1990, $38,314,000 from
local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of
the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act, ap-
proved December 24, 1973, as amended (105
Stat. 540; Public Law 102-106; D.C. Code, sec.
47-321(a)(1)).

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM
BORROWING

For payment of interest on short-term bor-
rowing, $34,461,000 from local funds.

PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURATION

For reimbursement for necessary expenses
incurred in connection with Presidential in-
auguration activities as authorized by sec-
tion 737(b) of the District of Columbia Self-
Government and Governmental Reorganiza-
tion Act, Public Law 93-198, as amended, ap-
proved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 824; D.C.
Code, sec. 1-1803), $5,702,000, which shall be
apportioned by the Chief Financial Officer
within the various appropriation headings in
this Act.

CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION

For lease payments in accordance with the
Certificates of Participation involving the
land site underlying the building located at
One Judiciary Square, $7,926,000.

HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

For Human resources development, includ-
ing costs of increased employee training, ad-
ministrative reforms, and an executive com-
pensation system, $12,257,000.

CoST REDUCTION INITIATIVES

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia shall, on behalf of the Mayor
and under the direction of the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, make reduc-
tions of $47,411,000 and 2,411 full-time equiva-
lent positions as follows: $4,488,000 in real es-
tate initiatives, $6,317,000 in management in-
formation systems, $2,271,000 in energy cost
initiatives, $12,960,000 in purchasing and pro-
curement initiatives, and workforce reduc-
tions of 2411 full-time positions and
$21,375,000.
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CAPITAL OUTLAY
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS)

For construction projects, an increase of
$46,923,000 (including an increase of
$34,000,000 for the highway trust fund, re-
allocations and rescissions for a net rescis-
sion of $120,496,000 from local funds appro-
priated under this heading in prior fiscal
years and an additional $133,419,000 in Fed-
eral funds), as authorized by An Act author-
izing the laying of water mains and service
sewers in the District of Columbia, the levy-
ing of assessments therefor, and for other
purposes, approved April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244;
Public Law 58-140; D.C. Code, secs. 43-1512
through 43-1519); the District of Columbia
Public Works Act of 1954, approved May 18,
1954 (68 Stat. 101; Public Law 83-364); An Act
to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to borrow funds for capital
improvement programs and to amend provi-
sions of law relating to Federal Government
participation in meeting costs of maintain-
ing the Nation's Capital City, approved June
6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-451); in-
cluding acquisition of sites, preparation of
plans and specifications, conducting prelimi-
nary surveys, erection of structures, includ-
ing building improvement and alteration and
treatment of grounds, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That funds for use
of each capital project implementing agency
shall be managed and controlled in accord-
ance with all procedures and limitations es-
tablished under the Financial Management
System: Provided further, That all funds pro-
vided by this appropriation title shall be
available only for the specific projects and
purposes intended: Provided further, That
notwithstanding the foregoing, all authoriza-
tions for capital outlay projects, except
those projects covered by the first sentence
of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1968, approved August 23, 1968 (82 Stat.
827; Public Law 90-495; D.C. Code, sec. T-134,
note), for which funds are provided by this
appropriation title, shall expire on Septem-
ber 30, 1998, except authorizations for
projects as to which funds have been obli-
gated in whole or in part prior to September
30, 1998: Provided further, That upon expira-
tion of any such project authorization the
funds provided herein for the project shall
lapse.

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND

For the Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund,
$221,362,000 from other funds of which
$41,833,000 shall be apportioned and payable
to the debt service fund for repayment of
loans and interest incurred for capital im-
provement projects.

LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE
FUND

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, approved De-
cember 4, 1981 (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law
97-91), as amended, for the purpose of imple-
menting the Law to Legalize Lotteries,
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co-
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3-
172; D.C. Code, secs. 2-2501 et seq. and 22-1516
et seq.), $247,900,000 and 100 full-time equiva-
lent positions (including $7,850,000 and 100
full-time equivalent positions for adminis-
trative expenses and $240,050,000 for non-ad-
ministrative expenses from revenue gen-
erated by the Lottery Board), to be derived
from non-Federal District of Columbia reve-
nues: Provided, That the District of Columbia
shall identify the source of funding for this
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appropriation title from the District’'s own
locally-generated revenues: Provided further,
That no revenues from Federal sources shall
be used to support the operations or activi-
ties of the Lottery and Charitable Games
Control Board.

CABLE TELEVISION ENTERPRISE FUND

For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund,
established by the Cable Television Commu-
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22,
1983 (D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1801 et
seq.), $2,511,000 and 8 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $2,179,000 and 8 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds and
$332,000 from other funds).

STARPLEX FUND

For the Starplex Fund, $8,717,000 from
other funds for expenses incurred by the Ar-
mory Board in the exercise of its powers
granted by An Act To Establish A District of
Columbia Armory Board, and for other pur-
poses, approved June 4, 1948 (62 Stat. 339;
D.C. Code, sec. 2-301 et seq.) and the District
of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957, approved
September T, 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law
85-300; D.C. Code, sec. 2-321 et seq.): Provided,
That the Mayor shall submit a budget for
the Armory Board for the forthcoming fiscal
year as required by section 442(b) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Self-Government and Gov-
ernmental Reorganization Act, approved De-
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. §24; Public Law 93—
198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-301(b)).

D.C. GENERAL HOSPITAL

For the District of Columbia General Hos-
pital, established by Reorganization Order
No. 57 of the Board of Commissioners, effec-
tive August 15, 1953, $112,419,000 of which
$59,735,000 shall be derived by transfer from
the general fund and $52,684,000 shall be de-
rived from other funds.

D.C. RETIREMENT BOARD

For the D.C. Retirement Board, established
by section 121 of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Reform Act of 1989, approved No-
vember 17, 1979 (93 Stat. 866; D.C. Code, sec.
1-T11), $16,667,000 and 13 full-time equivalent
positions from the earnings of the applicable
retirement funds to pay legal, management,
investment, and other fees and administra-
tive expenses of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Board: Provided, That the District
of Columbia Retirement Board shall provide
to the Congress and to the Council of the
District of Columbia a quarterly report of
the allocations of charges by fund and of ex-
penditures of all funds: Provided further, That
the District of Columbia Retirement Board
shall provide the Mayor, for transmittal to
the Council of the District of Columbia, an
item accounting of the planned use of appro-
priated funds in time for each annual budget
submission and the actual use of such funds
in time for each annual audited financial re-
port.

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES FUND

For the Correctional Industries Fund, es-
tablished by the District of Columbia Correc-
tional Industries Establishment Act, ap-
proved October 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 1000; Public
Law 88-622), $3,052,000 and 50 full-time equiv-
alent positions from other funds.
WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE

FUND

For the Washington Convention Center En-
terprise Fund, $47,996,000 of which $5,400,000
shall be derived by transfer from the general
fund.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPON-
SIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU-
THORITY
For the District of Columbia Financial Re-

sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
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thority, established by section 101(2) of the
District of Columbia Financial Responsibil-
ity and Management Assistance Act of 1995,
approved April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public
Law 104-8), $3,400,000.

Mr. WALSH (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill, through page 21, line 8, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York? :

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to this portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be made available to pay the
salary of any employee of the District of Co-
lumbia government whose name, title, grade,
salary, past work experience, and salary his-
tory are not available for inspection by the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia of the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight, the Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government
Management and the District of Columbia of
the Senate Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs, and the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia, or their duly authorized representa-
tive.

SEC. 111. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
payments authorized by the District of Co-
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, effec-
tive September 23, 1977 (D.C. Law 2-20; D.C.
Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.).

SEC. 112. No part of this appropriation shall
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes
or implementation of any policy including
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla-
tion pending before Congress or any State
legislature.

SEC. 113. At the start of the fiscal year, the
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar-
ter and by project, for capital outlay borrow-
ings: Provided, That within a reasonable time
after the close of each quarter, the Mayor
shall report to the Council of the District of
Columbia and the Congress the actual bor-
rowings and spending progress compared
with projections.

SEC. 114. The Mayor shall not borrow any
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor
has obtained prior approval from the Council
of the District of Columbia, by resclution,
identifying the projects and amounts to be
financed with such borrowings.

SEc. 115. The Mayor shall not expend any
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the
operating expenses of the District of Colum-
bia government.

SEC. 116. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended by re-
programming except pursuant to advance ap-
proval of the reprogramming granted accord-
ing to the procedure set forth in the Joint
Explanatory Statement of the Committee of
Conference (House Report No. 96-443), which
accompanied the District of Columbia Ap-
propriation Act, 1980, approved October 30,
1979 (93 Stat. T13; Public Law 96-93), as modi-
fied in House Report No. 98-265, and in ac-
cordance with the Reprogramming Policy
Act of 1980, effective September 16, 1980 (D.C.
Law 3-100; D.C. Code, sec. 47-361 et seq.): Pro-
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vided, That for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997 the above shall apply except
as modified by Public Law 104-8.

Sec. 117. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur,
or other personal servants to any officer or
employee of the District of Columbia.

SEC. 118. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to procure passenger automobiles as
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 (%4
Stat. 1824; Public Law 96425 15 U.S.C.
2001(2)), with an Environmental Protection
Agency estimated miles per gallon average
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided,
That this section shall not apply to security,
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles.

SEC. 119. (a) Notwithstanding section 422(7)
of the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act of
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790;
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(T)),
the City Administrator shall be paid, during
any fiscal year, a salary at a rate established
by the Mayor, not to exceed the rate estab-
lished for level IV of the Executive Schedule
under 5 U.S.C. 5315.

(b) For purposes of applying any provision
of law limiting the availability of funds for
payment of salary or pay in any fiscal year,
the highest rate of pay established by the
Mayor under subsection (a) of this section
for any position for any period during the
last quarter of calendar year 1996 shall be
deemed to be the rate of pay payable for that
position for September 30, 1996.

(c) Notwithstanding section 4(a) of the Dis-
trict of Columnbia Redevelopment Act of 1945,
approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 793; Public
Law 79-592; D.C. Code, sec. 5-803(a)), the
Board of Directors of the District of Colum-
bia Redevelopment Land Agency shall be
paid, during any fiscal year, per diem com-
pensation at a rate established by the
Mayor.

SEC. 120. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, the provisions of the District of
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit
Personnel Act of 1978, effective March 3, 1979
(D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et
seq.), enacted pursuant to section 422(3) of
the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act of
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790;
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(3)),
shall apply with respect to the compensation
of District of Columbia employees: Provided,
That for pay purposes, employees of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government shall not be
subject to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code.

SEC. 121. The Director of the Department of
Administrative Services may pay rentals and
repair, alter, and improve rented premises,
without regard to the provisions of section
322 of the Economy Act of 1932 (Public Law
72-212; 40 U.S.C. 278a), based upon a deter-
mination by the Director, that by reason of
circumstances set forth in such determina-
tion, the payment of these rents and the exe-
cution of this work, without reference to the
limitations of section 322, is advantageous to
the District in terms of economy, efficiency,
and the District’s best interest.

SEC. 122. No later than 30 days after the
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal
year 1997 revenue estimates as of the end of
the first quarter of fiscal year 1997. These es-
timates shall be used in the budget request
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for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1998.
The officially revised estimates at midyear
shall be used for the midyear report.

SEC. 123. No sole source contract with the
District of Columbia government or any
agency thereof may be renewed or extended
without opening that contract to the com-
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec-
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure-
ment Practices Act of 1985, effective Feb-
ruary 21, 1986 (D.C. Law 6-85; D.C. Code, sec.
1-1183.3), except that the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools may renew or extend sole
source contracts for which competition is
not feasible or practical, provided that the
determination as to whether to invoke the
competitive bidding process has been made
in accordance with duly promulgated Board
of Education rules and procedures.

SEC. 124, For purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat.
1037; Public Law 99-177), as amended, the
term “‘program, project, and activity™ shall
be synonymous with and refer specifically to
each account appropriating Federal funds in
this Act, and any sequestration order shall
be applied to each of the accounts rather
than to the aggregate total of those ac-
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders
shall not be applied to any account that is
specifically exempted from sequestration by
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, approved December 12,
1985 (99 Stat. 1037, Public Law 99-177), as
amended.

SEC. 125. In the event a sequestration order
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 1037T:
Public Law 99-177), as amended, after the
amounts appropriated to the District of Co-
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days
after receipt of a request therefor from the
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as
are sequestered by the order: Provided, That
the sequestration percentage specified in the
order shall be applied proportionately to
each of the Federal appropriation accounts
in this Act that are not specifically exempt-
ed from sequestration by the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat.
1037; Public Law 99-177), as amended.

SEC. 126. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize any office, agency or en-
tity to expend funds for programs or func-
tions for which a reorganization plan is re-
quired but has not been approved by the
Council pursuant to section 422(12) of the
District of Columbia Self-Government and
Governmental Reorganization Act of 1973,
approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; Pub-
lic Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(12)) and
the Governmental Reorganization Proce-
dures Act of 1981, effective October 17, 1981
(D.C. Law 4-42; D.C. Code, secs. 1-209.1 to 1-
299.7). Appropriations made by this Act for
such programs or functions are conditioned
on the approval by the Council, prior to Oc-
tober 1, 1996, of the required reorganization

ans.
1ﬂSEC. 127. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a
gift or donation during fiscal year 1997 if—

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and
use of the gift or donation: Provided, That
the Council of the District of Columbia may
accept and use gifts without prior approval
by the Mayor; and

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to
carry out its authorized functions or duties.
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(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia
government shall keep accurate and detailed
records of the acceptance and use of any gift
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, and shall make such records available
for audit and public inspection.

(c) For the purposes of this section, the
term “entity of the District of Columbia
government” includes an independent agen-
cy of the District of Columbia.

(d) This section shall not apply to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which
may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of
the District of Columbia, accept and use
gifts to the public schools without prior ap-
proval by the Mayor.

SEC. 128. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used by the District
of Columbia to provide for salaries, expenses,
or other costs associated with the offices of
United States Senator or United States Rep-
resentative under section 4(d) of the District
of Columbia Statehood Constitutional Con-
vention Initiatives of 1979, effective March
10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3-171; D.C. Code, sec. 1-
113(d)).

Mr. WALSH (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill, through page 32, line 5, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to this portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF FUNDS FOR

ABORTIONS

SEC. 129. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act shall be expended for any
abortion except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term or where the pregnancy is the result
of an act of rape or incest.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to this portion of the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. NORTON

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. NORTON: On
page 32, line 7, after ‘“‘the’ insert ‘‘Federal”.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 40 minutes and that
that time be equally divided.

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

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I do not know that
we will need 40 minutes on this.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DIXON. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand it, the Delegate had sug-
gested, very graciously, that she would
be willing to limit debate to 40 min-
utes; that was the number arrived at.
We do not need that much time, but I
am not sure how much time she will
need on that side.
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Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia [Ms.
NORTON] is recognized for 20 minutes.

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

Mr. Chairman, several people asked
to speak. I may not need the full 20
minutes if they, in fact, do not appear.

My amendment would return us to
the policy of this body on abortion that
was used throughout President Rea-
gan's administration. During each year
of his administration, President
Reagan signed a bill that prohibited
the use of Federal funds in the District
of Columbia for abortion services to
low-income women except for risk of
the life of the mother, rape, and incest.

This put the District in the same
boat with every jurisdiction in the
country, ““Use your funds, not ours,”
Congress said.

Only in 1988, at the onset of the Bush
administration, did the policy change.
Even local funds they could not be used
until the 103d Congress, when the
President signed a bill exactly like the
Reagan bill during all his 8 years.

In 1988, leave aside that our residents
in the District were not treated as full
and equal American citizens in demo-
cratic home rule, in representation in
the Congress, and in taxation. Now
added was the sensitive and abidingly
local issue of choice. Here too inequal-
ity with all other Americans was to be
the order of the day.
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Allowing the District the right of all
other local jurisdictions leaves in place
the Hyde amendment. It will apply to
the District as Hyde applies now and as
Hyde applies to every other jurisdic-
tion that flies the American flag.

What a small step this would be. In
its financial condition, the District is,
after all, unlikely to use little, if any,
money on abortions for poor women. It
needs the option in the rare case where
it might decide that it is in the best in-
terest of the woman and of the District
to pay for such an abortion. The Dis-
trict has many women who have AIDS,
are on drugs or are in deep distress.
With the flight of middle-income tax-
payers, this group of low-income
women grows ever larger.

There is absolutely no reason to deny
the District this right, in the rare case,
if it so chooses, where it would feel
compelled to spend its own money in
this way. It is wrong to single out the
District in a way that we do not single
out San Diego or Bloomington or Syra-
cuse. It is wrong to find yet another
way to say to my constituents—you
will not be treated as other Americans.

Choice is the law of the land. Choice
is the law equally across the entire
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land, except here where the Congress
sits, and except for poor women when
an abortion must be paid for because
there is no personal fund available to
do so.

Mr. Chairman, I ask this body to
bring democracy home in this instance.
The time has finally come in 1996, when
it is highly unlikely that the right
would be exercised, to give the Dis-
trict, at least in law, the right that
every other jurisdiction has: to afford
funds for women to make the choice
that only they have the right to make.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in opposition to the gentle-
woman's amendment. This bill is dif-
ferent from the other 12 regular appro-
priations bills in that our bill appro-
priates all funds for the operations of
the District government; all funds, not
just Federal funds. That is the way the
bill is designed. That is why the abor-
tion language in section 129 of our bill
restricts the use of all funds for abor-
tions, except to save the mother’s life
or in cases of rape or incest. I think
that is consistent with our appropria-
tions policies. We are appropriating all
funds for this bill.

The abortion language in our bill this
year is identical to the language in last
year's bill which was signed by the
President. It is also identical to the
language in the continuing resolutions
that the President signed last year.

It is identical to the language in Pub-
lic Law 10469 that the President
signed on December 22, 1995; to legisla-
tion that he signed on January 4, 1996;
to legislation that he also signed on
January 6, 1996, and to legislation he
signed less than 3 months ago on April
26.

While I appreciate the gentlewoman’s
feelings about home rule, the language
in our bill does allow the use of funds
for abortions in those cases where the
life of the mother is endangered or in
the case of rape or incest. I believe it is
broad enough to give District officials
the discretion they need so that the
procedure is not misused.

Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned just a
moment ago, the President, less than 3
months ago, signed a bill with lan-
guage identical to that found in section
129 of this bill. There is no reason for
the President to not approve this lan-
guage which, again, is identical to lan-
guage he recently approved.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’”’ on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia.

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DIXON], ranking member.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time.
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This issue of abortion in our society
is probably one of the most controver-
sial ones that we have faced in many,
many years. There are people who be-
lieve in being pro-choice, who person-
ally are opposed to abortion. There are
the pro-life people that do not believe
in abortion under any circumstances.
The case of Roe versus Wade made very
clear that abortion was appropriate in
the first trimester. A lot of people did
not like that. In fact, another case
came to the Supreme Court where, gen-
erally speaking, pro-life people had
prevailed on a State legislative body to
restrict that right.

The Supreme Court said, you are ab-
solutely right. States have a right to
restrict abortion as long as we deem it
to be reasonable restrictions.

Now, most pro-life people applauded
that decision. Here we have the Dis-
trict of Columbia, who had initiated
their own abortion procedures. But be-
cause they allow abortion by their
local statutes, Congress is doing what
they cannot do to any other State.
That is, abortion procedures in the
first trimester are appropriate and
legal and States, and in this case I
would say the District, have a reason-
able right to promulgate regulations.

The chairman of this committee
points out that, in fact, the President
did sign continuing resolutions, and I
believe an appropriation bill. But he
signed it with great reservation. This
is a clear issue of Congress trying to
dictate to the citizens of the District
on a very personal and controversial
matter which the court, the Supreme
Court, has said that States, and in this
case the District, have a right to pro-
mulgate. But merely because the vehi-
cle that is used to fund the District
comes through Congress, we want to
restrict that right greater than we
have the ability to do with any State.

It is on that basis I would ask my
colleagues to reject the amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank Mr. WALSH for
his moral courage and leadership in
putting this important language in the
underlying bill—the D.C. appropria-
tions bill. The Norton amendment, the
pending amendment, would nullify Mr.
WaLsH’s lifesaving legislation and
should be defeated.

Let me make it very clear that the
only way to ensure Hyde-type protec-
tions for the taxpayers is to reject this
pro-abortion amendment. The net con-
sequence, the absolutely predictable
consequence, if this amendment pre-
vails, is that we will pay for abortions
on demand in the District of Columbia.

We have, as a Congress, jurisdiction
over the Federal and the congression-
ally authorized funds and in many
parts of this bill that are not being
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contested we have taken action to
limit how certain funds will be spent.
So this is hardly a precedent. Home
rule isn't absolute.

A moment or two ago, Mr. DIXON said
that the Supreme Court's Roe versus
Wade permits first trimester abortions
in the District of Columbia. That's
only part of the tragic holding in Roe.
Roe versus Wade did not just allow
first trimester abortion on demand. It
also allows the slaughter of unborn ba-
bies in the second trimester and in
many cases in the third trimester as
well.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is
that we are talking about children at
various stages of their development in
the District of Columbia whose death,
whose killing would be paid for and
subsidized by the taxpayer.

Let me remind Members that the
Norton amendment wants to subsidize
a deed—the act of aborting a baby.
Some will try to sanitize this issue and
package it as a freedom or liberty. It is
not. Abortion is child abuse. And the
so-called right to abortion was forced
on us by the Supreme Court of the
United States. Some day that gross in-
justice will be reversed. Because all ba-
bies, these unborn children, boys, girls,
black, white, Hispanic, and Asian,
right now are very precious but today
they are construed to be persona non
grata. It seems to me that we ought to,
as a Congress, if we care, if we believe
their lives to be precious, do all that is
humanly possible to mitigate the possi-
bility of their death. And it seems to
me that if we take away the subsidy
that actually buys and administers the
chemical poison, the salt solutions and
the other kinds of lethal drugs that are
used to kill the babies, if we take away
the subsidy that kills the baby by way
of dismemberment of arms and legs and
even sections of the child’s fragile body
are cut and the baby is removed, this is
the reality of the deed that the gentle-
woman's amendment would seek to
have us give authorization to pay for.
If you really take the time to think
about what abortion does to the baby,
this amendment becomes more repul-
sive and wrong.

It seems to me that where we can
step in and save the life of even one
baby, we ought to do it. I take a back
seat to no one in this Chamber when it
comes to maternal health care and
other kinds of assistance for mothers
both domestically and internationally.
But when it comes to killing unborn
babies, we ought to say ‘‘no.” This
amendment would authorize the kill-
ing of unborn babies by way of subsidy.

When we used to pay for abortions on
demand in the District of Columbia we
paid for over 3,000 child killings per
year. In 1988, for example, the number
of kids destroyed was 3,139.

Vote down this antichild amendment.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DIXON].
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Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I inad-
vertently said that I was opposed to
the Norton amendment. I meant to say
that I supported the gentlewoman's
amendment.

I also point out to my good friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH], that the issue of abortion is
one that will not be resolved by adopt-
ing this amendment. But the issue of
allowing the taxpayers of this district
to spend their own money should lie in
favor of allowing them to do so.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. 1
want to close now, seeing none of those
who asked for time are here.

Mr. Chairman, there is very little to
get excited about when we discuss a
choice amendment on the District of
Columbia appropriation. No one be-
lieves that in the state of its finances,
what we are going to see is an epidemic
of abortions in the District.

This amendment has largely sym-
bolic importance. It says to the Dis-
trict, you are full Americans, you are
full citizens, you can spend your money
as you like. You can vote for this bill,
even if you oppose abortion, because
this bill is almost surely not likely to
yield abortions because there is mno
money for abortions in the District.
There is little money even for front-
line services in the District.

Yet I would think we would use this
opportunity to say to the residents of
the District, hey, you are full Ameri-
cans, it is your money, use it the way
we use our money in our cities and
counties.

I just want to say that the recitation
of the bills the President signed last
year, including our own, which con-
tained language like this, ought to be
understood in light of the President’s
statement on this bill. In that state-
ment he has said that he is strongly
opposed to this language.

The chairman indicates, and I must
say that I appreciate, that the lan-
guage here is like the language in
other bills inasmuch as it incorporates
life of the mother, rape, and incest. If
that is to be the case and if the chair-
man is to take note of it, there is no
reason not to go the rest of the way
and make the language the way the
language is for the rest of America.
What you do with your money is your
business, and especially in this year
when you are almost guaranteed not to
use your money for abortions for poor
women.

The people I represent pay the high-
est taxes in the United States of Amer-
ica. When you combine their State
taxes with their Federal taxes, they
are No. 1. Put yourself in the position
of the people I represent. Put yourself
in the position of people who pay the
same taxes and, in almost every case,
more taxes than the people you rep-
resent and imagine how you would feel
if a national body tried to tell you how
to spend your local funds.
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I guarantee my colleagues that if
they put themselves to that test, they
will vote for my amendment.

I ask that this body approve my
amendment and approve the bill as the
chairman has brought it to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

We have no further requests for time
on this amendment, and I would close
by saying, as I said earlier, that this is
an unusual bill in that we appropriate
all the funds, both Federal and local,
for the District of Columbia. We did
not set it up that way, the Constitu-
tion did. Therefore, I think in order to
be consistent with the government-
stated policy on funding abortions, we
should stick to the language in section
189 of the bill that says no funds can be
used for abortions except to save the
mother’s life or in cases of rape or in-
cest. So I would strongly urge defeat of
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Norton amendment.

This amendment would simply allow the
District to decide whether to use its own lo-
cally raised revenues to pay for Medicaid
abortions—while still retaining the ban on the
use of Federal funds for abortions, except in
cases of rape, incest, or to save the life of the
mother.

The amendment would properly restore the
right of the District of Columbia to decide how
its own revenues should be used, as is the
case for the States. The concept of home rule
is meaningless if Congress can dictate the al-
location of local revenues.

To restrict the use of local District revenues
for abortions violates the right of the District
Government to make its own public health pol-
icy. In doing so, Congress is denying District
residents the right of self-determination, a right
belonging to every other resident of this coun-

| urge my colleagues to support the Dixon
amendment.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to H.R. 3845,

| do so not because of the funding amounts
specified in the appropriations, although they
present difficult questions about the extent to
which this Congress is honoring its constitu-
tional and commonsense responsibilities to the
District. Rather, my opposition is based on two
overreaching and unwarranted interferences
by this Congress in the lives of the people of
the District. Those are the provisions of sec-
tions 129 and 130, which prohibit the use of
Federal and local funds for abortion and for
domestic partner benefits.

It is time for this Congress to end its unnec-
essary interference with the District govern-
ment's arrangements with its employees relat-
ing to health and other benefits. H.R. 3845
continues the shortsighted and narrow-minded
prohibition on using any funds—even those
raised within the District through local tax-
ation—to extend health benefits to the domes-
tic partners of District employees.
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The District should be free to pursue,
through negotiations with its represented em-
ployees or otherwise, the same policies that
many other municipal governments and busi-
nesses have successfully implemented. Ex-
tending the same benefits to domestic part-
ners of employees as are enjoyed by the
spouses of employees can be a cost-effective
way to retain capable workers.

In my district, the city of Portland, Multno-
mah County and Portland Public Schools have
all negotiated domestic partner benefits pack-
ages with their employees. About 2 percent of
the work force have enrolled their unmarried
domestic partners as beneficiaries under this
program, and the modest additional cost was
offset by other benefit plan changes. As a re-
sult, these public employers, at no cost to the
public, have been able to retain highly valued
and productive employees to do the public's
business.

Gay and lesbian workers know discrimina-
tion and bias when they see it. If they are ca-
pable, motivated workers, they will look for a
workplace that values them for the work they
do, rather than penalizing them. Mr. Speaker,
if we are operating on the premise that the
District needs the best and the brightest to
turn this city around, then let us not tie the
District government's hands with this regres-
sive, counterproductive and mean-spirited re-
striction.

To my second point: There is also no sound
reason for this Congress to interfere with the
fundamental reproductive rights of women.
Nonetheless, Congress has interfered prohibit-
ing the use of Federal funds for most cat-
egories of abortion. In this measure, this body
continues the even more outrageous practice
of prohibiting the District government from
using its own, locally raised funds to provide
medical services that the Supreme Court of
the United States has held are constitutionally
protected.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from the District would have restored
at least some of the ability of the District gov-
emment to fund necessary abortions for poor
women. Its rejection makes the prohibition in
this measure an unacceptable limitation upon
the reproductive rights of those women. | re-
gret that | must therefore vote to reject the
measure as a whole.

| yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HOYER. First, Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of the District of Columbia ap-
propriations bill. | want to commend the chair-
man and Congressman DIXON for working in a
bipartisan fashion to craft a good bill. 1 am
pleased that at my request, the bill contains
language dealing with two important issues
which affect the District and the greater Wash-
ington Metropolitan area.

The bill contains report language which ex-
presses Congress’ strong intent for the District
of Columbia to repay over $80 million diverted
from Blue Plains to other District programs.
This substantial loss of funds has led to seri-
ous maintenance and plant operations prob-
lems at the facility. Moreover, there remains a
threat to the sewage ratepayers and residents
of the Metropolitan area for having untreated
sewage flowing down the Potomac River.
There is also a serious threat to the fragile en-
vironmental conditions of the waterways. In
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order to prevent danger to life or environment,
return of the funds is necessary so that the
Blue Plains facility can return to safe and effi-
cient operation.

My top priority continues to be protection of
human health and ensuring proper clean up
and preservation of the waterways and wildlife
in the Chesapeake Bay Basin including the
Potomac, Anacosta, and Patuxent Rivers.
Having sufficient funding for Blue Plains will
allow the plant to operate safely and efficiently
and eliminate threats to life and the environ-
ment. Therefore, the return of the funds is crit-
ical.

| believe, as do others, that one of the best
ways to resolve the operational and manage-
ment problems at Blue Plains is to restore the
funds taken from the Blue Plains account and
prohibit the further transfer of any additional
funds. Therefore, at my request, the commit-
tee included report language in the fiscal year
1996 District of Columbia appropriations bill
which asked the financial responsibility and
management assistance authority to address
how the District planned to restore funds taken
from the Blue Plains budget and the timing for
that restoration.

In its fiscal year 1997 budget and financial
plan, the District has agreed to pay back
$21.5 million over the next 4 years in order to
replenish funds diverted from Blue Plains. This
agreement is reflected in the bill and it is our
expectation that this agreement will be hon-
ored.

Second, | am pleased with the funding for
the D.C. fire department in this bill. This fund-
ing level consistent with the request of the
D.C. City Council and the control board, is suf-
ficient to end the practice of rotated closings
of companies which have placed areas
throughout the city at risk every day.

This bill will also provide $4 million for fire-
fighting apparatus which will be used to begin
the process of modernizing the firefighting
fleet in order to provide a sufficient arsenal to
protect the residents, workers, and visitors of
the District of Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, an issue which continues to
plague the fire department is the understaffing
of firefighters. | want to commend Chairman
WALSH for adding language to this bill, at my
request, instructing the District to fill the 87 va-
cancies that currently exist in the fire depart-
ment. The city currently ranks last among the
25 largest cities in the United States in on-
duty fire suppression, and second in total fire
and rescue alarms per 100,000 people.

The understaffing of the department and the
rotated closings of up to eight companies a
day poses a public safety threat to those who
work and reside in the District and is finan-
cially irresponsible. This bill is an important
step forward in making the District's fire de-
partment one of the finest in the Nation and |
commend the committee for its efforts.

Again, | want to thank Chairman WALSH and
Congressman DixoN for their work and sup-
port. | urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of H.R. 3845, the Fiscal Year 1997
Appropriations Act for the District of Columbia.

Let me begin by complimenting my sub-
committee chairman, Congressman WALSH, on
his excellent work on this bill, as well as the
ranking member, Mr. Dixon, for all of his work.
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Many months of hearings, meetings, and ne-
gotiations, have resulted in the strong, biparti-
san bill before the House today.

H.R. 3845 appropriates $717.8 million for
the Federal payment to the District of Colum-
bia. The bill's funding levels are identical to
last year's appropriation, except for an addi-
tional $5.7 million that the committee provided
to reimburse the city for the upcoming 1997
Presidential inauguration.

| do believe that the approach the Appro-
priations Committee has taken in this bill will
move the city toward financial stability. This
bill caps the city's fiscal 1997 budget deficit at
$40 million. This represents an amount that is
$60 million less than what the city and the
control board forecast. | believe that this deficit
cap represents great progress in the District’s
path toward stability, allowing for responsible
spending to meet the needs of city residents
without affecting essential services.

H.R. 3845 also approves a budget blueprint
for the city that was reached by the Financial
Control Board, the D.C. Mayor and City Coun-
cil and seems like a responsible attempt to
control spending. | am pleased that the budget
blueprint that H.R. 3845 approves earmarks
the full budget request of $1 billion for local
law enforcement, fire, and emergency services
personnel along with the judicial and correc-
tions system. While the District needs to con-
trol spending, | firmly believe that reductions
should not be taken from an already under-
standing public safety force.

Overall, the priorities reflected in the blue-
print promote education, public safety, public
works, and economic development. | would
urge the control board to continue its close
scrutiny of District financial matters to assure
that the District adheres to the sound fiscal
policy that this bill promotes.

While | strongly support this bill today, | con-
tinue to have concemns in two areas not ad-
dressed by this appropriations bill. First, | have
strong reservations about the control board's
recommendation for Congress to authorize
long-term deficit borrowing for the District. The
city has proposed borrowing $500 million over
15 years to pay off the accumulated debt and
finance future deficits. | continue to be con-
cerned that deficit borrowing would cost cur-
rent and future taxpayers over $750 million in
interest costs alone.

Second, although a great deal of progress
has been made, the 4-year financial control
plan has not been approved by the committee.
| would urge the completion of this long-term
plan so that Congress, city leaders, and con-
trol board members may begin review and ne-
gotiations for essential structural changes in
the city’s management that must be made in
order to reach long-term stability.

Again, | rise in support of H.R. 3845 and |
would urge all of my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllincis. Mr. Chairman, this
past March, Mayor Marion Barry appeared at
a hearing held by the D.C. Subcommittee and
testified that, because of the failure of Con-
gress to enact the District's fiscal year 1996
budget until seven months into that fiscal year,
the District was in worse financial shape than
in March 1995, when the Congress estab-
lished the D.C. Financial Control Board to
bring about the District’s financial recovery.
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| found the Mayor's remarks to be distress-
ing news—particularly in light of the fact that
the District had, as the Congress directed,
successfully cut its spending and achieved
significant workforce reductions. The fiscal
year 1985 appropriations bill mandated that
the District's spending be cut by $140 million
and that 2,000 positions be eliminated from its
workforce. A subsequent audit established that
both of these requirements had not only been
met but had been exceeded. In fact, the Dis-
trict cut a total of 5,600 positions, and reduced
spending by $477 million.

Today, 4 months since the Mayor’s bleak
assessment, the situation is still very bad, but
it appears there is now some prospect for im-
provement. Even though the District govern-
ment remains burdened with an accumulated
budget deficit of almost $500 million, and its
fiscal year 1996 revenues are $116 million
below what had been expected, last week
there was an encouraging development.

District officials traveled to Wall Street
where they were able to secure a $220 million
short-term loan from an investment firm to
help meet the immediate cash needs. This is
significant because it was the decline of the
District’s credit rating to junk bond status
which triggered the need for the Financial
Control Board. This loan signals recognition
that the District of Columbia has begun to take
the steps needed to restore its solvency and
that it may soon be able to access the market
for debt restructuring and the financing of
much needed capital projects.

Further, the bill before us, which incor-
porates the District's fiscal year 1997 budget
and elements of its multi-year financial plan
also signals administrative progress which en-
abled the work on this package to proceed in
a more timely and a less contentious manner
than last year.

The Mayor, city council, and the Financial
Control Board worked closely and coopera-
tively together until they achieved a consensus
package which sets forth a series of revenue
initiatives and spending reductions designed to
produce a balanced budget by fiscal year
1999. | commend them for their efforts and
encourage them to continue tackling the tough
problems which lie ahead in this same man-
ner.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that the good
work done by these local officials was not ac-
cepted by the chairman of the D.C. Appropria-
tions Subcommittee. Instead, he chose to re-
quire an additional $40 million in cuts, which
will unguestionably have a negative impact on
city services should it be retained. | sincerely
hope that the Senate will support the locally
developed consensus budget and that a high-
er spending mark will be agreed to in con-
ference.

This one reservation notwithstanding, | urge
the approval of this appropriations measure
because | believe that, overall, it will aid the
revitalization of our Nation’s Capitol.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON].

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
18, 1996, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NoRTON] will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PROHIBITION ON DOMESTIC PARTNERS ACT

SEC. 130. No funds made available pursuant
to any provision of this Act shall be used to
implement or enforce any system of registra-
tion of unmarried, cohabiting couples wheth-
er they are homosexual, lesbian, or hetero-
sexual, including but not limited to registra-
tion for the purpose of extending employ-
ment, health, or governmental benefits to
such couples on the same basis that such
benefits are extended to legally married cou-
ples; nor shall any funds made available pur-
suant to any provision of this Act otherwise
be used to implement or enforce D.C. Act 9-
188, signed by the Mayor of the District of
Columbia on April 15, 1992.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF JUDICIAL
NOMINATION COMMISSION

SEC. 131. (a) IN GENERAL.—Effective as if
included in the enactment of the District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1996, section
434(b)(5) of the District of Columbia Self-
Government and Governmental Reorganiza-
tion Act is amended to read as follows:

‘(5) Members of the Commission shall
serve without compensation for services ren-
dered in connection with their official duties
on the Commission.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
133(b) of the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 1996 is hereby repealed, and the
provision of law amended by such section is
hereby restored as if such section had not
been enacted into law.

MONTHLY REPORTING REQUIREMENTS—BOARD

OF EDUCATION

SEC. 132. The Board of Education shall sub-
mit to the Congress, the Mayor, and the
Council of the District of Columbia no later
than fifteen (15) calendar days after the end
of each month a report that sets forth—

(1) current month expenditures and obliga-
tions, year-to-date expenditures and obliga-
tions, and total fiscal year expenditure pro-
jections vs. budget broken out on the basis of
control center, responsibility center, agency
reporting code, and object class, and for all
funds, including capital financing;

(2) a breakdown of FTE positions and staff
for the most current pay period broken out
on the basis of control center, responsibility
center, and agency reporting code within
each responsibility center, for all funds, in-
cluding capital funds;

(3) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and agency reporting
code, and for all funding sources;

(4) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged broken out on the basis
of control center, responsibility center, and
agency reporting code; and contract identify-
ing codes used by the D.C. Public Schools;
payments made in the last month and year-
to-date, the total amount of the contract
and total payments made for the contract
and any modifications, extensions, renewals;
and specific modifications made to each con-
tract in the last month;
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(5) all reprogramming requests and reports
that are required to be, and have been, sub-
mitted to the Board of Education; and

(6) changes made in the last month to the
organizational structure of the D.C. Public
Schools, displaying previous and current
control centers and responsibility centers,
the names of the organizational entities that
have been changed, the name of the staff
member supervising each entity affected,
and the reasons for the structural change.

MONTHLY REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
UNIVERSITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SEC. 133. The University of the District of
Columbia shall submit to the Congress, the
Mayor, and the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia no later than fifteen (15) calendar
days after the end of each month a report
that sets forth—

(1) current month expenditures and obliga-
tions, year-to-date expenditures and obliga-
tions, and total fiscal year expenditure pro-
jections vs. budget broken out on the basis of
control center, responsibility center, and ob-
ject class, and for all funds, non-appropriated
funds, and capital financing;

(2) a breakdown of FTE positions and all
employees for the most current pay period
broken out on the basis of control center and
responsibility center, for all funds, including
capital funds;

(3) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and for all funding
sources;

(4) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged broken out on the basis
of control center and responsibility center,
and contract identifying codes used by the
University of the District of Columbia; pay-
ments made in the last month and year-to-
date, the total amount of the contract and
total payments made for the contract and
any modifications, extensions, renewals; and
specific modifications made to each contract
in the last month;

(5) all reprogramming requests and reports
that have been made by the University of the
District of Columbia within the last month
in compliance with applicable law; and

(6) changes made in the last month to the
organizational structure of the University of
the District of Columbia, displaying previous
and current control centers and responsibil-
ity centers, the names of the organizational
entities that have been changed, the name of
the staff member supervising each entity af-
fected, and the reasons for the structural
change.

ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 134. (a) The Board of Education of the
District of Columbia and the University of
the District of Columbia shall annually com-
pile an accurate and verifiable report on the
positions and employees in the public school
system and the university, respectively. The
annual report shall set forth—

(1) the number of validated schedule A po-
sitions in the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia for fiscal year 1996, fiscal year 1997,
and thereafter on a full-time equivalent
basis, including a compilation of all posi-
tions by control center, responsibility cen-
ter, funding source, position type, position
title, pay plan, grade, and annual salary; and

(2) a compilation of all employees in the
District of Columbia Public Schools and the
University of the District of Columbia as of
the preceding December 31, verified as to its
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accuracy in accordance with the functions
that each employee actually performs, by
control center, responsibility center, agency
reporting code, program (including funding
source), activity, location for accounting
purposes, job title, grade and classification,
annual salary, and position control number.

(b) SUBMISSION.—The annual report re-
quired by subsection (a) of this section shall
be submitted to the Congress, the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus
Commission, and the Authority, not later
than February 15 of each year.

ANNUAL BUDGETS AND BUDGET REVISIONS

SEC. 135. (a) No later than October 1, 1996,
or within 15 calendar days after the date of
the enactment of the District of Columbia
Appropriations Act, 1997, whichever occurs
later, and each succeeding year, the Board of
Education and the University of the District
of Columbia shall submit to the appropriate
congressional committees, the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus
Commission, and the District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority, a revised appropriated
funds operating budget for the public school
system and the University of the District of
Columbia for such fiscal year that is in the
total amount of the approved appropriation
and that realigns budgeted data for personal
services and other-than-personal services, re-
spectively, with anticipated actual expendi-
tures.

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted
in the format of the budget that the Board of
Education and the University of the District
of Columbia submit to the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May-
or's budget submission to the Council of the
District of Columbia pursuant to section 442
of the District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act, Pub-
lic Law 93-198, as amended (D.C. Code, sec.
47-301).

EDUCATIONAL BUDGET APPROVAL

SEC. 136. The Board of Education, the
Board of Trustees of the University of the
District of Columbia, the Board of Library
Trustees, and the Board of Governors of the
D.C. School of Law shall vote on and approve
their respective annual or revised budgets
before submission to the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May-
or’'s budget submission to the Council of the
District of Columbia in accordance with sec-
tion 442 of the District of Columbia Self-Gov-
ernment and Governmental Reorganization
Act, Public Law 93-198, as amended (D.C.
Code, sec. 47-301), or before submitting their
respective budgets directly to the Council.

PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEE EVALUATIONS

SEC. 137. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, rule, or regulation, the evalua-
tion process and instruments for evaluating
District of Columbia Public Schools employ-
ees shall be a non-negotiable item for collec-
tive bargaining purposes.

MODIFICATIONS OF BOARD OF EDUCATION
REDUCTION-IN-FORCE PROCEDURES

SEc. 138. The District of Columbia Govern-
ment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of
1978, D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), is amend-
ed—

(1) in section 301 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-603.1}—

(A) by inserting after paragraph (13), the
following new paragraph:

*(13A) The term ‘nonschool-based person-
nel' means any employee of the District of
Columbia public schools who is not based at
a local school or who does not provide direct
services to individual students.”; and
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(B) by inserting after paragraph (15), the
following new paragraph:

‘(15A) The term ‘school administrators’
means principals, assistant principals,
school program directors, coordinators, in-
structional supervisors, and support person-
nel of the District of Columbia public
schools.™;

(2) in section 801A(b)(2) (D.C. Code, sec. 1-
609.1(b)(2)(L))—

(A) by striking ‘(L) reduction-in-force™
and inserting “*(L)(i) reduction-in-force'; and

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (L)i),
the following new clause:

**(ii) notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Board of Education shall not
issue rules that require or permit nonschool-
based personnel or school administrators to
be assigned or reassigned to the same com-
petitive level as classroom teachers;”’; and

(3) in section 2402 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-625.2),
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Board of Education shall not re-
quire or permit nonschool-based personnel or
school administrators to be assigned or reas-
signed to the same competitive level as
classroom teachers.”.

SEC. 139. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, rule, or regulation, an em-
ployee of the District of Columbia Public
Schools shall be—

(1) classified as an Educational Service em-
ployee;

(2) placed under the personnel authority of
the Board of Education; and

(3) subject to all Board of Education rules.

(b) School-based personnel shall constitute
a separate competitive area from nonschool-
based personnel who shall not compete with
school-based personnel for retention pur-
poses.

MODIFICATION OF REDUCTION-IN-FORCE
PROCEDURES

SEC. 140. (a) Section 2401 of the District of
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit
Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-625.1
et seq.) is amended by amending the third
sentence to read as follows: “A personnel au-
thority may establish lesser competitive
areas within an agency on the basis of all or
a clearly identifiable segment of an agency’s
mission or a division or major subdivision of
an agency.’.

(b) The District of Columbia Government
Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978
(D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), as amended
by section 149 of the District of Columbia
Appropriations Act, 1996 (Public Law 104-
134), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 2407. ABOLISHMENT OF POSITIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1997.

‘*(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, regulation, or collective bargaining
agreement either in effect or to be nego-
tiated while this legislation is in effect for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
each agency head is authorized, within the
agency head’s discretion, to identify posi-
tions for abolishment.

**(b) Prior to February 1, 1997, each person-
nel authority shall make a final determina-
tion that a position within the personnel au-
thority is to be abolished.

“{¢) Notwithstanding any rights or proce-
dures established by any other provision of
this title, any District government em-
ployee, regardless of date of hire, who en-
cumbers a position identified for abolish-
ment shall be separated without competition
or assignment rights, except as provided in
this section.



18404

“(d) An employee affected by the abolish-
ment of a position pursuant to this section
who, but for this section would be entitled to
compete for retention, shall be entitled to
one round of lateral competition pursuant to
Chapter 24 of the District of Columbia Per-
sonnel Manual, which shall be limited to po-
sitions in the employee's competitive level.

‘*(e) Each employee who is a bona fide resi-
dent of the District of Columbia shall have
added 5 years to his or her creditable service
for reduction-in-force purposes. For purposes
of this subsection only, a nonresident Dis-
trict employee who was hired by the District
government prior to January 1, 1980, and has
not had a break in service since that date, or
a former employee of the United States De-
partment of Health and Human Services at
Saint Elizabeths Hospital who accepted em-
ployment with the District government on
October 1, 1987, and has not had a break in
service since that date, shall be considered a
District resident.

“(f) Each employee selected for separation
pursuant to this section shall be given writ-
ten notice of at least 30 days before the effec-
tive date of his or her separation.

“(g) Neither the establishment of a com-
petitive area smaller than an agency, nor the
determination that a specific position is to
be abolished, nor separation pursuant to this
section shall be subject to review except as
follows—

“(1) an employee may file a complaint con-
testing a determination or a separation pur-
suant to title XV of this Act or section 303 of
the Human Rights Act of 1977, effective De-
cember 13, 1977 (D.C. Law 2-38; D.C. Code, sec.
1-2543); and

*(2) an employee may file with the Office
of Employee Appeals an appeal contesting
that the separation procedures of sub-
sections (d) and (f) of this section were not
properly applied.

“(h) An employee separated pursuant to
this section shall be entitled to severance
pay in accordance with title XI of this Act,
except that the following shall be included in
computing creditable service for severance
pay for employees separated pursuant to this
section—

“(1) four years for an employee who quali-
fied for veterans preference under this Act,
and

*(2) three years for an employee who quali-
fied for residency preference under this Act.

*(i) Separation pursuant to this section
shall not affect an employee’s rights under
either the Agency Reemployment Priority
Program or the Displaced Employee Pro-
gram established pursuant to Chapter 24 of
the District Personnel Manual.

*(j) The Mayor shall submit to the Council
a listing of all positions to be abolished by
agency and responsibility center by March 1,
1997, or upon the delivery of termination no-
tices to individual employees.

“‘(k) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 1708 or section 2402(d), the provisions of
this Act shall not be deemed negotiable.

(1) A personnel authority shall cause a 30-
day termination notice to be served, no later
than September 1, 1997, on any incumbent
employee remaining in any position identi-
fied to be abolished pursuant to subsection
(b) of this section.

CEILING ON EXPENSES AND DEFICIT

SEC. 141. (a) CEILING ON TOTAL OPERATING
EXPENSES AND DEFICIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the total amount ap-
propriated in this Act for operating expenses
for the District of Columbia for fiscal year
1997 under the caption “DIVISION OF EX-
PENSES" shall not exceed the lesser of—
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(A) the sum of the total revenues of the
District of Columbia for such fiscal year and
$40,000,000; or

(B) $5,108,913,000 (of which $134,528,000 shall
be from intra-District funds).

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Authority shall
take such steps as are necessary to assure
that the District of Columbia meets the re-
quirements of this section, including the ap-
portioning by the Chief Financial Officer of
the appropriations and funds made available
to the District during fiscal year 1997.

(b) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF GRANTS NOT
INCLUDED IN CEILING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Mayor of the District of Co-
lumbia may accept, obligate, and expend
Federal, private, and other grants received
by the District government that are not re-
flected in the amounts appropriated in this
Act.

(2) REQUIREMENT OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI-
CER REPORT AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY AP-
PROVAL.—No such Federal, private, or other
grant may be accepted, obligated, or ex-
pended pursuant to paragraph (1) until—

(A) the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict submits to the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority established by Public
Law 104-8 (109 Stat. 97) a report setting forth
detailed information regarding such grant;
and

(B) the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority has reviewed and approved the ac-
ceptance, obligation, and expenditure of such
grant in accordance with review and ap-
proval procedures consistent with the provi-
sions of Public Law 104-8, the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995.

(3) PROHIBITION ON SPENDING IN ANTICIPA-
TION OF APPROVAL OR RECEIPT.—No0 amount
may be obligated or expended from the gen-
eral fund or other funds of the District gov-
ernment in anticipation of the approval or
receipt of a grant under paragraph (2)(B) or
in anticipation of the approval or receipt of
a Federal, private, or other grant not subject
to such paragraph.

(4) MONTHLY REPORTS.—The Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District shall prepare a
monthly report setting forth detailed infor-
mation regarding all Federal, private, and
other grants subject to this subsection. Each
such report shall be submitted to the Council
of the District of Columbia, and to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Senate, not later
than 15 days after the end of the month cov-
ered by the report.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER POWERS DURING
CONTROL PERIODS

SEC. 142. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, during any control period in ef-
fect under subtitle A of title II of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Act of 1995 the
following shall apply:

(a) the heads and all personnel of the fol-
lowing offices, together with all other Dis-
trict of Columbia executive branch account-
ing, budget, and financial management per-
sonnel, shall be appointed by, shall serve at
the pleasure of, and shall act under the di-
rection and control of the Chief Financial
Officer:

The Office of the Treasurer.

The Controller of the District of Columbia.
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The Office of the Budget.

The Office of Financial Information Serv-
ices.

The Department of Finance and Revenue.
The District of Columbia Financial Respon-
sibility and Management Assistance Author-
ity established pursuant to Public Law 104-8,
approved April 17, 1995, may remove such in-
dividuals from office for cause, after con-
sultation with the Mayor and the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer.

(b) The Chief Financial Officer shall pre-
pare and submit to the Mayor, for inclusion
in the annual budget of the District of Co-
lumbia under part D of title IV of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Self-Government and Gov-
ernmental Reorganization Act of 1973, ap-
proved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 774; Public
Law 93-198), as amended, for each fiscal year
occurring during a control period in effect
under subtitle A of title II of the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Act of 1995, annual esti-
mates of the expenditures and appropriations
necessary for the operation of the Office of
the Chief Financial Officer for the year. All
such estimates shall be forwarded by the
Mayor to the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia for its action pursuant to sections 446
and 603(c) of the District of Columbia Self-
Government and Governmental Reorganiza-
tion Act, Public Law 93-198, approved De-
cember 24, 1973, without revision but subject
to recommendations. Notwithstanding any
other provisions of the District of Columbia
Self-Government and Governmental Reorga-
nization Act, Public Law 93-198, approved
December 24, 1973, the Council may comment
or make recommendations concerning such
estimates, but shall have no authority to re-
vise such estimates.

POLICE AND FIRE FIGHTER DISABILITY
RETIREMENTS

SEC. 143. (a) Up to 50 police officers and up
to 50 Fire and Emergency Medical Services
members with less than 20 years of depart-
mental service who were hired before Feb-
ruary 14, 1980, and who retire on disability
before the end of calendar year 1997 shall be
excluded from the computation of the rate of
disability retirements under subsection
145(a) of the District of Columbia Retirement
Reform Act of 1979 (93 Stat. 882; D.C. Code,
sec. 1-725(a)), for purposes of reducing the au-
thorized Federal payment to the District of
Columbia Police Officers and Fire Fighters’
Retirement Fund pursuant to subsection
145(c) of the District of Columbia Retirement
Reform Act of 1979.

(b) The Mayor, within 30 days after the en-
actment of this provision, shall engage an
enrolled actuary, to be paid by the District
of Columbia Retirement Board, and shall
comply with the requirements of section
142(d) and section 144(d) of the District of Co-
lumbia Retirement Reform Act of 1979 (Pub-
lic Law 96-122, approved November 17, 1979;
D.C. Code, secs. 1-722(d) and 1-724(d).

(c) This section shall not go into effect
until 15 days after the Mayor transmits the
actuarial report required by section 142(d) of
the District of Columbia Retirement Reform
Act of 1979 (Public Law 96-122, approved No-
vember 17, 1979) to the District of Columbia
Retirement Board, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and the President pro
tempore of the Senate.

SEC. 144. (a) Section 451(c)(3) of the District
of Columbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act, approved De-
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 803; D.C. Code, sec.
1-1130(c)(3)), is amended by striking the word
“section” and inserting the word ‘‘sub-
section” in its place.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SCHOOL REFORM

SEC. 145. Section 2204(c)(2) of the District
of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Pub-
lic Law 104-134) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

**(2) TUITION, FEES, AND PAYMENTS.—

*(A) PROHIBITION.—A public charter school
may not, with respect to any student other
than a nonresident student, charge tuition,
impose fees, or otherwise require payment
for participation in any program, edu-
cational offering, or activity that—

‘(1) enrolls students in any grade from kin-
dergarten through grade 12; or

*‘(ii) is funded in whole or part through an
annual local appropriation.

“(B) EXCEPTION.—A public charter school
may impose fees or otherwise require pay-
ment, at rates established by the Board of
Trustees of the school, for any program, edu-
cational offering, or activity not described in
clause (i) or (ii) of subparagraph (A), includ-
ing adult education programs, or for field
trips or similar activities.”".

Mr. WALSH (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill through page 52, line 23, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
Page 52, after line 23, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 146. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN AcT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with the Buy
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a-10¢).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products to the great-
est extent practicable.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
agency of the Federal or District of Colum-
bia government shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(¢) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SO0NS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
“Made in America" inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.
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Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, this
is an amendment that has been offered
to all the appropriation bills, and I am
going to thank all the appropriators
for, over the years, including this lan-
guage into the bills. I think it encour-
ages people to whenever possible in uti-
lizing the scarce procurement dollars
of the U.S. Government, to attempt to
buy wherever possible American-made
products.

In addition, anybody who would, in
fact, place a false, fraudulent made-in-
America label on any product that is
sold to our Government through any of
these contracted agreements would be
prohibited from bidding on further con-
tracts.

So I appreciate the fact the appropri-
ators have included this language. It is
that standard language that has been
on other appropriation bills.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT] for yielding. We have examined
the amendment, Mr. Chairman, find it
to be in perfectly good order, find it to
be consistent with the wishes of the
subcommittee, and have no objections
to the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the support of the sub-
committee Chair.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California, the distin-
guished ranking member.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, the mi-
nority has no objection to this amend-
ment. It is a good amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
with that I hope wherever possible
when we expend U.S. taxpayer dollars
it is on American-made products from
American workers who pay our taxes.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

If not, the Clerk will read the last
two lines of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

This Act may be cited as the District of
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1997.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. WALSH)
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having assumed the chair, Mr.
HAasTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 3845), making
appropriations for the government of
the District of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, had come
to no resolution thereon.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 5 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

0 1731
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. GUTKNECHT] at 5 o'clock
and 31 minutes p.m.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, July 18, 1996, and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3845.

0 1732

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
3845) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues
of said District for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other
purposes, with Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole House rose earlier
today, the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICENT]
had been disposed of, and the bill had
been read through page 52, line 25.

Are there further amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUTENECHT

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GUTKNECHT:
Page 52, after line 23, insert the following
new section:

SEec. 146. The amount otherwise provided
under the heading “Federal Payment to the
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District of Columbia’ for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, is hereby reduced by
1.9 percent.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 20 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. GUTKNECHT] for 10 minutes.

Mr. GUTENECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this is the next in-
stallment of the amendments that I
have been offering to all of the appro-
priation bills since the House passed
the joint budget conference committee
report, and as my colleagues will prob-
ably recall, under that report this
House for the first time in the last 4
years is actually going to allow the
deficit of the United States to go up in
the next fiscal year, and many of us
who were upset upon learning that
went back to our offices and tried to
figure out what it was that perhaps we
could do on a constructive basis to re-
cover that fumble. And what we came
up with was the notion that if we of-
fered a 1.9 percent across-the-board re-
duction on the balance of the appro-
priation bills that were still out there,
we could recover $4.1 billion in addi-
tional Federal spending.

So I offer this amendment in good
faith even though I serve in the Dis-
trict of Columbia Oversight Sub-
committee, and I appreciate the work
that the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WALSH] and his subcommittee
have done in terms of controlling the
level of spending and trying to get the
fiscal house in order not only for the
District of Columbia, but for all of the
taxpayers of the United States.

But, Mr. Chairman, I think, in fair-
ness, if we are going to offer this to one
appropriation bill, we have to offer it
to all of them. This amendment that I
am offering today affects the $660 mil-
lion that goes to the District of Colum-
bia in the way of a Federal payment. It
does not affect the Federal contribu-
tions to employees’' retirement ac-
counts, it does not affect the rest of
the $5 billion which flows through the
District of Columbia general fund, and
it does not unfairly pick on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

We have offered this same amend-
ment to all appropriation bills since
the approval of the joint budget resolu-
tion conference committee report. We
are asking the District of Columbia
government to make the same kind of
sacrifice that we have asked the rest of
the Federal Government to make, a
simple 1.9 percent reduction.

As I said earlier, I serve on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Subcommittee, I ap-
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preciate the work that that District of
Columbia Subcommittee has done, and
I appreciate the work that the finan-
cial oversight board has been doing to
try and put the District of Columbia
back on a financial path toward sol-
vency. But I believe that if we are
going to be fair and if we are going to
be honest and if we are going to be con-
sistent in what we do around here, I
have to offer this amendment in good
faith.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the gentleman’s amendment. While I
know it is with the best of intentions,
looking toward reducing our deficit by
reducing our Federal spending, I want
to assure him that we have made every
effort to do so, in fact, have been ac-
cused of asking for too many spending
cuts of the District of Columbia.

The Federal payment to the District
of Columbia is a contribution that is
made in lieu of taxes to the District
government. The Federal Government
occupies roughly 45 percent of the land
area of this city. This payment is our
contribution to the local community
for the police, fire, and other services
that are provided not only to Congress,
but to the Federal offices and foreign
embassies and various groups that have
received congressionally chartered tax
exemptions, not to mention the mil-
lions and millions of tourists and other
visitors who come here either to see
the beauty of our Nation’s Capital or
to participate in government or in
business.

The second point I want to make is
that the amount we are recommending
in this bill for fiscal year 1997 is ex-
actly the same amount that was appro-
priated in each of the last 2 years. In
other words, this will make it 3 years
in a row with no increase—a flat Fed-
eral payment appropriation for the
past 3 years for the District of Colum-
bia.

Third, the Constitution places the re-
sponsibility for the District under the
Congress, and it is our duty to provide
a fair contribution for the operation of
the seat of our national Government.

Mr. Chairman, the District is in the
midst of a financial crisis. In response
to that crisis, this Congress last year
passed legislation to create a financial
control board. That board has been in
place a little over a year and is making
some progress in grappling with the
situation.

I would say to my good friend and
colleague from Minnesota that we are
appropriating exactly the amount au-
thorized by his committee. The author-
izers told us this is the amount that we
should spend, and in respect to that
committee and in respect to the proc-
ess, we are appropriating at exactly
that level. If the gentleman wishes to
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change that authorization, he is on the
committee that can make that change.

So, Mr, Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the gentle-
man'’s amendment. We should not shirk
our responsibility to our Nation’s Cap-
ital by reducing the Federal payment
to a level below what it was 3 years
ago.

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. SOUDER].

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, first off
I want to congratulate the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH] and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS]
also in the authorizing committee, for
their hard work. Washington, DC, is
our national Capital. It is seen across
this country as a symbol of our Nation,
it is seen throughout the world as a
symbol of our Nation, and its efforts to
try to improve the situation there and
to shepherd it are to be commended,
and as my colleagues well know, as we
go through this amendment process,
these amendments are not aimed at
any particular committee or any par-
ticular approach.

I also serve on the authorizing com-
mittee, the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, and as my col-
leagues know, authorizing numbers are
a cap, they are not the actual amount.
That is up to the appropriating com-
mittee what they spend, and when we
got our authorizing cap, we did not re-
alize that the budget was going to have
a bump up in the second year. That
came later in the whole negotiating
process, and some of the appropriating
numbers got bumped up in dealing with
the President and with the Senate, and
we did not come to Congress to watch
the deficit go up our second year here.
We made a commitment to the Amer-
ican people that that deficit was going
to go down. And we did better than ex-
pected last year. Now we have a chal-
lenge to meet.

One of our concerns as fellow Repub-
licans is that some of the rhetoric that
has been used against our 1.9 percent
amendment is potentially digging our
party into a trap. Next year our discre-
tionary spending is supposed to go
down 4 percent in actual dollars. Non-
defense spending is supposed to go
down 4 percent in our own budget that
we voted for, yet we constantly hear
every time we bring up this amend-
ment, ‘‘Oh, there's nothing that can be
cut, there’'s nothing that can be re-
duced.” If there is nothing that can be
reduced, how in the world are we going
to reduce things 4 percent next year?

Every time we bring this up, we hear
over and over that, oh, we are going to
wipe out this, we are going to wipe out
that, and if we are not careful, we are
going to hoist ourselves on our own
rhetoric and dig ourselves into a hole.
The fact is that the budget deficit goes
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up, I wish we could target it more pre-
cisely, I wish we could have worked it
out through the different appropriating
committees to be fair and rather than
doing a 1.9 percent, but at this point
since we do not have a lockbox that
works, this is our only way to have the
budget deficit not go up the second
year.

Any my friends on the Democratic
side of the aisle, this is not aimed at
the District of Columbia. I commend
not only the delegate from the District
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] and many of
the others for their efforts, but quite
frankly we did not control the House
for 40 years. We have a terrible deficit
that we have to get control of, that we
were making progress, and we are very
nervous that this step backward that
we are doing, ever so slight a step, but
nevertheless a step, is in the wrong di-
rection, and the American people sent
many of us here because they were
tired of hearing “‘tomorrow, tomorrow,
tomorrow.” They want to see it happen
now, and this is our only way we have
to express our frustration not only
with our own leadership, but our frus-
tration with the way Congress works.

Every program has some benefits,
every spending has some benefits, but
we do not have any money. Even at the
extreme it will take 7 years to balance
our budget on an annual basis. House-
holds do not have that choice, busi-
nesses do not have that choice, State
governments do not have that choice,
local governments do not have that
choice, yet every time we try to reduce
it just 1.9 percent it is always too
much.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
comment on my colleague’s remarks.

We have made, I think, tremendous
progress in reducing our deficit spend-
ing. This Congress reduced discre-
tionary spending by 856 billion last
year, a remarkable and astounding
feat, given past performance, and no
one in this body is more committed to
reducing deficit spending or reducing
our deficits than I. We have, I think,
made great effort here to reduce the
projected deficit by an additional 859
million or 60 percent to bring this
budget closer to balance. It may take
another year before we get there, but
we are heading in the right direction.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DIXON], the ranking mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding this time to me, and I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

Every day we open the newspaper or
turn on TV we see a problem that needs
to be fixed in the District of Columbia.
We need to restore the infrastructure
to the water system here. Public
health, in my personal view, is in a cri-
sis in the District of Columbia. And
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public safety, even 60 Minutes is now
paying attention to it.

The gentleman from Minnesota
seems to say that because he offered
this amendment on 12 other bills that
he must offer it on this bill. I would
suggest to the body that we respond to
him the same way that we did on the
other 12 bills and reject this amend-
ment.
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, as I said earlier, I do
have some regrets about having to
offer this amendment, but I think it
needs to be put in perspective in terms
of how much money is actually spent
here in the District of Columbia.

The per capita total spending, for ex-
ample, in States like Nevada, is $4,900.
Here in the District it is $9,954. There is
waste. They could reduce spending by
1.9 percent without dramatically af-
fecting public safety and the water-
works and so forth.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Ms.
HOSTETTLER], my freshman colleague.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this amend-
ment to the fiscal year 1997 District of
Columbia appropriations bill to de-
crease funding in the bill by 1.9 percent
across the board. I believe that this is
the seventh time we have come to the
floor to offer this amendment. While
we have not been successful with our
previous efforts, we are not discour-
aged. When it comes to protect the fi-
nancial future of this country’s chil-
dren, we must be tireless.

While many come to the Chamber
and criticized the budget resolution for
increasing the deficit, few of us sup-
ported these efforts to regain that
extra spending. Before we decide that
we just can’t resist the temptation to
spend these few extra dollars—those
few extra dollars that represent the
thousands of hours of hard work per-
formed by hard working folks in my
district—we should think about the fi-
nancial burden we are placing on our
children.

This amendment will trim less than 2
percent—just two pennies from every
dollar of discretionary spending in this
appropriations bill. The District re-
ceives approximately $717 million in
the form of a Federal payment, a pay-
ment to the teachers’, firefighters’, po-
lice, and judges’ retirement fund, and a
payment for this 1997 inauguration. In-
cluded among the reasons that the Dis-
trict receives the Federal payment is
the notion that a large percentage of
the city’s land is owned by the Federal
Government. In actuality, just over 26
percent of the city’ property is owned
by the Federal Government. However,
68 percent of Alaska is owned by the
Federal Government, 64 percent of
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Utah is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment, and a whopping 83 percent of the
State of Nevada is owned by the Fed-
eral Government. At the same time,
Alaskans receive 81,755 per capita in
Federal revenues; Utah residents re-
ceive $634 in per capita Federal reve-
nues; and Nevada residents receive just
$547. District residents, on the other
hand, receive $3,898 per capita in Fed-
eral revenues. When we consider these
facts, a 1.9 percent decrease in the Fed-
eral payment seems like a small
amount to ask for. I can assure you,
Mr. Chairman, that I do not believe
this is the most perfect solution for
cutting $4 billion from the appropria-
tions bills, and I can assure you that
this is not being done to target any
specific appropriations bill or any spe-
cific program—but this is a solution
that will be shared by all. I asked ev-
erybody in this body—from both sides
of the aisle—who is serious about stay-
ing on that real path toward a balanced
budget to support our amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I am inclined to simply say, ‘‘Enough
already.” Mr. Chairman, look at this
week's U.S. News and World Report.
The National Capital, the gentleman’s
capital, has become a national daily
controversy. You cannot separate
yourself from that.

There is a reason why the chairman
of the committee on which you serve
and the chairman of the subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations
oppose this bill. This is not an appro-
priation we are dealing with; this is a
city we are dealing with. It is a city
that is insolvent.

These across-the-board cuts have
been offered before in the Congress, but
never for the District of Columbia ap-
propriation. There is a reason for it. It
is a complicated organism we are deal-
ing with here. It is down on its knees,
going, going, gone.

The Federal payment has not in-
creased in 5 years. For the third year
in a row the chairman has required a
cut in the District’s payment. Mr.
Chairman, the PILOT we have here,
PILOT, the payment in lieu of taxes,
keeps us from building on the most val-
uable and most useful land in the city,
right in the middle of the city.

Let me tell the Members something:
Congress has not paid its taxes re-
cently, because the PILOT has not
been increased in 5 years. Before that,
until 1991, it had not been increased in
5 years.

Mr. Chairman, we have been using a
monolithic strategy to downsize the
District of Columbia. We have been
using that even before the 104th Con-
gress came into place. It is going down
so fast that the taxpayers are picking
up and leaving at a rate that should
make your hair stand on end.
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I have not called for an end of
downsizing or an end of cuts, but after
a control board and a Committee on
Appropriations have looked closely at
a city that is on the verge of dying and
cut and said no more cuts, it ill be-
hooves any of us to come to this floor
and, shall we say, third-guess them on
what should be done.

The 1.9-percent cut, you are not sell-
ing anything, I do not know why you
. do not say 2 percent cut and round off
this figure, the 2-percent cut I think is
sincerely offered, and it is sincerely re-
ceived.

I ask Members to note the difference
between an ordinary appropriation and
a city in the deepest possible trouble. I
ask Members to realize that the 2-per-
cent cut has more than been made by,
first, the control board, then the sub-
committee, then the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and now, it would appear,
by the full body here. Please vote
against this amendment.

Mr. GUTENECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to my colleague, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEU-

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I serve on this com-
mittee, and I have the greatest respect
for our committee chairman and for
the ranking minority member and for
all the work that has been done here.
However, when we get done looking at
all of these priorities individually, we
have to come back to the fact that we
have a higher priority, and that is to
do what it right for the future of our
country.

We are $5.2 trillion in debt. The time
has come for us to do what is right for
future generations of Americans and
get to a balanced budget. This is sim-
ply a small step in the right direction
for the future of this great country of
ours. That is what this is all about.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I particularly praise
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
the District of Columbia of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the
chairman of the authorizing commit-
tee, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Davis]. Both are doing an outstanding
job, and are the hardest workers in this
Congress.

I have a high regard for my friend,
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT], on the committee on
which I serve, but I must oppose his
amendment. I think enough. We have
cut budgets as much as we reasonably
can.

Washington must remain a beautiful
world capital. It is a beautiful world
capital, but there are a couple of things
I would like to ask a question of the
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chairman about, to see if we could
change. That is, driving around town
yesterday, I found numerous stoplights
never replaced, crossing walk lights
never replaced, potholes never filled. I
think that is the impression every sin-
gle visitor to Washington gets.

If we are going to put in this Federal
contribution, can we at least get the
District Department of Public Works
to do something about simple matters
like that, that do affect life and death?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORN. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to the gentleman’s questions,
we are all very much aware of all of
these problems in the city. I would re-
mind my colleague that these did not
just happen overnight. The bridges and
roads and infrastructure and police
cars and fire engines have been running
on basically empty for years. There has
been no investment in the schools. The
city's capital program basically does
not exist.

The fact is, the District of Colum-
bia’s budget is over $5 billion for a city
of 550,000 people. The State of South
Carolina, with 3% million people, has a
budget of $4 billion. So it would seem
that there is enough money.

We have discussed this with the city
officials and have urged them to spend
money on these public works projects.
Basically the funds in this bill are at
their discretion to spend, but we do
strongly urge them to make these
structural repairs and changes to turn
the District around from its downward
spiral.

Mr. HORN. If I might suggest to the
chairman of the Committee, if he
would condition the Federal payment, I
think they would move a lot faster.

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself the balance on my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT] is
recognized for 12 minutes.

Mr. GUTENECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
will end this debate the way I began. I
do respect the work that is done on the
Subcommittee on the District of Co-
lumbia of Committee on Appropria-
tions for the District of Columbia. This
is a very serious problem. But I would
have to agree with my colleague, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HOSTETTLER], who spoke earlier. The
problem is not necessarily that there is
not enough tax money flowing through
the District of Columbia.

On a per capita basis, if we compare
the schools, for example, how much we
spend back in Minnesota on our public
schools, something like $5,600. Here in
the District of Columbia, by some esti-
mates, it is almost $10,000. The problem
is not that we are not spending enough
money, but the District and the Fed-
eral Government, as oversight, have
not been ensuring that those moneys
are spent properly.

July 22, 1996

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
is really about is keeping our promises
of last year. As the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. SOUDER] said, if we cannot
cut 1.9 percent this year, how are we
going to cut 4 percent next year? Bal-
ancing the budget is not what you do
next year, it is not what you do 2 years
from now, it is what you do this year.

I think we have to keep faith with
what we told the voters 2 years ago. I
think we have to keep faith with our
children. This is about generational eq-
uity, it is not about whether potholes
are going to be filled in Washington,
DC. They have not been filled in the
past and perhaps they will not be filled
in the future. But we can balance the
Federal budget, if everybody is willing
to tighten their belts just a little bit.

If we take 1.9 percent across-the-
broad and we compare it to a haircut,
and what we are talking about is giv-
ing the bureaucracy a slight haircut, it
is like cutting your hair about one-
eighth of an inch. Most people would
not even notice the difference.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH] is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, just to
sum up, we certainly have worked very
hard to try to get this bill to where it
is today. Basically it is a bipartisan
bill. Not everyone is happy with it.

Is it the right amount of Federal
funds? I believe it is. If we were to re-
duce another $12 million, $13 million,
the District could take that from wher-
ever they decide to take it. We just put
$15 million back in for the fire depart-
ment. I would hate to think that is
where it would come from.

The fact is this $660 million Federal
payment is the amount that was au-
thorized, and is the amount included in
our 602(b) allocation. I think it is the
right amount, and I would strongly
urge a ‘‘no’” vote on the Gutknecht
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT).

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
18, 1996, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT] will
be postponed.

Are there further amendments?
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN THE
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
18, 1996, proceedings will now resume
on those amendments on which further
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proceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: First, the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON], fol-
lowed by the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota, [Mr. GUT-
KNECHT].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. NORTON

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia [Ms. NORTON] on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 223,
not voting 34, as follows:

[Roll No. 332)
AYES—176

Abercrombie Fawell McDermott
Ackerman Fields (LA) McHale
Andrews Filner McKinney
Baesler Foglietta Meehan
Baldacci Franks (CT) Meek
Ballenger Franks (NJ) Menendez
Barrett (WI) Frelinghuysen Meyers

Frost Millender-
Bateman Furse McDonald
Becerra Gejdenson Miller (CA)
Beil Gibb Minge
Bentsen Gilchrest Moakley
Berman Gilman Molinari
Bilbray Gonzalez Moran
Bishop Gordon Nadler
Blumenauner Green (TX) Obey
Boehlert Greenwood Olver
Bonilla Harman Pallone
Boucher Hastings (FL) Pastor
Brown (CA) Hefner Payne (NJ)
Brown (OH) Hilliard Payne (VA)
Bryant (TX) Hinchey Pelosi
Campbell Hobson Peterson (FL)
Cardin Horn Pickett
Castle Houghton Pomeroy
Chapman Hoyer Ramstad
Clay Jackson (IL) Rangel
Clayton Jackson-Lee Reed
Clyburn (TX) Regula
Coleman Jacobs Richardson
Collins (IL) Johnson (CT) Rivers
Collins (MI) Johnson (SD) Rose
Condit Johnson, E. B. Roukema
Conyers Johnston Roybal-Allard
Coyne Eaptur Sabo
Cramer Kelly Sanders
Ci i K dy (MA) Sawyer
Davis Kennedy (RI) Schill
DeFazio Eennelly Schroeder

Kleczka Schumer
Dellums Klug Scott
Dentsch EKolbe Serrano
Dicks Lantos Shays
Dingell Lazio Sisisky
Dixon Levin Skaggs
Doggett Lewis (GA) Slaughter
Dooley Lofgren Spratt
Dunn Lowey Stark
Edwards Luther Stokes
Engel Maloney Studds
Eshoo Markey Tanner
Evans Martinez Thompson
Farr Martini Thurman
Fattah MecCarthy Torkildsen

Torres
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward

Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Barcia

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehner
Bonior
Bomno

Borski
Brewster
Browder
Bryaat (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr

Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox

Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren

Brown (FL)
Brownback
Clement

de la Garza
Durbin
Everett

Fields (TX)
Flake
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Waters Woolsey
Watt (NC) Wynn
Waxman Yates
White Zimmer
Williams
Wise
NOES—223

Gillmor Ney
Goodlatte Nussle
Goodling Oberstar
Goss Ortiz
Graham Orton
Greene (UT) Oxley
Gunderson Packard
Gutknecht Parker
Hall (OH) Paxon
Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)
Hamilton Petri
Hancock Pombo
Hansen Porter
Hastert Portman
Hastings (WA) Poshard
Hayes Quinn
Hayworth Radanovich
Hefley Rahall
Heineman Riges
Herger Roberts
Hilleary Roemer
Hoekstra Rogers
Hoke Rohrabacher
Holden Ros-Lehtinen
Hostettler Roth
Hunter Royce
Hutchinson Salmon
Hyde Sanford
Inglis Saxton
Istook Scarborough
i Sam Sohants
Jones
Eanjorski Sensenbrenner
Easich Shadegg
Kildee Shaw
Kim Shuster
King Skeen
Kingston Skelton
Klink Smith (NJ)
Enollenberg Smith (TX)
LaFalce Smith (WA)
LaHood Solomon
Largent Souder
Latham Spence
LaTourette Stearns
Laughlin Stenholm
Leach &
Lewis (CA) Stump
Lewis (KY) Stopak
Lightfoot Talent
Linder Tate
Lipinski Tauzin
Livingston Taylor (MS)
LoBiondo Taylor (NC)
Longley Tejeda
Lucas Thomas
Manton Thornberry
Mascara Tiahrt
McCollum Upton
McCrery Volkmer
McHuogh Vucanovich
MeclInnis Walker
McIntosh Walsh
McKeon Wamp
MeNulty Watts (OK)
Metealfl Weldon (FL)
Mica Weldon (PA)
Miller (FL) Weller
Mollohan Whitfield
Montgomery Wicker
Moorhead Wolf
Murtha Young (AK)
Myers Zeliff
Myrick
Neumann

NOT VOTING—34
Ford Morella
Frank (MA) Neal
Gephardt Nethercutt
Gutierrez Norwood
Jefferson Owens
Lincoln Pryce
Manzullo Quillen
Matsui Rush
McDade
Mink
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Smith (MI) Torricelli Wilson
Thornton Towns Young (FL)
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This Clerk announced the following
pair: On this vote:

Mrs. Morella for, with Mr. Everett against.

Mr. MURTHA changed his vote from
(ia'ye‘| to klno-lt

Messrs. VENTO, BASS, and BOEH-
LERT changed their vote from ‘“‘no’ to
“aye-"

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. GUT-
KNECHT] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHATRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 229,
not voting 34, as follows:

[Roll No. 333]
AYES—170

Archer English Lewis (KY)
Bachus Ensign Linder
Baker (CA) Ewing LoBiondo

Foley Lofgren
Barr Fowler Lucas
Barrett (WI) Fox Luther
Bartlett Funderburk Martini
Barton Ganske Mascara
Bilbray Geren McCollum
Bilirakis Gillmor McHale
Blute Goodlatte McInnis
Brewster Gordon McIntosh
Browder Goss Metcalf
Bryant (TN) Graham Meyers
Bunning Green (TX) Mica
Burton Gutknecht Miller (FL)
Buyer Hamilton
Callahan Hancock Molinari
Camp Hansen Montgomery
Campbell Harman Moorhead
Canady Hastert Myrick
Chabot Hastings (WA) Neumann
Chambliss Hayes Ney
Chenoweth Hayworth Nussle
Christensen Hefley Orton
Chrysler Herger Paxon
Coble Hilleary Peterson (MN)
Coburn Hobson
Collins (GA) Hoekstra Pombo
Combest Hoke Portman
Condit Holden Radanovich
Cooley Hostettler Ramstad
Cox Hutchinson Richardson
Cramer Inglis Roberts
Crane Istook Roemer
Crapo Jacobs Rohrabacher
Cremeans Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Cubin Jones Roth
Cunningham Kasich Roukema
Deal Kelly Royce
DeFazio Kim Salmon
Diaz-Balart Kleczka Sanford
Dickey Klug Saxton
Dornan LaHood Schaefer
Doyle Largent Schroeder
Dreter Latham Schumer
Duncan Laughlin
Edwards Leach Sensenbrenner
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Shadegg Stearns Tiahrt
Shays Stenholm Upton
Skelton Stockman Watts (OK)
Smith (NJ) Stump Weldon (FL)
Smith (TX) Talent Weller
Smith (WA) Tate White
Solomon Taylor (MS) Whitfield
Souder Taylor (NC) Zimmer
Spence s
NOES—229

Abercrombie Frost Nadler
Ackerman Furse Oberstar

Gallegly Obey
Armey Gejdenson Olver
Baesler Gekas Ortiz
Baker (LA) Gibbons Oxley
Baldacci Gilchrest Packard
Ballenger Gilman Pallone
Barrett (NE) Gonzalez Parker
Bass Goodling Pastor
Bateman Greene (UT) Payne (NJ)
Becerra Greenwood Payne (VA)
Beil Gunderson Pelosi
Bentsen Hall (OH) Peterson (FL)
Bereuter Hall (TX) Pickett
Berman Hastings (FL) Pomeroy
Bevill Hefner Porter
Bishop Heineman Poshard
Bliley Hilliard Quinn
Elumenauer Hinchey Rahall
Boehlert Horn Rangel
Boehner Houghton Reed
Bonilla Hoyer Regula
Bonior Hunter
Bono Hyde Rivers
Borski Jackson (IL) Rogers
Boucher Jackson-Lee Rose
Brown (CA) (TX) Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Johnson (CT)
Bryant (TX) Ji (SD) Sanders
Bunn Johnson, E. B.  Sawyer
Burr Johnston Scarborough
Calvert Kanjorski Schiff
Cardin EKaptur Scott
Castle Eennedy (MA) Serrano
Ch K dy (RI) Shaw
Clay Kennelly Shuster
Clayton Kildee Sisisky
Clinger King Skaggs
Clyburn Kingston Skeen
Coleman Klink Slaughter
Collins (IL) Knollenberg Spratt
Collins (MI) Eolbe Stark
Conyers LaFalce Stokes
Costello Lantos Studds
Coyne LaTourette Stupak
Cummings Lazio Tanner
Danner Levin Tauzin
Davis Lewis (CA) Tejeda
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Thomas
DeLay Lightfoot Thompson
Dellums Lipinski Thurman
Deutsch Livingston Torkildsen
Dicks Longley Torres
Dingell Lowey Traficant
Dixon Maloney Velazquez
Doggett Manton Vento
Dooley Markey Visclosky
Doolittle Martinez Volkmer
Dunn McCarthy Vucanovich
Ehlers McCrery Walker
Ehrlich McDermott Walsh
Engel McHugh Wamp
Eshoo McKeon Ward
Evans McKinney Waters
Farr McNulty Watt (NC)
Fattah Meehan Waxman
Fawell Meek Weldon (PA)
Fields (LA) Menendez Wicker
Filner Millender- Williams
Flanagan McDonald Wise
Foglietta Miller (CA) Wolf
Forbes Moakley Woolsey
Franks (CT) Mollohan Wynn
Franks (NJ) Moran Yates
Frelinghuysen Murtha Young (AK)
Frisa Myers Zeliff

NOT VOTING—34

Allard Durbin Ford
Brown (FL) Everett Frank (MA)
Brownback Fazio Gephardt
Clement Fields (TX) Gutierrez
de la Garza Flake Jefferson

Lincoln Nethercutt Thornton
Manzullo Norwood Torricelli
Matsui Owens Towns
McDade Pryce Wilson
Mink Quillen Young (FL)
Morella Rush
Neal Smith (MD)
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Everett for, with Mrs. Morella against.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
other amendments, under the previous
order of the House of July 18, 1996, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
EwWING) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HAasTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill, (H.R. 3845), making
appropriations for the government of
the District of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, and pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, July 18, 1996, he reported the bill
back to the House with an amendment
adopted in the Committee of the
Whole.

Pursuant to that order of the House
of July 18, 1996, the previous question is
ordered.
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that if proceedings re-
sume on the three postponed questions
on agreeing to motions to suspend the
rules immediately after an electronic
vote on the question of passing H.R.
3845, then the Speaker may reduce to 5
minutes the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on each of the postponed
questions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwmnNG). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause T of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 332, nays 68,
not voting 33, as follows:
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[Roll No. 334]
YEAS—332

Abercrombie Edwards
Ackerman Ehlers
Andrews Ehrlich
Archer Engel
Armey English
Bachus Ensign
Baker (LA) Eshoo
Baldacei Evans
Ballenger Ewing
Barcia Farr
Barrett (NE) Fattah
Barrett (WI) Fawell
Bartlett Fields (LA)
Bass er
Bateman Flanagan
Becerra Foglietta
Beilenson Foley
Bentsen Forbes
Bereuter Fox
Berman Franks (CT)
Bevill Franks (NJ)
Bilbray Frelinghuysen
Bilirakis Frisa
Bishop Frost
Bliley Furse
Blumenauner Gallegly
Blute Ganske
Boehlert e
Boehner Gekas
Bonilla Geren
Bonior Gibbons
Bono Gilchrest
Borski Gonzalez
Boucher Goodlatte
Browder
Brown (CA) Gordon
Brown (FL) Graham
Brown (OH) Green (TX)
Bryant (TN) Greene (UT)
Bryant (TX) Greenwood
Bunn Gunderson
Bunning Gutknecht
Burr Hall (OH)
Burton Harman
Buyer Hastert
Callahan Hastings (FL)
Calvert Hastings (WA)
Camp Hayes
Canady Hayworth
Cardin Hefner
Castle Heineman
Chabot Hilliard
Chambliss Hinchey
Chapman Hobson
Christensen Hoke
Chrysler Holden
Clay Horn
Clayton Hostettler
Clyburn Houghton
Coburn Hoyer
Coleman Hunter
Collins (GA) Hutchinson
Collins (IL) Hyde
Collins (MI) Inglis
Conyers Istook
Costello Jackson (IL)
Cox Jackson-Lee
Coyne (TX)
Crane Jacobs
Cremeans Johnson (CT)
Cubin Johnson (SD)
C ngs Joh B.
Cunningham Johnson, Sam
Danner Johnston
Davis Jones
Deal Eanjorski
DeFazio Kaptur
DeLauro Kasich
DeLay Kelly
Dellums Kennedy (MA)
Deutsch Kennedy (RI)
Diaz-Balart Eennelly
Dickey Eildee
Dicks Kim
Dingell King
Dixon Kingston
Doggett Kleczka
Dooley Elink
Doolittle Klug
Doyle Enollenberg
Dreier Eolbe
Dunn LaFalce
Durbin Lantos
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in the order in which that motion was
entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 3267, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 3536, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 3159, by the yeas and nays.

Pursuant to the order of the House
today, the Chair will reduce to 5 min-
utes the time for all electronic vote in
this series.

CHILD PILOT SAFETY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
DuncanN] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3267, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 395, nays 5,
not voting 33, as follows:

Seastrand Tanner Ward
Serrano Tate Waters
Shadegg Taunzin Watts (OK)
Shaw Taylor (NC) Waxman
Shuster Tejeda Weldon (FL)
Sisisky Thomas Weldon (PA)
Skaggs Thompson White
Skeen Thornberry Whitfield
Skelton Thurman Wicker
Slaughter Torres Williams
Smith (NJ) Traficant Wise
Smith (TX) Velazquez Wolf
Smith (WA) Vento Woolsey
Souder Visclosky Wynn
Spence Volkmer Yates
Spratt Vucanovich Young (AK)
Stark Walker Zeliff
Stokes Walsh
Stupak Wamp
NAYS—68
Baesler Hansen Roukema
Baker (CA) Hefley Royce
Barr Herger Sanford
Barton Hilleary Scarborough
Brewster Hoekstra Schaefer
Campbell LaHood Schroeder
Chenoweth Laughlin Sensenbrenner
Coble Lazio Shays
Combest Leach Solomon
Condit Lofgren Stearns
Cooley Maloney Stenholm
Cramer MecIntosh Stockman
Crapo Meyers Studds
Dornan Mica Stump
Duncan Moorhead Talent
Fowler Nadler Taylor (MS)
Funderburk Neumann Tiahrt
Gillmor Peterson (MN) Torkildsen
Gilman Petri Upton
Goss Pickett Watt (NC)
Hall (TX) Ramstad Weller
Hamilton Roberts Zimmer
Hancock Roemer
NOT VOTING—33

Allard Gephardt Norwood
Brownback Gutierrez Owens
Clement Jefferson Pryce

Lincoln Quillen
de la Garza Manzullo Rush
Everett Matsui Smith (MI)
Fazio McDade Thornton
Fields (TX) Mink Torricelli
Flake Morella Towns
Ford Neal Wilson
Frank (MA) Nethercutt Young (FL)
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Mrs. MALONEY and Mr. HEFLEY
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
“nay."

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, on Monday,
July 22, | was unavoidably detained and
missed rolicall vote 334.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye” on rolicall vote 334 during consideration
of H.R. 3845, a bill making appropriations for
the District of Columbia for fiscal year 1997.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwING). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair will now
put the guestion on each motion to
suspend the rules on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed earlier today

[Roll No. 335]
YEAS—395

Abercrombie Christensen Flanagan
Ackerman Chrysler Foglietta
Andrews Clay Foley
Archer Clayton Forbes
Armey Clinger Fowler
Bachus Clyburn Fox
Baesler Coble Franks (CT)
Baker (CA) Coburn Franks (NJ)
Baker (LA) Coleman Frelinghuysen
Baldacei Collins (GA) Frisa
Ballenger Collins (IL) Frost
Barcia Collins (MI) Funderburk
Barr Combest Furse
Barrett (NE) Condit Gallegly
Barrett (WD) Conyers Ganske
Bartlett Costello Gejdenson
Barton Cox Gekas
Bass Coyne Geren
Bateman Cramer Gibbons
Becerra Crane Gilchrest
Beilenson Crapo Gillmor

Cr Gilman
Bereuter Cubin Gonzalez
Berman Cummings Goodlatte
Bevill Cunningham Goodling
Bilbray Danner Gordon
Bilirakis Davis Goss
Bishop Deal Graham
Bliley DeFazio Green (TX)
Blumenauer DeLauro Greene (UT)
Blute DeLay Greenwood
Boehlert Dellums Gunderson
Boehner Deutsch Gutknecht
Bonilla Diaz-Balart Hall (OH)
Bonior Dickey Hall (TX)
Bono Dicks Hamilton
Borski Dingell Hancock
Boucher Dixon Hansen
Brewster Doggett Harman
Browder Dooley Hastert
Brown (CA) Doolittle Hastings (FL)
Brown (FL) Dornan Hastings (WA)
Brown (OH) Doyle Hayes
Bryant (TN) Drejer Hayworth
Bryant (TX) Duncan Hefley
Bunn Dunn Hefner
Bunning Durbin Heineman
Burr Edwards Herger
Burton Ehlers Hilleary
Buyer Ehrlich Hilliard
Callahan Engel Hinchey
Calvert English Hobson

Ensign Hoekstra
Campbell Eshoo Hoke
Canady Evans Holden
Cardin Ewing Horn
Castle Farr Hostettler
Chabot Fattah Houghton
Chambliss Fawell Hoyer
Chapman Fields (LA) Hunter
Chenoweth Filoer Hutchinson
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Hyde Meyers Seastrand
Inglis Mica Sensenbrenner
Istook Millender- Serrano
Jackson (IL} McDonald Shadegg
Jackson-Lee Miller (CA) Shaw

(TX) Miller (FL) Shays
Jacobs Minge Shuster
Johnson (CT) Moakley Sisisky
Johnson (SD) Molinari Skaggs
Johnson, E. B. Montgomery Skeen
Johnson, Sam Moorhead Skelton
Johnston Moran Slaughter
Jones Murtha Smith (NJ)
Kanjorski Myers Smith (TX)
Eaptur Myrick Smith (WA)
Kasich Nadler Solomon
Kelly Neumann Souder
Kennedy (MA) Ney Spence
Eennedy (RI) Nussle Spratt
Eennelly Oberstar Stark
Kildee Obey Stearns
Kim Olver Stenholm
King Ortiz Stockman
Kingston Orton Stokes
Kleczka Oxley Studds
Klink Packard Stupak
Elug Pallone Talent
Enollenberg Parker Tanner
Kolbe Pastor Tate
LaFalce Paxon Tauzin
LaHood Payne (NJ) Taylor (MS)
Lantos Payne (VA) Taylor (NC)
Largent Pelosi Tejeda
Latham Peterson (FL) Thomas
LaTourette Peterson (MN) ‘Thompson
Lazio Petri Thornberry
Leach Pickett Thurman
Levin Pombo Tiahrt
Lewis (CA) Pomeroy Torkildsen
Lewis (GA) Porter Torres
Lewis (KY) Portman Traficant
Lightfoot Poshard Upton
Linder Quinn Velazquez
Lipinski Radanovich Vento
Livingston Rahall Visclosky
LoBiondo Ramstad Volkmer
Lofgren Rangel Vucanovich
Longley Reed Walker
Lowey Regula Walsh
Lucas Richardson Wamp
Luther Riggs Ward
Maloney Rivers Waters
Manton Roberts Watt (NC)
Markey Roemer Watts (OK)
Martinez Rogers Waxman
Martini Rohrabacher Weldon (FL)
Mascara Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (PA)
M Rose Weller
McCollum Roth White
MecCrery Roukema Whitfield
McDermott Roybal-Allard Wicker
McHale Royee Williams
McHugh Sabo Wise
Mclnnis Salmon Wolf
Mclntosh Sanders Woolsey
McKeon Sanford Wynn
McKinney Sawyer Yates
MeNulty Saxton Young (AK)
Meehan Schiff Zeliff
Meek Schroeder Zimmer
Metcalf Scott

NAYS—5
Cooley Scarborough Stump
Laughlin Schaefer
NOT VOTING—33
Allard Gutierrez Norwood
Brownback Jefferson Owens
Clement Lincoln Pryce
de la Garza Manzullo Quillen
Everett Matsui Rush
Fazio McDade Smith (MI)
Fields (TX) Mink Thornton
Flake Mollohan Torricelli
Ford Morella Towns
Frank (MA) Neal Wilson
Gephardt Nethercutt Young (FL)
0 1855

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill 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.

AIRLINE PILOT HIRING AND
SAFETY ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3536, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
guestion is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
DuncaN] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 3536, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 0,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 336])
YEAS—401

Abercrombie Christensen Filner
Ackerman Chrysler
Andrews Clay Foglietta
Archer Clayton Foley
Armey Clinger Forbes
Bachus Clyburn Fowler
Baesler Coble Fox
Baker (CA) Coburn Franks (CT)
Baker (LA) Coleman Franks (NJ)
Baldacci Collins (GA) Frelinghuysen
Ballenger Collins (IL) Frisa
Barcia Collins (MI) Frost
Barr Combest Funderburk
Barrett (NE) Condit
Barrett (WI) Conyers Gallegly
Bartlett Cooley Ganske
Barton Costello Gejdenson
Bass Cox Gekas
Bateman Coyne Geren
Becerra Cramer Gibbons
Beilenson Crane Gilchrest
Bentsen Crapo Gillmor
Bereuter Cremeans Gilman
Berman Cubin Gonzalez
Bevill Cummings Goodlatte
Bilbray Cunningham Goodling
Bilirakis Danner Gordon
Bishop Davis Goss
Bliley Deal Graham
Blumenauer DeFazio Green (TX)
Blute DeLauro Greene (UT)
Boehlert DeLay Greenwood
Boehner Dellums Gunderson
Bonilla Deutsch Gutknecht
Bonior Diaz-Balart Hall (OH)
Bono Dickey Hall (TX)
Borski Dicks Hamilton
Boucher Dingell Hancock
Brewster Dixon Hansen
Browder Doggett Harman
Brown (CA) Dooley Hastert
Brown (FL) Doolittle Hastings (FL)
Brown (OH) Dornan Hastings (WA)
Bryant (TN) Doyle Hayes
Bryant (TX Dreier Hayworth
Bunn Duncan Hefley
Bunning Dunn Hefner
Burr Durbin Heineman
Burton Edwards Herger
Buyer Ehlers Hilleary
Callahan Ehrlich
Calvert Engel Hinchey
Camp English Hobson
Campbell Ensign Hoekstra
Canady Eshoo Hoke
Cardin Evans Holden
Castle Ewing Horn
Chabot Farr Hostettler
Chambliss Fattah Houghton
Chapman Fawell Hoyer
Chenoweth Fields (LA) Hunter
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Hutchinson Meyers Scott
Hyde Mica Seastrand
Inglis Millender- Sensenbrenner
Istook McDonald Serrano
Jackson (IL) Miller (CA) Shadegg
Jackson-Lee Miller (FL) Shaw

(TX) Minge Shays
Jacobs Moakley Shuster
Johnson (CT) Molinari Sisisky
Johnson (SD) Mollchan Skaggs
Johnson, E. B. Montgomery Skeen
Johnson, Sam Moorhead Skelton
Johnston Moran Slaughter
Jones Murtha Smith (NI)
Ranjorski Myers Smith (TX)
Kaptur Myrick Smith (WA)
Kasich Nadler Solomon
Eelly N Soud
Eennedy (MA) Ney Spence
Kennedy (RI) Nussle Spratt
Kennelly Oberstar Stars
Kildee Obey Stearns
Kim Olver Stenholm
King Ortiz Stockman
Kingston Orton Stokes
Kleczka Oxley Stucds
Klink Packard Stamp
Klng Pallone Flpar
Knollenberg Parker Indent
Kolbe Pastor Tanner
LaFalce Paxon Tave
LaHood Payne (NJ) Ko
Lantos Payne (VA) e )
Largent Pelosi Taylor (NC)
Latham Peterson (FL) Tnem
LaTourette Peterson (MN) Thom
Laughiin Petxl Thorn;;‘::y
Lazio Pickett Th
Leach Pombo b ml
Levia Fomeroy Torkildse
Lewis (CA) Porter o o
Lewis (GA) Portman mr;‘us %
Lewis (KY) Poshard o ot
Lightfoot Quinn \Fm
Linder Radanovich e Hes
E?ﬂmki W - frislcm] )

s olkmer
LoBiondo RQedMI Vucanovich
Longley Regula Eﬂ:her
Lowey Richardson W,

Lucas i AP
Luther Rivers i
Maloney Roberts BLeTS:
Manton Roemer Watt (NC)
Markey Rogers Watts (OK)
Martinez Rohrabach ﬂ‘,‘f““{n}
Martini Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (PA)
McCarthy Roth Weller
Bocoligm gge‘lﬂ
MecCrery Roybal-Allard Wicker
McDermott Royce William:
McHale Sabo ~
McHugh Salmon e
Mclnnis Sanders w"
Meclntosh Sanford w”m
MeKeon Sawyer Y,::
McKinney Saxton Y: AD
McNulty Scarborough ikt
Meehan Schaefer Zimm
Meek Schiff f
Menendez Schroeder
Metcalf Schumer

NOT VOTING—32
Allard Gutierrez Owens
Erownback Jefferson Pryce
Clement Lincoln Quillen
de la Garza Manzullo Rush
Everett Matsui Smith (MI)
Fazio McDade Thornton
Fields (TX) Mink Torricelli
Flake Morella Towns
Ford Neal Wilson
Frank (MA) Nethercutt Young (FL)
Gephardt Norwood

0O 1904

Mr. ROYCE and Mr. COBURN

changed their vote from ‘“‘nay”

t(yea.n
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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.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY BOARD AMENDMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwmnGg). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 3159, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 3159, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 400, nays 0,
not voting 33, as follows:

to

[Roll No. 337]
YEAS—400

Abercrombie Chapman Farr
Ackerman Chenoweth Fattah
Andrews Christensen Fawell
Archer Chrysler Fields (LA)
Armey Clay Filner
Bachus Clayton Flanagan
Baesler Clinger Foglietta
Baker (CA) Clyburn Foley
Baker (LA) Coble Forbes
Baldacci Coburn Fowler
Ballenger Coleman Fox
Barcia Collins (GA) Franks (CT)
Barr Collins (IL) Franks (NJ)
Barrett (NE) Collins (MI) Frelinghuysen
Barrett (WD) Combest Frisa
Bartlett Condit Frost
Barton Conyers Funderburk
Bass Cooley Furse
Bateman Costello Gallegly
Becerra Cox Ganske
Beilenson Coyne Gejdenson
Bentsen Cramer Gekas
Bereuter Crane Geren
Berman Crapo Gibbons
Bevill Cremeans Gilchrest
Bilbray Cubin Gillmor
Bilirakis Cummings Gilman
Bishop Cunningham Gonzalez
Bliley Danner Goodlatte
Blumenauer Davis Goodling
Blute Deal Gordon
Boehlert DeFazio Goss
Boehner DeLauro Graham
Bonilla DeLay Green (TX)
Bonior Dellums Greene (UT)
Bono Dentsch Greenwood
Borski Diaz-Balart Gunderson
Boucher Dickey Gutknecht
Brewster Dicks Hall (OH)
Browder Dingell Hall (TX)
Brown (CA) Dixon Hamilton
Brown (FL) Doggett Hancock
Brown (OH) Dooley Hansen
Bryant (TN) Doolittle Harman
Bryant (TX) Dornan Hastert
Bunn Doyle Hastings (FL)
Bunning Drefer Hastings (WA)
Burr Duncan Hayes
Burton Dunn Hayworth
Buyer Durbin Hefley
Callahan Edwards Hefner
Calvert Ehlers Heineman
Camp Ehrlich Herger
Campbell Engel Hilleary
Canady English Hilliard
Cardin Ensign Hinchey
Castle Eshoo Hobson
Chabot Evans Hoekstra
Chambliss Ewing Hoke
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Holden McNulty Schiff
Horn Meehan Schroeder
Hostettler Meek Schumer
Houghton Menendez Scott
Hoyer Metcalf Seastrand
Hunter Meyers Sensenbrenner
Hutchinson Mica Serrano
Hyde Millender- Shadegg
Inglis McDonald Shaw
Istook Miller (CA) Shays
Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) Shuster
Jackson-Lee Minge Sisisky
(TX) Moakley Skaggs
Jacobs Molinari Skeen
Johnson (CT) Montgomery Skelton
Johnson (SD) Moorhead Slaughter
Johnson, E. B. Moran Smith (NJ)
Johnson, Sam Murtha Smith (TX)
Johnston Myers Smith (WA)
Jones Myrick Solomon
Kanjorski Nadler Souder
Kaptur Neumann Spence
Easich Ney Spratt
Kelly Nussle Stark
EKennedy (MA) Oberstar Stearns
Kennedy (R Obey Stenholm
EKennelly Olver Stockman
Kildee Ortiz Stokes
Eim Orton Studds
King Oxley Stump
Kingston Packard Stupak
Kleczka Pallone Talent
Klink Parker Tanner
Klug Pastor Tate
KEnollenberg Paxon Tauzin
Kolbe Payne (NJ) Taylor (MS)
LaFalce Payne (VA) Taylor (NC)
LaHood Pelosi Tejeda
Lantos Peterson (FL) Thomas
Largent Peterson (MN) Thompson
Latham Petri Thoroberry
LaTourette Pickett Thurman
Laughlin Pombo Tiahrt
Lazio Pomeroy Torkildsen
Leach Porter Torres
Levin Portman Traficant
Lewis (CA) Poshard Upton
Lewis (GA) Quinn Velazquez
Lewis (KY) Radanovich Vento
Lightfoot Rahall Visclosky
Linder Ramstad Volkmer
Lipinski Rangel Vucanovich
Livingston Reed Walker
LoBiondo Walsh
Lofgren Richardson Wamp
Longley Ward
Lowey Rivers Waters
Lucas Roberts Watt (NC)
Luther Roemer Watts (OK)
Maloney Rogers Waxman
Manton Rohrabacher Weldon (FL)
Markey Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (PA)
Martinez Rose Weller
Martini Roth White
Mascara Roukema Whitfield
McCarthy Roybal-Allard Wicker
McCollum Royce Williams
McCrery Sabo Wise
McDermott Salmon Wolfl
McHale Sanders Woolsey
McHugh Sanford Wynn
Mclnnis Sawyer Yates
Mclntosh Saxton Young (AK)
McEKeon Scarborough Zeliff
McKinney Schaefer Zimmer
NOT VOTING—33
Allard Gutierrez Norwood
Erownback Jefferson Owens
Clement Lincoln Pryce
de la Garza Manzullo Quillen
Everett Matsui Rush
Fazio McDade Smith (MI)
Fields (TX) Mink Thornton
Flake Mollohan Torricelli
Ford Morella Towns
Frank (MA) Neal Wilson
Gephardt Nethercutt Young (FL)
0O 1912

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.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, ear-
lier today I was unavoidably detained
because of surgery on my son. The sur-
gery went very well, but I was not able
to be in town; therefore, I missed votes.

If I had been here, I would have voted
‘‘nay’’ on rollcall vote 332, I would have
voted ‘‘yea’ on rollcall vote 333, I
would have voted ‘“yea’ on rollcall
vote 334, I would have voted ‘‘yea” on
rollcall vote 335, I would have voted
‘‘yea' on rollcall vote 336 and, I would
have voted ‘“yea’ on rollcall vote 337.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, due to a fam-
ily emergency, | missed rollcall votes 332
through 337. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no” on rollcall vote 332 and “yes” on
rolicall votes 333, 334, 335, 336, and 337.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
PREPRINTING OF AMENDMENTS
ON H.R. 2391, WORKING FAMILIES
FLEXIBILITY ACT

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

Ms. GREENE of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
the Committee on Rules is planning to
meet this Wednesday, July 24, to grant
a rule which may limit the kinds of
amendments which may be offered to
H.R. 2391, the Working Families Flexi-
bility Act, also known as the comp
time bill.

The rule may, at the request of the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, include a provi-
sion requiring amendments be
preprinted in the amendment section of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Amendments to be preprinted should
be signed by the Member and submit-
ted at the Speaker's table. The bill
may be considered for amendment
under the 5-minute rule, with a pos-
sible overall time limitation on the
amendment process. Members should
use the Office of Legislative Counsel to
ensure that their amendments are
properly drafted, and should check
with the office of the Parliamentarian
to be certain their amendments comply
with the rules of the House. It is not
necessary to submit amendments to
the Committee on Rules or to testify.

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM-
BER AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3467
Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to withdraw my

name as a cosponsor of H.R. 3467.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwmnG). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO COM-
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT RE-
FORM AND OVERSIGHT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I offer a res-
olution (H. Res. 485) and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 485

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
ber be, and he is hereby, elected to the fol-
lowing standing committee of the House of
Representatives:

Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight: Mr. Klug of Wisconsin.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

ON THE DEATH OF CAPTAIN
KEVORKIAN IN CRASH OF TWA
FLIGHT 800

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

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I had the
last special order on Thursday, or
maybe it was the next to the last. I had
just been told that I had a constituent
from my district that had died on TWA
flight 800. I stood at this very micro-
phone at the Speaker's desk and said
that sometime over the weekend I
would find out if it was a baby, a young
child with his mom and dad, or travel-
ing alone, maybe; a teenager; whether
it might be a stewardess, one of the
crew. I said the tragic news might be
someone that lived in Anaheim or
Santa Ana, CA, one of the small parts
of about 10 other cities that I have,
like Orange or Tuscan or Westminster,
or I said it could be from my own town
of Garden Grove.

Mr. Speaker, about 24 hours after I
spoke, I found out that my constituent
who died in that terrible, horrific acci-
dent was a male. He was from my
hometown of Garden Grove, and he was
the pilot, Captain Kevorkian. I remem-
ber being on a TWA flight and this cap-
tain coming back during the short
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break at altitude, coming back to say
hello to me, tell me that he was a
neighbor just a few blocks away, and I
teased him about his name, because of
the infamous Dr. Kevorkian.

I could not have been more shocked.
There are towns like Montoursville,
PA, that have been just shattered by
this, but I will now proceed to find out
if Captain Kevorkian was a military
pilot or if he learned to fly as a young
man, hanging around what we used to
call the gas pit flyers. They would beg
rides until they got enough money up
to take some pilot training lessons,
and then find somebody that would
sponsor them. More and more of our pi-
lots, as we downsize our military, are
coming from such programs.

But this was a sharp pilot that would
have gotten on the radio immediately
if a small device had caught fire on the
aircraft, as happened with ValuJet
down in Florida, that crashed into the
Everglades. This was just such a cata-
strophic accident that the odds are
narrowing almost to zero that a plane
of the size of a 747 and with its excel-
lent flight safety record could possibly
have had some juxtaposition of events
to cause this massive explosion.

Just as I left the news to come out
here, they have located what they
think is the fuselage, four more bodies.
They still have not reached the half-
way point of 115 remains out of 230. I
think what we are going to have to do
to play our constitutional role is have
Mr. Clinton come up here, close these
doors, as we did once on Nicaragua, and
once on a story that a nation had got-
ten nuclear weapons, and we are still
not sure about the story, and that we
have to have a closed session, with all
the guards guarding all the exits, and
have the Senators come over here and
have the Commander-in-Chief take the
well, and with 534, now with Bill Emer-
son's tragic passing, with 53¢ Members,
decide a course of action, a direct
course of action; that if our FBI and
our international investigators narrow
it down to a few mass serial assassins,
as we did with the two people that Qa-
dhafi is still hiding in Libya, that this
Congress will talk it down with Mr.
Clinton and give him the go-ahead that
we will support him for the type of di-
rect action that Ronald Reagan took
against Libya shortly after the LaBelle
disco bombing on April 5, 1986.

We have to pull together as a country
and we cannot let these people flounder
the way the families from Pan Amer-
ican 103 have suffered over these years
since that ghastly Christmas week.
And we cannot do to these people what
we did to my friend, David Jacobson,
one of the hostages in the Iranian Em-
bassy, excuse me, in the Lebanon hos-
tage crisis, or what we did to the 52
people that it finally came down to in
Iran, held in our embassy. We cannot
try to cut deals behind the scenes to
give them American taxpayer money
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out of our Treasury to make them shut
up so they will not pursue legal redress
in the international courts of this dan-
gerous Earth.

I think it is time for all of us to come
together and take direct action against
this type of ghastly terrorist atrocity.

TEENAGE PREGNANCY
PREVENTION

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, we
care about our young people, and con-
trary to what some believe, they care
about themselves.

Most of our young people want to be
positive and want to be productive.

Most of our young people want to
join in the effort to begin to end the
cycle of teenage pregnancy.

How can we begin to end the cycle of
teenage pregnancy?

By insuring that our young people
can get an education, can get a job, can
have a career, can have a chance, and
have confidence in themselves.

And, one of the best ways to achieve
these important goals is to make sure
that young people learn about the im-
pact premature pregnancy has on the
lives of those who face that problem.

Learning about the impact of pre-
mature pregnancy is important for
boys too, not just girls.

All teenagers must take responsibil-
ity to prevent adolescent pregnancies.

Young people need to learn about
school-based health clinics, health de-
partments and other places where they
and their parents can seek help and ad-
vice.

They need information on the phys-
ical and social effects of premature
pregnancy.

Most importantly, our young people
must learn about choices, how to make
them, where they can lead and why it
is important to postpone sexual in-
volvement.

Congress has a responsibility to
make sure our young people have real
choices and a real chance.

There is currently a National Cam-
paign to Prevent Teenage Pregnancy.
The goal of the campaign is to reduce
the rate of teenage pregnancy by one-
third in 10 years.

That is an achievable goal.

That is a reasonable goal.

It is a campaign we can win.

It is a campaign we must win.

It is a campaign that all of us should
join—young and old, male and female,
rich and not so rich, Democrats, Re-
publicans, and Independents.

Every 60 seconds in America, a child
is born to a teen mother. The increase
in teenage childbearing is alarming.

More than 30 percent of all out-of-
wedlock births is to teenagers, below
age 20.
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We can not and must not ignore the
reality that many young men and
women are increasingly delaying mar-
riage until their mid-twenties and be-
yond—Dbut not sexual activity.

Because young men and women are
becoming sexually experienced at
younger ages without the benefit of
marriage and sex education, there are
proportionally more teenagers exposed
to the risk of unmarried pregnancy and
related health problems.

Sadly, according to a recent report to
Congress, the young women and men
who become teen parents have few ex-
pectations, few ties to community in-
stitutions, few adult mentors and role
models, and too much spare time.

Too many live in communities where
crime and drug use are common, where
dropping out of school and chronic un-
employment are even more common.

In my opinion these causes can be re-
duced to the lack of hope and con-
fidence in the future by our teenagers.

Yet, our society can not endure this
human burden.

We must, therefore, implement preg-
nancy prevention programs that edu-
cate and support school age youths and
their family members, particularly
those in high risk situations.

And, we must implement comprehen-
sive social and health services, with an
emphasis on pregnancy prevention.

Recently, this House refused to spend
$30 million, requested by the President,
to help control and prevent the alarm-
ing growth of teenage pregnancies. Yet,
we spend $6.4 billion annually on pro-
grams once teenagers are pregnant and
have children.

We will not spend one-half of 1 per-
cent to prevent a problem that costs us
more than 200 times that amount in
the long run.

And what did this House do when
faced with this illogical spending?

In the welfare reform bill that passed
just last week, families that have addi-
tional children will be denied cash wel-
fare payments.

And, unmarried children under the
age of 18 who have a child will be de-
nied cash welfare payments under cer-
tain conditions.

Why are some insisting upon punish-
ing children rather than preventing
pregnancies, especially among our ado-
lescents?

Teen pregnancy is a near-certain pre-
dictor of poverty.

There is a connection with the fact
that every 32 seconds a baby is born in
poverty.

If all of the teenage mothers had
been able to delay becoming pregnant
until they were older and financially
able to take care of a baby, the re-
sources we use on them could be used
in other productive ways—for edu-
cation, for recreation programs, for
jobs and job training, for housing, and
for health services.

And, we should not forget that teen
pregnancy is also a strong predictor of
a new generation of disadvantage.
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It should trouble each of us that
America is first in the world in health
technology, yet 18th in infant mortal-
ity.

This Nation is first in the world in
defense expenditures, yet 19th in low-
birthweight babies.

The actions and inactions of Con-
gress in the weeks and months ahead
will reflect the choice we have made
for the future.

A choice between what is good for
the many or good for a few—between
communities that are average and
those that are exceptional—between
going forward or falling backwards—
between individual comfort and func-
tioning families.

And if our children are not able to
contribute and are not able to properly
and fully develop as adults, it will cost
us more to respond to their dysfunc-
tions than it will cost us to prevent
them.

We can pay less now, Mr. Speaker, or
we can pay more later.

We can construct a budget with a vi-
sion for the future, or we can destroy a
budget with blindfolds of the past.

I urge my colleagues to look to the
future.

0O 1930
WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwING). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Mica] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, there have
been comments made in the last few
days about the proposed reforms that
the House passed and the Republicans
have promoted. The comments have
also dealt with the welfare reforms
that we have passed might hurt chil-
dren, and we have heard comments
about some of our reforms in welfare
that may in fact, the opinion of some
folks, say that we may hurt children.

Mr. Speaker, I would not support leg-
islation that would hurt our Nation’s
children. But I would submit, Mr.
Speaker, that our current welfare sys-
tem is in fact destroying the lives of
millions and millions of children. Wel-
fare which in fact was designed to cre-
ate a safety net has in fact trapped
millions of children in a pitiful web
and their families in a pitiful web.

Let us just look at it for a second.
Our current system of welfare has de-
stroyed in fact the traditional family
structure, so that children do not even
know the meaning of a home and a
family. Our current system of welfare
has in fact destroyed our children’s
sense of values. Our current system of
welfare has kept our children from un-
derstanding the work ethic, the work
ethic that in fact has built this Nation.

In fact, our current welfare system
has kept our children from seeing a
parent work. Our current system of
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welfare makes a joke of a $5.15 mini-
mum wage that this Congress passed,
when we in fact pay people in my State
in Florida the equivalent of $8.75 an
hour for not working.

Our current system of welfare has in
fact bred crime, crime that has de-
stroyed our neighborhoods, crime that
in fact kills our children in this city,
has killed thousands of children over
the years, young people also trapped in
a welfare web. They force our senior
citizens and all Americans to live in
fear and behind bars.

Welfare in fact has served and this
current system has served as a magnet
to attract illegal aliens into the United
States. Our current system of welfare
pays better benefits to those who real-
ly refuse to work, and pays better ben-
efits to illegal aliens than we in fact
pay to some of our senior citizens or to
our veterans who served this country.

I think that if we really care about
the welfare of our children, Mr. Speak-
er, if we really care about our senior
citizens and if we really care about our
veterans and we care about the future
of this country, we should care about
passing meaningful welfare reform.

In fact, we passed a welfare reform
that says that welfare should not be a
way of life, that in fact it should be
limited to 2 years and a 5-year lifetime
maximum. It is not severe. We said
that they should work for some of their
benefits, for example, food stamps, put
in at least 20 hours’ work.

We are not talking about disabled or
elderly or infirm. We are talking about
able-bodied Americans. We think we
should return power to the States and
restore a sense of personal responsibil-
ity when in fact the President’s pro-
posal has no real time limits, no real
work requirements, non-citizens and
felons will continue to receive welfare
and we will have maximum control
here in Washington. This is the system
we have created.

I ask, what helps children and what
hurts children? We have an oppor-
tunity to help children, to change wel-
fare as we know it, and to make a dra-
matic change in the lives of millions
and millions of citizens of our country
and children in our country who de-
serve much better than the welfare sys-
tem that they currently have.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that we adopt
our plan, that the President in fact not
veto this plan for the third time, and
that it become in fact the law of our
land to help our children, not hurt our
children.

TAXES AND THE WEALTHY

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night to speak very briefly about two
unrelated topics.
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First, a few days ago we passed a res-
olution here in this House designating
July 3 as Cost of Government Day. This
resolution noted that the average per-
son now spends 50.4 percent of his or
her income in taxes of all types, Fed-
eral, State and local, 50.4 percent. In
other words, the average person now
works until July 3 just to pay the cost
of government at all levels. That is
taking into account the taxes of all
types, like income, Social Security,
sales, property, excise, gas, all the dif-
ferent types of taxes, and then the
taxes that we pay in the form of hidden
taxes in the form of higher prices and
so forth. Even worse, President Clin-
ton’s 1994 budget said the young people
born that year would pay average life-
time tax rates of an incredible 82 per-
cent. Paul Tsongas, the former Con-
gressman and Senator from Massachu-
setts who was a liberal Democrat when
he was in Congress wrote a column
about that and he said that we were
going to turn the young people into in-
dentured servants for the government
unless dramatic changes were made. I
do not think we should allow that to
happen, Mr. Speaker. But the reason I
mention this tonight is this: T am not
for increasing our tax burden at all. In
fact, we need to strive to lower our tax
burden. But I can say that what we
need to do is lower the tax burden on
the average people and on the people of
middle and lower incomes and to do
that and to balance it out, we need to
drastically raise the taxes on those
movie stars and athletes and CEOs who
are making these multimillion-dollar
salaries. I think that would be only
fair.

What really stirred me into this is
hearing last week that one basketball
player had signed a contract for 7 years
for $123 million and then the Washing-
ton Post a few days ago printed what
they called a Free Agent Tote Board
and they have these other contracts for
NBA players: 5 years for $55 million, 1
year for $30 million, 7 years for $98 mil-
lion, 7 years for $105 million, 6 years for
$24 million, T years for $42 million, 4
years for $28 million, on and on. They
reported about one player for the
Washington Bullets who was a sub-
stitute who did not even play well last
year and he is holding out for $45 mil-
lion for 7 years.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that things
have gotten totally out of whack. I re-
member telling my two sons last De-
cember when I heard that one baseball
player had signed an $18 million 3-year
contract that could they imagine how
much was $6 million a year. In my dis-
trict, an average person makes between
21 and $22,000 2 year. A person making
$25,000 a year would have to work 40
years to make $1 million. To make $6
million in 1 year, you would have to
average $150,000 a year. This is ridicu-
lous. This is sickening how much these
athletes are being paid for playing a



18416

game 6 or T months out of the year. It
has gotten totally ridiculous. I say
that we should drastically lower the
taxes on the lower- and middle-income
people and raise them on these people
that are getting these totally exorbi-
tant, unjustified salaries. I realize it
will not be done, but we should boycott
the NBA and these other leagues and
organizations that are paying these to-
tally ridiculous salaries and totally
undeserved.
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

The other topic that I wanted to
mention tonight, Mr. Speaker, and like
1 say, it is two totally unrelated things
but it does pertain to the spending of
government money. We have spent $4
billion so far in Haiti, and the Wash-
ington Post a few months ago reported
on the front page that we have got our
troops there picking up garbage and
settling domestic disputes. We have
spent billions more in Rwanda, Soma-
lia, and now Bosnia where there is no
vital United States interest and no
threat to our national security.

Last week Georgie Anne Geyer, the
very respected foreign affairs col-
umnist, wrote this about Bosnia. She
said:

For 4 years and 2 Presidents, the top mili-
tary brass in Washington essentially lied
about Serb capacities. They built a bunch of
thugs and rustic mountain Serbs, dependent
on that pitiful weaponry I saw, into super-
Serbs.

She told about seeing this weaponry.

She said:

There it stands, all the terror that Amer-
ican and European military men trembled
before: old tanks, their sides packed with
sand; antique mortars nearly falling off the
mountainsides; artillery pieces out in the
open, without even trees to hide them. One
could be forgiven for thinking oneself back
in World War I instead of the nuclear age.

The military exaggerated the capa-
bilities of Saddam Hussein. Now they
have exaggerated the capabilities of
their opponents in Bosnia, and I think
back to the time when President Eisen-
hower warned about the military-in-
dustrial complex and I wonder if these
things are being done to somehow jus-
tify higher and unjustified appropria-
tions. I think if they are, that is very
sad and very unfortunate, Mr. Speaker.

MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I am in
the well tonight because I feel very
strongly that myself, the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO], the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KLINK] and others that are going to be
joining us here tonight, Democrats,
spent a lot of time last year as well as
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this year as part of basically an effort
to try to make the point, and I believe
successfully made the point that the
Republican leadership in this Congress
was trying to destroy Medicare as we
know it.

Democrats basically started Medi-
care over 30 years ago, Democratic
Presidents, Democratic Congresses, be-
cause they were concerned that so
many senior citizens did not have
health care, either were not able to af-
ford health insurance or found them-
selves unable to obtain health insur-
ance as they became senior citizens.
Over the last 30 years, Medicare has
been very successful as a program in
guaranteeing that almost all, almost
100 percent of the senior citizens in this
country get health care and get good
health care.

It is not only a question of the fact
that they are covered by Medicare but
they have a choice of physicians, they
have a choice of hospitals and the level
of coverage, what is included in their
coverage, as well as the quality of care
that they receive generally is pretty
good. That is a dramatic change from
the situation before Medicare existed.

Well, as my colleagues know, we
faced a new Congress back in January
of 1995 under the Republican leader-
ship. One of the first things, and I have
to admit I was very surprised, one of
the first things that happened was that
a budget was presented which essen-
tially cut Medicare as well as Medicaid
drastically, primarily to pay for tax
cuts for tax breaks, if you will, mostly
for wealthy Americans.

But the proposals that came from the
Republican leadership did not just cut
Medicare, did not just cut the amount
of money that was going into Medicare,
they also tried to change the system
dramatically so that senior citizens
would not have a choice of doctors.
Many would be pushed into managed
care. many would also find that they
had to pay higher out-of-pocket costs
because their part B premiums would
go up or because they would have to
pay more as a copayment to their phy-
sician.

What we saw is, as I said, a dramatic
change in the structure of Medicare as
well as drastic cuts in the amount of
money that would go into the program.
We fought hard against these Repub-
lican proposals, and we were successful.
The Medicare program is today still
the way it was 2 years ago. The dra-
matic cuts have not been implemented,
and I suppose not surprisingly, because
the Republican leadership realized at
some point over the last 18 months
that this was not working and that we
were getting the message across, if you
will, to the American public that this
is what the Republican leadership
wanted to do.

All of a sudden, we see where the Re-
publicans do not want to talk about
Medicare anymore. They sort of pre-
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tend like all these debates and all these
votes, these many times when they
tried to cut it and change it, never oc-
curred. So I was not surprised that last
week 3 House Republican leaders held a
press conference, last Wednesday, to
basically discuss the new ads that the
AFIL~CIO has been putting on the air in
various parts of the country where
they point out that Speaker GINGRICH
and other Republican leaders were
pushing for these Medicare cuts and ba-
sically changing, I would say actually
destroying Medicare as we know it.

0 1945

The Republican leaders basically got
up and said, oh, those things are not
true, we never tried to do that. Well,
let me tell Members that they did and
regardless of their rhetoric, the old
statement ‘‘Actions speak louder than
words,”” well, the fact is the actions do
speak louder than words in this case.

Whatever the Republicans say now,
the bottom line is that after taking
control of Congress, NEWT GINGRICH
and the Republicans set themselves to
the task of slashing Medicare by 3270
billion. If this Congress had passed and
the President had signed, which we did
not, their Medicare bill, seniors would
have been forced out of traditional
Medicare by making it prohibitively
expensive to stay in the program. They
would have been forced. Basically, they
would have lost the choice, I should
say, of their doctors and hospitals be-
cause essentially they would have been
forced into managed care where they
did not have the choice of doctors and
hospitals.

I do not think anybody really should
be surprised by this because we know
well that it took something like 13
years for Democrats to overcome Re-
publican opposition and enact the
Medicare Program on July 30, 1965. And
in 1965, 93 percent of the House Repub-
licans, including then Representative
Bob Dole, now the Republican can-
didate for President, voted for a sub-
stitute that would have killed Medi-
care as we know it. Over 60 percent of
Republican Senators voted for a simi-
lar substitute.

So we know historically the Repub-
licans were opposed to Medicare, they
continued that effort when they took
back the majority in this Congress, and
regardless of what the Speaker or the
now Presidential candidate Bob Dole
says, the bottom line is that they have
over the years consistently tried to ei-
ther stop Medicare from becoming law
or change it dramatically in a most
negative way.

I would like to now yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] who really has been out-
spoken on this issue from the very be-
ginning and really led the whole battle
to make sure that we retain Medicare
as it is and not make the drastic
changes that the Republican leadership
proposed.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from New Jer-
sey for taking the special order tonight
because in fact the whole issue of Medi-
care is critically important to this Na-
tion. I think, and I know my colleague
from New Jersey feels this way and our
other colleagues who are here tonight,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KLINK] and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN], also feel the same way,
that Medicare represents not a pro-
gram but in fact what our values are in
this country, in that it says to people
who have worked hard all of their lives,
who have played by the rules, who have
raised their families, who have contrib-
uted to the successful economy of this
Nation, that when you retire and when
you are a senior citizen that you will
have a safe and a dignified and a decent
retirement and that you will be able to
have health care.

I thank my colleague from New Jer-
sey for his efforts in talking about
Medicare and also about health care for
seniors in this country. He has led the
fight on that issue and I thank him for
laying out the fact that it used to be in
1946, or before Medicare that we did not
have the opportunity for seniors to
have health care. That meant that
families had to take in their mothers
or fathers or their loved ones and
somehow work out health care and was
not clear how that was going to get
paid for. With the advent of Medicare
and today in 1996, we are looking at 99
percent of seniors who are covered.

Let me just go back for a second be-
cause it was not 1946, but before Medi-
care only 46 percent of seniors had
health care coverage. So Medicare has
meant a difference in the lives of sen-
iors today, and it is something they
come to count on, and not as a handout
but something that they have paid for
and that is there for them now.

But I think it is very interesting that
in this Congress, as has been pointed
out, that there is a war that is being
waged on Medicare. The Republican
leadership, with the House Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH at the helm, is truly
bent on dismantling Medicare, and I
think it is worth repeating the quote
that the Speaker made some months
ago that, and this is what he said:
“Now we don't want to get rid of it in
round one because we don’t think that
that is the right way to go through a
transition, but we believe it is going to
wither on the vine because we think
people are voluntarily going to leave
it.”

Now, after the wither on the vine
quote appeared in various media ac-
counts, Mr. GINGRICH's spokesman,
Tony Blankley, was questioned on the
accuracy of the quote, which they are
now trying to run away from. They
cannot move away from the quote fast
enough. But NEWT GINGRICH's spokes-
man, Tony Blankley, was gquestioned
on the accuracy of the quote. On Octo-
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ber 26, 1995, Gingrich spokesman Tony
Blankley confirmed GINGRICH's state-
ment to the Los Angeles Times.
Blankley said that GINGRICH'S com-
ments were ‘“‘consistent with the Re-
publican belief that most seniors would
voluntarily choose to leave the tradi-
tional Medicare fee-for-service system
in favor of health maintenance organi-
zations and other managed care net-
works. It will mean the end of the sys-
tem as most seniors know it."”

These are words that are not made
up. This is a direct quote from Tony
Blankley. And yet the Republican lead-
ership, the Republican National Com-
mittee, are currently objecting to a
hard-hitting ad campaign, and I concur
it is a hard-hitting campaign, as it
should be, which is running across the
country that highlights their position
on cutting Medicare, and they are run-
ning as fast as they can away from
these quotes.

I just point out what my colleague
said about the then representative
Dole. He prides himself on being 1 of 12
to have voted against Medicare and has
said within recent months how proud
he is of that vote. Well, I will tell you,
people can run but they cannot hide.
You cannot hide from the record and
quite frankly, the record stinks. It
really does.

I will make one point on what has
been said about now in his revisionist
history on this quote about withering
on the vine that in fact he did not
mean Medicare, but something called
the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion. But it is hard to understand how
individuals, except perhaps the em-
ployees, could leave an agency. This is
ridiculous, people do not do that. If the
employees of the agency leave, what
has been implied all along, that it was
the Medicare system that people were
going to leave, that is what this is
about. These are individuals who have
a record, truly a record of being op-
posed to Medicare, and now they ask
for the country to put their faith and
their trust in people who had been will-
ing to dismantle this operation.

I just make a final point, I know my
other colleagues want to get into the
discussion, the 1997 Republican budget
reflects the fact that they do in fact
want to see Medicare dismantled and
turned into something else with a pro-
posal of $168 billion in Medicare cuts
over the next 6 years. We have been
through this time and time again, and
when we look at what they want to do
with the $168 billion, this year it is $168
billion, last year it was $270 billion,
they talk about having moderated. But
if you take a look at this, the $270 bil-
lion cut would have been a 19 percent
cut from Medicare; this time it is a 17
percent cut. So it is really the same
numbers, if you will, and it is no coin-
cidence that what they want to try to
do with this money is to pay for tax
breaks for the wealthiest Americans.
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Last year it was $245 billion in tax
cuts, this year it is $176 or $180 billion
in tax breaks for the wealthy.

As I said, they can run but they can-
not hide from the comments that they
have made in the past past and in the
most recent past about how they want
to see this system go away and take
away from seniors in this country
something that they have come to rec-
ognize as helpful to them in being able
to truly survive in their older years
and something that they deserve, a sa-
cred trust if you will, that we commit-
ted to when this system was put in
place.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey for allowing me to
participate in this effort this evening.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlewoman and just, if
I could, briefly comment on what the
gentlewoman said when she raised
again the quote from Speaker GINGRICH
about Medicare withering on the vine.
It is amazing to me how he can now
suggest that somehow that statement
was only meant to be applicable to the
fact that they were changing Medicare
to force people into managed care, as
opposed to the traditional fee-for-serv-
ice system, because it seems to me that
is exactly the context in which the pro-
gram would wither on the vine.

If you take away a lot of the money
from Medicare and make the signifi-
cant cuts that the Republicans have
proposed, then the quality of care has
to suffer because there is not going to
be the money available to provide the
level of services and the quality of
services that Medicare now provides. If
you force everyone into managed care,
or you make managed care cheaper
than the traditional fee-for-service sys-
tem where you can choose your own
doctor and then so many people do not
have a choice of doctor anymore, then
the reality is that Medicare has
changed and does begin to wither on
the vine. More and more people will
find it necessary to supplement the
program if they can afford it, which a
lot of them cannot, in order to be able
to have their own doctor.

So it does wither on the vine. That is
exactly what the quote was meant to
say, and that is exactly what they were
doing.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield
now to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. KLINK].

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].
A lot has been made about whether or
not this ad has been taken out of con-
text, and some letters from the Repub-
licans to various television station
managers have threatened them that
there was going to be a libel suit, there
was going to be legal action if they did
not pull these ads that are being run by
the AFL~CIO.

Now why, you might ask, Mr. Speak-
er, is the AFL~CIO being involved?
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Well, they are involved because they
represent the labor unions that rep-
resent the working people of this Na-
tion, people who have played by the
rules, working men and women who get
up early every morning, they go to
work, they perform a task, they pay
into pension funds, they pay their
taxes, and they are told Medicare will
be there for you when you retire. Med-
icaid will be there if you need to go to
a nursing home and you fall within the
earning abilities to have Medicaid pay
for that nursing home care. But now
they are seeing that there is a majority
party, the Republicans, who want to
see this wither on the vine.

So the AFL-CIO said, look, the cor-
porate interests of this country and
their PAC’s have spent hundreds of
millions of dollars in promoting the
Republican line. Let labor weigh in
with a $35 million buy-in and let us in-
form the voters what our position is on
this. The Republicans have said, no, we
do not want this. They are running
away, as my colleagues have said, from
the NEWT GINGRICH quote saying that
no, he was talking about HCFA, the
Federal Health Care Finance Adminis-
tration that administers Medicare and
Medicaid. Well, let me read the quote,
Mr. Speaker, and let Members and let
everyone else in the shot of my voice
decide what is taken out of context.

The Speaker said: “Now let me talk a
little bit about Medicare. Let me start
at the vision level so you understand
how radically different we are and why
it’s so hard for the press corps to cover
us.”

Speaker GINGRICH continued as he
was speaking to an audience from Blue
Cross and Blue Shield. He said: ‘“Medi-
care is the 1964 Blue Cross plan codified
into law by Lyndon Johnson and it is
about what you'd—I mean, if you went
out into the marketplace tomorrow
morning and said ‘Hi, I've got a 1964
Blue Cross plan.’ I'll let you decide how
competitive you'd be. But I don't think
very.”

Speaker GINGRICH continued to say:
“So what we're trying to do, first of
all, is say, O.K., here is a Government
monopoly plan. We’'re designing a free-
market plan,” he says and he is obvi-
ously referring to Medicare and Medic-
aid because that is all he has talked
about so far, has not mentioned
HCFA.”

Then the Speaker continues: “Now
they're very different models. You
know, we tell Boris Yeltsin, ‘Get rid of
centralized command bureaucracies.
Go to the marketplace.’”

And then finally Speaker GINGRICH
does refer to the Health Care Financing
Administration. He says: “0.K., what
do you think the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration is? It is a central-
ized command bureaucracy. It is every-
thing we are telling Boris Yeltsin to
get rid of. Now, we don't get rid of it in
round one because we don't think
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that’s politically smart and we don't
think that's the right way to go
through a transition, but we believe
it’s going to wither on the vine because
we think people are voluntarily going
to leave it—voluntarily.”

Now, voluntary leave HCFA or volun-
tarily leave Medicare?
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You cannot leave HCFA unless you
work for the agency. And on this as-
sumption the Republican leadership is
going out with their lawyers writing to
television stations and saying pull
those ads. How dare the AFL-CIO tell
the people of this country what the Re-
publican Congressmen have been vot-
ing to do?

How dare they not? It is their duty.
When people play by the rules, it is our
duty to tell them that we have changed
the rules or that we have one party or
the other that wants to change the
rules, and that party is the majority
party.

Now, we understand in this country,
and we hear on the floor of the House
a lot of talk about Christian morals.
We hear a lot of talk about patriotism.
I am reminded of a quote by John Fos-
ter Dulles, who once said, and I will
paraphrase but I am very close, he said
something about this country would be
in very poor condition if we only saved
for the battlefield the strongest human
qualities.

I think he was talking about the
qualities of selflessness, of patriotism
and caring and bravery, all of the
things that we view as important on
the battlefield to somebody who is a
patriot.

But what he said is we do not use
those qualities only on the battlefield,
we are to use them in our everyday
life. How patriotic it would be, how
Christian it would be to take care of
our parents and our grandparents. How
patriotic it would be and how Christian
it would be to make sure that we did
not punish children because their par-
ents happened to be on welfare too
long.

So we talk on one side of the Repub-
lican side about being patriotic and
about having Christian values, and on
the other hand the legislation that we
attempt to cram down the throats of
this Chamber and the people of this
country is a completely different kind
of legislation.

It is very clear to me that Speaker
GINGRICH was talking about leaving
Medicare wither and die on the vine,
not the Health Care Financing Admin-
istration. The handful of people who
work over there might leave volun-
tarily, I do not know that they are
going to quit their jobs.

We are talking about a health care
system designed in 1964 when 30 per-
cent of our senior citizens were living
in poverty because they had no health
care. The corporations of this Nation
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did not voluntarily take care of people
in their old age. They did not provide
health care for them. They did not pro-
vide pensions for them in many in-
stances. So we developed in 1934 a So-
cial Security system to take care of
people in their old age and to give
them some money coming in.

In 1964, again in 1965, we created an
insurance company and we called it
Medicare. We also added Medicaid. And
we said let us take care of the disabled
and let us take care of the poor chil-
dren and let us take care of these folks,
also.

Now, 30 years later, the Republicans
get control of the House. Very proud is
Bob Dole, as my colleagues have said
tonight, that he was 1 of 12 that did not
vote for it. He was proud that he did
not like Medicare back then. But why
was Medicare created? Why was Social
Security created? Why was the public
school system created? It was created
because the corporations and the rob-
ber barons were not educating the chil-
dren of their workers.

All of these programs, the reason
that we have all of this Government is
because the corporations did not do
these things voluntarily. So we the
people of the United States, in order to
form a more perfect Union and to have
domestic tranquility and to provide for
other generations, both those who have
passed and those who are coming up,
have created programs of social safety
nets.

I know that is an oft-used term we
throw around, but it is true; it is what
it is. We have these social safety nets,
and they are there for a reason. Now
the AFL-CIO, that represents roughly
one in every five working people and is
responsible for the fact that the work-
ers of America today have many of the
things they do have, is under attack.

We have various subcommittee chair-
men and committee chairmen from the
Republican side putting out press re-
leases and holding hearings that are in-
timating that, if you belong to a labor
union, you are either, A, Communist
or, B, you must belong to the mob. One
or the other: You are either a Com-
munist or you belong to the mob.

This gives me a problem. Now all of
a sudden, and I will tell you, Mr.
Speaker, I come from having been in
broadcasting for 24 years. I worked for
more than one or two radio and tele-
vision stations. Now they are threaten-
ing the radio and television stations of
this Nation, saying, if you carry this ad
by the AFL-CIO, that which, by the
way, does not have an actor reading
Speaker GINGRICH's words, it takes
Speaker GINGRICH saying his own words
about what he wants to see Medicare
do, and that is to wither on the vine
and to die. There is no question.

This is not something that is up for
debate. For the leadership of the Re-
publican Party to hold a press con-
ference last week to try to create some
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kind of smoke screen is nothing more
than that, it is a smoke screen and a
very poor one. And the American peo-
ple, Mr. Speaker, will see through it.

I yield back to my friend from New
Jersey.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman. I want to say
briefly I am so glad he pointed out how
the Repulbican leadership is really try-
ing to gag this whole issue and trying
to go after the media and those sta-
tions that cover these ads. From the
very beginning, and we have the gen-
tleman from Michigan, Congressman
STUPAK, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, Congressman KLINK, who are
also members of the Committee on
Commerce with myself, and we can re-
member when Medicare, when this Re-
publican Medicare proposal came be-
fore our committee, there was only one
hearing. The Republican leadership did
not want their proposed cuts and the
changes in Medicare that they were
proposing to be aired with the public.
When the senior citizens showed up at
the hearing, they were actually ar-
rested.

Mr. KLINK. If the gentleman would
yield on that point.

Mr. PALLONE. Certainly.

Mr. KLINK. I thank the gentleman
for mentioning that, because 1 week
earlier, in the same Committee on
Commerce, the Committee on Com-
merce is a very important committee
of the House of Representatives. We
say it is the oldest committee in the
Congress, and we are very proud to be
there. We try to work on many issues
and have worked on many issues in
this committee: Telecommunications
Act, securities reform. On many things
we have worked in a bipartisan man-
ner. The committee has traditionally
worked in that respect.

A week earlier, if memory serves me,
we had a senior citizens group come in
that were in favor, supposedly, of the
Republican changes to gut Medicare.
They had bags of mail. They inter-
rupted the committee hearing and
dumped the bags of mail in support of
the Republican Medicare, I call it the
Medicare rape and pillage, but that is
probably my own words; and nothing
was said. Nothing was done.

However, when another group of sen-
ior citizens who were from the Wash-
ington, D.C., Virginia, Maryland area
came in, the committee chairman or-
dered them to be arrested. The gen-
tleman from Michigan, Mr. STUPAK,
myself, the gentleman from Illinois
Mr. RUSH, and the gentleman from
Ohio, Mr. SHERROD BROWN, went with
them. We said, if they were going to be
arrested, we are going to go with them.

I want the gentleman to understand
some of these people were in walkers,
some in wheelchairs. Some had canes.
And they were going to arrest them?
They did not disrupt as much as the
previous group that had dumped the
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mail. But, see, they were in favor of
what the chairman and the Republican
majority wanted to do, and so we did
not worry about that.

By the way, I might mention that a
vast amount of the mail from the pre-
vious week that was dumped by the
first group that was allowed to partici-
pate because they were in favor of what
the Republicans were doing, we found
out, was coming from people that ei-
ther did not exist or were dead. So I
guess dead people are in favor of what
the Republicans want to do with Medi-
care because they do not need it any-
more.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back.

Mr. PALLONE. And every one of you,
I certainly know the gentlewoman
from Connecticut and everyone else
here, I believe, we were forced, because
we could not get a hearing in order to
tell the truth about what the Repub-
licans were doing, we were forced to go
out in the lawn in the rain, which was
a memorable day to have a hearing, to
tell the truth. So I see this almost as a
first amendment issue.

The Republicans do not want the
truth to be told. So they are now
threatening the media, the way they
threatened and tried to gag the people
that came and tried to testify at the
hearing. They just do not want the
truth to come out.

I yield to the gentleman from Illi-

nois.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the gentleman
for convening this special order and for
yielding. The gentleman is undoubt-
edly aware, as all of us are, that we are
15 weeks away from the last day of
campaigning in this election. Many of
us are counting the days as they ap-
proach. I am sure many ordinary
American citizens are counting for
those days to end as well, but it is a
significant election we now face in 1996.

I think, despite the fact that I am a
candidate in the election, as all of us
are, I think it is significant far beyond
our personal involvement. I really be-
lieve this may be the starkest contrast,
the clearest choice that American vot-
ers have faced since Franklin Delano
Roosevelt ran against Herbert Hoover
in 1932. I do not think there has been a
time in our history beyond that year
that we have had such a sharp con-
trast.

It is curious that 4 years ago, when
there was a choice at the Presidential
level, the American people were told
they could continue the policies of
George Bush or take a chance with the
policies of Bill Clinton. Certainly Mr.
Perot was in the race, but those were
the two major candidates. There was a
bit of risk-taking involved because
those voting for Bill Clinton, Governor
of Arkansas, really had to accept his
platform and his promise. They did not
know what he would actually do as
President of the United States.

It took a leap of faith for them to
elect Bill Clinton as President of the
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United States and give him a chanece to
govern as the highest elected leader in
this great Nation.

But it is a much different choice we
face in 15 weeks. There is no leap of
faith involved. We know exactly what
the choices will be. We know what Bill
Clinton and AL GORE have fought for.
We know what the Democratic Party
stands for. And we know very clearly
on the issue of Medicare what the Re-
publican leadership stands for.

If Bob Dole ends up being the nomi-
nee of his party, and there is some
speculation he may not be, but I sus-
pect he will be, if he ends up being the
nominee of his party, can the voters
trust Medicare with Bob Dole? Well,
look back 31 years ago when Bob Dole
sat on this very floor as a Member of
the House of Representatives and in his
judgment decided that the enactment
of Medicare was a bad idea.

Now, many of us cast votes years ago
that we would like to have over again
and perhaps change, but Bob Dole is
consistent. He recently said, when
asked, it was the right vote to vote
against Medicare. He knew it was not
going to work.

So, here we have an unrepentant Bob
Dole, voted against Medicare, who is
seeking to become President of the
United States and have the primary re-
sponsibility as President for the future
of Medicare. Should this cause some
concern and caution and pause among
voters who worry about the future of
Medicare? Well, I think so.

Let us assume for a moment that the
gentleman from Georgia, Mr. NEWT
GINGRICH, continues to be the putative
leader of the Republican Party and
asks to be Speaker again, if he has that
opportunity at the 1996 election. Is
there any question in anyone’s mind on
what he will do to Medicare? Well, we
already know his game plan. He was to-
tally unrepentant and said it was with-
er on the vine. He would cut $270 bil-
lion out of Medicare in order to provide
tax breaks for wealthy American peo-
ple.

So those who are looking for a pro-
tector of Medicare in NEWT GINGRICH
and the House Republicans had better
keep looking. Unfortunately, on the
other side of the rotunda, in the Sen-
ate, the Republican leadership is in
lockstep with Mr. GINGRICH and his
thinking.

So in 15 weeks the voters will have
their last night and their last day and
hour of deliberation before making
what I think will be the most impor-
tant choice, political choice in this
half century, in this 1996 election. They
will know what they can choose from:
Bill Clinton, running for President,
who vetoed the Gingrich-Dole cuts in
Medicare, or the Gingrich-Dole team,
which will come in and change Medi-
care and allow it to wither on the vine,
as Mr. GINGRICH has said.

They will have a choice between Bill
Clinton and his support for Medicaid,
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which is so important for poor chil-
dren, disabled people, and elderly folks
in nursing homes, or they can turn to
the Dole and Gingrich team which
wanted to make massive cuts in Medic-
aid, cuts that really would have endan-
gered the future of a lot of young peo-
ple and elderly alike.

They can vote for Bill Clinton and AL
GORE, who have supported college stu-
dent loans, who are talking now about
creative ways to help working families
pay for college education, talking
about the opportunities of education
and training, or the Dole-Gingrich
team.

And what did they propose? They
continue to suggest cutting college
student loans, making them more ex-
pensive for kids from middle-income
families, make it more difficult for
kids from families like my own to ever
have a chance to go to college.

And finally they can look at the en-
vironmental protection. They know
what Bill Clinton's record has been.
They know what the Democrats have
stood for in Congress. And they know
very clearly what we are going to have
if it is a Dole-Gingrich leadership on
Capitol Hill and in Washington, DC,
the same NEWT GINGRICH who proposed
eliminating 14 environmental protec-
tion laws endangering the safety of the
air we breathe and the water that we
drink.
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This is a stark contrast. Republicans
are very proud of what they stand for.
I admire their tenacity. They are going
to stick with this no matter what. But
I think the voters, and particularly
moderate Republicans and independent
voters, see through the Dole-Gingrich
agenda.

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey for bringing up the issue of Medi-
care tonight. I think he focuses us on
what our decision as a Nation will be in
15 weeks. It will be the most important
decision of my lifetime, and I sincerely
hope that the people of this country
will stick the Clinton-Gore leadership
and the Democratic leadership on Cap-
itol Hill, to bring about the right kind
of change, to not go too far, as Mr.
Dole and Mr. GINGRICH have gone in
their last year and a half together as a
team here on Capitol Hill. I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Connecticut,
Ms. DELAURO.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I want
to just add onto something that my
colleague from Illinois spoke about.
That is, whom do you trust? Do you
trust Bob Dole and his commentary
about being proud to have voted
against Medicare, and NEWT GRINGRICH
wanting it to wither on the vine?

Most recently in the publication
“Roll Call” Morton Kondracke, a jour-
nalist, wrote in his column: ‘“Asked
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whether Republicans will come back
with a different agenda in 1997, the
House majority whip, Tom DELAY, who
was a Republican from Texas, told
Morton Kondracke, this is a gentleman
who is third in charge of the House of
Representatives,” said, again, “We
wouldn't change a thing, including the
plan to reduce Medicare growth by $270
billion over 6 years.”

So the entire leadership, the entire
leadership is bound and determined to
see Medicare turned into something
other than what it is now and the kinds
of protections that it provides to sen-
iors, This is not a passing moment, a
past moment. This is a current mo-
ment, when we have the Gingrich-Dole
leadership of this Congress in lockstep
opposed to the Medicare system. Then
they ask the American public to trust
them with this program. How can it
be?

I thank my colleague from Illinois
for laying that out.

Mr. PALI.ONE. I think the gentle-
woman is right. Just from talking to
my own constituents, particularly this
weekend, I think people understand
that that is why they wanted President
Clinton where he is, because they are
concerned about the hurt that this
Congress is doing, if you will, to the
average American, particularly on the
Medicare issue.

1 yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan, Mr. STUPAK.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey for
yielding to me.

I would like to take special note of
the work he has done in this area, in
bringing this health care and health
issue to the attention of the American
public, and also Ms. DELAURO, who has
been here night after night helping
raise the level of consciousness of what
is really going on in this country and
in this Congress.

As I sat in my office tonight, I heard
you speak of what the Speaker had said
about trying to get Medicare, “We will
let it wither on the vine,” and Mr. Dole
bragging about how in 1965, he fought
against Medicare. Then I was pleased
to come down tonight to join you and
Mr. KLINK. We sit on the Committee on
Energy and Commerce and the Sub-
committee on Health and the Environ-
ment, which has jurisdiction over
Medicare and Medicaid. Again, Mr.
DURBIN, who was here tonight, had
many, many words to speak on this
subject.

We were just talking about trust here
a few minutes ago. Who do they trust
to look after the health care needs of
this Nation? Is it going to be the Presi-
dent or citizen Bob Dole?

As we take a look at it, I think more
than just words we should look beyond
the words. Let us look at some of the
proposals that have been brought forth
before the Committee on Commerce,
the Subcommittee on Health and Envi-
ronment which both of us sit on now.
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Who do the children and the seniors
of this country trust to provide for
their needs? If we take a look at Medic-
aid, and we talked about Medicare, I
guess is the most popular, but Medicaid
and the drastic reductions proposed in
Medicaid, Medicaid takes care of chil-
dren, but also two-thirds of our seniors
rely on Medicaid for nursing home
care.

But the so-called Medicaid reform
proposal that was put forth in early
June here before the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, the Subcommittee
on Health and Environment, Demo-
crats insisted on a couple things. First
of all, we insisted to ensure that there
is a safety net for elderly, the disabled
and for impoverished children. The
Democrats also insisted that Medicaid
be a joint Federal-State partnership
which would work together to provide
critical health care needs for those who
really truly need it in this country.

What did the Republican bill do? It
removed the guarantee of health care
for the elderly and disabled and re-
placed it with the hope of Governors
across this country. I have no problem
with Governors. I think they do a good
job. But what my Republican friends
forgot and they did not add was, we
give it to the Governors, the reason
why we have a Medicaid Program in
the first place is because the States
could not and did not provide for those
people who needed care.

So the GOP bill, while it allows the
States to define the scope, the amount
and duration of any Medicaid benefit,
and in that bill it states the Governors
need to provide a nursing home benefit,
it would allow the States to limit that
nursing home benefit to just 5 days.
People do not go to the nursing home
because they only need care for 5 days.

So they would have 5 days a year,
that is what the bill said, 5 days every
calendar year. The average care for a
person in a nursing home is $38,000. So
we are going to help with 5 days’ worth
and after that they are on their own.

Where does that money go? For all

the populations that this bill, the Re-
publican bill, purported to protect, the
elderly, disabled, children and low-in-
come families, it did not even guaran-
tee that they would receive quality
care, let alone adequate care, when the
nursing home benefit is defined as 5
days.
I received a letter from the Michigan
Health and Hospital Association on
this block grant, Medicaid block grant
proposal. Here is what they said, and I
quote:

We fear that under the Republican Medic-
aid block grant program, health care serv-
ices for our most vulnerable population, the
elderly living in nursing homes, the poor and
children, may be jeopardized as hospitals
who continue to bear a dlsproportdonane
share of the burden of caring for these indi-
viduals face reduced payments.

In other words, they are going to cut,
for those who provide the care, even
further.
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Here is what else the Republican bill
did. Currently, under current law, we
have a prohibition against spousal and
family impoverishment. That is cur-
rent law. You cannot put a family into
poverty while they are trying to pro-
vide for their parent in a nursing home.
Unlike current law, the proposal does
not prohibit States from charging high
copayments for Medicaid or contribu-
tions associated with long-term care.

Another troubling aspect of the pro-
posal, and I asked the drafters of the
bill when it came before the commit-
tee, I said this legislation does not re-
quire the benefits provided by the pro-
gram to be provided egually across a
State. I am from Michigan. I represent
northern Michigan, a very rural area.

So, for instance, if Michigan chose to
provide for long-term care in Grand
Rapids, would they deny that same
long-term care benefit to the folks in
the upper peninsula of Michigan? The
drafters of the bill said they could do
that. So even in the State they are not
even going to get equal treatment if it
is left to this Republican bill on Medic-
aid.

Medicaid recipients and their fami-
lies cannot afford substantial cuts in
State spending and the Federal Gov-
ernment, and we cannot afford to shift
it all from the Federal Government to
the State because neither one can do it
standing alone.

But I want to balance the budget. I
know Mr. PALLONE wants to, and Mr.
DOGGETT and Mr. DURBIN, but there is a
right way and there is a wrong way to
do it. So to try to fix things, Demo-
crats offered a number of amendments
on Medicaid. Let me just hit 12 of
them, if I can, briefly.

Let us have an amendment in there
would effectively prohibit fraud and
abuse in Medicaid. That was rejected.
That was Mr. DINGELL who brought up
that amendment.

So we said, Ms. EsHOO from Califor-
nia brought up an amendment that
said, let us have a guarantee of cov-
erage for children, make sure the kids
are taken care of under Medicaid. Re-
jected.

Well, then let us take care of the el-
derly who need nursing home care.
That is what Medicare, that is what we
spend two-thirds of the money for. Let
us do that. That was your amendment
and Mr. MARKEY from Massachusetts.
That amendment was rejected.

We said, surely there has to be some
compassion here. So let us provide cov-
erage for the elderly who have Alz-
heimer’s disease. That was Mr.
DEUTSCH of Florida. He offered that
amendment. Rejected.

So we said, surely we are going to
take care of our veterans who need
nursing home care. Remember that
one? Mr. GORDON of Tennessee brought
up that amendment. They will not even
take care of veterans. That was re-
jected under the Medicaid bill.
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So we said, all right, can we at least
take care of the seniors who are in a
nursing home now receiving Medicaid
benefits. can we take care of that one?
Mr. KLINK brought up that amendment.
That was rejected.

Well, how about one of the Repub-
licans, Mr. GANSKE. He is a doctor on
the committee. He brought up, let us
just guarantee current law to take care
of the kids. That was rejected.

Well, Mr. RICHARDSON, he brought up
the amendment that said, let us guar-
antee coverage for native Americans,
Indians. I have seven tribes in my dis-
trict, great amendment. That was re-
jected by the majority party.

How about just allowing, this was
Mr. ENGEL of New York and Mr.
SHERROD BROWN of Ohio, how about
just allowing the right of the elderly to
choose their own nursing home. If you
are going to go on Medicaid, you go to
a nursing home, seniors, you get to
choose which one you want to go to.
Rejected.

How about Ms. FURSE of Oregon, who
said, how about if we take care of preg-
nant women and infants, kids under 2.
that was rejected 14 to 25.

We said, all right, how about current
law, we provide for women with cancer,
breast cancer and cervical cancer. Can
we keep that coverage going under
Medicaid. No, that was rejected, 17 to
23. We lost that one.

I said, hey, I am concerned about
rural areas. We are treated different
than urban areas. Pay us the same,
whether you live in Escanaba, MI in
the Upper Peninsula or in Grand Rap-
ids, if you are in a nursing home you
should get paid the same. That was re-
jected. That way my amendment.

How about just restoring the mini-
mum payment standards for hospital
and nursing homes and managed care
plans, restore the current minimum
funding for them. That your amend-
ment, Mr. PALLONE. That was rejected
16 to 24.

So the point is, it is more than just
words. We offered commonsense
amendment for breast cancer, veterans,
to let seniors choose their nursing
homes, take care of children, infants,
help them out, come together in a part-
nership, that is what this trust issue is
all about. Every one of our proposals
were rejected.

S0 more than just the words of citi-
zen Bob Dole or more than just the
words of Speaker NEWT GINGRICH, look
at what their legislation really does.
As we move into this election year, I
do hope we have debates. And I hope
they are not about just the words of
what someone said but, rather, the leg-
islation they are proposing, because I
think when you look at the legislation
that is proposed and what we as Demo-
crats have tried to stand up for, that
safety net for seniors, for veterans, for
children, and see it being cut away,
torn away by votes of 16 to 24, where
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we lose commonsense amendments,
then I think the trust will be with the
Democratic Party. The trust will be
with more than just words but, rather,
with what the legislation proposes.

Again, I thank the gentleman from
New Jersey for his leadership on this
issue. It is always a pleasure to work
with you on the Energy and Commerce
Committee, especially the Health and
Environment Subcommittee, as we
continue to bring common sense to this
area.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

I am really pleased that the gen-
tleman pointed out the relationship be-
tween Medicaid and Medicare, because
I think many people think that Medic-
aid is a program that is primarily for
the poor. Of course, it is. But the bot-
tom line is that two-thirds of the
money under Medicaid pays for nursing
home care. It is very easy for someone
who is middle class or someone who is
fairly wealthy after a few months or a
few years, in some cases, in a nursing
home to find themselves on Medicaid.
That is why so much of the Medicaid
dollars in fact go for senior citizens.

It is interesting, I want to yield, but
I just wanted to say that we started
out the year, I think, certainly last
year where the Republican leadership
was trying to cut and change dramati-
cally Medicare. I think as they realized
politically that that was not working
too well with the American people,
they started to talk about it less and
less. Now they do not want us to re-
mind them about it.

Then they started going to Medicaid,
because they figured, well, maybe we
can cut that and we can change that
and people will not worry about it so
much because it only affects poor peo-
ple. Then they realized that these sen-
ior citizens, in particular, who are im-
pacted by changes in Medicaid, who ob-
jected to it, we brought it out. So now
we do not hear much talk about
changes in Medicaid anymore either.

I think we can be sure that if the Re-
publican leadership were to continue
into the next Congress and if we did
not have President Clinton out there
threatening to veto these changes in
Medicare and Medicaid, we would see
both the drastic changes in Medicare
and Medicaid come up once again.
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Mr. STUPAK. I mean look, if the
partnership that I spoke of is no longer
there, that we are in Medicaid which
pays for nursing home care, and it is
538,000 a year, and you are only there
for 5 days and they pull the rug out
from underneath you, who pays for it?
If the senior citizen cannot, it goes to
the family. It is an indirect tax on the
families of this country. You are not
going to throw your parents out on the
street for 360 days and get 5 days next
year and then throw them out again.
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You are going to pick up that cost,
that $30,000 a year. Who is going to be
able to afford that?

Mr. PALLONE. Exactly; thank you.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. 1 thank the gen-
tleman, and, you know, as I have lis-
tened to your comments this evening
and those of our other colleagues, I
think there are several conclusions
that can be drawn about this Medicare
debate, and as important as Medicaid
and Medicare are themselves, some of
the most important programs ever set
up in this Congress, I think the first
conclusion is even more important
than Medicare, and that is the conclu-
sion that, as you listen to this debate,
and you listen to the way the Repub-
lican leadership has run away from
Medicare, it is because the American
people are paying attention, and most
of the people who are informed, who
have followed this debate, understand
what the Republican majority, the first
time they got a majority in this Con-
gress, the first thing they went after
was Medicare and Medicaid. They set
out to undermine and dismantle those
systems, and the American people un-
derstand that.

All of the excuses and the subter-
fuges that have been brought up here,
when you get right down to it, the
American people all over this country
who have followed this debate, they un-
derstand it, and they know that Speak-
er GINGRICH set out to cut Medicare
and that he is still committed to that

program.

And I think the second conclusion
that is very apparent from this debate
is there is no doubt what Speaker
GINGRICH was talking about, and I
know in the course of this special order
you had the speech, almost his entire
speech, given again for him by our col-
league from Pennsylvania, but I want
to emphasize that it is not only the
words of that speech, but as some of
our other colleagues pointed out, and I
am quoting from a story in the New
York Times 2 days after he gave the
speech, he was at a town meeting down
in his district near Atlanta, and the
Atlanta Journal and Constitution re-
ported that, quote, Gingrich said he
was referring to the fee-for-service por-
tion of Medicare which he believed that
seniors would leave. That is what he
said about “wither on the vine.” And 2
days after that, the Los Angeles Times
referred to his press secretary, Mr.
Blankley, who said here in Washington
that what he was referring to in saying
he wanted it to wither on the vine, that
Mr. Blankley said Mr. GINGRICH'S com-
ments were consistent with the Repub-
lican belief that semniors would volun-
tarily leave the traditional Medicare
system.

Now, that is one of the few times Mr.
Blankley has said anything that I,
frankly, have agreed with. I agree with
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him completely that the Speaker’s
comment that he wanted Medicare to
wither on the vine was consistent with
the overall strategy. Indeed this was
occurring at the same time that our
Republican colleagues, as you may al-
ready have pointed out on Medicaid,
came before the same committee that
our colleagues from Michigan was talk-
ing about, and they said, “Let’s just to-
tally eliminate, terminate forever, any
Federal health and safety standards for
those who are in nursing homes."”

Now, I think that is the kind of ex-
tremism that the American people re-
ject. They realize that too often our
nursing homes, though there are many
fine ones, some of them have kind of
gone along from crisis to crisis, and to
say we will just totally abolish any
kind of health and safety standard for
those who are not able to protect
themselves in nursing homes was part
of the same strategies that was going
on at the same time. It was consistent
with that.

But I would draw a third conclusion
from your comments, and that would
be a contrast between the Dole-Ging-
rich ticket with reference to Medicare
because, you know, as coincidence
would have it, or maybe it was not a
coincidence, the same day that Speak-
er GINGRICH gave his speech, October
24, 1995, last fall when they were going
gung ho, shut the Government down,
we do not care how many billions of
dollars it costs the taxpayers, close it
down, which is what they did, and it
came up to about a billion and a half
dollars that were squandered of tax-
payer money, but the very same day
that Speaker GINGRICHE made his com-
ments Senator Dole was speaking the
same day to a different group, and he
said, and I quote, I was there fighting
the fight, 1 of 12 voting against Medi-
care in 1965 because we knew it would
not work.

It may not be expected in this elec-
tion year for a Democrat to com-
pliment a Republican, but I would tell
my colleague from New Jersey that I
do compliment Senator Dole, not on
the substance of what he said about
Medicare; indeed I could not disagree
with him more on that, but at least,
unlike the Speaker and the House Re-
publicans, Senator Dole has not tried
to run away from his comments. You
do not see him going around and say-
ing, “Well, when I was talking about
voting against Medicare, I was only
talking about the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration.” He has stood by
his statement. Indeed, he has taken
pride in the fact that he has a record
here. Just as Speaker GINGRICH and
these Republican followers of him who
wanted to let Medicare wither on the
vine, Senator Dole has at least been
willing to stand by his belief that
Medicare was a mistake.

And I think that is where this debate
should be. It should be about whether
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in the future of this country, and there
is, no doubt, some need for some re-
structuring and some improvement and
some strengthening of the Medicare
and Medicaid system, but whether we
will trust those who believe in the
value of insuring all of our seniors and
protecting them after all they have
done for this country or whether we
will turn it over to someone who said I
was proud 30 years ago that I voted
against Medicare at a time when well
over half of the seniors had no health
insurance program at all, whether you
are going to turn it over to someone
like that as well as someone who says,
well, let us just let Medicare wither on
the vine, instead of standing by their
statements, as has so often happened
here in the House on a variety of sub-
jects.

Our Republican colleagues here in
the House have, when caught and when
the American people have realized
what has occurred here, they have re-
acted by having their lawyers attempt
to intimidate those who would spread
the word. They would like to distract
the American people and wait until
after November to continue with let-
ting Medicare wither on the vine and
to intimidate anyone who would re-
mind the American people, as our col-
league from Pennsylvania pointed out,
who would dare to put on television the
Speaker saying this in his own words,
who would dare to repeat those words
to Americans who might not have
heard the speech, to Americans who
may, in their struggle to make ends
meet, have forgotten what an out-
rageous comment and what an out-
rageous plan this was.

And I know that the gentleman from
New Jersey will remember that when
we were trying to get the details to
find out how much they were going to
hike the premiums, how much they
were going to hike the deductibles, how
much they wre going to hike the co-
payments, all things that were in the
secret plan originally, that the first
plan that was laid out in public was not
a plan about how Medicare could be re-
structured. It was a public relations
plan. It was the one the gentleman will
recall that talked about kind of the
herd mentality among our seniors and
that they could be led around by their
nose basically and that they would not
realize what was being done to them in
this instance.

History in the recent months has cer-
tainly demonstrated that that public
relations adviser, I think he is the
same fellow involved in this so-called
Contract on America, was all off be-
cause the American people are more in-
telligent than that. They realized what
was happening here, and as I have dis-
cussed with some of our folks down
there in Texas, you know if you have
got a gardener that says, ‘‘Let it with-
er, let your plants wither on the vine,”
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most people have the good sense to re-
alize that what you need is a new gar-
dener because that is not the kind of
gardener you want tending to your
plants, and it is certainly not the kind
of gardener that you want tending to
something that is important and is
vital to people as Medicare.

And to all of those who say that this
campaign with reference to Medicare
and making American people aware of
it is too hard hitting, I would just sub-
mit that they need to consider how
hard hitting this plan was on seniors,
on individuals with disabilities. If this
plan, as originally envisioned, has gone
into effect, the consequences would
have been dramatic, and if this elec-
tion passes and there are not more peo-
ple here willing to stand up and fight
against these Medicare cuts, there is
no doubt they will be back with the
same secret plans that they had in the
past.

Mr. PALLONE. I would just add to
the gentleman: You know, I think that
that is what elections should be all
about: issues. That is what we are talk-
ing about here. I would like to see less
emphasis on personality, which is what
S0 many campaigns are about, and just
talk about issues. That is what we are
talking about here, Medicare. It is an
issue, and to the extent that there are
ads running that point out where one
side stands or the other on an issue as
important as Medicare to the American
people, that is what this should be all
about, a public debate on the issues,
and that is what the Democrats have
been doing essentially for the last 18
months, trying to point out what the
Republican leadership has been propos-
ing on Medicare.

And I really think, as you said, Mr.
DOGGETT, that most of my constituents
are aware of it. Over the weekend I had
a lot of people, I can just think of one
woman in particular who came up to
me when I was at church on Sunday
and said. “You know, I don’'t want to
lose my doctor.” She was not even con-
cerned about the level of funding. She
just did not like the idea that she was
going to be pushed into managed care,
which is essentially what this Repub-
lican plan would propose to do.

So, I want to thank the gentleman
for joining us tonight. We had a lot of
participants here tonight., but we are
not going to let this die, because I
think we all realize that if this Repub-
lican leadership were allowed to have
its way, we would see drastic changes
in Medicare and cuts that ultimately
would have it wither on the vine and
cases to exist as a program that bene-
fits seniors and provides for quality
care and the level of services that they
now have. So I want to thank the gen-
tleman.
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GETTING OUR FINANCIAL HOUSE
IN ORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DICKEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, it is a
privilege to be here tonight to address
this Chamber and to have you be the
acting Speaker, and I thank you for
your willingness to take the time to do
this.

I was particularly motivated to come
tonight because I listened to the pres-
entation of my colleagues and I would
like to give you the other side of the
story.

I would also like to say without any
hesitation that I believe when you tell
the American people the truth, they
will have you do the right thing, and I
feel very strongly that what this new
Republican majority tried to do last
year and what we are trying to do this
year will make our children better off
than we, this generation, find our-
selves, and that if we fail, I think they
will be worse off. I believe that with all
my heart and soul.

I believe that what we tried to do
last year was to get our financial house
in order and balance the Federal budg-
et. I believe we tried to save our trust
funds from bankruptcy, particularly
Medicare, and I believe we tried and
are still trying to transform our care-
taking society into a caring society,
our caretaking social and corporate
and agricultural welfare state into a
caring opportunity society, and in the
process we are trying to bring power,
money and influence out of this city
back to local communities, back to our
local communities, back in some cases
to our State governments, but closer to
home. That is what we are trying to do.

Now, I know that getting our finan-
cial house in order and balancing the
Federal budget is not the end all and be
all. There is no logic to saying that
just balancing the budget is what we
have to do and then we can walk away.
Balancing the budget is what I view as
just creating a strong foundation in
which to build the many things that we
need to build, but if we have a weak
foundation, everything on top of it just
crumbles away.

I do not know how my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle feel com-
fortable when we know that we are
spending over $233 billion just on inter-
est on the national debt. It seems to
me we would not want to spend $233
billion interest on the national debt. It
would seem to me we would want to
spend it on meaningful programs that
help make individuals more self-suffi-
cient.

But when we balance the Federal
budget, we know logical things happen.
We have a strong financial foundation
in which to then do meaningful pro-
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grams, not a lot, but meaningful pro-
grams. But we also know that interest
rates come down. There is no question
in anyone’s mind that our interest
rates have been high for many years
and has slowed the productivity of this
country and that we need to get inter-
est rates down by balancing our Fed-
eral budget and getting our financial
house in order.

O 2045

Getting interest rates down does
some significant things. It lowers the
mortgages people pay on their houses,
it lowers the amounts they pay on
their cars, it lowers student loans. It
seems kind of logical that we would
want to do all those things simply by
getting our financial house in order
and balancing the Federal budget.

Mr. Speaker, we did that by basically
cutting some programs. We cut Gov-
ernment programs. We made Govern-
ment smaller. We did not want Govern-
ment to keep growing, we wanted it to
be smaller, so we eliminated a plethora
of individual commissions and boards
that were created by some Member of
Congress so he could go out and have a
press release and tell people that he
created this new program that had a
wonderful sounding name.

So what we did was we eliminated a
lot of that. I do not know if many peo-
ple know that almost 52 percent of all
education programs do not even be-
long, are not even in the Department of
Education. We have a Department of
Education that has 48 percent of all
education programs. Why?

Because there are a whole group of
individuals here who wanted to make
sure their committee had jurisdiction
over an education program, so they
made sure it came out of their commit-
tee. They did not oversee the Depart-
ment of Education, so they made sure
it came out of HUD or Labor or Veter-
ans’ Affairs or the Defense Depart-
ment.

We have all these programs with
great soundirg names that we simply
started to eliminate. We cut discre-
tionary spending, and I know, Mr.
Speaker, that you are on the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. When you came
in this year, or last year, we were al-
ready halfway into our budget, or al-
most halfway. I guess we were about 4
months into our budget. You and the
committee members made a decision to
have a rescission package. You decided
to cut $20 billion out of the existing
budget. Now, there were cuts. You cut
some programs. You saved $20 billion.
That meant that taxpayers saved $20
billion.

Then this year the President wanted,
the year we are in, and we had Govern-
ment shutdowns, and we have 13 indi-
vidual appropriations bills, and as
some bills came out he signed some of
them that we wanted that reduced the
amount of Government spending, and
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he vetoed others. We had Government
shutdowns. Those various parts of the
budget, if it was HUD or Health and
Human Services and he wvetoed that
budget, then we had Government shut-
down. We had no budget.

Ultimately, though, we had an agree-
ment. The agreement was pretty inter-
esting. He wanted to spend $7 billion
more than the previous year, and we
ultimately had an agreement with him
that we spent $23 billion less. So we
spent $20 billion in the existing budget,
that 1995 budget, and then we spent $23
billion less in the budget we are in
right now. We have an agreement. We
got the President to agree to slow
growth by $23 billion.

He wanted us to spend some of that
money differently and we had an agree-
ment. That was a compromise. That is
the way the system should work. But
ultimately, we saved $20 billion last
year, $23 billion this year; $43 billion
less in the bottom line of the deficits.
Each year the difference between the
spending and the revenue is the deficit,
and it is added to the national debt, so
we made that national debt not grow
as high.

So we cut what we call discretionary
spending that came out of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and we made
Government smaller, and it was what
we said we would do before we were
elected, and that is exactly what we
did.

When we came to the defense spend-
ing, we froze defense spending. We did
not increase it, we did not cut it. We
froze it. Some would probably say, and
I am one who would like to have seen
a reduction in defense, and others of
my colleagues would have wanted to
see an increase. But what we need to
understand is that we are oversub-
scribed in defense budgets. We have so
many programs, procurement programs
for weapons systems, that funded out,
they will be higher than what we even
have in the budget.

So we are going to have significant
cuts in defense, even with a freeze in
defense spending, because we are going
to have to pare down some of these pro-
grams. So we cut discretionary spend-
ing out of appropriations, we froze de-
fense spending.

Then what we did is we came to enti-
tlements. Entitlements are 50 percent
of the budget. What is alarming about
entitlements is that they are growing
at 10 percent and 11 percent and 12 per-
cent, so you have half the budget that
is doubling every 5 to 6 to 7 years, and
they are programs like Medicare, a
very important program; programs like
Medicaid; programs like our Federal
and military retirement; food stamps;
veterans’ benefits; AFDC, which is wel-
fare for mothers and children; the
earned income tax credit, which is a
program that goes to the working poor,
so instead of their paying taxes, they
actually get money back from the Gov-
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ernment. It also includes student loan
programs.

What did we do with entitlements?
First off, I just want to say when I
came from out of the State government
where I voted for 100 percent of the
budget, when I came here I found I only
voted on a third of the budget, and I
tried to control spending when I voted
on a third of the budget. I only vote on
the 13 budgets that came out of the
Committee on Appropriations. I do not
vote on interest on the national debt,
about 30 percent of the budget, and I do
not vote on 50 percent of the budget,
which are entitlements. I did not have
that opportunity. You fit the title on
Medicare, Medicaid, student loan, agri-
cultural subsidy, you fit the title, you
get the money. You get the money. I do
not vote on it.

What did we do with these very im-
portant programs, that are all very,
very important programs? What did we
do to these programs? We slowed their
growth. Mr. Speaker, Medicare was
going to grow at 10 percent a year. We
decided, for instance, that we would
allow it to grow at 7 percent a year.

I notice a colleague of mine is here.
What I would like to do is just spend
about 5 more minutes; then I would
like to ask the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. GANSKE) to respond to the whole
issue of health care. What I heard that
preceded this special order just boggled
my mind. I think my colleague can
shed some light on it.

But this is what we did with some of
these entitlements. We allowed the
earned income tax credit, which is a
payment to the poor who are working,
to grow from $19.9 billion to $25 billion.
That is an increase in spending. But in
this place here, in Washington, in Con-
gress, in the Senate, down here, people
call it a cut. I am hard-pressed to know
how going from $19 billion to $25 billion
is a cut. In fact the only place I know
that is called a cut is right here, and
where the virus is spreading.

The Student Loan Program. I think
of the Student Loan Program and I re-
member how outraged I was when I saw
the President go to a school and basi-
cally tell the students that they would
have no Student Loan Program, or ex-
cuse me, School Lunch Program, be-
cause Republicans were going to take
it away. When I got back from the
weekend, I went to my colleagues and
said, how could we have done some-
thing so stupid? And they said, CHRIS
tell me something; if it goes from $5.2
billion to $6.8 billion, is that a cut? It
is not a cut. ‘‘But the President said we
were cutting, we were going to spend
less.”

That is not true. It is simply not
true. It is not factually correct. Our
programs, percentagewise, instead of
growing at 5.2 percent, we said it counld
grow at 4.5 percent a year, and then we
said that 20 percent of it could be allo-
cated to the students that really need-
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ed it, because every student in this
country is subsidized 13 cents in a
school lunch program. My daughter is
subsidized. I make a good salary. My
wife makes a good salary. Why is my
daughter’s lunch subsidized?

We, under our program, said that we
could take that money, the State could
decide to take that money and give it
to an urban area that might want to
have a breakfast program or a lunch
program or a meal in the evening for a
kid who simply may need that meal.

Then the Student Loan Program,
this is the one that really gets me, it
grows from $24 billion to $36 billion.
That was our plan last year. That was
referred to as a cut. If it is $24 billion
and we are adding $12 billion more in
the seventh year, in the seventh year
we are going to spend $12 billion more
than we spend today, and it is $24 bil-
lion more than we spend today, and it
is $24 billion, I am hard pressed to
know how that is a cut. It seems to me
it is a 15-percent increase in spending.
It is simply not a cut, it is an increase
in spending.

Now we get to the health care issues.
In the health care, under our plan last
year it was to grow at $89 billion to
$127 billion. Again, in this place, that is
called a cut. Back in my home when
you spend $89 billion in the last year,
and in the seventh year, in the year
2002, you are going to spend $127 billion
on Medicaid, health care for the poor
and nursing care for the elderly who
are poor, I call it an increase in spend-
ing. I think most rational people do.

Now we come to Medicare. This is
where I would like to really engage my
colleague. We learned from the trust-
ees last year it was going to go bank-
rupt, Medicare part B, by the year 2002.
Then we learned this year, as we sus-
pected, because the fund actually start-
ed to go insolvent this last year, so we
knew it was going to ultimately be-
come insolvent totally and completely
sooner than they said, and they said at
the beginning of the year 2001, and the
beginning of the year 2001 is really the
end of the year 2000, it is going bank-
rupt.

What did Republicans do? We said
that Medicare could grow from $178 bil-
lion to $289 billion, a 60-percent in-
crease in the total amount we spend,
and people said, yes, yes, but you have
a lot more seniors in the program.
True, we have more. On a per person
basis it went from $4,800 last year to
$7,100, a 50-percent increase per bene-
ficiary. We slowed the growth and
saved $240 billion. Yet, we are still al-
lowing the program to grow from $4,800
to $7,100. That is called a cut? No, it is
called an increase of 60 percent in
terms of total dollars, 50 percent per
beneficiary in total dollars.

Before I call on my colleague, I would
just point out, we did it without in-
creasing the copayment, without in-
creasing the deductible, without in-
creasing the premium. Seniors paid
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last year 31% percent and the tax-
payers paid 68.5 percent. We said freeze
it. Do not increase it, do not subtract
from it, freeze it.

We were able to save $240 billion for
the taxpayers, and in this program, the
reason we were able to save it was we
were able to bring in the private sec-
tor, that said if you allow Medicare to
grow at T percent, we can make money
and we can offer a whole host of new
services: eye care, dental care, a rebate
and a copayment of the deductible;
maybe even pay the premium, maybe
even pay MediGap. We had some pro-
viders who said if you allow it to grow
at T percent, which is very generous,
we can provide a whole host of pro-
grams and we can save you money, be-
cause it does not have to grow at 10
percent a year.

Then the seniors said, what happens
if I do not like the program? Then the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE], for
instance argued they should be allowed
to go back each and every month for
the next 24 months. The gentleman
from Iowa worked on this program
with others, but he was a leader in this
area, and he created a better program
and saved money. I am just really
grateful that he is here. I would love to
give him the opportunity to just kind
of express his concerns about what we
did.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE].

Mr. GANSKE. I appreciate the gen-
tleman sharing some of his time with
me, Mr. Speaker, I, too, was watching
the previous colleagues who were hav-
ing a discussion on some of the impor-
tant programs, including Medicare. I
felt stimulated to come to the floor, as
the gentleman did.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the gen-
tleman hit upon the appropriate word,
and that was ‘‘better.” The General Ac-
counting Office, the Inspector General,
has looked at the way the current
Medicare Program is working and has
found significant areas of fraud and
waste and abuse in the current pro-
gram, the way it is currently working.

There was recently an editorial in
the Washington Post that outlined
some of the abuses that occur in the
home health care industry, where, for
instance, care is provided at $125 an
hour or a visit. Total care for home
health care is under no competitive
bidding. There is no prospect of a pay-
ment system in the current plan. There
is no effort to control abuses in that
area like there is in some of the ways
Medicare has worked on preventing
abuses in hospital billing.

So there are lots of ways that we can
make the Medicare system work bet-
ter. I think that is a crucial point, be-
cause let me just read a letter to the
editor from the Des Moines Register:
“‘Congressman GANSKE has voted for in-
creased spending in Medicare.” This is
a letter by James Winger, president of
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the Iowa Federation of Labor AF1-CIO
on Friday, July 191 ‘Congressman
GANSKE has voted for increased spend-
ing in Medicare. However, this increase
is not enough to provide Medicare re-
cipients with the same coverage they
have today."

Now, it is the second part of that
statement that is incorrect. Because
the assumption is that you cannot do it
better than it is being done today. I
think that I just do not accept that. I
think we can do it better. We can de-
vise a system where, in my home State
of Iowa, quite frankly by equalizing
funding formulas to make rural areas
comparable to urban areas, we can ac-
tually improve benefits for senior citi-

zZens.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I remem-
ber being the chairman of the task
force, on the Committee on the Budget,
on Medicare and Medicaid, and I re-
member the fact that the gentleman
was not going to vote for the plan un-
less we realized that urban areas were
treated in a much more beneficial way
than a number of your communities. I
remember you having a dialog with me,
and more particularly the Speaker, and
convincing him to put more money
into the rural areas so they would in
fact get more.

Mr. GANSKE. We have a situation, as
you mentioned before, where in some
parts of the country senior citizens can
sign up for health plans where they get
practically free prescription drugs,
eyeglasses, hearing aids, trips to and
from the doctor’s office, and even
memberships in health fitness clubs;
that is, New York City, Florida, Los
Angeles.

But there is nothing like that avail-
able for senior citizens in some of the
rural areas, or even in urban areas that
have done a very good job with control-
ling their utilization. That is not fair.
That is the way the current system is
working. It is not fair, because people
in every part of the country are paying
the same into Medicare as they are in
other parts of the country.

So we equalize that. We did not de-
crease the amount in those areas that
are high now. We simply said you will
have to grow at a slower rate than the
areas that are not at such a high aver-
age. We will move those up faster and
we will equalize it. We will make it
more fair across the country. That is
one way that you can make the system
work better.

But you know, I want to go back to
a little broader concept. I think all of
us want to have a cleaner environment.
All of us would like to see education
emphasized. We all want to see safe
streets. We all want to see secure bor-
ders. All of those items are in what is
called the discretionary part of the
budget.

O 2100

The other part of the budget is the
entitlement part, the nondiscretionary
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part. These are things like Medicare,

‘Medicaid, welfare and interest pay-

ments on the debt.

Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman would
just allow me to make the point that
entitlements are 50 percent of the
budget, and when we add interest pay-
ments, we are talking about two-thirds
of the budget and the discretionary is
only one-third of the budget.

Mr. GANSKE. The gentleman is cor-
rect. But in 1965, the discretionary part
of the budget was two-thirds of the
budget, that is, things like education,
safe streets, drug prevention, crime
prevention, environmental things. In
1965 that was two-thirds of the budget.
Today it is one-third of the budget. Be-
cause in 1965 the entitlements plus in-
terest were one-third of the budget and
today they are two-thirds of the budg-
et.

So all of those people who, like you
and I, are concerned about those im-
portant things, need to be concerned
about being able to control the rate of
growth in the entitlements. It is esti-
mated that in 10 years, the entitle-
ments plus interest will consume all of
the revenues from the Federal Govern-
ment. That means that there will be
nothing else left for the important
things that we need to do.

So what we are talking about in
terms of addressing the problem that
Medicare is going to go bankrupt in 5
years is trying to devise a system that
works better than it does now so that
we can reduce the rate of growth and,
therefore, allow the Federal budget to
function in the other important areas,
like education, the environment, drug
prevention, and securing our borders
that we all think are important.

I should point out, the bill that we
passed had about a T-percent annual
rate of growth. That far exceeds the
numbers of senior citizens that are
coming in. If we look at the private
sector, the amount of health care infla-
tion has been close to 1 percent or less
for the last several years. What we
want to do is we want to learn for the
Government programs how the private
sector has been able to make things
work more efficiently. The Govern-
ment in effect has been growing at over
10 percent. We need to learn how to be
able to offer benefits in a more effi-
cient way. It is not just in health care,
it is also in areas like welfare and
other areas.

Mr. SHAYS. I would love to just il-
lustrate, if the colleague would allow
me, a real-life example of what the
gentleman is talking about with the
growth of entitlements. Entitlements
are 50 percent of the budget and dou-
bling every 5 to 6 years, crowding out
the discretionary part of the budget.

I have had constituents who come
and say, "*We need to spend more for
this education program,” or more for
this child care program that comes out
of the discretionary budget. I say,
“Yes, we do need to do that.”
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Then they say, ‘““‘And, by the way,
don’'t cut Medicare and Medicaid.”

I say, “Well, I don’t want to cut
Medicare and Medicaid, but let me un-
derstand something. If we allow Medi-
care and Medicaid to continue to grow
at 10 percent a year, how will we be
able to do all those things you want?"”

It is a concept of opportunity cost. If
you spend your money here, you give
up the opportunity to spend it here.

If we can make savings in Medicare
and Medicaid, allow it to grow much
faster than any other part of the budg-
et, we then have some resources to
spend on some good programs that
come out of what we call the appro-
priations side of the budget.

Mr. GANSKE. If I may jump in here,
many would criticize our specific
plans, either to balance the budget or
to reform and preserve and protect
Medicare. I am sure that there are
some things in all of those areas that
the gentleman and I might prefer to
see changed in some respects, too. We
cannot have legislation that is this big
and agree with every single thing. But
the overall thrust is responsibility.

I would say this: I think the Amer-
ican public feels very strongly that
there should be a sense of fairness. So
if the opposition criticizes our plan to
save Medicare in 5 years, and we all
know, everyone agrees that the trust
fund will be empty and there will be in-
sufficient funds to pay the bills in 5
years. We all know that. This is a
given.

Mr. SHAYS. We have wasted a year
already.

Mr. GANSKE. If that is a given and
the opposition criticizes our plan, then
does the opposition not have a respon-
sibility to offer their plans? Some of
the moderate and conservation Demo-
crats on the other side of the aisle did
offer a plan. The fact of the matter is
that we just passed another budget bill
that basically took into consideration
some of the proposals that they had
made and the level of savings and, in
fact, what we are currently dealing
with today are savings of about $160
billion. That is very, very close to what
the moderate and conservative Demo-
crats have been for and it is not all
that far from what President Clinton
has proposed for savings in Medicare.

Mr. SHAYS. The difference is that
when he refers to it, he calls it a sav-
ings. When he refers to ours, he calls it
a cut.

But before we leave Medicare, I do
not want to leave it without just sum-
marizing the fact that we allow Medi-
care to grow from $178 billion to $289
billion, a 60-percent increase in Gov-
ernment spending on Medicare. On a
per-person basis, we allowed it last
year to grow from $4,800 to $7,100, a 50-
percent increase per beneficiary.

Mr. GANSKE. I think we ought to
emphasize this: In order to achieve
those savings, we cannot just leave the
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program exactly as it is, because in the
current program there are areas of
waste, fraud, and abuse that adminis-
tration, there are a number of areas
that we can improve the plan. If we put
the structural changes in there, then
we can effect some savings and yet we
can still maintain good quality.

Mr. SHAYS. To illustrate, we did not
increase the copayment to the seniors
or the deductible and we kept the pre-
mium the same, but what we allowed
them is the opportunity to have what
you and I have as Federal employees,
we get choice in health care. We are
going to allow seniors to choose dif-
ferent health care plans. Because of
your instance and a wise one, we al-
lowed seniors to go back, it they did
not like that private plan, and just go
back to the traditional fee-for-service
Medicare system that we have had
since 1960.

So we left the existing plan in place,
but we gave choices. To me, the choice
was the most exciting part. In part of
our plan we said if a senior discovered
something that was a waste in the pro-
gram, we would allow them to receive
some of the benefit if they reported it.
It is even in our health bill that Sen-
ator KENNEDY is holding up right now
by not allowing for a conference com-
mittee between the House and the Sen-
ate.

We passed a health care bill dealing
with portability in health care and al-
lowing people if they have an illness to
go to another health care plan, if they
have been in a health care plan, and
that is being held up. But in that bill is
the same thing we had in our Medicare
plan, allowing seniors to report pro-
grams that they thought were abused.

I would like to talk about one abuse
because I am on a committee that
oversees HCFA, which was the agency
that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
GINGRICH] was referring to when he
talked about it withering on the vine,
not Medicare, which our colleagues
like to distort.

Mr. GANSKE. If I may interject, am
I not correct in that, I believe it was in
1992, President Clinton, at that time
running for office, made a statement
very, very close to Speaker GINGRICH,
where he basically said the Health Care
Financing Administration, HCFA, the
bureaucracy, not Medicare, not the
program but the bureaucracy, was not
working as good as it should be and
something should be done about that?

Mr. SHAYS. The bottom line is that
the bureaucracy was working terribly.
I started to talk about some of the
abuses. I sit on a committee where we
see a number of different abuses.

Medicare cannot buy a particular
health service, let us say an oxygen
concentrator, and reprice it at the
market rate. It has to buy it at what-
ever the market cost is on the chart. If
they want to reassign the cost, they
have to go through a 2 to 3-year proc-
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ess. So the inspector general came in
and looked at this process and said
that Medicare was overpaying for a lot
of goods, like an oxygen concentrator.
The oxygen concentrator for the Veter-
ans Department, if we paid the same
price they paid, in 5 years we would
save $4 billion. But we cannot reprice it
without this long, laborious process.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman would
yield for a minute, one of the mecha-
nisms that we had in our reform bill
that would help address this problem of
abuse in the system was that we set up
a mechanism whereby if a Medicare re-
cipient identified areas of fraud, waste
and abuse, reported that to the govern-
ment program and then savings were
utilized, then that recipient would get
to keep part of the savings.

This was a real carrot in order to en-
courage senior citizens to look care-
fully at their bills and help the pro-
gram work better for the benefit of ev-
erybody. But without that type of in-
centive, then it is like, ““Well, some-
body else is paying for it, and I guess,
you know, it doesn’t matter to me.” So
there was a real incentive system built
into our reform bill that would help ad-
dress some of those areas of abuse that
the gentleman is talking about.

Mr. SHAYS. Exactly. That was one.
The other area was that we made
health care fraud a Federal offense in
terms of Medicare and Medicaid so that
you would not have to find someone
guilty because of wire or mail fraud
but you could find them guilty for the
actual offense. We all know that fraud,
waste and abuse in our Medicare sys-
tem is about 10 percent, if not more.
That alone is a $17 billion savings.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman would
yield again, we both know that we can
effect savings in that area. We do not
want to give, I think, the inaccurate
representation that by addressing that
area alone one could effect enough sav-
ings to save the trust fund. But it is
one of the many important steps that
we took in the reform bill to make the
system work better.

Mr. SHAYS. Let me ask the gen-
tleman, why would they call it a cut,
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, when we spend 60 percent more
and 50 percent more per beneficiary? I
am trying to understand, and I have to
say I thought President Clinton would
do a number of things. I did not think
he would veto our Medicare plan. I hon-
estly did not think he would do it.

I described it this way to my daugh-
ter. I do not have the resources to give
my daughter $20,000, but if I had $20,000
and I said to my daughter, I want you
to buy a particular automobile but of
course you can't afford to have leather
seats and other nice features in the
automobile. I can’t give you more than
$20,000 this is what I have. And so I
want you to go buy that automobile.”
And she comes back to me and she
says, “Dad, I bought that automobile
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you talked about but I didn't spend
$20,000. By the way, I got leather seats
and a sun roof.” I said, “‘Honey, I told
you you could not do that. I only had
$20,000.”” She said, ‘‘Dad, I bought it for
$18.000” I would not call that a cut. I
would say she got a better car and she
saved $2,000.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman would
yield, one of the reforms that we
passed at the beginning of the Congress
last year was the issue of baseline
budgeting, and this is what we are
talking about.

In Washington if your salary is
$20,000 this year but next year it is
$22,000, that could be called a cut be-
cause it is not $23,000. This is the only
place in the country where we do budg-
eting like that.

Let me just give the gentleman an
example. I have a little boy who is al-
most 8 years old, his name is Carl.
Sometimes Carl accompanies me on
some of my meetings around the dis-
trict. I have a chart. The chart shows
that in the last 7 years, we spent about
$925 billion on Medicare. We voted for a
plan where in the next 7 years we
would spend about $1,685 billion. I look
at my little T-year-old boy and I say,
“Carl, which of these is bigger, $1,685
billion or $925 billion? I tell you, a
third-grader knows the difference. If
you factor into that the fact that this
is more than twice the rate of infla-
tion, it more than accounts for new
seniors coming into the system, it still
provides excellent benefits, there is no
increase in copayments, no increase in
deductibles, seniors would pay the
same percentage of their premium as
they have in the past, then I think that
it is not accurate to represent our plan
as a cut.

Mr. SHAYS. And they get a choice.
They get to choose a plan that could be
better or a number of plans that could
be better and in the end if they did not
like those plans they could go back to
the traditional system.

Mr. GANSKE. And for large areas of
our country, we would also have an
equalization in the funding that would
be very important as well.

Mr. SHAYS. This Republican major-
ity is trying to get our financial house
in order and balance the Federal budg-
et. My colleague knows that just bal-
ancing the budget is not the end all
and be all. It is just the logical realiza-
tion that we would rather spend our
money on real programs rather than
interest on the national debt. We want
a strong foundation in which to build.

The second thing is we are trying to
save our trust funds from bankruptcy,
particularly Medicare, and last year
when we were trying to save it, when
we did our Medicare plan we saved
about $240 billion that could be used di-
rectly to save Medicare part A and
Medicare part B. To save it from bank-
ruptcy we extended the program out
from the year 2001 to basically 2010. We
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are going to have another problem that
we are not going to get into right now,
but it is going to be a mammoth issue
of how do we deal with the baby
boomers.
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But we did the responsible thing of
slowing the growth of programs, still
allowing them to grow 60 percent more
total dollars and 50 percent more per
beneficiary, but saving about $240 bil-
lion that could be used to then make
sure the program was solvent for the
next 15 years. And the President vetoed
that plan.

Mr. GANSKE. If I may interject,
what is the alternatives? I want to go
back to this. If someone does not like
our program, then I think they have a
responsibility to offer their own spe-
cific plan to save the program, which
will be insolvent in 5 years. That is
only fair. It is a very, very important
issue.

We either effect some reductions in
the rate of growth or, in order to keep
the system solvent, what is the alter-
native? The alternative is the same al-
ternative that we have seen from Con-
gresses for the last 30 years, and that is
very simple: A doubling or a tripling of
Medicare taxes.

As both of you and I know, the effect
of that would be very transitory. That
could probably extend the life of the
trust fund for 3 years, and then what
would we do? We would go back there,
if we return to the way that it has been
done before, and we would double or
triple those Medicare taxes again. I tell
you what, I cannot do that to the
working families in my district.

If we look at an average income
working family in 1950, and adjust the
amount of taxes they were paying to
the government to 1990 dollars, so that
we are going to compare the same dol-
lars for 1950 in taxes to the dollars in
1995, an average income family, not the
rich and the wealthy, in 1950 was spend-
ing about $7,000 to the government in
1990 dollars. Today the average income
family, 1995, is sending about $21,000 to
the Federal Government.

The amounts are not so important,
although they are getting so high.
What is important is to recognize the
fact that in the last 30 years, for the
average working family, taxes, govern-
ment taxes have tripled. What that
means today is that couples are no
longer afforded the luxury of one or the
other of the spouses staying home with
the kids.

It means that in 1950 one of the
spouses could work, the other could
take care of the children, if they so
chose. Today what it means is that one
is working to put food on the table, to
pay the expenses for the rest of their
family, and the other spouse is working
for the government.

Now, this is not rocket science. If we
are going to keep the trust fund sol-
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vent, we are either going to have to re-
duce the rate of growth in a responsible
way to make the system work better,
or else we are going to have to raise
taxes, and raise taxes a lot and raise
them again and again, and I just can-
not do that.

I know how hard the working fami-
lies in my district are working, and
they are pushed. They have been run-
ning harder and harder on that tread-
mill just to stay in the same spot. So
I think it is our responsibility to ad-
dress this in the way that we have ad-
dressed this, a responsible way, a way
to make the program work better.

But I think maybe it would be useful
to turn to another topic. I was very in-
terested in your comments on the
earned income tax credit, because I
think both the gentleman and I would
agree that this is a useful program. It
was designed originally and still func-
tions to help people who are just above
the poverty level to have benefits,
slowly work their way out and get a
helping hand away from poverty.

The gentleman pointed out that we
funded the EITC at $19 billion and in-
creased it to $25 billion, but what he
neglected to mention, and 1 am sure
that he just did not get to it, was the
fact that the General Accounting Of-
fice did a study and showed, or possibly
it was the IRS, the IRS did a study and
showed that there was about 30 to 35
percent abuse, in some cases outright
fraud in people taking the earned in-
come tax credit when they should not.

The program was designed to help
families, that is, families with chil-
dren, and it was designed to help people
that were just above the poverty level.
There were lots of cases, as much as 30
to 35 percent of abuse, so what did we
do? We addressed some corrections in
the way the system is supposed to
work. That is what we are supposed to
be doing here in Congress. We are sup-
posed to be helping this Government
work more efficiently and better, and
vet when we have a good idea, we will
keep it. I would be happy to yield back.

Mr. SHAYS. I was thinking, as my
colleague was talking, that it was
quite difficult during the fall when we
started to get this program through
the House and the Senate, present it to
the President, when he called the
earned income tax credit a cut when we
went from §19 billion to $25 billion; in
the School Lunch Program when we
went from $5.2 to $6.8. The Student
Loan Program he is calling a cut when
we went from $24 billion to $36 billion.

I really believe in the earned income
tax credit, because this gets to the
third effort. We are trying to balance
the budget, get our financial house in
order. The second thing is we are try-
ing to save our trust funds for future
generations, so we are not the only
ones that enjoy the trust funds but
they are there for our kids and our
kids' kids. The third thing is we are
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trying to transform our caretaking so-
ciety into a caring society, to trans-
form our caretaking social and cor-
porate and welfare state—we just do
not have welfare for individuals, we
have it for corporations, and we even
have it in the farming communities to
some extent as well—and to try and
move it into a caring opportunity soci-
ety.

We know that one of the better pro-
grams is the earned income tax credit
for someone who is at the level of wel-
fare but making money, working, not
getting something from the Govern-
ment, but really not enough to survive.
They actually get a cash payment of
$1,000 or $2,000, in some cases it could
be $3,000. Instead of paying taxes, they
get back $2,000 or $3,000.

But what we found was that some
people simply were not reporting their
income. Well, they were reporting it,
saying they were not going to make
money when they actually made
money. We found that a lot of single
people were able to get some of the
benefits when it was not intended for
individuals, it was intended for fami-
lies.

So we are going to spend lots more,
but we just want it to go for the people
it was designed to help. It gets to this
whole issue that is something I have
had to wrestle with as what I view as a
moderate Republican. I think I am
pretty much down the center in terms
of the political ideology.

I believe that what we have done for
too many of our young people, and we
see the result of it, I see too many
young kids who are pregnant, I see too
many young children that are selling
drugs. I see too many young children
who are literally killing each other. We
have 18-year-olds who cannot read
their diplomas.

The thing that gets me is when I see
a 20-year-old or 22-year-old who has
never had a job, not because jobs do
not exist. I would acknowledge if ev-
eryone who wanted a job sought one,
there might not be. But we have too
many people who are not answering the
opportunity to work because they say
it is a dead-end job.

If I ever said to my dad, “I do not
want that job, it is dead-end,” my dad
would have said to me, ‘“Son, how
many hours are you working there?” I
would have said 10. He would have said
it just doubled to 20. He would have
known that so-called dead-end job
would have taught me to get up in the
morning, it would have taught me that
for that work I earned something, that
I was of service, instead of taking
something from someone else.

That is what welfare does. It is tak-
ing something that someone else
earned, and getting it without having
to earn it but it was given to them.
There are people who have needs, and
we have to make sure their needs are
met, but we do not want the system to
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be perpetual so that we now have 30-
year-old grandparents who literally,
they are on welfare, their kids are on
welfare, and their kids’ kid is on wel-
fare, three generations.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman would
yield, we just passed last week I think
really landmark legislation. That was
a welfare reform bill that is a very,
very good bill, that emphasizes exactly
the direction that we think our coun-
try should move in terms of respon-
sibility and in terms of opportunities,
because it does have strong require-
ments for work and it does have strong
requirements for responsibility for the
fathers of children who abandon those
children and leave those young moth-
ers to an awfully hard row to hoe.

There were significant corrections in
the reform bill in terms of food stamps.
Nutrition is very important. I grew up
working in my dad’s grocery store.

Mr. SHAYS. You did not tell your
dad you did not want to do it because
it was a dead-end job?

Mr. GANSKE. I think working in
that grocery store was one of the best
training periods of my entire life.

Mr. SHAYS. I bet it was.

Mr. GANSKE. You get to meet people
from every walk of life, and I thank my
dad every time I see him for that, al-
though at the time as a younger kid
there were times when I probably
would have preferred on those Satur-
days to be playing golf or something

else.

Mr. SHAYS. Or watching a football
game.

Mr. GANSKE. But the point that I
wanted to pursue is that even back
when I was working in the store—my
dad just recently retired from manag-
ing a grocery store—there is a signifi-
cant and a growing problem with abuse
in the Food Stamp Program.

It is not that food stamps should not
be there for the people who need them.
Both the gentleman and I know that
they should. It is that there has been a
growing problem with people abusing
the system, and we know that food
stamps have been used as a form of cur-
rency for drugs, to help fund drug
abuse, that able-bodied people who
should be working have been getting
food stamps.

So what we did in our reform bill was
we addressed that. We set up encour-
agement for electronic billing to try to
cut down on the technical problems
with food stamp waste and fraud.

I just am very optimistic. I believe
that there is a role for government. I
happen to believe that government can
work a lot better than we have seen it
work. But every time we try to change
something, we run up against special
interest groups that have a vested in-
terest in seeing no change, and it is a
real battle.

Mr. SHAYS. No one said it would be
easy, did they?

Mr. GANSKE. Nobody ever said it
would be easy, and in the political
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process, our Founding Fathers devised
a system that requires multiple steps
and it requires eternal vigilance. As
one of our Founding Fathers said, that
is the price of democracy.

Mr. SHAYS. I just wanted to empha-
size that one of the things that we are
doing with welfare is we are giving it
back to the States with resources. We
are not just saying “It is your respon-
sibility.”” We are giving significant re-
sources for day care, for the actual
payment to the recipient but also for
day care and jobs, because we know
that a caring bill has got to provide
someone the opportunity for training
and a place to have your child so that
you can get that training and ulti-
mately get that job.

But what we do know is that a lot of
the traditional job training programs
have been basically make-work, not
really teaching someone for a job that
exists but just giving them some kind
of program that in the end does not
serve any value to them in terms of ac-
tually getting a job. So the day care
and job training kind of programs that
we are seeing now are quite signifi-
cantly different.

Mr. GANSKE. If I may add to that, in
the welfare reform bill there are some
significant other items that reinforce
the fact that citizens need to be re-
sponsible. When a citizen sponsors an
immigrant to come into the country,
they basically are promising that they
will help that new immigrant for 5
years.

Mr. SHAYS. Yes.

Mr. GANSKE. That is current law.
However, there has never been any
teeth in that current law, and we even
have examples where in Chinese news-
papers from the west coast, Dear Abby
columns, you will have somebody writ-
ing in, *“My relative just came, got off
the boat. How can I get them on to
SSI?” I would submit to you that we
have hundreds of millions of people
around the world that would love the
opportunity to come to this country to
work hard, to achieve the American
dream that are not interested in com-
ing to this country and immediately
getting on welfare, and we have cor-
rected that in this welfare reform bill.

Mr. SHAYS. But see, some people
would call that a cut in the program.
That is what is ludicrous about the de-
scription. If we save money in the pro-
gram, therefore, do not have to spend
as much because we eliminate an abuse
like this, it is referred to as a cut, and
that is just simply an inaccurate way
to describe what we did.

Mr. GANSKE. But to interject, this
goes back to the point that we have
made several times before, and that is
that the people who are always talking
about cuts, cutting this, that you are
cutting that, they are the people who,
in essence, are arguing not to change
anything. If you are interested in, in
education, the environment, prevent-
ing crime, in order to take care of
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those problems, we have to change the
programs to make them work better
than they are working now.

Mr. SHAYS. I was making reference
to the fact as a moderate Republican I
voted for a number of programs that I
have had to look at and say in some
ways what that has allowed me to do is
it has allowed me to go back to some of
my constituents and say, you know I
care because I voted for that program.
But as I have seen the program unfold,
some of them, not all of them, I have
had to go back and say you know, real-
ly what I have been is a caretaker and
I have done something the exact oppo-
site of what you would do for someone
you love.
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What I started to do about 3 years
ago is I asked anyone who really start-
ed up in a lower echelon economically
who now is a very successful person,
far more successful than I would be,
and I would say, what happened? Why
are you so successful? When you were
there in a development, in poverty,
happened to have heen a minority, so
you had the laws against you and so
on, and you had racial prejudice; and
yet you succeeded?

Yet in every instance, in every in-
stance it was, I had someone who took
an interest in me, I had someone who
sometimes kicked me in the butt. I had
someone who did not always give me
what I wanted. I had someone who did
not let me get away with the excuse I
do not want that because it is a dead-
end job. I had someone would taught
me to dream.

There were a lot of things they had,
but they did not have someone just giv-
ing them something.

When I was growing up, my dad
would commute from Darien, CT, for
an hour commute into New York. He
would get to read three papers in the
morning and three at night because he
had an hour on the train. He would
read, and he would come back, and he
would be filled with information. We
would have a wonderful dialog at the
dining room table.

He would invariably make some ref-
erence to something written in Ann
Landers, and Ann Landers would write
something back, and it would be kind
of a crazy story.

I found myself looking at these cal-
endars. I had these calendars with the
thought of the day. I noticed the cal-
endar for April 3. It was a Wednesday.
I looked at it, and it was Ann Landers.
And I thought, oh, my gosh, there is
Ann. And I read it. And in a sense I
thought this summarizes a lot about
how I think about what we have to do
in government. She wrote, ‘‘In the final
analysis it is not what you do for your
children, but what you have taught
them to do for themselves that will
make them successful human beings.”

Now, we want our constituents to be
successful human beings. We do not
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want them just used to handouts. We
want them to be basically creators. We
want them to be contributors to soci-
ety. I was thinking about the true love
that I think our society has shown and
the true caring for making sure that
people in our society are truly learning
to do things for themselves, to be inde-
pendent.

It is really great. I have gone to some
programs where welfare recipients
have taken meaningful job training
programs, had the day care they need-
ed, and then they have a mentor who
follows them for a year or so in the job
to make sure they do get up in the
morning, make sure when they have an
excuse not to go to work, help them
sort out that that excuse will not be
very helpful in their job. And what
they do in these graduations a year
later is they hold up a check and say:
“You know what I like about my job?
I earned this.”

We had to encourage everyone to
have that same kind of feeling of ac-
complishment and contribution be-
cause it is there in the heart of every
American citizen. Every person wants
to add and to be of contribution.

They also then make reference to the
fact that not only did they earn it and
how proud they are but how proud
their kids are of them because mom is
making a contribution to society and
helping to support the family without
having to turn to someone else.

Before yielding to my colleague, if I
could say this. I proactively went out
looking for some people to work in my
office who, frankly, were not white,
who were maybe Hispanic or black; and
I guess I would call that affirmative ac-
tion. One person that we ended up hir-
ing was someone who had gone through
a job training program. She is a very
valued member of my office. But I had
a program that I was trying to help
people understand how they could buy
a home, and she did not want to come
to this program as a staff person on a
Saturday, but we needed her. She was
happy to come based on that. And she
came. And a month later I found out
that she had just bought a home.

She had gone to this program,
learned how she could own a home. She
and her brother and her sister bought
this home and live in a beautiful home
in the city of Bridgeport, now realizing
all the pluses and minuses of home
ownership. But a few years ago she was
on welfare. She had job training. She
had day care.

She had tremendous initiative. She is
a very important person in our office,
someone who is making a wonderful
contribution and someone who we re-
ceive a lot of compliments on because
of the way she treats people and the
way she is able to help people.

To me, it is just a very satisfying
thing, and this can be repeated time
and time again. That should be our
goal.
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I would love to yield to my colleague.

Mr. GANSKE. I appreciate that and
agree with what my colleague has been
saying.

I have to smile because when he was
talking about his father coming home
and discussing the three or six news-
papers that he had read that day with
you and all of the ideas, I remembered
that usually my dad and I discussed
the sports page.

But to return to welfare, I think
there are principles in our welfare re-
form bill that are very, very impor-
tant. The first one is the able-bodied
should work. The second one is that
there should be time limits. We do not
want to see one generation after an-
other generation, four or five genera-
tions, caught in welfare.

Another idea that is very important
is that for those welfare recipients who
are under the age of 18, there should be
strong incentives for them to continue
and stay in school. You do not receive
benefits unless you are living with an
adult and unless you are in school be-
cause, if you do not stay in school,
there is very little chance that you are
ever going to get out of the trap of the
welfare system.

So I think there are a lot of good
things that we have been trying to do.
I would like to go to one thing, though,
and that relates to what we are talking
about in terms of cuts. An example is
the most recent HHS appropriations
bill, where for the Department of Edu-
cation we increased funding this year
by roughly $2.4 billion. That was some-
where between a 4- and a 5-percent in-
crease.

Now, within that we shifted some of
the funds around. We took it out of the
Washington bureaucracy and we gave
it back to the States and the local
areas. That is crucial because, when we
talk about education, I want to see an
increased teacher-student ratio, and I
want to see a decreased bureaucrat-
teacher or bureaucrat-student ratio.
And that is what we are trying to do
here. We are trying to get power back
to the States, to the local areas.

People can do jobs better when gov-
ernment is closest to them. We want to
do it in a responsible way, and I think
that I am very optimistic with the
progress we have made.

I will just yield back to the gen-
tleman for a final closing statement.

Mr. SHAYS. This Republican major-
ity is working to get our financial
house in order and balance the Federal
budget. We are looking to save our
trust funds for future generations, and
we are also looking to transform our
caretaking social, corporate and agri-
cultural welfare state into a caring op-
portunity society. In the process we
are looking to bring power, money and
influence out of Washington and bring
it back to local communities.

In the process we are looking to em-
power people who are in our commu-
nities. So it is an effort that we are
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working hard at. Very candidly, we are
not looking at the polls. If Abraham
Lincoln had looked at the polls, we
would not be one Nation, under God,
indivisible. We would be two nations
very much divided. For us the polls
simply do not matter. What matters is
our kids.

Mr. Rabin, the former prime minister
of Israel, said you and I, politicians,
are elected by adults to represent the
children. And frankly that is what this
is all about, representing the children.

Mr. GANSKE. I am happy to join the
gentleman I think on some of the prin-
ciples that we want to accomplish. We
want to accomplish an opportunity so-
ciety. We want to help make govern-
ment smaller and more responsive to
the citizens. And we basically want
safer and sounder families. I am happy
to join my colleague in his work.

Mr. SHAYS. I appreciate my col-
league for that and thank you, Mr.
Speaker, for taking the time to listen
to us. With than we yield back the bal-
ance of our time however short it may
be.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY), for today and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of medi-
cal reasons.

Mr. EVERETT (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. MANZULLO (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of ill-
ness in the family.

Mrs. MORELLA (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mr. NETHERCUTT (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY), for today, on account of
attending a funeral.

Mrs. LINCOLN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today and the balance
of the week, on account of medical rea-
sons.

Mrs. MINK of Hawalii (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on ac-
count of a death 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. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mrs. CoLLNs of Illinois, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MIcA) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. STOCKMAN, for 5 minutes on July
24,

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes
each day, on today and July 23, 24, 25,
and 26.

Mr. McINTOSH, for 5 minutes on July
25.

Mr. Mica, for 5 minutes each day, on
today and July 25.

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GEKAS, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. TRAFICANT, and to include there-
in extraneous material, notwithstand-
ing the fact that it exceeds two pages
of the RECORD and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $1,033.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Ms. HARMON.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

Mr. MANTON.

Mr. MILLER of California.

Mr. STOKES.

Mr. HILLIARD.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MiIcA) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

. QUINN,

. FORBES.

. DUNCAN.
. WoLF.

. PORTER.

. SPENCE.

. PACKARD.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GANSKE) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. MOAKLEY.

Mrs. CoLLINS of I1linois.

EER

FEER

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on the following date
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

On July 18, 1996:

H.R. T43. An act to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to allow labor manage-
ment cooperative efforts that improve eco-
nomic competitiveness in the United States
to continue to thrive, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o'clock and 41 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
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House adjourned until Tuesday, July
23, 1996, at 9 a.m. for morning hour de-
bates.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4217. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule—Nectarines and
Fresh Peaches Grown in California; Assess-
ment Rate [Docket No. FV9%-916-1 IFR] re-
ceived July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

4218. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service's final rule—United States
Standards for Grades of Frozen Green and
Frozen Wax Beans [FV-95-326] received July
22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)}{A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

4219. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Oranges and Grape-
fruit Grown in the Lower Rio Grande Valley
in Texas; Assessment Rate [Docket No.
FY9-906-1 IFR] received July 22, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

4220. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the annual report to the
Administration for calendar year 1995, pursu-
ant to 12 U.8.C. 2252(a)(3); to the Committee
on Agriculture..

4221. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Comprehensive Subcontracting Plans
[DFARS Case 96-D304] received July 22, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on National Security.

4222. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department's final
rule—Sale of HUD-Held Multifamily Mort-
gages [Docket No. FR-3970-F-02] (RIN: 2502-
AGH9) received July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

4223. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) Program: Small Cities and Insular
Areas; Final Rule [Docket No. FR-4048-F-1]
(RIN: 2506-AB81) received July 22, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services.

4224, A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department's final
rule—Public Housing Management Assess-
ment Program—Conforming Change [Docket
No. FR-3447-F-02] (RIN: 2577-AAB9) received
July 22, 199, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4225. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department's final
rule—Indian HOME Program Streamlining
[Docket No. FR-3567-1-1] (RIN: 2577-AB35) re-
ceived July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A);, to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4226. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
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rule—Single Family Miscellaneous Amend-
ments, Clarifications, and Corrections
[Docket No. FR-39T7-F-01] (RIN: 2501-AG61)
received July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4227. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Supplemental Standards of Ethical
Conduct for Employees of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development [Docket No.
FR~3331-F-01] (RIN: 2501-AB55, 3209-AA15) re-
ceived July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4228. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining Mortgagee Require-
ments, [Docket No. FR-3957-F-02] (RIN: 2502
AGS5T) received July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1X(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

4229. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department's final
rule—Community Development Work Study
Program; Amendments [Docket No. FR-3902-
F-01] (RIN: 2528-AA05) received July 22, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

4230. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining of HUD Regulations Gov-
erning the Protection of Human Subjects
[Docket No. FR-4069-F-01] (RIN: 2501-AC26)
received July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
B01(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4231. A letter from Chairman, Federal Re-
serve System, Transmitting the Board’s mid-
year monetary policy report to the Congress,
pursuant to 12 U.S8.C. 225a; to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

4232. A letter from the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled the
“Older Americans Home Security Act 1996";
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

4233. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory management and Information,
environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Approval and Promulgation of Carbon Mon-
oxide Implementation Plan for the State of
Washington: Puget Sound Attainment Dem-
onstration [FRL-5538-3] received July 18,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1XA); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4234, A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Virginia; Approval of Revised
Confidentiality Provisions; Approval and
Disapproval of Minor New Source Permit
Provisions [FRL~-5534-4] received July 18,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4235. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation Plans; Illinois [FRL~-5540-5] re-
ceived July 18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4236. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—FinalInterim
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Authorization of State Hazardous Waste
Management Program Revisions; South Da-
kota (FRL-5534-2) received July 18, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

4237. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Louisiana State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; Major Source Definition Corrections
for Reasonably Available Control Tech-
nology (RACT) Rules; Volatile Organic Com-
pounds (VOC) RACT Catch-ups (FRL-5525-8)
received July 18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4238. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Re-
vision to the New Jersey State Implementa-
tion Plan for Carbon Monoxide [Region II
Docket No. 142; SIPTRAX NJ15-2-6920] (FRL~
5524-3) received July 18, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. B0l(a)(1)XA); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4239. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Re-
vision to the New York State Implementa-
tion Plan for Carbon Monoxide; Determina-
tion of Length of Control Period for New
York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island Con-
solidated Metropolitan Statistical Area [Re-
gion II Docket No. 151; SIPTRAX NY12-2-
6920] (FRL~5524-5) received July 18, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

4240. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans Ten-
nessee: Approval of Revision to the Ten-
nessee SIP and the Nashville/Davidson Coun-
ty Portion of the Tennessee SIP Regarding
Nitrogen Oxides (FRL-5529-5) received July
18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4241, A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, Kern County Air Pollution Control Dis-
trict, Placer County Air Pollution Control
District, Ventura County Air Pollution Con-
trol District, and San Joaquin Valley Unified
Air Pollution Control District [FRL-5527-6]
received July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4242, A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Inspection/
Maintenance Flexibility Amendment (Ozone
Transport Region) [FRL-5541-3] received
July 18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4243. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Wis-
consin [FRL~5539-1] received July 18, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

4244. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
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copy of D.C. Act 11-298, “‘Vending Site Lot-
tery Assignment Amendment Temporary Act
of 1996 (received July 22, 1996), pursuant to
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

4245. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 11-300, “‘Telecommuni-
cations Competition Act of 1996 (received
July 22, 1996), pursuant to D.C. Code, section
1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

4246. A letter from the Executive Director,

District of Columbia Financial Responsibil-
ity and Management Assistance Authority,
transmitting a copy of the Authority’s reso-
lution disapproving D.C. Act 11-281, “Revised
Fiscal Year 1997 Budget Request Act,” pursu-
ant to Public Law 1048, section
202(c)(5)(CHiXII) (109 Stat. 112); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.
524‘?. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’'s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Circular 90-40; Introduction (48
CFR Chapter 1) received July 18, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

4248. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Contingent Fee Rep-
resentation [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 93-009;
Item I] (RIN: 9000-AG83) received July 18,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

4248. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Simplified Acquisition
Threshold/Federal Acquisition Computer
Network; and Micro-Purchase Procedures
[FAC 90-40; FAR Cases 94-7T70 and %4-771; Item
II] (RIN: 9000-AG18/9000-AG26) received July
18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

4250. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Gratuities [FAC 90-40;
FAR Case 96-300; Item II] (RIN 9000-AH11)
received July 18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

4251. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Disaster Relief Act
[FAC 90-40; FAR Case 93-303; Item IV] (RIN
9000-AGTT) received July 18, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

4252. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Responsibility Deter-
minations [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 95-007T; Item
V] (RIN 9000-AG66) received July 18, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

51253. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Task and Delivery Or-
ders [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 94-T11; Item VI]
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(RIN: 9000-AG50) received July 18, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

4254. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Multiyear Contracting
[FAC 90-40; FAR Case 94-712; Item VII] (RIN:
9000-AGT2) received July 18, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

4255. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Small Business/Sim-
plified Acquisition Threshold [FAC 90-40;
FAR Case 94-T82; Item VIII] (RIN: 9000-AHO08)
received July 18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)1)A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

4256. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Indian-Owned Eco-
nomic Enterprises [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 91-
028; Item IX] (RIN: 9000-AE52) received July
18, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

4257. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade Patent Authorization
[FAC 90-40; FAR Case 95-308; Item X] (RIN:
9000-AH09) received July 18, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1XA); to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

4258. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Performance and Pay-
ment Bonds [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 91-027;
Item XI] (RIN: 9000-AEA4T) received July 18,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the
Committee’ on Government Reform and
Oversight.

4259, A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’'s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Employee compensa-
tion Costs [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 93-005; Item
XII) (RIN 9000-AF97) received July 18, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

4260. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Agency Procurement
Protests [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 95-309; Item
XII] (RIN 9000-AH10) received July 18, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)}(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

4261. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Value Engineering
[FAC 90-40; FAR Case 96-315; Item XIV] (RIN
9000-AH12) received July 18, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

4262. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acguisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
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the Administration’'s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Termination Inventory
Schedules [FAC 90-40; FAR Case 94-003; Item
XV] (RIN 9000-AG13) received July 18, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

4263. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’'s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation; Small Entity Compli-
ance Guide [FAC 90-40; received July 18, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

4264. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment's study report on the American Discov-
ery Trail, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1244(b); to
the Committee on Resources.

4265. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’'s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Rolls-Royce, plc RB211 Series
Turbofan Engines (Federal Aviation Admin-
istration) [Docket No. %4-ANE-39; Amend-
ment 39-9672; AD 96-13-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received July 22, 1996, pursnant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1}A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4266. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney PW4000 Series
Turbofan Engines (Federal Aviation Admin-
istration) [Docket No. 9%6-ANE-10; Amend-
ment 39-9676; AD 96-13-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1XA); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4267. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department's final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft Model S-76B
Helicopters (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) [Docket No. 96-SW-16-AD; Amendment
39-9696; AD 96-15-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4268. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department's final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28625; Amdt. No. 1740]
(RIN: 2120-AA65) received July 22, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4269. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28627; Amdt. No. 1742]
(RIN: 2120-AA65) received July 22, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A), to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4270. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28626; Amdt. No. 1741]
(RIN: 2120-AAB5) received July 22, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4271. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department's final rule—Excess Flow
Valve—Performance Standards (Research
and Special Programs Administration)
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[Docket No. PS-118; Amendment 192-79]
(RIN: 2137-AB97) received July 22, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4272. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’'s final rule—Excess Flow
Valve—Customer Notification (Research and
Special Programs Administration) [Docket
No. PS-118A; Notice 1] (RIN: 2137-AC55) re-
ceived July 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4273. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Regulatory Re-
view; Gas Pipeline Safety Standards; Correc-
tion (Research and Special Programs Admin-
istration) [Docket No. PS~124; Amdt. 192078]
(RIN: 2137-AC25) received July 22, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4274. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Qualification of
Pipeline Control (Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration) [Docket No. PS-94;
Notice 5] (RIN: 2137-AB38) received July 22,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4275. A letter from the Administrator,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the annual report on minority small
business and capital ownership development
for fiscal year 1995, pursuant to Public Law
100-656, section 408 (102 Stat. 3877); to the
Committee on Small Business.

4276. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Employment and Training, Department
of Labor, transmitting the Department's
final rule—Unemployment Insurance Pro-
gram Letter No. 2983, Change 3—received
July 19, 196, pursnant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)XA); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4277. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, U.S. Customs Service, transmitting the
Service's final rule—Rules of Origin for Tex-
tile and Apparel Products (19 CFR Part 102)
received July 17, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4278. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion for DOD to make purchases and pur-
chase commitments, and to enter into cost
sharing arrangements for equipment to de-
velop manufacturing processes under the De-
fense Production Act of 1950, as amended,
pursuant to 50 U.S.C. app. 2093(a)(6)(A) (H.
Doc. No. 104-249); jointly, to the Committees
on Appropriations and Banking and Finan-
cial Services, and ordered to be printed.

4279. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the act of May 13, 1954,
Public Law 358 (33 U.S.C. 981, et seq.), as
amended, to improve the operation, mainte-
nance, and safety of the St. Lawrence Sea-
way, within the territorial limits of the
United States, by establishing the Saint
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation
as a performance based organization in the
Department of Transportation, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on
Transportation and Infrastructure, Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, and the Budget.

4280. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation entitled
the “‘Forfeiture Act of 1996'"; jointly, to the
Committees on the Judiciary, Ways and
Means, Commerce, Resources, and Banking
and Financial Services.
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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. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 740. A bill to confer jurisdiction on the
U.S. Court of Federal Claims with respect to
land claims of Pueblo of Isleta Indian Tribe
(Rept. 104-694). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3592. A bill to
provide for conservation and development of
water and related resources, to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to construct various
projects for improvements to rivers and har-
bors of the United States, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 104-695).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

[Omitted from the Record of July 18, 1996]
H.R. 2145. Referral to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services extended for
a period ending not later than September 6,
1996.

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 Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
PoMBO, Mr. YoUuNG of Alaska, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. BREW-
STER, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. STUMP, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. TAUZIN,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HASTINGS
of Washington, Mrs. VUCANOVICH,
Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr. FIELDS of
Texas, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
Baxer of Louisiana, Mr. SOLOMON,
Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
HERGER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. DICEEY,
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. FUNDERBURK,
Mr. BARR, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. COX, Mr. LUCAS, Mr.
RIGGs, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, and Mr.
HANSEN):

H.R. 3862. A bill to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to clarify the intent of
Congress and ensure that any person having
any economic interest that is directly or in-
directly harmed by a designation of critical
habitat may bring a citizen’s suit under that
act; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. McKEON, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. CLINGER,
and Mr. GEKAS):

H.R. 3863. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to permit lenders under
the unsubsidized Federal Family Education
Loan Program to pay origination fees on be-
half of borrowers; to the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.
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By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself, Mr.
CLINGER, Mr. HORN, and Mr. FLANA-
GAN):

H.R. 3864. A bill to reform the management
practices of the General Accounting Office,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

By Mr. TORRICELLI:

H.R. 3865. A bill to require the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to withhold
public housing funding from public housing
agencies in States that prevent or impede
the eviction of a public housing tenant upon
the initial violation of the terms of the ten-
ant's lease; to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr.
GREENWO0OD, and Mr. FRANKS of Con-
necticut):

H.R. 3866. A bill to waive temporarily the
Medicaid enrollment composition rule for
certain health maintenance organization; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. MICA:

H. Res. 485. Resolution electing Represent-
ative KLUG of Wisconsin, to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight; con-
sidered and agreed to.

By Mr. DOOLITTLE (for himself, Mr.
DELAY, and Mr. RADANOVICH):

H. Res. 486. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to require
witnesses at committee hearings to submit
statements identifying Federal grants or
contracts received during the current and
previous 2 fiscal years; to the Commmittee on
Rules.

By Mr. HILLIARD (for himself, Miss
CoLLINs of Michigan, Mr. FLAKE, Ms.
BrowN of Florida, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. STOKES, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. WYNN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. PAYNE of
New Jersey, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DIXON,
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. JACK-
SON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. WATERS, Mr.
TowNs, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. SCOTT,
Mr. ForRD, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs. CoL-
LINS of Illinois, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. RUSH, Mr. FATTAH,
Ms. McCKINNEY, and Mr. BISHOP):

H. Res. 487. Resolution recognizing Brown
Chapel African Methodist Episcopal Church
in Selma, AL, as a symbol of the struggle for
and achievement of voting rights for Afri-
can-Americans; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 26: Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 104: Mr. EVANS,

H.R. 218: Mr. NEUMANN and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 312: Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 721: Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 878: Ms. PRYCE.

H.R. 1100: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 1281: Mr. OWENS and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 1916: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 2011: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
BORSKI, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 2019: Mrs. CHENOWETH.

H.R. 2090: Mr. SANFORD.

H.R. 2240: Mr. HASTERT.

H.R. 2246: Ms. FURSE.

H.R. 2421: Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 2480: Mr. WALSH.
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H.R. 2655: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 2748: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and
Mr. LEwis of Georgia.

H.R. 2827: Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 2912: Mr. FRAZER, Mr. BALDACCI, and
Mr. LAFALCE.

H.R. 2962: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. GREEN of
Texas.

H.R. 2963: Mr. VENTO and Ms. RIVERS.

H.R. 3024: Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
TORKILDSEN, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MONTGOMERY,
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. FUNDERBURK, and Mr.
FLANAGAN.

H.R. 3207: Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 3262: Mrs. CHENOWETH.

.R. 3393: Mr. DIxoxN.

.R. 3424: Mr. BRYANT of Texas.
.R. 3456: Mr. HEINEMAN.

.R. 3460: Mr. LAHOOD.

.R. 3469: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia.

H.R. 3477: Mr. MANTON, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. FRAZER, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 3518: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. CAL-
VERT.

H.R. 3556: Mr. EvaNs, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
MARTINEZ, and Mr. GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 3558: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mr. STARK, Mr. FROST, Mr. MILLER of
California, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BRYANT of
Texas, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr, COLEMAN, Mrs. THURMAN, and
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.

H.R. 3564: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DINGELL, and
Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 3580: Mr. JONES, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
WICKER, Mr. LIVINGSTON, and Mr. COOLEY.

H.R. 3627: Mr. HANSEN.

H.R. 3645 Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. HORN, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. WARD, Mr. PORTER, and Mr. BOEH-
LERT.

H.R. 3647: Mr. STOCKMAN.

H.R. 3654: Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr.
BAESLER, Mr. MANTON, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr.
SANFORD, and Mr. WICKER.

H.R. 3710: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. STARK, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FAzIO of
California, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
POSHARD, Mr. MONTGOMERY, and Mr. HORN.

H.R. 3714: Mr. TORRES, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
YATES, and Mr. MASCARA.

H.R. 3724: Mr. STARK and Mrs. LOWEY.

HR. 37290 Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 3746: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 3753: Mr. DEFAzIOo, Mr. GANSKE, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. MINGE, and Mr.
NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 3775: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, and Mr. ROSE.

H.R. 3778: Mr. STOCKMAN.

H.R. 3792: Mr. BROWNBACK and Mr. SAN-
FORD.

H.R. 37%4: Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 3839: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, and Mr. JACKSoN of Illinois.

H.R. 3856: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia.

H.J. Res. 173: Mr. HORN and Ms. GREENE of
Utah.

H.J. Res. 174: Mr. HORN, Ms. GREENE of
Utah, and Mr. STUMP.

H. Con. Res. 175: Mr. TOWNS.

H. Con. Res. 191: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. QUINN, Mr. SPENCE, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. MEEEAN, Mr.
DoOLEY, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H. Con. Res. 196: Mr. HUTCHINSON.

———

DELETION OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

jasfecgerfarfes]
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H.R. 3467: Ms. DANNER.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3814

OFFERED BY: MR. BROWN OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT No. 20: Page 56, line 11, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(reduced by
44,099,000)"".

Page 56, line 12, after the dollar amount in-
sert “(increased by $4,099,000)".

Page 56, beginning at line 12, after “‘Na-
tional Weather Service,” insert “‘including
$429.715,000 for Operations and Research,
Local Warnings and Forecasts™.

Page 56, line 15, after the period add the
following: ‘“No funds made available under
this heading may be used for the Great
Lakes sea lampricide eradication program
administered by the Department of State or
the Regional Climate Centers of the National
Weather Service.”.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. DEUTSCH

AMENDMENT NoO. 21: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEc. . Of the funds appropriated in this
Act under the heading “OFFICE OF JUSTICE
PrOGRAMS—state and local law enforcement
assistance’, not more than ninety percent of
the amount to be allocated to a State under
part Q of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 shall be
made available to a State when it is made
known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds that
such State or units of local government in
such State do not provide a public safety of-
ficer (as such term is defined in section 1204
of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
safe Streets Act of 1968) who is separated
from service due to injury suffered as the di-
rect and proximate result of a personal in-
jury sustained in the line of duty (in re-
sponse to an emergency situation or a hot
pursuit as such terms are defined by State
law) with the same or better level of health
insurance benefits that are paid by such
State or unit of local government at time of
separation.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: Ms. FURSE

AMENDMENT No. 22: Page 55, line 4, after

the dollar amount insert the following: **(in-

creased by $19,350,000)".

Page 55, line 14, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: “(increased by
$19,350,000)"".

Page 56, line 4, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$19,350,000)"".

Page 56, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$19,350,000)"".

Page 56, line 9, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: “(increased by
$4,000,000)".

Page 56, line 10, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘“‘(increased by
$15,350,000)"".

Page 84, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $19,750,000).

Page 103, line 12, after the dollar amount
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$400,000)".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: Ms. FURSE

AMENDMENT No. 23: Page 55, line 4, after
the dollar amount insert the following: ““(in-
creased by $6,000,000)".
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Page 55, line 14, after the dollar amount in-

sert the following: ‘“(increased by
$6,000,000)"".

Page 56, line 4, after the dollar amount in-
sert the . following: ‘(increased by
$6,000,000)"".

Page 56, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: “(increased by
$6,000,000)"".

Page 56, line 10, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: “(increased by
$6,000,000)"".

Page 84, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: “(reduced by $6,000,000)".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. GOss

AMENDMENT No. 24: In title I, in the item
relating to “DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE—
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME
REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE", after each of the
first and seventh dollar amounts, insert the
following: ‘‘(increased by $339,500,000)".

In title II, in the item relating to “DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS”, after the
dollar amount, insert the following: “‘(re-
duced by $328,500,000)".

In title II, in the item relating to “DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—SALARIES AND
EXPENSES", after the dollar amount, insert
the following: “*(reduced by $11,000,000)".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. Goss

AMENDMENT No. 25: In title I, in the item
relating to “DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE—
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME
REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE', after each of the
first and seventh dollar amounts, insert the
following: ‘“‘(increased by $174,250,000)"".

In title II, in the itemn relating to “DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE—EcoNOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS", after the
dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $328,500,000)".

In title II, in the item relating to “DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—SALARIES AND
EXPENSES", after the dollar amount, insert
the following: “‘(reduced by $20,000,000)".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. GOSS

AMENDMENT NO. 26: After title II, insert the
following new title:

TITLE II-A—REVISIONS OF AMOUNTS
FOR DEPARTMENTS OF JUSTICE AND
COMMERCE

ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS FOR STATE PRISON
GRANTS AND REDUCTION OF AMOUNTS FOR
EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

The amount provided in title I for “DE-
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUS-
TICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION
PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCE-
MENT ASSISTANCE” is increased, the portion
of such amount for “DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—
VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE
AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE"
that is specified under such heading to be for
Violent Offender Incarceration and Truth in
Sentencing Incentive Grants pursuant to
subtitle A of title II of the Violent Crime
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 is
increased, the amount provided in title II for
“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—ECONOMIC
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DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS™ is re-

duced, and the amount provided in title II

for “DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECo-

NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—SALA-

RIES AND EXPENSES"” is reduced, by

$339,500,000, §339,500,000, $328,500,000; and

$11,000,000, respectively.
H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. GOss
AMENDMENT NoO. 27: After title II, insert the
following new title:

TITLE II-A—REVISIONS OF AMOUNTS
FOR DEPARTMENTS OF JUSTICE AND
COMMERCE

ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS FOR STATE PRISON
GRANTS AND REDUCTION OF AMOUNTS FOR
EcONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
The amount provided in title I for “DE-

PARTMENT OF JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUS-

TICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION

PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCE-

MENT ASSISTANCE" is increased, the portion

of such amount for “DEPARTMENT OF

JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—

VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE

AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE"

that is specified under such heading to be for

Violent Offender Incarceration and Truth in

Sentencing Incentive Grants pursuant to

subtitle A of title II of the Violent Crime

Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 is

increased, the amount provided in title II for

“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS' is re-

duced, and the amount provided in title I

for “DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—Eco-

NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—SALA-

RIES AND EXPENSES” 1is reduced, by
$174,250,000, $174,250,000, $328.500,000, and
$20,000,000, respectively.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. GUTKNECHET

AMENDMENT No. 28: Page 116, after line 2,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 615. Each amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act that is not
required to be appropriated or otherwise
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 1.9 percent.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. HEFLEY

AMENDMENT No. 29: After title II, insert the
following new title:

TITLE I-A—REVISIONS OF AMOUNTS
FOR DEPARTMENTS OF JUSTICE AND
COMMERCE

ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS FOR STATE PRISON
GRANTS AND REDUCTION OF AMOUNTS FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
The amount provided in title I for “DE-

PARTMENT OF JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUS-

TICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION

PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCE-

MENT ASSISTANCE" IS INCREASED, THE PORTION

OF SUCH AMOUNT FOR “DEPARTMENT OF

JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—

VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE

AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE"

that is specified under such heading to be for

Violent Offender Incarceration and Truth in

Sentencing Incentive Grants pursuant to

subtitle A of title II of the Violent Crime

Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 is

increased, the amount provided in title II for

“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRATION—ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS" is re-

duced, and the amount provided in title II

for “DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—ECo-

NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—SALA-

RIES AND EXPENSES"” is reduced, by
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$100,000,000, $100,000,000,
$10,000,000, respectively.
H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF
MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT No. 30: In title I, in the item
relating to “DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE—
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME
REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE', AFTER ‘‘OF WHICH
$170,000,000 SHALL BE AVAILABLE FOR PAYMENTS
TO STATES FOR INCARCERATION OF CRIMINAL
ALIENS,", INSERT THE FOLLOWING:
of which $42,000,000 shall be available for
Federal, State, and local drug testing initia-
tives,

$164,250,000, and

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: Ms. MOLINARI

Amendment No. 31: In title I, at the end of
the item relating to “GENERAL PROVISIONS—
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE", insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . It is the sense of the Congress that
the Drug Enforcement Administration, to-
gether with other appropriate Federal agen-
cies, should take such actions as may be nec-
essary to end the illegal importation into
the United States of Rohypnol
(flunitrazepam), a drug frequently distrib-
uted with the intent to facilitate sexual as-
sault and rape.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. MOLLOHAN

AMENDMENT No. 32. On page 12, line 21,
after the dollar amount, insert the following:
“(reduced by $14,000,000)".

On page 21, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: “(reduced by
$45,000,000)"".

On page 53, line 6, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$33,748,000)".

On page 66, line 23, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$12,000,000)".

On page 73, line 1, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$14,000,000)".

On page 99, line 14, after the dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘“(increased by
$109,000,000)™.

On page 99, line 15 after the dollar
amount, insert the following: “(increased by
$109,000,000)".

On page 103, line 17, after the dollar
amount, insert the following: “(reduced by
$10,000)".

On page 103, line 25, after the dollar
amount, insert the following: “(reduced by
$25,000,000)"".

On page 106, line 7, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$25,000,000)"".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: Ms. NORTON

AMENDMENT No. 33. At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

Sec. . The amount provided in this Act
for “Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission—Salaries and Expenses” is in-
creased, and each other amount provided in
this Act that is not required to be provided
by a provision of law is reduced, by
$13,000,000 and 0.06 percent, respectively.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. PORTER

AMENDMENT No. 34: Page 73, line 1, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: *‘(re-
duced by $5,000,000)".
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Page 87, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“‘(increased by
$5,000,000)".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER

AMENDMENT No. 35: Page 14, line 16, after
the dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by
$4,000,000)".

Page 14, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $4,000,000)".

Page 20, line 10, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $6,000,000)".

Page 20, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $6,000,000)"".

Page 20, line 25, after the dollar amount,
insert **(reduced by $2,000,000)".

Page 23, line 18, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $6,600,000)".

Page 55, lines 4 and 14, after the dollar
amount, insert “(increased by $16,000,000)"".

Page 56, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert “(increased by $16,000,000)".

Page 56, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert “(increased by $4,600,000)".

Page 59, line 11, after the dollar amount,
insert ““(reduced by $2,000,000)".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. SCHIFF

AMENDMENT No. 36;: Page 25, line 17, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: “(in-
creased by $10,000,000)".

Page 48, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: “(reduced by $10,000,000)".
H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. SCHIFF

AMENDMENT No. 37: Page 25, line 17, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: *“(in-

creased by $10,000,000)"".

Page 50, line 20, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: “*(reduced by
§5,000,000)".

Page 50, line 24, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“‘(reduced by
$5,000,000)"".

H.R. 3814

OFFERED BY: MRS. SCHROEDER

AMENDMENT No. 38: Page 21, line 9, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: *“(re-
duced by $14,000,000)".

Page 95, line 25, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$13,000,000)"".

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MRS. SCHROEDER

AMENDMENT No. 39: Page 116, after line 2,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 615. The amounts otherwise provided
by this Act are revised by increasing the
amount made available for “EQUAL EMPLOY-
MENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION—SALARIES
AND EXPENSES", and reducing the amount
made available for “DEPARTMENT OF JUS-
TICE—FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM—SALARIES
AND EXPENSES", by $13,000,000 and $14,000,000,
respectively.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. SCHUMER

AMENDMENT No. 40: In the item relating to
“DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE—OFFICE OF
JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’'—

(1) after each of the first and second dollar
amounts, insert the following: “(reduced by
$5,000,000)""; and

(2) at the end of such item, insert the fol-
lowing:

In addition, for local firefighter and emer-
gency services training grants authorized by
section 819 of the Antiterrorism and Effec-
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tive Death Penalty Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-
132; 110 Stat. 1316), $5,000,000.

H.R. 3814
OFFERED BY: MR. SCHUMER

AMENDMENT No. 41: Page 26, line 20, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: **(re-
duced by $20,000,000)"".

Page 26, line 23, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“(reduced by
$20,000,000)".

Page 30, after line 18, insert the following:

In addition, (1) for the provision of
counterterrorism technology assistance au-
thorized by section 820 of the Antiterrorism
and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996
(Pub. L. 104-132), $10,000,000; and (2) for
counterterrorism technology research and
development activities authorized by section
821 of such Act, $10,000,000.

H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT No. 42: Page 34, after line 24,
insert the following:

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court of Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
“Made in America” inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. GUTKNECHT

AMENDMENT No. 5: Page 36, after line 10, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 506. Each amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act that is not
required to be appropriated or otherwise
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 1.9 percent.

H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. KLUG

AMENDMENT No. 6: Page 30, line 3, after the
dollar amount, insert the following: *‘(re-
duced by $28,500,000)".

H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. KLUG
AMENDMENT No. T: Page 34, line 2, after the
dollar amount, insert the following: ‘“‘(re-
duced by $16,000,000)".
Page 34, line 9, strike the colon and all
that follow through ‘“‘activities' on line 12.
H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER
AMENDMENT NoO. 8: Page 17, line 21, strike
*'$2,648,000,000"" and inmsert in lien thereof
H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER
AMENDMENT NoO. 9: Page 17, line 21, strike
*‘$2,648,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof
**$2,638,400,000™.
H.R. 3816
OFFERED BY: MR. ROHRABACHER
AMENDMENT No. 10: Page 17, line 21, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: *‘(re-

duced by $1,000)".
Page 17, line 23, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: “(reduced by

$5,200,000)™".
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