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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We are thankful, gracious God, that
You give us a vision of a world where
justice reigns and where mercy and
peace and reconciliation abide. Yet, we
know too that You have given us minds
with which to think, eyes with which
to see, hands with which to work and
hearts with which to love. Encourage
us and all of Your people, dear God, to
use the abilities and gifts that You
have given so that while we pray and
hear Your word we also go about our
communities doing those good works
that honor You and serve people in
their need. Bless us this day and every
day, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, | demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

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

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

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

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule I, further proceedings on this ques-
tion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. GIBBONS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

THE REPUBLICAN AGENDA FOR
THE NEW CONGRESS

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican agenda for the new Congress
includes a middle class tax relief pack-
age, education improvements, saving
Social Security and reforming that
worthy cause, and a more effective,
more efficient military.

Our agenda includes across the board
tax cuts which means that anyone who
pays Federal income taxes will get a
tax cut. It includes education, legisla-
tion which will put more money into
the classroom and less money into the
pockets of an education bureaucracy
here in Washington. It will include bi-
partisan Social Security reform so that
seniors are protected, the soon-to-re-
tire will get the benefits they have
been promised and younger workers
will have a system there for them when
they retire as well.

It will include funding for the con-
struction of a national missile defense
system so that America will be safe
from rogue nations who apparently are
not impressed in the least bit that we
have an ABM treaty with the Soviet
Union, a country which thanks to Ron-
ald Reagan no longer exists. It is an
agenda that benefits all Americans and
it is an agenda that rewards hard work,
protects seniors, better educates our
children and keeps America safe.

SLOBODAN MILOSEVIC MUST NOT
SUCCEED

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

Mr. OLVER. Madam Speaker, the
United States is right to take forceful
leadership to stop the systematic de-
struction of homes and villages and the
slaughter of civilians in Kosova that
has been ordered by Slobodan
Milosevic, the Communist dictator of
rump Yugoslavia. But in that process
the United States must not be party to
one last sellout of the human rights of
the people of Kosova in this 20th cen-
tury.

Milosevic, who supervised the Kkilling
of hundreds of thousands of Croats and
Bosnians and the creation of at least
two million refugees by his attacks on
two other United Nations members will
now brazenly plead to that very United
Nations his right to utterly subjugate
or, if not, to kill or drive into exile the
two million Kosovars who make up 90
percent of the population of Kosova.

Milosevic must not succeed. The time
has come for the United States to
forcefully and unequivocally promote
the ultimate right of self determina-
tion of the people of Kosova so they
may live in peace and freedom in the
21st Century.

COMMONSENSE CONSERVATIVES
TRUST THE PEOPLE TO INVEST
IN THEIR OWN FUTURES

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, 1
listened with great interest a few days
ago when the President of the United
States came to this Chamber and out-
lined some 80 new programs in the span
of 75 minutes, and, Madam Speaker, in-
deed | believe it comes down to a ques-
tion of trust, because how interesting
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was the President’s statement in subse-
quent days in Buffalo, New York?

Quoting the President now, Madam
Speaker:

“We could give it,” referring to the
budget surplus, ‘“We could give it,” the
budget surplus, “‘all back to you and
hope you spend it right, but . . .”’

Madam Speaker, that outlines a clear
difference between the two major polit-
ical parties. It is a question of who do
we trust? Do we trust the government
more to spend our money given the
long history of wasteful Washington
spending by this overgrown bureauc-
racy?

Madam Speaker, the majority party
and the common-sense conservatives of
this country trust the people. That is
why we called for broad-based tax re-
lief, so that all American families can
save, spend and invest in their own fu-
ture. It is a major difference. Indeed,
Madam Speaker, it is a question of
trust.

INTRODUCTION OF GIVE-FANS-A-
CHANCE LEGISLATION

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
one of the tenets of a livable commu-
nity is control over one’s own destiny.
Unfortunately, sports franchises have
held communities hostage, pitting one
city against another as they have left
fans in Brooklyn, Hartford, Baltimore,
Houston and Cleveland for greener pas-
tures. It does not have to be that way.

Madam Speaker, that is why | am in-
troducing Give-Fans-a-Chance legisla-
tion which guarantees due process for
relocation and makes it at least pos-
sible for any city to do what little
Green Bay, Wisconsin, has done: basi-
cally own their own team. But the NFL
will not let that happen any more.

Any league which does not abide by
these rules does not deserve the Fed-
eral antitrust broadcast exemption
worth billions of dollars.

Madam Speaker, | strongly urge giv-
ing fans a chance and making their
communities a little more livable by
providing them with the opportunity
to control their own destiny not sub-
ject to the whim of some absentee bil-
lionaire.

ECONOMIC HEALTH AND NA-
TIONAL SECURITY TIED TO STA-
BILITY OF OUR DOMESTIC PE-
TROLEUM INDUSTRY

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

Mr. WATKINS. Madam Speaker, |
rise to address the House this morning
to bring the attention to a grave mat-
ter, an economic crisis in the oil patch
of this great Nation. | like for my col-
leagues to realize if there is not
changes made within the next four
months to five months, we will lose
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over 50 percent of our production for
marginal wells in the United States of
America. Marginal wells produce about
1.3 million barrels a day. How much is
that? That is equivalent to what we
import from the Arab countries.

But we are about to turn that market
over to other foreign sources and put
us more dependent, and rest assured,
between now and July the 4th, when we
have Independence Day, we will be
more dependent on foreign govern-
ments than ever before in the history
of our country. | do not think that is
what we want.

Madam Speaker, | call on the Speak-
er to set up an energy task force, a cri-
sis task force. Also we must have hear-
ings this month, move on this, and also
we must establish a national energy
policy before our national security is
totally at risk.

BRIDGE TO THE 21ST CENTURY
MADE OUT OF BANANA PEELS

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
our Trade Representative said, and |
quote:

‘““We going to the mat.”

The trade rep said they will ask the
White House to impose strict tariffs
and sanctions on European goods over
bananas.

That is right, bananas. Think about
it. While Uncle Sam is prepared to
wage a trade war over bananas, 10,000
steelworkers, 10,000, are receiving un-
employment compensation.
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Your workers, my workers, standing
in unemployment lines, losing their
homes, losing their jobs, and the White
House is roaring like a titmouse over
bananas.

Beam me up, ladies and gentlemen.
What has happened to this country? |
yield back all the tanks, submarines,
and certainly this new bridge to the
21st Century, that will be made now
out of banana peels.

TAX CUTS—THE MAJOR
FERENCE BETWEEN
LICANS AND DEMOCRATS

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker,
it did not take long to find out what
the major difference between Demo-
crats and Republicans will be in this
Congress: Tax cuts.

Republicans propose a 10 percent
across-the-board tax cut, which the
legislation of the gentleman from Ohio
(Chairman KasicH) will do; and the
Democrats, well, you guessed it, gen-
eral tax relief is nowhere to be found.
In fact, the President’s budget will con-
tain no middle class tax relief for an-
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other 15 years. And we all know what
targeted tax cuts are. That is a euphe-
mism for ““you won’t be getting one.”

The current budget surplus, taxpayer
overpayment, to be more accurate,
should go back to the people that it be-
longs to in the first place, the tax-
payers.

April 15 is not far away, and the tax
man cometh. The tax man has been
taking too much for too long, and then
wasting too much of that for too long.
It is time to give the middle class aver-
age taxpayers a break. It is time for a
tax cut.

STRENGTHENING SOCIAL
SECURITY AND MEDICARE

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

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, the
Republicans are beginning the 106th
Congress exactly where they left off in
the 105th, and that is ignoring the will
of the majority of the Americans.

If you recall, the Republican leader-
ship in the House ended the 105th Con-
gress by approving an $80 billion tax
break for the wealthiest Americans fi-
nanced by raiding the Social Security
surplus. As a result, the Democrats
picked up 5 seats in the November elec-
tion.

But, believe it or not, the Repub-
licans are still not listening. Instead of
directing the surplus to Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, the Republicans are
proposing a 10 percent tax cut which
will do virtually nothing for 45 million
American families. Under the Repub-
lican plan, the average annual tax cut
for 60 percent of tax payers would be
about $100. Those earning more than
$300,000 though would receive an aver-
age tax cut of $20,000.

| urge my Republican colleagues to
listen to the American people. Read
the writing on the wall and stop wast-
ing time with a recycled plan to pay
for tax cuts for the wealthy with
money that should be used to strength-
en Social Security and Medicare.

THE RETURN OF BIG
GOVERNMENT

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

Mr. EWING. Madam Speaker, today
we gather in this House, we have things
pretty good; but sometimes when
things are too rosy, we lose track of
where we are headed, and maybe what
we ought to be looking at.

The surplus is certainly something
that we are glad to have, and | think
that Members of this body who have
supported good policy over the last few
years can take credit for that.

But in the President’s address, |
think something that is so badly need-
ed that was lacking was how are we
going to pay off the debt? The Presi-
dent’s address should be entitled, “The
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Return of Big Government.” He de-
clared the era of big government over
just a couple of years ago, and now he
is back with guns blazing: The return
of big government.

We need to save Social Security, we
need to reduce the debt, and we need to
return to the American taxpayers some
of the overpayment they are making.

PUTTING SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE FIRST

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

Ms. STABENOW. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to urge our Republican col-
leagues to join with us in putting So-
cial Security and Medicare first. We
have come together to balance the
budget, and we now have an extraor-
dinary opportunity to take the next
step in fiscal responsibility and make
sure that our children and our grand-
children are protected for the future.

We need to make sure that Social Se-
curity and Medicare are protected first,
and then we as Democrats will join and
in fact lead the fight for tax cuts for
middle class families. But, first and
foremost, we need to pay down the debt
and protect Social Security and Medi-
care.

We ask our Republican colleagues to
join us in this critical, critical issue for
the future of our children and our
grandchildren.

THE SURPLUS BELONGS TO THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE

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

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | rise
in response to the eloguent words of
my Democratic colleague to say that
yes, we too want very much to put So-
cial Security and Medicare first. In
fact, the chairman of our Committee
on Ways and Means, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), has made it
clear that he shares the goal of seeing
that 62 percent figure, which the Presi-
dent called for in his State of the
Union message, to shore up and ensure
the strength of Social Security. At the
same time, we have an overcharge, and
the American people deserve a rebate.

Neither the administration nor Re-
publicans in the Congress anticipated
the tremendous flow of revenues that
have come into the Federal Treasury
as a by-product of the tremendous eco-
nomic growth which has taken place
because of the policies of this Congress
and, yes, in working with the Presi-
dent.

But the fact is, the money belongs to
the American people and we should do
everything that we possibly can to en-
sure that that overcharge is in fact re-
bated. But we do share that priority of
strengthening Social Security and
Medicare, ensuring that we improve
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public education, strengthening our na-
tional defense capability, and, of
course, reducing that tax burden on
working families.

PUT SOCIAL SECURITY FIRST

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

Mr. WYNN. Madam Speaker, | rise
this morning to talk about the major
problem facing American society, and
that is how we deal with our aging pop-
ulation. | believe that the American
population wants us to deal with the
real problems, and that is Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and we must put
that first. That is what the Democrats
are proposing, that we solve the prob-
lem of Social Security first.

Now, on the Republican side of the
aisle we have a reincarnation of that
old TV show, “Tax Relief for the
Rich.”” How can we figure out a way to
give more money to the wealthy?

The public should not be fooled. This
is not an across-the-board tax break.
Look, if you are in the middle class,
the average return that you will see is
about $100. Sixty percent of Americans
will only get a tax return of $100. But
if you make over $300,000, you will get
$20,000.

Who benefits from this so-called tax
increase? The very wealthy. And that
is the theme that the Republicans have
repeatedly put forth: Tax relief for the
wealthy, or as | like to call it, Robin
Hood in reverse. We should put Social
Security first and deal with the real
problems of American society.

PROPOSED DEMOCRATIC BUDGET
A SHAM

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, the
American public today is once again
seeing what | consider to be really a
sham and the downside of politics. One
year ago, President Clinton said Social
Security first, so Republicans matched
the President and we said we are going
to have a 90/10 plan: Of surplus dollars
that would be available, 90 percent to
Social Security, 10 percent to tax cuts.

We were beaten up on the floor of
this House. ““That is not enough. Ten
percent to the rich Americans.” Now
the President, a year later, is saying
Social Security now, 62 percent.

We as Republicans and as conserv-
atives are going to match the Presi-
dent. We are trying to work with him.
We believe that if that is the figure he
is going to select, that is the figure we
are going to stick with. And yet what
the American public is being told is
that Republicans are trying to give tax
cuts to the rich. I hope America is lis-
tening.
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PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS
NEEDED

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, we are hearing a lot about biparti-
san efforts this year, and | hope that is
true. But last year as chairman of the
Republican Health Tax Force in the
105th Congress our Speaker produced a
bill that was not bipartisan and did not
become law because of that purpose. |
hope the effort to work on a bipartisan
matter on important issues like HMO
reform is not a repeat of last year.

I do join my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side saying we need to save So-
cial Security first, but | want to talk
about the general issue of bipartisan-
ship.

This year, with the Republican ma-
jority even smaller, in part due to their
inaction on HMO reform, the time is
now to pass those reforms. This year
we need to have a Patients’ Bill of
Rights that protects patients, elimi-
nating the gag clause, providing timely
appeals, guaranteeing access to spe-
cialists and emergency rooms, allowing
doctors determine what is medically
necessary, but also, more importantly,
making the decision maker for our
health care responsible.

Accountability is what we need. If
the doctor is not making that decision,
then whoever is making that decision
needs to be accountable and they need
to have the liability.

Let us see how this bill passes, and, if
it does not have that accountability,
then it is a sham.

WORKING TOGETHER TO SOLVE
IMPORTANT PROBLEMS

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

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker,
many of us were quite excited about
the President’s State of the Union mes-
sage. He pointed out many things that
all of us need to be concerned about in
addressing.

Our side of the aisle wants very much
to save Social Security; so does this
side of the aisle. Our side of the aisle
wants to strengthen national defense,
just as the President does. Our side of
the aisle wants to solve Medicare for
the long term, just as that side of the
aisle does.

So | hope as the 106th Congress be-
gins, that we can work together, not
for political gain, but to solve the prob-
lems facing the American people.

I think we have a unique opportunity
in this Congress to do exactly that, be-
cause our side of the aisle agrees with
many of the things that the President
said. | look forward to the 106th Con-
gress, to help solve some of these very
important issues.
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MAKE EDUCATION THE NUMBER
ONE PRIORITY

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

Ms. SANCHEZ. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to commend the President
again for including school construction
tax credits in his fiscal year 2000 budg-
et. The bond proposals that he has of-
fered are based on concepts included in
the legislation | just introduced.

When our Nation is facing the most
rapid student enrollment increases
ever in our history, we must ask, are
our schools prepared?

I remember education being a top
priority for candidates and incumbents
in this past election season. Well, let
us keep those promises from the elec-
tion. Let us make education our num-
ber one priority.

I have been on this floor a number of
times recounting the horror stories
from my own district, about teachers
working in closets, about 50 kids in
every classroom, about those portable
classrooms littering our playground
blacktops. The stories that | have told
just are not happening in Orange Coun-
ty, California; | know they must be
happening in your districts also.

So | encourage the Speaker and the
leadership and the Democrats to find a
solution to this problem. Please, co-
sponsor H.R. 415 and support school
construction tax cuts. Our children
need it.

THE BEST SCHOOLS AND
MILITARY AGENDA

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, the
Republican Party has a very good
agenda, it is called BEST Schools and
Military: B for balancing the budget,
paying down the debt; E for excellence
in education; S for saving Social Secu-
rity; and T for lowering taxes, with the
strongest military in the world.

We want to work with the President.
I was encouraged with his State of the
Union speech. But when the President
starts getting obligations to the
whacky fringe left, 1 get scared, be-
cause it scares my middle class voting
constituency back home.

Yesterday the President said some-
thing very curious. He said we could
give the budget surplus back to you
and hope that you spend it right.

Who is he? Who are we to tell the
American people we do not trust you
with your money? This is the whacky
fringe left at its best.

| believe the American taxpayers, the
hard working, middle class moms and
dads throughout the country, can
spend their money quite well, without
a bunch of busybody Washington bu-
reaucrats telling them ‘“We are smart-
er than you because we are elected and
we are going to spend your money.”’
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I disagree with the President. | think
the American people can spend their
money better than Congress in many
cases.
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SAVING THE BUDGET SURPLUS
FOR SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE—NOT GOP TAX CUTS

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

Mr. SHOWS. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to stress my strong support of
using the budget surplus for saving So-
cial Security and Medicare first.

We are not out of the woods yet on
protecting Social Security, and to
squander money away from the budget
surplus to pay for a large indiscrimi-
nate tax cut would be irresponsible and
would further put our Social Security
system at risk.

I support tax cuts, but we have to
target them where we need them. Tar-
get them for working families. Target
them for business and development,
and for research and development.

We must not put our Social Security
system at risk. Saving Social Security
first is my number one priority for the
people of Mississippi’s 4th District and
it should be our number one priority as
a Congress for the American people.

GOOD NEWS FOR THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

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

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
have good news about my city and
yours. This morning’s paper reports
that the District of Columbia has a $450
million surplus and a clean audit. Yes,
this is the same city that needed a con-
trol board three years ago and clearly
does not need one now.

The District will not even have to
use the authority Congress gave it to
borrow and eliminate an operating def-
icit. The city will pay down that large
deficit from its own revenue. The sur-
plus is by no means all a matter of a
good economy. Cuts in government re-
dundancy and waste and improved tax
collections have had a lot to do with it.

The District has a new mayor and a
reinvigorated city council. A quiet rev-
olution is in progress in the city where
this House lives, right under our noses.
Look for me to come to the floor often
to tell my colleagues what they need to
know and, 1 am sure, what they want
to hear about a Nation’s Capital where
all can be proud.

SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY FIRST

(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, there is
no better example of the loss of trust
in government than our Social Secu-
rity program. Social Security is one of
the great accomplishments of our gov-
ernment in this century and one of the
most successful programs in our his-
tory.

When Social Security was passed
more than 60 years ago, a majority of
the elderly lived in poverty, lived in
fear of destitution in old age, and it
was a fear that was crippling all of so-
ciety. Today, Social Security benefits
not just those who depend on Social
Security primarily to put food on their
table, but it benefits all of society.

Yet, in my district in New Jersey,
and | believe in most of my colleagues’
districts, we would be hard put to find
anyone who thinks they will get a dime
from Social Security for all of the
taxes they have paid. That skepticism
shows the serious problem of trust we
face.

We must restore faith in this fun-
damental Federal program. That is
why we must save Social Security first
before we turn to tax cuts.

PROTECT SOCIAL SECURITY

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, in
1992, the Republicans’ mantra when |
was running for election the first time
was deficit and national debt and the
harm it was causing to our children
and our children’s future. Being the re-
alist that | am, | came here and got im-
mediately involved in doing away first
with our deficit. The 1993 budget passed
with only Democratic votes, and got us
on the road to where we are today with
a surplus. We did what we were sup-
posed to do. We came up with a sur-
plus. That is our challenge now.

What does the majority party do?
What are they proposing? Rather than
saving Social Security and in so doing,
reducing the national debt, they return
to their real mantra of spending our
surplus on tax cuts, tax cuts that will
give two-thirds of the wealthiest people
in this Nation the benefit. It will give
the top 10 to 20 percent of the well-off
two-thirds of the benefit.

This will not reduce our national
debt. It will not protect Social Secu-
rity.

CONGRATULATIONS TO DENVER
BRONCOS

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, this past Sunday in the Super
Bowl, the Denver Broncos defeated the
Atlanta Falcons 34 to 19. It was a hard-
fought game, and the Atlanta Dirty
Birds came up a little short.
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Today | rise to say congratulations
to the Denver Broncos and to my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Denver won the Super Bowl and our
colleague won our friendly little bet.
So this morning | presented to my col-
league and her staff a month’s supply
of Georgia peanuts and Atlanta’s own
Coca-Cola. Enjoy the Coke and peanuts
and the victory, while you can.

Next year the Dirty Birds will be
back.

A SWEET VICTORY

(Ms. DEGETTE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, | am
proud to be standing here today with
one of the most esteemed Members of
Congress, and also one of the best
sports in Congress, the gentleman from
Atlanta (Mr. LEwiIS) to celebrate our
Denver Broncos’ victory last Sunday.
The Dirty Birds made a valiant effort,
| say to my colleague, but our mighty
Broncos were just too strong.

The victory was sweet. Its spoils are
even sweeter. | would like to thank the
Congressman from Atlanta and his
staff for delivering the month’s supply
of Coca-Cola and the peanuts to our of-
fice. Very sweet indeed.

A sweet win for Mike Shannahan,
who has proven once again he knows
football better than any other coach in
the NFL. A sweet victory for Terrell
Davis, who continually racks up con-
secutive 100 yard games. But this does
set a tradition of Super Bowl domi-
nance. We need a three-peat. We need
our quarterback, John Elway, to come
back for the three-peat next year.

I would like to thank my colleague
the gentleman from Atlanta (Mr.
LEwis) for being such a good sport. We
are looking forward to seeing the Dirty
Birds in the Super Bowl, and when we
three-peat, we know the gentleman
will be just as good a sport then as he
is now.

POLITICALLY POPULAR PROMISES

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, one
of the main reasons the economy has
been so strong over the last few years
is that following the 1994 elections, we
finally started bringing Federal spend-
ing under control. Alice Rivlin, who
was the President’s budget director,
put out a memo in 1993 saying that if
we did not make changes, we would
have deficits of over $1 trillion a year
by the year 2010 and $4 trillion to $5
trillion a year by 2030. If we had al-
lowed that to happen, our economy
would have crashed. Now we are actu-
ally seeing surpluses.

But it is politically popular and very
easy to promise everything to every-
body. The National Taxpayers’ Union
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said the President’s State of the Union
address would require a $288.4 billion
increase in spending in the first year
alone. Last week Newsweek magazine
published a chart showing we would
have a shortfall of $2.3 trillion in the
next 15 years if we enacted all of these
programs.

If we do this, Madam Speaker, we
will very quickly be in serious trouble
in our economy once again. We must
not let it happen.

SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY WITH
BUDGET SURPLUS

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, |
rise today in support of the President’s
plan to use the budget surplus to save
Social Security. Our country is experi-
encing record economic growth; infla-
tion is down; job growth and home-
ownership are up; and we are experi-
encing the first budget surplus in over
a generation. | support the President’s
plan to use the budget surplus to en-
sure the long-term fiscal success of the
Social Security program.

In my own district of Queens and the
Bronx in New York, tens of thousands
of people are able to retire with dignity
because of the Social Security system.
For all American seniors, Social Secu-
rity is truly an American success
story.

Madam Speaker, we must as a Con-
gress work to ensure that this success-
ful American program continues to be
fiscally sound and economically suc-
cessful in order to provide benefits for
the baby boomers of today and the re-
tirees of tomorrow. The President’s
budget ensures the long-term success
of the Social Security system by pro-
viding tax cuts for working families. |
urge my colleagues to support the use
of the surplus to save Social Security.

SPENDING PRIORITIES

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. We
have heard much debate today about
saving Social Security and spending 62
percent of the surplus to do it. | agree
with that 100 percent. Our Medicare
has to be ensured to be there for our
generation and the generation to come.
The same is true for defense. How can
we expect those defending our Nation
to feed their family using food stamps?
It is deplorable and we need to change
that.

But if we listened to the President’s
State of the Union, it is obvious big
government just came roaring back.
When do we start trusting the Amer-
ican people? What do we do with the re-
maining 38 percent of the surplus if we
are going to spend 62 percent for Social
Security? Let us give the people their
money back.
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We talk about making sure we are
going to better education for the fu-
ture. When will we start trusting par-
ents? When will we start trusting
school boards? When will we start
trusting teachers to provide education?

The Federal Government has 790 var-
ious programs associated with edu-
cation. The mandates associated with
those programs generally cost more to
implement than they receive from the
Federal Government. That has to be
changed.

Let us start trusting parents; let us
start trusting taxpayers; let us start
trusting individuals with their rights.

ONE BAD DEAL

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
a 10 percent across-the-board income
tax cut, what could sound more appeal-
ing, more simple, more fair?

Hearing those words, hard-working
American taxpayers start dreaming
about what they could do with the
money. Replace that beater with a new
car, repair the leaky roof, send their
child to college, maybe take that long-
awaited second honeymoon. Well, for-
get it.

The sad truth is that 77 percent of all
taxpayers, nearly 35 million people,
would receive no tax cut at all. A two-
parent family of four with annual in-
come below $25,000 would get nothing.

So who benefits from that trillion-
dollar tax cut over the next decade?
Citizens for Tax Justice tell us it is the
wealthiest Americans.

Here is the deal. Taxpayers earning
$38,000 get back $99. Taxpayers earning
over $300,000 get a tax cut of $20,000.
For most of us, this is one bad deal.

ASSURING AMERICA’S FUTURE

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

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, let American workers have no doubt
who is on their side. Across-the-board
tax relief means all taxpayers will get
to keep a little more of what they earn,
not what Washington earns, what they
earn. Unlike the approach offered by
the other side whereby only some peo-
ple get a tax cut while others do not,
the Republican approach means that if
one pays taxes, if one is giving up one’s
hard-earned paycheck, one is going to
get a little more tax relief.

Our education reforms will cut the
Federal bureaucracy and send more
money directly down to teachers. Our
Social Security reforms will protect
seniors who are in the program, the
near elderly, the baby boomers like
myself, and especially those young peo-
ple coming into a system they do not
believe is ever going to be there when
they need it at retirement.

Qur proposal to build a long-term
21st century defense system will ad-
dress new threats to our Nation. That
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is how Republicans propose to secure
America’s future.

PROTECT SOCIAL SECURITY

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

Mr. BAIRD. Madam Speaker, last
weekend | was back home in our dis-
trict for the third time since being
sworn in just a month ago, and | at-
tended our senior lobby day and one
question was on the lips of every senior
there: What are you going to do to pro-
tect Social Security, and will you pro-
tect it for my children?

The President’s budget has answered
that question yes. Yes, we will protect
Social Security. We will do so in a
common sense way. We will set aside
the surplus to protect Social Security,
to protect Medicare, and to invest in
our future. It is the right thing to do,
it is the common sense thing to do, and
it is what the American people and the
people of my district of southwest
Washington want us to do.

Madam Speaker, when this debate
moves forward on how we will spend
that surplus, | urge my colleagues and
friends here, do the right thing. Pro-
tect Social Security for our current
seniors and for our future generations.

O 1045

REPUBLICANS WANT AMERICANS
TO KEEP MORE OF THEIR HARD-
EARNED MONEY, DEMOCRATS
WANT MORE BIG GOVERNMENT

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

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker,
the issue is very simple. We want, on
the Republican side, to allow Ameri-
cans to keep more of their hard-earned
dollars. The Democrats want to in-
crease the size of government.

Let me say that again so the message
is clear. On the Republican side, we
want the American people to keep
more of their hard-earned dollars
through tax cuts. On the Democratic
side, they want to increase the size of
government.

Let me say it again so the message is
loud and clear. On the Republican side,
we want the American workers to keep
more of their hard-earned dollars
through tax cuts. The Democrats want
to spend more of our money.

Let me say it a fourth time, or do |
have to? Who do we trust? Do we trust
big government to spend our money, or
do we trust yourself to spend more of
our money through tax cuts?

THE DEMOCRAT PLAN WILL PRO-
TECT SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE

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

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Speaker,
we all of us here in Congress must
speak out very loudly and very clearly
about protecting the very foundations
of our Nation’s retirement security.
Democrats say save the surplus to pro-
tect social security and Medicare.

Our Republican colleagues’ rhetoric
has frightened a whole generation of
American people to such an extent that
they fear it will not be there when they
retire. 1| am one of them. But the
Democratic plan will keep our eco-
nomic engine running and competitive
while maintaining fiscal discipline, and
ensuring that social security and Medi-
care will absolutely be there to protect
every American family.

Republicans want to leave over 45
million middle class families out in the
cold with their tax cuts for the
wealthy, with their tax plan. But the
average annual cut for 60 percent of
regular American taxpayers would be a
measly $100. Compare that to $20,000 for
those earning over $300,000 and we will
see who will be shortchanged.

The Republican tax cut plan is un-
fair. Let us use the surplus for every-
one.

THE SURPLUS SHOULD BE SPENT
IN PAYING DOWN THE NATIONAL
DEBT

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

Mr. METCALF. Madam Speaker,
there is a lot of talk about the surplus.
Everybody has ideas on how to spend
the surplus. Fortunately, saving social
security is high on every list, as well as
tax cuts.

There is another necessity, paying
down the national debt. We do not hear
much about paying down the national
debt. It is a lot more fun to spend
money. But the interest on the present
debt is $300 billion a year. As we pay
down the debt, interest payments will
decrease, which means more money for
the real needs of government.

Let us put paying down the debt high
on our priority list.

DEMOCRAT PLAN WILL SAVE SO-
CIAL SECURITY, MEDICARE, AND
PROVIDE TARGETED TAX CUTS
TO MIDDLE CLASS AMERICANS

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

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, for
the first time in three decades the Fed-
eral Government has a surplus. The de-
bate: what to do with it. Today Demo-
crats want to use the historic $70 bil-
lion surplus to save social security,
save Medicare, and to provide targeted
tax cuts to middle class families.

Republicans want to give a one-time
tax break that mostly benefits the
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wealthy. The Republican tax plan is
unfair and it is ill-advised. A 10 percent
tax cut is a plan that is skewed to the
wealthy. If Republicans get their way,
60 percent of Americans, the middle
class backbone of this country, will get
a tax rebate of only $100, while the
wealthy, those making over $300,000,
will get a $20,000 tax break.

Let us take this opportunity to help
people. Let us save social security and
Medicare. Let us look at those targeted
tax cuts, like a tax cut for long-term
health care, school modernization,
child care, for stay-at-home parents,
those that directly benefit working
middle class families. Let us not squan-
der this once-in-a-lifetime opportunity.

LET US KEEP OUR SENIOR CITI-
ZENS FROM POVERTY AND SUP-
PORT SOCIAL SECURITY

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, before the implementation of
social security, so many of our senior
citizens in America simply died in pov-
erty. Let me make myself perfectly
clear. Before we had social security, so
many of our senior citizens died in pov-
erty. Yet, our Republican friends
choose to give away tax dollars, if you
will, without realizing the importance
of saving social security as the most
successful anti-poverty legislation ever
passed into law by Congress.

Social security is not broken. For
millions of Americans, it is the only
means of sustenance that is available
to them. For millions of others, it is a
necessary supplement to their pension
plans and retirement funds. Without
social security, | have no doubt that
the life of older Americans and the dis-
abled will be stark and unforgiving.

That is why we must reinvest our
budget surplus into social security, to
make sure they will be there for our fu-
ture. Under the President’s budget for
the next fiscal year, we will take 62
percent of our budget surplus and put
it back into social security, helping ex-
tend the life of the program decades be-
yond 2032.

Madam Speaker, let us take our sen-
ior citizens out of poverty and support
the continuation of social security.

THE PRESIDENT CANNOT HAVE IT
BOTH WAYS

(Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, last year in the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget, he proposed
saving all surpluses in the future for
social security. Then he went on in his
proposal and had enough new spending
to eliminate all surpluses.

The President cannot have it both
ways. This year he is proposing 62 per-
cent of future surpluses for social secu-
rity, and everybody is applauding that;
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15 percent of surpluses to save Medi-
care, and many are applauding that.
Then he went on with a spending plan
that would take 75 to 80 percent of pro-
posed surpluses and spend them.

When we add that up, that is 150 to
160 percent. The President cannot have
it both ways. If he is serious about sav-
ing social security and Medicare, he
cannot have all of these new spending
programs that will eliminate all sur-
pluses that will allow us to fix social
security and Medicare.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Without objection, and pur-
suant to the provisions of 15 U.S.C.
1024(a), the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
ber of the House to the Joint Economic
Committee:

Mr. SAXTON of New Jersey.

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair announces that she will
postpone further proceedings today on
the 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 6 of rule
XX.

Such rollcall vote, if postponed, will
be taken later in the day.

EXTENDING THE AVIATION WAR
RISK INSURANCE PROGRAM

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 98) to amend chapter 443 of
title 49, United States Code, to extend
the aviation war risk insurance pro-
gram, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 98

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

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF INSURANCE PRO-
GRAM.

Section 44310 of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘“March 31,
1999”” and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2003".

SEC. 2. CENTENNIAL OF FLIGHT COMMISSION.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) APPOINTMENT.—Section 4(a)(5) of the
Centennial of Flight Commemoration Act (36
U.S.C. 143 note; 112 Stat. 3487) is amended by
inserting “‘, or his designee,” after ‘“‘promi-
nence’’.

(2) STATUs.—Section 4 of such Act (112
Stat. 3487) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(g) STATUS.—The members of the Com-
mission described in paragraphs (1), (3), (4),
and (5) of subsection (a) shall not be consid-
ered to be officers or employees of the
United States.”.

(b) DuTIES.—Section 5(a)(7) of such Act (112
Stat. 3488) is amended to read as follows:

“(7) as a nonprimary purpose, publish pop-
ular and scholarly works related to the his-
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tory of aviation or the anniversary of the
centennial of powered flight.”.

(c) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—Section 6 of
such Act (112 Stat. 3488-3489) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“(e) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—At its second
business meeting, the Commission shall
adopt a policy to protect against possible
conflicts of interest involving its members
and employees. The Commission shall con-
sult with the Office of Government Ethics in
the development of such a policy and shall
recognize the status accorded its members
under section 4(g).”".

(d) EXecuTIiVE DIRECTOR.—The first sen-
tence of section 7(a) of such Act (112 Stat.
3489) is amended by striking the period at
the end and inserting the following: “‘or rep-
resented on the First Flight Centennial Ad-
visory Board under subparagraphs (A)
through (E) of section 12(b)(1).”".

(e) EXCLUSIVE RIGHT TO NAME, LOGOS, EM-
BLEMS, SEALS, AND MARKS.—

(1) Use oF FuNDs.—Section 9(d) of such Act
(112 Stat. 3490) is amended by striking the
period at the end and inserting the following:
*“, except that the Commission may transfer
any portion of such funds that is in excess of
the funds necessary to carry out such duties
to any Federal agency or the National Air
and Space Museum of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution to be used for the sole purpose of com-
memorating the history of aviation or the
centennial of powered flight.”.

(2) DUTIES TO BE CARRIED OUT BY ADMINIS-
TRATOR OF NASA.—Section 9 of such Act (112
Stat. 3490) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

““(f) DuTIES To BE CARRIED OUT BY ADMIN-
ISTRATOR OF NASA.—The duties of the Com-
mission under this section shall be carried
out by the Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, in
consultation with the Commission.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, in the last Congress
the war risk insurance program was re-
authorized only through March 31 of
this year, so we must move quickly to
reauthorize a program which has been
operating successfully for over 47
years. This bill would reauthorize the
war risk insurance program through
December 31, 2003.

It is essential that we do this because
commercial insurance companies usu-
ally will not insure flights into high-
risk areas, such as countries at war or
on the verge of war. In many cases, the
flights into these dangerous situations
are required to further United States’
foreign policy or national security ob-
jectives.

Commercial airlines have been used
in such operations as Desert Shield,
Desert Storm, and other conflicts to
ferry troops and equipment. Without
this war risk program, the commercial
airlines would not have flown these
dangerous military flights.

In addition, the provision has been
added that amends the Centennial of
Flight Commemoration Act as passed
last year. This provision is a technical
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amendment that corrects deficiencies
in the act. The provision cures minor
technical deficiencies in the war risk
insurance program. It is indeed a very
important part of our military support
system, and | strongly urge passage of
this bill.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 98, a bill to extend the De-
partment of Transportation’s aviation
war risk insurance program. The war
risk insurance program, which was cre-
ated in 1951, has operated successfully
to serve the foreign policy interests of
the United States during the difficult
times of war.

Commercial insurance companies
usually will not insure commercial air-
line flights to high-risk areas, such as
countries at war or on the verge of war.
The aviation war risk insurance pro-
gram provides insurance to commercial
airlines for such high-risk flights,
which are often needed for national se-
curity reasons.

For example, commercial air carriers
have transported U.S. troops and sup-
plies during the Vietnam War, the Per-
sian Gulf War, and most recently, the
deployment in Bosnia. In fact, since
1975, there have been over 5,000 flights
covered by the war risk insurance pro-
gram.

The bill we are considering today
under suspension of the rules, H.R. 98,
is a bill to extend the war risk insur-
ance program for 5 years through the
year 2003. This is truly a noncontrover-
sial bill. Congress has routinely reau-
thorized the war risk insurance pro-
gram in the past.

The Omnibus Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 1999 includes a reauthoriza-
tion of the war risk insurance program,
and even modified the program to en-
sure prompt payment to the airlines in
the event of a crash. Unfortunately,
the omnibus bill only authorized the
war risk insurance program through
March 31, 1999.

| strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this noncontroversial bill to au-
thorize the war risk insurance program
through the year 2003. We cannot afford
to let this program expire. The war
risk insurance program has protected
U.S. national security interests by ad-
dressing the high-risk insurance needs
of commercial airlines.

Without the war risk insurance pro-
gram in place, commercial airlines will
not be able to get insurance for high-
risk flights and would be reluctant to
fly into high-risk areas, even though it
would be in the interests of U.S. for-
eign policy and national security
needs.

H.R. 98 has the bipartisan support of
the Committee on Transportation and
infrastructure. As an original cospon-
sor of the bill, I again strongly urge my
colleagues to support it. The war risk

reserve the bal-
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insurance program has proved its out-
standing value and deserves our
prompt attention.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN),
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation.

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER), our outstanding
chairman, for yielding me this time.

As has been explained, this bill, H.R.
98, will reauthorize the war risk insur-
ance program through December of the
year 2003. We rarely hear about this
important program, Madam Speaker,
until a conflict arises such as the Gulf
War or Bosnia, or when its authoriza-
tion expires.

However, the war risk insurance pro-
gram is essential to the safety and se-
curity needs of our Nation. No airline
will provide air service if its planes are
not insured. Commercial insurance
policies contain a provision stating
that aircraft will not be covered if the
aircraft flies into a war zone.

The war risk insurance program pro-
vides insurance for commercial airlines
to provide flights to high-risk areas.
These flights are usually requested by
our government agencies for services
such as ferrying troops and supplies.
With this insurance, commercial air-
lines are willing to take on these dan-
gerous missions. Without this insur-
ance, a key piece of our national secu-
rity program is missing.

The program is due to expire in
March of this year. It is essential that
we authorize this program to protect
our Nation in times of need. This pro-
gram has covered thousands and thou-
sands of flights into war zones, and it
is very, very necessary.

In addition, Madam Speaker, we have
a technical provision that has been
added to this bill at the request of our
friend, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. JONES). This technical correc-
tion corrects deficiencies in the Cen-
tennial of Flight Commemoration Act.
This act was passed last Congress to es-
tablish a commission to assist in the
commemoration of the centennial of
powered flight and the achievements of
the Wright Brothers. The added provi-
sion simply clarifies certain provisions
of the bill, such as conflicts of interest,
appointment of members, and defines
certain nonprimary purposes of the
commission.

Due to the nature of this provision
and the importance of the war risk in-
surance program, | strongly support
this bill, and urge all my colleagues to
do the same.

reserve the bal-

O 1100

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Speaker, |
yield as much time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR), the ranking member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, |
thank the ranking member for yielding
me this time. | also rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 98 to extend the War Risk
Insurance Program.

The years when | chaired the Sub-
committee on Aviation, and prior to
that the Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations, we held extensive
hearings on the subject of war risk in-
surance and the significance that it
played in our national defense effort.

It was clear that those who initiated
this unique form of insurance in the
early 1950s had a clear vision of what
this country needed and how our Na-
tion’s air carriers, though small in
number comparatively in 1951, could
play a significant role in our national
defense effort.

Today with a domestic fleet of well
over 4,500 commercial aircraft, and
probably 1,000 of those or so capable of
international service, war risk insur-
ance adds to our national military air-
lift capability, particularly those air-
craft that are outfitted, that are espe-
cially adapted for the Civil Reserve Air
Fleet Program with internal strength-
ening that allows those aircraft to
carry heavier and more significant pay-
loads of equipment as well as person-
nel.

What the War Risk Insurance Pro-
gram has meant for our military oper-
ations in far-flown parts of the globe is
perhaps best highlighted by Operation
Desert Storm in Kuwait and Iraq, when
our domestic carriers flew some 5,000
missions into hostile territory.

Without war risk insurance, those
carriers would not have undertaken
those flights. They would not have pro-
vided the service of bringing personnel
and equipment faster than we could
have done with only the Military Air-
lift Command of the U.S. military serv-
ices.

There is another element, though, of
this War Risk Insurance Program that
is so important. We loaded up U.S. car-
riers with equipment and especially
personnel to fly them into either Saudi
Arabia or into Kuwait during the
months of Operation Desert Storm. But
those aircraft then had to come back
empty because they could not fly com-
mercial passengers out of a hostile
zone.

Meanwhile, their competitors, other
airlines of the Middle East region and
European carriers, were flying loads
into Europe or into the Middle East
and flying passengers back to the
United States that our carriers were
not able to carry. So our carriers suf-
fered a competitive, in effect, penalty
for providing a great national service.

If we did not have war risk insurance,
those carriers would not have operated.
They would have lost both ways. So |
really feel very strongly about continu-
ing this service.

I think there are adjustments that
need to be made for the benefit of do-
mestic carriers when they are operat-
ing in hostile territory. This is not the
bill. This is not the time to do it. But
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it is something where we need to look
longer out into the future and to better
serve the interests of U.S. carriers as
they serve our national flag in time of
national emergency.

Meanwhile, continuation of this pro-
gram is vital. If we extend it only till
March 31 of this year, with continuing
hostility in the Persian Gulf, clearly
the service of domestic carriers will be
needed again.

We cannot allow this program to ex-
pire. 1 think the House should act
today. The Senate should act prompt-
ly. The President ought to sign the bill
into law and allow this program to con-
tinue serving the national interest as
it has done so well for over 40 years.

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Madam
Speaker, | rise in strong support of H.R. 98,
the War Risk Insurance Program Extension;

| wish to express my appreciation for the
hard work of Chairman SHUSTER, Ranking
Member OBERSTAR, Subcommittee Chairman
DUNCAN, and Subcommittee Ranking Member
LIPINSKI in crafting this legislation and getting
it to the floor in an expeditious manner;

This bill is highly important, especially when
U.S. troops are still being deployed to various
parts of the world;

Commercial insurance companies usually
do not insure commercial airline flights to high
risk areas;

To ensure that flights to high risk areas can
operate when needed, Chapter 443 of Title 49
of the U.S. Code authorized the Secretary of
Transportation to provide insurance and rein-
surance to commercial airlines against any
risks;

The program has been reauthorized 12
times and is now scheduled to rexpire on
March 31, 1999;

This bill is a simple, non-controversial reau-
thorization for the program through December
2003;

Many members of the U.S. military, both ac-
tive and reserve, live in California’s 41st Con-
gressional District;

When called upon to go overseas, they usu-
ally use March Air Reserve Base, located near
my district, as a staging point for deployment;

Commercial carriers are sometimes called
upon to provide Boeing 747s and other wide
bodied jets for such operations;

We saw this clearly happen during Oper-
ation Desert Shield and Desert Storm;

Passing the War Risk Insurance Program
will allow these high risk flights to operate as
needed;

| urge my colleagues to pass H.R. 98 by
unanimous consent.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Speaker, | am
pleased that the authorization of the War Risk
Insurance program is one of the first pieces of
legislation this Congress will consider. The
War Risk Insurance Program is crucial to our
aviation transportation system. Just like air-
craft insurance is essential to any typical com-
mercial domestic or international carrier, air-
craft is also a necessity for flights to high-risk
areas. Unfortunately, the private insurance
market will often not insure flights to high-risk
areas such as to countries at war. As such, in
the interest of national security, it is critical the
government provide insurance for carriers that
must fly to unstable areas.

Since 1975, there have been 5,000 flights
covered by the program. During Operation
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Desert Shield and Desert Storm commercial
airlines were needed to ferry troops and
equipment to the Middle East. The war risk in-
surance fund has grown to over $70 million.
We must ensure the solvency of this program
in times of conflict. | am pleased we are taking
swift and appropriate action to authorize this
program before it expires on March 31. | urge
my colleagues to join me in supporting H.R.
98.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, |
have no further requests for time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Speaker, once
again | ask everyone to support this
important piece of legislation, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 98, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, on
that, | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PRO-
GRAM SHORT-TERM EXTENSION
ACT OF 1999

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 31 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 31

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 99) to amend
title 49, United States Code, to extend Fed-
eral Aviation Administration programs
through September 30, 1999, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. Points of order against
consideration of the bill for failure to com-
ply with clause 4(a) of rule XIIl or section
302(f) or section 303(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. After general de-
bate, the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. In lieu of
the amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the Congressional Record and
numbered 1 pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XVIIl. Each section of that amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be considered
as read. Points of order against the amend-
ment for failure to comply with clause 7 of
rule XVI or section 302(f) or section 303(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are
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waived. During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering an amendment has caused it to be
printed in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall
be considered as read. The chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone
until a time during further consideration in
the Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from South Boston, Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), my very good friend, and
say | am very happy to see him here,
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time that |
will be yielding will be for debate pur-
poses only.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, let me
first begin here by commending both
the chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, as well as
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MOAKLEY), the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Rules, for
their cooperation in making this first
rule of the 106th Congress an open rule
that will permit consideration of an
important piece of legislation.

Specifically, this resolution makes in
order H.R. 99, providing for the tem-
porary extension of Federal Aviation
Administration programs under, as |
said, an open rule providing for one
hour of general debate.

The rule makes in order the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and numbered 1. The rule also contains
several waivers that are necessary for
the bill to be considered today.

The waivers of sections 302(f) and
303(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
are necessary because Congress did not
adopt the fiscal year 1999 budget reso-
lution and, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 5, fiscal year 1999 budget alloca-
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tions have not been published in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Also, the waiver of clause 7 of rule
XVI is necessary because Title Il of the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute was not part of the introduced
bill. Title Il is language for the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means that allows
expenditures from the Aviation Trust
Fund.

Finally, the waiver of clause 4(a) of
rule XIIl is needed because the report
on H.R. 99 was not filed by the Com-

mittee of Transportation and Infra-
structure until yesterday.
Members who preprinted their

amendments in the RECORD prior to
their consideration will be given prior-
ity and recognition. The Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole is author-
ized to postpone votes during consider-
ation of the bill and reduce votes to 5
minutes on a postponed question if the
vote follows a 15-minute vote. Finally,
the rule provides for one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

Madam Speaker, last year the House
passed a very comprehensive FAA re-
authorization bill, but there was not
enough time to work through a con-
ference with the other body. As a re-
sult, the omnibus appropriations bill
passed last year contained only a 6-
month extension of the FAA’s Airport
Improvement Program. That short-
term extension expires on March 31 of
this year.

In order to give the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure and
the full House time to develop a com-
prehensive FAA reauthorization bill
this year, we need to extend the 6-
month short-term authorization
through the rest of this fiscal year.
Without passage of H.R. 99, no new Air-
port Improvement Program grants can
be issued after March 31. AIP grants
fund a variety of airport safety and ca-
pacity-enhancing projects such as run-
way extensions, taxiway construction,
and noise abatement projects. As more
and more people fly every day, it is im-
portant to maintain the highest safety
standards at our Nation’s airports.

I understand that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Chairman SHuU-
STER) plans to bring to the House a
comprehensive aviation reform bill
later this year that will address many
very important and complex issues.
Those issues may range from whether
to increase the number of airport slots
at busy airports, to what kind of pas-
senger protection provisions should be
included, to how the Aviation Trust
Fund should be handled. These complex
issues cannot be fully addressed before
the current AIP reauthorization ex-
pires. Passage of H.R. 99 provides Con-
gress with enough time to produce a
comprehensive aviation reform bill.

Therefore, Madam Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to pass this very fair,
balanced, and open rule and also the bi-
partisan FAA reauthorization legisla-
tion.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

reserve the bal-
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. | thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER), my dear
friend, for yielding me the customary
half hour.

Madam Speaker, | want to publicly
congratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), my chairman, my
dear friend, for bringing this totally
open rule to the floor. May every one of
his rules be as open as this, Madam
Speaker. It is a great, great start.

Madam Speaker, last year the House
passed a bill to improve our airports.
Unfortunately, the Senate did not pass
a similar bill. If we do not pass this
bill, the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion will not be able to issue grants
after March 31 of this year.

That will mean, Madam Speaker,
that the much-needed airport construc-
tion that is already under way will
have to stop, and the new expansion
and improvement of programs will just
not get off the ground.

Madam Speaker, according to the Air
Transport Association, the United
States had 605 million airline pas-
sengers in 1997. In 1998 we had about 2
million passengers a day. In the next 10
years, Madam Speaker, that number is
expected to increase to 1 billion people
flying in and out of our airports each
year.

The airline delays in this country’s
18,000 airports cost the airline industry
about $2.5 billion each and every year.
Most of that ends up as ticket costs for
consumers.

In 1997 the U.S. airlines placed orders
and options for orders for nearly 1,400
new aircraft. That is a lot more planes
and a lot more congestion. It is esti-
mated that it will cost about $8 billion
a year to pay for our airport develop-
ment needs caused in part by these new
planes.
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Madam Speaker, many of our air-
ports are just not equipped to handle
the growing crowds. As anyone who has
faced a late airplane or an overcrowded
airport can tell us, our airports need
work. They need a lot of work.

We need to get our airport safety sys-
tems up to date. We need to make our
airports bigger. We need to update our
traffic control systems. This bill will
make all that happen.

Madam Speaker, my colleagues tell
me that the House will take up the reg-
ular FAA improvement bill later this
year, but we need to pass this tem-
porary bill today in order to make sure
construction proceeds in the interim.
Otherwise, Madam Speaker, we will
miss the construction season and delay
these long overdue improvements even
further.

Madam Speaker, there is very little
opposition to this bill. It was reported
out of committee by a voice vote.

Madam Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to support this very, very open
rule and the accompanying bill.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.
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Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
the very energetic, hardworking and
peripatetic chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary who is eager to ad-
dress this issue.

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, | thank
my friend, the powerful chairman of
the powerful Committee on Rules, for

yielding me this time. | will limit my
gratitude until | look up the word
“‘peripatetic.” | may or may not am-

plify that. In any event, it is a pleasure
to be here with the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) who is a
longtime friend and a great legislator,
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
LipINsSKI) who is also a longtime friend
and a great legislator.

Madam Speaker, | speak in support
of H.R. 99, a bill to extend the author-
ization for certain Federal Aviation
Administration programs for 6 months,
through September 30, 1999. However, |
want to stress my support for H.R. 99
extends only to the bill as currently
drafted.

My concern is that if H.R. 99 passes
the House, it might become a vehicle
to go to conference on a much broader
bill from the other body. If that were
to happen, many important aviation
issues, including the addition of slots
to the four slot-controlled airports,
might come back in a conference re-
port without any opportunity for
House amendments. | have raised this
concern with the Speaker, the majority
leader and the majority whip. It is my
understanding they will not allow H.R.
99 to become a vehicle for such a broad-
er conference. With that understand-
ing, 1 am certainly willing to support
H.R. 99 so that the FAA’s authorization
will not expire at the end of March. Let
me conclude by saying that | appre-
ciate the cooperation of each of our
three leaders in clarifying this matter
so this important legislation can move
forward.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
have no further requests for time, and
| yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | urge
support of this rule.

Madam Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DREIER). Pursuant to House Resolution
31 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
99.

The
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Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 99) to
amend title 49, United States Code, to
extend Federal Aviation Administra-
tion programs through September 30,
1999, and for other purposes, with Mrs.
EMERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. | am pleased to rise in support of
this legislation. It is a very simple bill
which extends the Airport Improve-
ment Program because it was reauthor-
ized for only 6 months last year. As a
result, the FAA’s Airport Improvement
Program funding is set to expire on
March 31. If that were to happen, there
would be no funds available for very,
very important airport safety and ca-
pacity improvement projects, such as
runway extensions and taxiway con-
structions. Already aviation delays
cost the industry billions of dollars. In
fact, in 1997 delays cost the carriers
$2.4 billion which, of course, gets trans-
lated into costs that are imposed ulti-
mately upon the traveling public and
the aviation passengers. So it is very
important that this legislation, this
simple extension, be passed.

We indeed do intend to bring to the
floor major legislation later in the
year. That is not what we have here
today. All we have here today is a sim-
ple extension. | would point out that
the AIP contract authority authorized
by this legislation is fully consistent
with the CBO baseline for this program
as well as the 6-month contract author-
ity established in last year’s omnibus
appropriations bill. 1 would strongly
urge support for this important legisla-
tion.

Madam Chairman, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. | join the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania in urging swift passage of H.R.
99, and | want to compliment him for
making this the top issue of the com-
mittee’s agenda in this Congress. He
rightly saw at the conclusion of the
105th Congress that, as we dealt so
masterfully under his gifted and vigor-
ous leadership with the surface trans-
portation needs of this country, that
our next focus had to be the Nation’s
airways and airports. This simple 6-
month extension is, in a sense, a down
payment on the committee’s commit-
ment at the end of the last session and
the beginning of this to address vigor-
ously and in a broad, visionary concept
the Nation’s aviation requirements.

I compliment the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LiPINSKI) for
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the leadership and vigor they have put
forth in bringing this bill to the floor
and on the preparation that has gone
into the subsequent legislation that we
will consider. While the number 99 is
rather fortuitous, just quite by acci-
dent the bill carries the number H.R.
99, it is symbolic, and it is, | think, a
wonderful gesture that the very first
aviation bill we bring to the floor car-
ries the name of the oldest organiza-
tion of women aviators, the 99s, formed
in the late 1920s.

In bringing this bill to the floor, we
in this, | think, very special way pay a
tribute to women who have contributed
so much to the growth of aviation and
development of aviation in this coun-
try and perhaps suggest to the com-
mercial airlines of the United States
that they make as much room in the
flight deck for women as general avia-
tion has made room for women in that
sector. Perhaps with this bill we can
use the encouragement of the commit-
tee to advance the cause of careers for
women in aviation.

At the close of the last session, it
was a disappointment to our commit-
tee that we were not able to reach an
agreement with the other body on a
long-term reauthorization of the Air-
port Improvement Program and all
other aspects of aviation. We had hoped
to reach an agreement, but numerous
obstacles, including the one cited by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
just moments ago during consideration
of the rule proved to be problems. So
we bring to the House floor a very sim-
ple 6-month extension. But, as | said, it
is a downpayment. It ensures, and |
urge the other body to act quickly on
this legislation, it ensures that after
March 31 with signature of this bill
into law, the funding for the FAA air-
port improvement grant program will
be able to continue, that the invest-
ment plans of the Nation’s airports will
carry forward. I know the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, the gentleman
from Illinois and | share this concern
representing northern tier States. If we
do not provide for the continued fund-
ing of the AIP program, surely con-
tracts will be slowed down, airport
projects in northern tier States will be
slowed down. We cannot afford that.
We have a very limited construction
season. We need these projects to move
ahead as quickly as possible. That is
why this legislation is so vitally impor-
tant.

Furthermore, | think we have to look
at the broader picture of aviation and
the significant impact of aviation on
our national economy. It represents a
$600 billion sector of our $7 trillion do-
mestic economy. That is about 8 per-
cent of our domestic economy that is
driven directly by aviation. We can get
multiples if we took secondary im-
pacts. There are 1.5 million jobs just in
the United States alone with a $100 bil-
lion payroll. But worldwide, the impact
of air transport is in the range of $1.5
trillion. That is growing at a rate of 6
and 7 percent a year in international
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trade and passengers and cargo. Those
economic gains, though, will be slowed
down and the potential of aviation eco-
nomic contribution to the domestic
and international economy will be
slowed down if we do not have the vi-
sion to pass this legislation and the
broader bill that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania and the committee will
bring to the floor in the next few
months.

Congestion and weather are the two
biggest enemies of efficient air travel.
Weather is a factor in over half of the
congestion cases that we experience in
the course of a year. But inadequate in-
frastructure is the other contributing
factor. Often these two issues converge.
If we take an airport like Newark that
has only a 950-foot separation between
its two main runways, in worst weath-
er conditions they can operate only one
runway. If they had full separation of
the required minimum mile between
the two runways, even in the worst
weather conditions they could operate
both runways to the maximum possible
permitted by their combination of air
traffic control equipment and the abil-
ity to keep runway surfaces clear in
snow and other conditions, icy condi-
tions. But with runways that close to-
gether, they have to shut down one of
them in worst weather conditions.

There are many other airports across
this country that face the same prob-
lem. As we extend runways and widen
the separation between runways, build
more hard air side capacity, we in-
crease the ability of our airports to
serve the needs of airlines and air trav-
elers.

In 1987, a year in which | chaired the
oversight committee and held hearings
on aviation capacity, the FAA esti-
mated to our committee that there
were 21 airports with delays of 20,000
hours a year and more. By 10 years
later, within a decade, there were 27
such airports with 20 to 50,000 hours of
delay a year. What does that mean to
the airlines and to air travelers? Well,
Delta Airlines cited traffic inefficien-
cies costing that carrier $360 million a
year.
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It adds up to several billions of dol-
lars of cost to the airlines and to air
travelers when they cannot reach their
destinations in time or they get there
and the gates are crowded, the aircraft
cannot park at the gate. We have to re-
spond to that situation.

The National Civil Aviation Review
Commission found that, quote, al-
though 19 out of 20 of the busiest air-
ports in the world are in the United
States, this Nation can no longer claim
that it has the world’s most modern air
traffic control system.

The second aspect of aviation is the
technology to increase capacity and
make carrier movements more effi-
cient. This legislation continues fund-
ing of the air traffic control technology
side of aviation to improve capacity at
the Nation’s airports.
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The hard fact is, though, that we are
not meeting the on-the-ground require-
ments of runway extension, runway ad-
dition, taxiways and gate capacity at
our Nation’s airports.

According to GAO, even with the AIP
funds included in this bill we are fall-
ing short of the airport capacity cap-
ital requirements of this country by as
much as $3 billion a year. That is why
we need to pass this bill now, give our-
selves a little time to craft larger,
broader legislation that will deal over
the next decade with the capacity re-
quirements of our Nation’s airports
and air travelers.

Madam Chairman, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Aviation.

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Chairman,
first | want to thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), the
chairman, for yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, last year, as has
been pointed out by some of the pre-
vious speakers, a comprehensive FAA
reauthorization package, H.R. 4057,
passed the House and a companion bill
was passed in the Senate.

Unfortunately, conference negotia-
tions broke down and only a short-
term six-month extension for the air-
port improvement program was passed
as part of the omnibus appropriations
bill.

This bill, H.R. 99, would extend the
FAA’s airport improvement program
and fund the FAA’s operations and fa-
cilities equipment programs through
the end of fiscal year 1999. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER)
has already explained the great impor-
tance of these programs, especially at a
time of such rapid growth in both com-
mercial passenger traffic and air cargo
traffic.

Last year, we carried for the first
time in history with not a single fatal-
ity, a single commercial air fatality,
615 million passengers. This year, that
figure is scheduled to go up to 660 mil-
lion and, as the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) pointed out, to
over a billion at some point in the very
near future, certainly within the next
decade.

With the passage of this bill, $10.3 bil-
lion for the FAA’s program would be
authorized for 1999. Also at the request
of the House Committee on Ways and
Means, we have added a provision to
extend the general expenditure author-
ity for the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund. We are also planning to intro-
duce a long-term comprehensive reau-
thorization bill, as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) has point-
ed out, in conjunction with our at-
tempt to take the trust fund off budget
in H.R. 111.

In the comprehensive bill, we will at-
tempt to take care of many of the re-
quests we receive each year from Mem-
bers concerning airport and aviation
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needs. However, since AIP funding will
expire as of March 31st, it is very im-
portant to pass H.R. 99 to extend this
funding at least through the end of
year, and | urge all of my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI), the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Aviation.

(Mr. LIPINSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LIPINKSI. Madam Chairman, |
thank the ranking member of the full
committee, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), for vyielding
this time to me.

Madam Chairman, first of all, | want
to say that I am sure that this year
will be very interesting, very exciting
and very productive for aviation in this
Nation. I am sure behind the leadership
of the chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN-
CAN), that we will solve all the prob-
lems of aviation in this Nation and
probably solve a few of them that ex-
tend beyond our boundaries.

Getting down to the specific legisla-
tion, which 1 rise in strong support of,
H.R. 99, the AIP program is vital to air-
ports of all sizes throughout the Na-
tion. The AIP program provides grants
to fund needed safety, security, capac-
ity, in noise projects. Without H.R. 99,
important airport projects will be dis-
rupted and delayed.

For example, Midway Airport, which
is located in my Congressional district,
and which | consider to be the number
one airport in all of Chicagoland, is be-
ginning a multiyear, $722 million ter-
minal development program, $138 mil-
lion of which will be provided by the
FAA’s AIP program.

If the AIP program expires, Midway
Airport will have to rely on other
sources such as the PFC and rates and
charges to fund the current phase of
the terminal project which, more than
likely, will increase costs for the fu-
ture users of the terminal. In addition,
the City of Chicago’s Department of
Aviation relies on the AIP program to
fund noise mitigation projects. If the
AIP program expires, schools around
both O’Hare Airport and Midway Air-
port will have to wait another full year
for badly needed sound insulation.

H.R. 99 is also needed to ensure that
the AIP program receives the full $1.95
billion provided by the Omnibus Appro-
priation Act for fiscal year 1999. The
omnibus bill provided $1.95 billion for
the AIP program for fiscal year 1999.
However, it also limited the amount of
the AIP program that could actually be
spent before March 31, 1999, to $975 mil-
lion. The AIP program will be entitled
to the full appropriated amount of $1.95
billion only if H.R. 99 is passed and the
AIP program is authorized through the
end of the fiscal year.
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With the capital needs of airports es-
timated to be about $10 billion per
year, we cannot afford to cut funding
for the AIP program in half. If we do
not pass H.R. 99, we will, in effect, cut
funding for the AIP program in half for
fiscal 1999.

Consequently, once again | rise in
strong support along with the chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER), the ranking member,
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR), and the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) on behalf of
H.R. 99.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I
insert for the RECORD the correspond-
ence between the House Committee on
Ways and Means and the House Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure regarding title Il of the bill:

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, January 28, 1999.
Hon. BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman, House Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, Washington, DC.

DEAR BuUD: | understand that on Thursday,
January 6, 1999, the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure approved H.R. 99, a
bill providing for a 6-month extension of
Federal Aviation Administration programs.

As you know, the Trust Fund Code in-
cludes specific provisions within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Ways and Means
which govern trust fund expenditure author-
ity and which limit purposes for which trust
fund moneys may be spent. Statutorily, the
Committee on Ways and Means generally has
limited expenditures by cross-referencing
provisions of authorizing legislation. Cur-
rently, the Trust Fund Code provisions allow
expenditures from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund before October 1, 1998. Similarly,
the Trust Fund Code approves all expendi-
tures from the Airport and Airway trust fund
permitted under previously enacted author-
ization Acts, most recently the Federal
Aviation Reauthorization Act of 1996, as in
effect on the date of enactment of the 1996
Act.

I now understand that you are seeking to
have H.R. 99 considered by the House as
early as the first week in February. In addi-
tion, | have been informed that your Com-
mittee will seek a Manager’s or Committee
amendment to the bill which will include
language | am supplying (attached) to ad-
dress the necessary trust fund provisions.
The amendment would extend until October
1, 1999, the general expenditure authority for
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, would
update the expenditure purposes of the Trust
Fund, and would provide that, generally, ex-
penditures from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund may occur only as provided in
the Internal Revenue Code.

Based on this understanding, and in order
to expedite consideration of this legislation,
it will not be necessary for the Committee
on Ways and Means to markup this legisla-
tion. This is being done with the further un-
derstanding that the Committee will be
treated without prejudice as to its jurisdic-
tional prerogatives on such or similar provi-
sions in the future, and it should not be con-
sidered as precedent for consideration of
matters of jurisdictional interest to the
Committee on Ways and Means in the future.

Finally, 1 would appreciate your response
to this letter, confirming this understanding
with respect to H.R. 99, and would ask that
a copy of our exchange of letters on this
matter be placed in the Record during con-
sideration of the bill on the Floor. Thank
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you for your cooperation and assistance on
this matter. With best personal regards.

Sincerely,
BILL ARCHER,
Chairman.
Enclosure.
TITLE IHI—EXTENSION OF AIRPORT AND

AIRWAY TRUST FUND EXPENDITURE AU-

THORITY
SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-

ITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
9502(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to expenditures from Airport and
Airway Trust Fund) is amended—

(1) by striking “‘October 1, 1998’ and insert-
ing “October 1, 1999, and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end of subparagraph (A) the following: ‘“‘or
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 or
the Airport Improvement Program Short-
Term Extension Act of 1999,

(b) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-
ITY.—Section 9502 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(f) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS TO TRUST
FUND.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), no amount may be appro-
priated or credited to the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund on and after the date of any
expenditure from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund which is not permitted by this
section. The determination of whether an ex-
penditure is so permitted shall be made with-
out regard to—

“(A) any provision of law which is not con-
tained or referenced in this title or in a reve-
nue Act, and

“(B) whether such provision of law is a
subsequently enacted provision or directly or
indirectly seeks to waive the application of
this subsection.

““(2) EXCEPTION FOR PRIOR OBLIGATIONS.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any expendi-
ture to liquidate any contract entered into
(or for any amount otherwise obligated) be-
fore October 1, 1999, in accordance with the
provisions of this section.”.

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

Washington, DC, February 1, 1999.
Hon. BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and

Means, Washington, DC.

DEAR BiLL, Thank you for your recent let-
ter regarding the bill, H.R. 99, providing for
an extension of programs of the Federal
Aviation Administration through the end of
Fiscal Year 1999. You are correct that we are
drafting a Manager’s amendment for the
House Floor debate. | appreciate your will-
ingness to have us include in this amend-
ment the necessary changes to the Trust
Fund Code which governs trust fund expendi-
ture authority. The amendment would ex-
tend until October 1, 1999, the general ex-
penditure authority for the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund, would update the expendi-
ture purposes of the Trust Fund, and would
provide that, generally, expenditures from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund may
occur only as provided in the Internal Reve-
nue Code. Attached is the amendment we
plan to offer on the House Floor.

To accelerate the consideration of H.R. 99
on the House Floor, | appreciate your will-
ingness to forego marking up this legislation
in the Ways and Means Committee. Of
course, | understand that your action under
these circumstances should not affect the
Ways and Means Committee’s jurisdictional
prerogatives on this or similar provisions in
the future.
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As you requested, | will be including a
copy of your letter, and my reply in the
RECORD during consideration of the bill on
the Floor. Thank you for your cooperation
on this matter.

With warm regards, | remain

Sincerely,
BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 99, AS REPORTED,

OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER OF PENNSYLVANIA
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ““Airport Im-
provement Program Short-Term Extension
Act of 1999,

TITLE I—EXTENSION OF FEDERAL

AVIATION ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS
SEC. 101. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 48103 of title 49, United States Code,
is amended by striking ‘‘$1,205,000,000" and
all that follows through the period at the
end and inserting the following:
‘$2,410,000,000 for fiscal years ending before
October 1, 1999.”".

(b) OBLIGATIONAL  AUTHORITY.—Section
47104(c) is amended by striking ‘“March 31,
1999 and inserting ‘“September 30, 1999,
SEC. 102. AIRWAY FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM.

Section 48101(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

““(3) $2,131,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.”.

SEC. 103. FAA OPERATIONS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FROM GENERAL FUND.—Section 106(k) of title
49, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$5,158,000,000” and all that follows
through the period at the end and inserting
the following: *“$5,632,000,000 for fiscal year
1999.”".

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FROM TRUST FUND.—Section 48104(c) of such
title is amended—

(1) in the subsection heading by striking
“FISCAL YEARS 1994-1998"" and inserting “‘Fis-
CAL YEARS 1994-2000""; and

(2) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)
by striking ‘‘through 1998’ and inserting
““through 2000”".

(c) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATING OR EXPEND-
ING AMOUNTS.—Section 48108(c) of such title
is amended by striking ‘1998’ and inserting
420007,

SEC. 104. AIP DISCRETIONARY FUND.

Section 47115 of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (g); and

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (g).

TITLE II—EXTENSION OF AIRPORT AND
AIRWAY TRUST FUND EXPENDITURE AU-
THORITY

SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-

ITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
9502(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to expenditures from Airport and
Airway Trust Fund) is amended—

(1) by striking ““October 1, 1998’ and insert-
ing ““October 1, 1999, and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end of subparagraph (A) the following: ‘“‘or
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 or
the Airport Improvement Program Short-
Term Extension Act of 1999,

(b) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-
ITY.—Section 9502 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(f) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS TO TRUST
FUND.—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), no amount may be appro-
priated or credited to the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund on and after the date of any
expenditure from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund which is not permitted by this
section. The determination of whether an ex-
penditure is so permitted shall be made with-
out regard to—

““(A) any provision of law which is not con-
tained or referenced in this title or in a reve-
nue Act, and

“(B) whether such provision of law is a
subsequently enacted provision or directly or
indirectly seeks to waive the application of
this subsection.

‘“(2) EXCEPTION FOR PRIOR OBLIGATIONS.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any expendi-
ture to liquidate any contract entered into
(or for any amount otherwise obligated) be-
fore October 1, 1999, in accordance with the
provisions of this section.”.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.

EHLERS), a member of the committee.
(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chairman, this
bill is absolutely essential. The first
portion, to extend the AIP program, is
extremely important to local airports
which are in the midst of planning and
construction cycles. Since the current
authorization expires in less than 60
days, if we do not pass this bill, these
airports will be at a loss as to what to
do and how to proceed. Airports have
received only half of their normal
grant money for this year, and if we do
not pass this bill, they will not receive
the remainder. Furthermore, since air-
port construction projects are unique
and long-term, this shortfall will cre-
ate serious problems for airport plan-
ners who have to schedule these

projects in phases. ] i
Beyond that, this bill gives us time

to begin a larger debate about making
sure that America’s airport infrastruc-
ture and aviation systems are the best
in the world. At this point, although |
believe they are very good, they are
slipping compared to the rest of the
world. The debate about airport fund-
ing, safety, security and the aviation
industry as a whole needs to start with

this legislation.
Let me speak about one area in par-

ticular that | am acquainted with, and
that is acquiring computers and plan-
ning the software and hardware for the
new air traffic control system. In a
very interesting study several years
ago, then-Senator Cohen, who is cur-
rently Secretary of Defense, came to
the startling realization that the
present procurement policies for the
Federal Government absolutely guar-
antee that every computer the Federal
Government will buy is obsolete at the

time it is purchased. i
Now how is this possible? Because in

the time it takes to go through the
specifications procedure, the actual
procurement and purchase procedure
and follow all the required Federal
guidelines, roughly two years will have
elapsed—more likely three years. As
everyone knows, according to Moore’s
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law, computer speed doubles every 18
months, and it is generally acknowl-
edged that after three years computers
have lost their usefulness in the indus-
trial realm. Although people may con-
tinue to use them longer, they are no
longer optimizing their investment,
and if it takes us three years to decide
which computer to buy and then buy it,
we are always buying obsolete comput-
ers.

We have tried to correct that in the
case of the FAA a few years back by
giving them more leeway in the pro-
curement process, but it is still not
enough. What FAA has done to try to
get around this is to keep changing the
specifications as they go along to en-
sure that they will have up-to-date
computers and will have the advanced
software needed to manage the new air
traffic control system, the so-called
free-flight system. It is not working
very well, it is not working very effi-
ciently, and | do not blame the FAA for
this; | blame the requirements that are
imposed on this agency, being subject
to the requirements that all Federal
agencies have to meet.

But we are struggling here with a sit-
uation where this is a rapidly evolving
field, the airlines are progressing very
rapidly, the air traffic control system
must evolve as rapidly, and we must
develop the best hardware and the best
software to handle the complex air
traffic control system of the future. We
cannot do that under the current au-
thorization, and | hope when we com-
plete the extension of reauthorizing
the FAA in this bill, that then we will
have a good bill ready that will allow
us to address all these handicaps, that
will allow us to develop an air traffic
control system and an FAA that is sec-
ond to none in the world, that will in-
deed match the performance of our air-
lines and will match the performance
that we expect from any agency that is
regulating various industries. Then we
will be a help and not a hindrance to
the airline industry.

Once again | want everyone to under-
stand clearly 1 am not castigating the
current FAA administrator. She is
doing a marvelous job. I am not casti-
gating her staff. 1 am simply saying
that we have to change the rules of the
game and give them the flexibility
they need. We made a great step a few
years ago. We have to go further, and |
hope, as we rewrite this bill, we will be
able to do that.

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

Mr. EHLERS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from the State of my birth,
Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman,
the gentleman is making a very impor-
tant statement, and | hope that Mem-
bers are paying careful attention to the
observations of the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) about the com-
plexities of contracting in the FAA for
the requirements of our air traffic con-
trol system.
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It is an issue that our former col-
league, Mr. Clinger, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, and | worked on for
many years, and with the gentleman’s
help, bringing his able scientific phys-
ics background to bear on this issue of
keeping ahead of the technology, and
impeded as we were, as the FAA is, by
ancient contracting rules that were de-
vised during the Civil War era for buy-
ing mules for the U.S. Army, still in
place for acquiring air traffic control
computer equipment. As the gentleman
has observed, we need to simplify that
process. Let us bend every effort as we
proceed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS)
has expired.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS).

O 1145

We will do this as we proceed with
the broader authorization bill to make
every effort to address that issue and
to help the FAA complete its task of
modernization of the air traffic control
system. | thank the gentleman for rais-
ing this very important subject.

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | thank the gen-
tleman, and would agree that comput-
ers change much more rapidly than
mules. We must make sure that we
have a top-flight system in operation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield five minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN).

Mr. ROTHMAN. Madam Chairman, 1
want to thank the ranking member for
yielding me this time. | am not a mem-
ber of the committee, but | have been
long supportive of the work of the Re-
publican and Democratic leaders of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure in assuring a sound trans-
portation infrastructure for our Na-
tion. It is vital, not only to our Na-
tion’s present quality of life, but to the
quality of life for our children.

I rise today in support of H.R. 99, but
I would like to spend my moments
here, if | might, talking about aircraft
noise.

Aircraft engines make a lot of noise.
They are loud, droning, and, in some
cases, unbearable to be near. People
living in major metropolitan areas
where there are often several airports
nearby have to live with this oppres-
sive aircraft noise. It has an extremely
negative impact on the quality of their
lives and on their health.

In an attempt to address this prob-
lem, the Airport Noise and Capacity
Act of 1990 was enacted. This law re-
quires jet aircraft to be equipped with
newer technology, quieter Stage 3 en-
gines by December 31, 1999. It ends the
operation of the older, noisier, Stage 2
and Stage 1 aircraft engines.

As a result of that law, major com-
mercial airliners have already phased
out most of their Stage 2 and Stage 1
aircraft. But, unfortunately, the law
exempted aircraft weighing less than
75,000 pounds.
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Planes weighing less than 75,000
pounds are typically general aviation
aircraft. However, even though these
general aviation aircraft are smaller
than commercial airliners, in most
cases they are louder than commercial
airliners, because most of them are
still equipped with the Stage 2 or Stage
1 engines.

Therefore, air noise problems in our
most densely populated areas in the
United States will not go away unless
we have an across-the-board elimi-
nation of Stage 2 and Stage 1 aircraft
engines, including engines of all gen-
eral aviation aircraft.

Let me give you an example. At
Teterboro Airport, in New Jersey, in
my district, Teterboro Airport has
roughly 15 percent of the aircraft using
Teterboro with the Stage 1 or Stage 2
aircraft, only 15 percent, but that 15
percent of Stage 1 and Stage 2 aircraft
account for 90 percent, 90 percent, of
all the aircraft noise violations at the
airport.

So, the solution: I am introducing
the Aircraft Noise Reduction Act of
1999, which will close this loophole and
prohibit the operation of all older,
louder, Stage 1 and Stage 2 aircraft en-
gines in the 20 largest metropolitan
areas with the worst air-noise prob-
lems.

In heavy aircraft traffic areas, like
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long
Island, Los Angeles, Chicago, Washing-
ton, San Francisco, Philadelphia, Bos-
ton, Detroit, Dallas, Houston, Miami,
Seattle, Cleveland, Minneapolis, Phoe-
nix, San Diego, St. Louis, Pittsburgh
and Denver, the residents surrounding
these airports are being continuously
pounded with aircraft noise and they
are demanding action. They need relief
from aircraft noise now, and we must
give them that relief now.

This legislation achieves a balance,
the need for the aircraft noise relief for
these residents living in our Nation’s
most congested areas, with the legiti-
mate economic needs of small aircraft
operators who need to land in smaller
airports away from our Nation’s larg-
est cities.

I am hopeful that the leaders of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure and the Subcommittee on
Aviation will work with me to see that
this legislation is included in the
FAA’s reauthorization bill.

I hope my colleagues will work with
me to help provide aircraft noise relief,
not only to my constituents, but to the
millions of Americans all across this
country who presently suffer from air-
craft noise.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I
am pleased to yield one minute to the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. GARY MILLER).

Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me time.

Madam Chairman, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 99, the FAA Short
Term Extension Act. | wish to con-
gratulate the full committee chairman,
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the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Chairman SHUSTER), the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the
ranking member, the Subcommittee on
Aviation chairman, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Chairman DUNCAN)
and the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. LiPINSKI) in drafting
this together on a bipartisan basis.

This bill is extremely important to
Ontario International Airport, located
in my district. H.R. 99 reauthorizes
funding for the Airport Improvement
Program through September 31, 1999,
and makes several minor changes to
FAA programs. Specifically, the meas-
ure authorizes $2.3 billion for the Air-
port Improvement Program and $7.8
billion for FAA operations, facilities
and equipment.

The bill includes funding for airport
improvements, air traffic control fa-
cilities and equipment, and the salaries
and expenses of operating the FAA.

Finally, H.R. 99 includes funds for
new radars, computers and navigation
equipment that are needed to modern-
ize the air traffic control system and
ensure that air travel remains safe.

I ask my colleagues to pass this bill
with their strong support.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield two minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. BROWN), a very valu-
able member of our committee.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam
Chairman, as a member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, | rise today to
urge my colleagues to support this bill
and to work with us to make this, what
we are calling on the committee, the
year of aviation. Last year was one of
the safest years in American aviation
history and | think that this adminis-
tration, as well as this Congress,
should be commended for taking part
in this.

We have a lot of work to do this year,
not only to maintain our safety record,
but also in preparing our aviation sys-
tem for the challenges of the 21st Cen-
tury.

In my home state of Florida, aviation
is a key part of our economy, which is
heavily based on trade and tourism. In
the next decade, Miami will handle 35
million passengers, Orlando 30 million,
and Jacksonville will continue to be a
key intermodal location for aviation,
rail and shipping traffic. The grants
and programs authorized in this bill,
including the airport improvement pro-
grams, are critical for the health and
safety of aviation in this country.

In addition to supporting this exten-
sion, | also support using aviation trust
fund dollars for aviation purposes, and
I look forward to making this the year
of aviation.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, |
am pleased to yield two minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Mary-
land (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Madam Chairman, | rise to commend
the Members of the Committee on
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Transportation and Infrastructure, es-
pecially the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER), the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the subcommit-
tee chair, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Chairman DUNCAN), and the
ranking subcommittee member, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI),
and to express my appreciation and
support for H.R. 99.

My appreciation is enhanced, espe-
cially because there are no controver-
sial provisions in this bill to add flights
to our Nation’s high density airports.
There are no provisions to change the
perimeter rule at Reagan National Air-
port. This legislation merely extends
funding for the programs under the
auspices of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, including the Airport Im-
provement Program.

In the Washington area, air service is
extremely competitive. Consumers
have a choice between three fine air-
ports, and no one airline dominates air
service in Washington, as is the case in
many major cities.

This high level of competition exists
in large part because of the slot and pe-
rimeter rules that are in effect at
Reagan National Airport. Because of
the slot and perimeter rules, the Wash-
ington area enjoys twice as many daily
flights available from domestic des-
tinations and a wider competitive
choice than almost any other area in
the country.

Changes in these rules would destroy
the environmental and economic bal-
ance that exists among Reagan Na-
tional Airport, Washington Dulles, and
Baltimore-Washington International
Airport.

The vote and perimeter rules were
part of the good faith agreement
among Federal, local and airport offi-
cials which promoted passage of the
1986 legislation that transferred con-
trol of National and Dulles from the
FAA to a local authority, MWAA. The
provisions have the effect of abating
noise, and any changes would have a
negative impact on the airport’s neigh-
bors in Maryland and Virginia.

Madam Chairman, the slot and pe-
rimeter rules are essential to the bal-
ance of service to the greater Metro-
politan Washington region. I am grate-
ful that H.R. 99 does not make any
change to these essential flight limita-
tions.

| urge a yes vote on this important
legislation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield three minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CROWLEY).

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Chairman, |
rise today in reluctant support of the
measure before us today. While | sup-
port the goal of the legislation and
compliment the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Chairman SHUSTER) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), for their
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good work in moving expeditiously on
this important authorization exten-
sion, | fear this measure will undergo
substantial and dangerous changes in
the other body or during conference.

Madam Chairman, | object to efforts
to increase takeoff off and landing
slots at existing high density airports,
such as La Guardia in my district. As
such, | strongly oppose any efforts to
add language that would accomplish
this goal.

As my colleagues may know, it is an
open secret that legislation to increase
takeoffs and landings at the Nation’s
four high density airports will likely be
accepted in any conference on the FAA
short term extension.

I would strongly encourage the chair-
man and ranking member not to go
outside of the normal legislative proc-
ess by adding in conference any legisla-
tion or proposals that would increase
takeoffs and landings at the four high
density airports. This is an issue which
deserves to be considered separately on
its own merits in a full and open de-
bate.

Madam Chairman, increased com-
petition in the airline industry, reduc-
tion of fares and expansion of the mar-
ket to allow small, low fare airlines to
compete with larger carriers are all
worthy goals that deserve to be fully
reviewed. And while 1 am not opposed
to taking steps to increase competition
in the airline industry, | cannot sup-
port efforts which would do so at the
expense of the quality of life of my
constituents and others who live and
work near high density airports.

My Queens constituency, flanked to
the north by La Guardia Airport and to
the south by JFK International Air-
port, live under the most heavily-uti-
lized section of air space in the world.
How can this Congress in all good con-
science mandate substantial increases
in this already heavily burdened area?

Madam Chairman, while my con-
stituents are primarily concerned
about the excessive aircraft noise and
associated ground traffic at La Guardia
that they must deal with each and
every day, morning, noon and night,
they are also concerned about their
safety and that of the traveling public.
And in light of a number of near colli-
sions at La Guardia Airport within the
past year, it would seem that those
concerns are not unwarranted.

Madam Chairman, for Congress to
act at this time to mandate the alloca-
tion of even more slots at La Guardia
and other high density airports would
be, | believe, unconscionable. At the
very least, the committee should have
a full and thorough debate on this issue
prior to acting on legislation to in-
crease takeoffs and landings at these
airports.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself 30 seconds to acknowledge
the concern of the gentleman from New
York and our colleague from Illinois
who addressed this matter previously
during consideration of the rule.
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We confronted this issue of slots in
the 105th Congress, and we have had ex-
tensive discussion about this subject
matter, and it is far more complex
than appears on its face. The gen-
tleman is right to express his concern
that this issue should not be addressed
in the context of this short-term exten-
sion. | would be vigorously opposed to
any attempt to address the matter in
the context of this bill, and | hope the
gentleman will support the legislation
with that understanding.

Certainly the issue of slots at the
slot-controlled airports deserves far
more extensive consideration than
could possibly be given in the context
of a short-term extension bill, and I
know that the chairman shares that
concern. We are not about to let this
legislation be sidetracked by an issue
of this magnitude, and | urge the gen-
tleman to support our legislation.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam Chairman,
| rise in support of legislation extending Fed-
eral Aviation Administration programs an addi-
tional six months.

| thank the Chairman and the ranking mem-
ber for taking quick action to ensure that Fed-
eral Aviation Administration programs, and the
Airport Improvement Program in particular, will
not expire at the end of next month.

| regret, however, that even with enactment
of this legislation, two airports that are entitled
to receive more than $20 million in Airport Im-
provement Program grants will still be unable
to receive these funds.

In fact, more than $200 million in critical
construction projects for National and Dulles
Airports, funded in part with passenger facility
charges (PFCs), are being held hostage pend-
ing resolution of the Aviation Competition Act.

At the center of this debate are the rights of
one local authority pitted against some mem-
bers of Congress who want to direct the oper-
ations of Ronald Reagan Washington National
Airport.

| was prepared to offer an amendment to re-
lease these funds and grant approval of the
passenger facility charges, but recognize the
desire of the Chairman and Ranking member
to pass a “clean” FAA reauthorization bill.

| appreciate the Chairman’s willingness to
listen to the concerns of the members from
this region.

| urge the Chairman and Ranking Member
to keep the bill “clean” in conference.

| am deeply concerned about provisions in
the Senate bill that take us a step back and
bring controversy and invite opposition to this
important legislation.

| am, of course, referring to provisions about
to be considered by the Senate Commerce
Committee that would increase the number of
flights to the four slot controlled airports.

In the case of National Airport, the Senate
legislation would add an additional 24 slots to
this congested airport and lift the perimeter
rule permitting half of these slots to fly beyond
the current 1250 mile perimeter restriction.

Madam Chairman a change in the perimeter
rule would result in a cut back in locations
presently served by National within the perim-
eter and adversely affect the development of
the Washington region’s three commercial air-
ports.

According to studies based on Washington
air travel market data produced by the Wash-
ington Airports Task Force, every city with
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flights to National that generates revenues of
less than $20 million would be vulnerable to
service reductions.

Over time, short-range service at National
would be displaced and the number of trans-
continental flights operating out of Dulles
would decline.

As those transcontinental flights decline,
Dulles would cease to become an attractive
destination for international service.

The growth and development plans over-
seen by Congress and the substantial invest-
ment made at both National and Dulles by the
taxpayers, the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) and the aviation community would be-
come substantially devalued.

Madam Chairman, not a day goes by that
someone’s quality of life is not adversely af-
fected by the constant drum of airplanes tak-
ing off and landing at National airport.

For their sake, we should not change the
rules they have begrudgingly come to accept.

The balance that has now been struck be-
tween the transportation and economic needs
of air travelers and the region’s environmental
concerns was crucial to community accept-
ance of the redevelopment of National, now
nearing completion.

While these communities understand that
National is here to stay, they should not be
asked to endure additional noise when no
compelling public need is served or could be
addressed in other ways without altering the
slot and perimeter rules.

Congress agreed in 1986 to cede control of
National Airport to a regional authority who
would have “full power and dominion over,
and complete discretion in, operation and de-
velopment of the Airports.”

In return, Virginia, the District of Columbia,
and Maryland agreed to accept operational
control of the airports and raise the money
necessary to modernize National and Dulles
airports.

Madam Chairman, the two states, the Dis-
trict and the regions’ residents have upheld
their part of the bargain.

It is time for Congress to honor its part.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 99, the short-term ex-
tension of the Federal Aviation Administration.
It is critical that we move forward with this bill
quickly to ensure that the airport improvement
program will continue to receive funding and
grants to airports will be honored. In this, the
Year of Aviation, we have much to consider
and much to accomplish to make our skies
even safer and air traffic more efficient and
accessible. This short-term reauthorization will
give this House and the Senate adequate time
to more fully consider longer-term aviation au-
thorization and competition issues. | urge my
colleagues to support this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam Chair-
man, | would like to take some time to talk
about some of my concerns regarding H.R.
99, the FAA reauthorization legislation. | rec-
ognize that this bill funds some very important
and critical programs, including operation and
maintenance of the air traffic control system,
safety inspections, and other Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) activities. It does an ade-
quate job ensuring that our airports and air-
ways are safe and efficient.

Madam Chairman, I've had personal experi-
ence with the FAA and the Airport Improve-
ment Program (AIP) as a community activist,
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a state Senator, and now as a Member of
Congress. In fact, | grew up about a mile from
the Seattle/Tacoma International Airport
(SeaTac), so | know how people are affected
by airports first hand.

The Port of Seattle has been attempting to
expand SeaTac for more than nine years.
Over those years, I've had several problems
with the way the Port and the FAA have dealt
with this proposed expansion project. | feel
they have severely underestimated the envi-
ronmental impacts the new runway would
have on local communities, including the po-
tential financial costs of implementation. They
have also failed to adequately evaluate other
potential problems, including increased traffic
that would arise from construction and the in-
creased noise expansion would have on local
schools and neighborhoods. Overall, | strongly
believe the FAA and the Port have shown a
disregard for the concerns of the local citizens
who will have to bear the brunt of the negative
results of this proposed expansion.

Considering my experience with this pro-
gram, | believe there are three things that
could have been included in the legislation
that would have made it better for those that
live and work around our countries’ airports.
First, | have concerns over the current execu-
tive branch dealing with pollution from aircraft.
The principle agency in the federal govern-
ment that deals with environmental impact is
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA);
however, when it comes to pollution resulting
from aircraft it is the FAA. This wasn't always
the case. Previously, the Office of Noise
Abatement and Control in the EPA was re-
sponsible for coordinating federal noise abate-
ment activities, updating and developing new
noise standards, and promoting research and
education on the impacts of noise pollution.
This office was eliminated in 1982. | believed
the FAA has a strong disincentive for effec-
tively handling aircraft pollution because their
main function is to expand and promote avia-
tion. On the other hand, the EPA is in a much
better position to fairly analyze pollution from
aircraft and thus effectively implement policy
to deal with these impacts, because its chief
objective is to protect people against dan-
gerous environmental problems. | feel the bill
should have transferred these powers from the
FAA to EPA in order to properly study and
better protect citizens in my district and others
from aviation pollution.

Second, | would like to have seen the bhill
set aside more funds to directly compensate
the public for the damage that it will have on
their lives. A study has determined that the im-
pact that the proposed 3rd runway would have
on my constituents is around $4 billion, but the
plan by the Port includes only $50 million in
mitigation costs. This is clearly unfair. The citi-
zens of communities surrounding the airport
would have to bear the brunt of mitigating the
environmental problems surrounding the pro-
posed project, despite having very little input
and decision making authority. | feel that the
bill could have authorized more money for the
use of directly compensating individuals im-
pacted by new construction for areas like my
district.

Third, I'm very concerned about the lack of
congressional and local input in the decision
making authority for approving FAA discre-
tionary grants for new airport construction.
While | understand the meaning of a discre-
tionary program is that the federal agency has
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the discretion in determining whether to appro-
priate the funds, | believe the current system
so substantially displaces legislative input that
it trumps the spirit of the separation of powers
of our three branches of government, which is
a critical part of our representative democracy.
The Port of Seattle and the FAA negotiated a
Record of Decision in July of 1997, despite
serious objections from myself and my con-
stituents. Our system is designed to have
Members of Congress represent the concerns
and interests of their home districts and thus
executive decisions that impact a certain
group of people should only be done with the
consideration of the opinions of the Member
who represents those people. | do not feel that
my concerns have adequately been taken into
consideration during this process, and | feel
this is wrong.

Overall, | feel that the concerns of local citi-
zens and thus Members of Congress who rep-
resent them are not sufficiently taken into con-
sideration under the AIP, and will continue to
advocate for changes to this program in the
future. Therefore, | urge my colleagues to op-
pose this legislation.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and numbered 1 shall be
considered by sections as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment. Pur-
suant to the rule, each section is con-
sidered read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he or she has
printed in the designated place in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those amend-
ments will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Airport Im-
provement Program Short-Term Extension
Act of 1999”.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 101.

The text of section 101 is as follows:
TITLE I—EXTENSION OF FEDERAL
AVIATION ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS

SEC. 101. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.

(&) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 48103 of title 49, United States Code,
is amended by striking ‘‘$1,205,000,000" and
all that follows through the period at the
end and inserting the following:
‘$2,410,000,000 for fiscal years ending before
October 1, 1999.”".

(b) OBLIGATIONAL  AUTHORITY.—Section
47104(c) is amended by striking ‘“March 31,
1999’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 1999,
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 101?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 102.

The text of section 102 is as follows:
SEC. 102. AIRWAY FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM.

Section 48101(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

““(3) $2,131,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.”".

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 102?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 103.

The text of section 103 is as follows:
SEC. 103. FAA OPERATIONS.

(@) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FROM GENERAL FUND.—Section 106(k) of title
49, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$5,158,000,000” and all that follows
through the period at the end and inserting
the following: “$5,632,000,000 for fiscal year
1999.7.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FROM TRUST FUND.—Section 48104(c) of such
title is amended—

(1) in the subsection heading by striking
“FISCAL YEARS 1994-1998’" and inserting “‘FIs-
CAL YEARS 1994-2000""; and

(2) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)
by striking ‘‘through 1998’ and inserting
“through 2000"".

(c) LIMITATIONS ON OBLIGATING OR EXPEND-
ING AMOUNTS.—Section 48108(c) of such title
is amended by striking ‘1998’ and inserting
20007,

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 103?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 104.

The text of section 104 is as follows:
SEC. 104. AIP DISCRETIONARY FUND.

Section 47115 of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (g); and

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (Q).

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 104?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 201.

The text of section 201 is as follows:

TITLE I1HI—EXTENSION OF AIRPORT AND
AIRWAY TRUST FUND EXPENDITURE AU-
THORITY

SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-

ITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
9502(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to expenditures from Airport and
Airway Trust Fund) is amended—

(1) by striking ““October 1, 1998’* and insert-
ing ““October 1, 1999, and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end of subparagraph (A) the following: ‘“‘or
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 or
the Airport Improvement Program Short-
Term Extension Act of 1999”".

(b) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-
ITY.—Section 9502 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(f) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS TO TRUST
FUND.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), no amount may be appro-
priated or credited to the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund on and after the date of any
expenditure from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund which is not permitted by this
section. The determination of whether an ex-

penditure is so permitted shall be made with-
out regard to—

““(A) any provision of law which is not con-
tained or referenced in this title or in a reve-
nue Act, and

‘“(B) whether such provision of law is a
subsequently enacted provision or directly or
indirectly seeks to waive the application of
this subsection.

‘“(2) EXCEPTION FOR PRIOR OBLIGATIONS.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any expendi-
ture to liquidate any contract entered into
(or for any amount otherwise obligated) be-
fore October 1, 1999, in accordance with the
provisions of this section.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 201?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS) having assumed the chair,
Mrs. EMERSON, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 99) to amend title 49,
United States Code, to extend Federal
Aviation Administration programs
through September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 31, she reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute 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.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

This vote will be followed by two 5-
minute votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 3,

Evi-

not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 9]

YEAS—408
Abercrombie Baird Barrett (WI)
Ackerman Baker Bartlett
Aderholt Baldacci Barton
Allen Baldwin Bass
Andrews Ballenger Bateman
Archer Barcia Becerra
Armey Barr Bentsen
Bachus Barrett (NE) Bereuter
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Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DelLauro
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes

Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
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Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
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This will be a five-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 1,
not voting 25, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

February 3, 1999

Salmon Spratt Udall (CO)
Sanchez Stabenow Udall (NM)
Sanders Stark Upton
Sandlin Stearns Velazquez
Sanford Stenholm Vento
Sawyer Strickland Visclosky
Saxton Stump Walden
Scarborough Stupak Walsh
Schaffer Sununu Wamp
Schakowsky Sweeney Waters
Scott Talent Watkins
Sensenbrenner Tancredo Watt (NC)
Serrano Tanner Watts (OK)
Sessions Tauscher Waxman
Shadegg Tauzin Weiner
Shaw Taylor (MS) Weldon (FL)
Shays Taylor (NC) Weldon (PA)
Sherman Terry Weller
Sherwood Thomas Wexler
Shimkus Thompson (CA) Weygand
Shows Thompson (MS) Whitfield
Shuster Thornberry Wicker
Simpson Thune Wise
Sisisky Thurman Wolf
Skelton Tiahrt Woolsey
Slaughter Tierney Wu
Smith (MI) Toomey Wynn
Smith (TX) Towns Young (AK)
Snyder Traficant Young (FL)
Souder Turner
NAYS—3
Obey Paul Smith (WA)
NOT VOTING—22
Cooksey Granger Rogan
Delahunt Hall (OH) Rush
DeLay Kasich Skeen
Deutsch Lantos Smith (NJ)
Dicks Largent Spence
Dingell Livingston Wilson
Goodling Maloney (NY)
Graham Martinez
0 1223

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, regrettably |
was unavoidably detained for rollcall vote 9.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yes.”

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, had | been
present for the vote on H.R. 99, the Federal
Aviation Administration Short-Term Extension,
| would have voted “aye.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 98 and H.R. 99.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania?

There was no objection.

EXTENDING AVIATION WAR RISK
INSURANCE PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 98, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 98, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

[Roll No. 10]

YEAS—407
Abercrombie DeFazio Jenkins
Ackerman DeGette John
Aderholt DeLauro Johnson (CT)
Allen DeMint Johnson, E. B.
Andrews Diaz-Balart Johnson, Sam
Archer Dickey Jones (NC)
Armey Dixon Kanjorski
Bachus Doggett Kaptur
Baird Dooley Kelly
Baker Doolittle Kennedy
Baldacci Doyle Kildee
Baldwin Dreier Kilpatrick
Ballenger Duncan Kind (WI)
Barcia Dunn King (NY)
Barr Edwards Kingston
Barrett (NE) Ehlers Kleczka
Barrett (WI) Ehrlich Klink
Bartlett Emerson Knollenberg
Barton Engel Kolbe
Bass English Kucinich
Bateman Eshoo Kuykendall
Becerra Etheridge LaFalce
Bentsen Evans LaHood
Bereuter Everett Lampson
Berkley Ewing Largent
Berman Fattah Larson
Berry Filner Latham
Biggert Fletcher LaTourette
Bilbray Foley Lazio
Bilirakis Forbes Leach
Bishop Ford Lee
Blagojevich Fossella Levin
Bliley Fowler Lewis (CA)
Blumenauer Frank (MA) Lewis (GA)
Blunt Franks (NJ) Lewis (KY)
Boehlert Frelinghuysen Linder
Boehner Frost Lipinski
Bonilla Gallegly LoBiondo
Bonior Ganske Lofgren
Bono Gejdenson Lowey
Borski Gekas Lucas (KY)
Boswell Gephardt Lucas (OK)
Boucher Gibbons Luther
Boyd Gilchrest Maloney (CT)
Brady (PA) Gillmor Maloney (NY)
Brady (TX) Gilman Manzullo
Brown (CA) Gonzalez Markey
Brown (FL) Goode Martinez
Brown (OH) Goodlatte Mascara
Burr Goodling Matsui
Burton Gordon McCarthy (MO)
Buyer Goss McCarthy (NY)
Callahan Green (TX) McCollum
Calvert Green (WI) McCrery
Camp Greenwood McDermott
Campbell Gutierrez McGovern
Canady Gutknecht McHugh
Cannon Hall (TX) Mclinnis
Capps Hansen Mcintosh
Capuano Hastings (FL) Mclintyre
Cardin Hastings (WA) McKeon
Carson Hayes McKinney
Castle Hayworth McNulty
Chabot Hefley Meehan
Chambliss Herger Meek (FL)
Chenoweth Hill (IN) Meeks (NY)
Clay Hill (MT) Menendez
Clayton Hilleary Metcalf
Clement Hilliard Mica
Clyburn Hinchey Millender-
Coble Hinojosa McDonald
Coburn Hobson Miller (FL)
Collins Hoeffel Miller, Gary
Combest Hoekstra Miller, George
Condit Holden Minge
Conyers Holt Mink
Cook Hooley Moakley
Costello Horn Mollohan
Cox Hostettler Moore
Coyne Houghton Moran (KS)
Cramer Hoyer Moran (VA)
Crane Hulshof Morella
Crowley Hunter Murtha
Cubin Hutchinson Nadler
Cummings Hyde Napolitano
Cunningham Inslee Neal
Danner Istook Nethercutt
Davis (FL) Jackson (IL) Ney
Davis (IL) Jackson-Lee Northup
Davis (VA) (TX) Nussle
Deal Jefferson Oberstar

Obey Salmon Taylor (NC)
Olver Sanchez Terry
Ortiz Sanders Thomas
Ose Sandlin Thompson (CA)
Owens Sanford Thompson (MS)
Oxley Sawyer Thornberry
Packard Saxton Thune
Pallone Scarborough Thurman
Pascrell Schaffer Tiahrt
Pastor Schakowsky Tierney
Payne Scott Toomey
Pelosi Sensenbrenner Towns
Peterson (MN) Serrano Traficant
Peterson (PA) Sessions Turner
Petri Shadegg Udall (CO)
Phelps Shaw Udall (NM)
Pickering Shays Upton
Pickett Sherman Velazquez
Pombo Sherwood Vento
Pomeroy Shimkus Visclosky
Porter Shows Walden
Portman Shuster Walsh
Price (NC) Simpson Wamp
Pryce (OH) Sisisky Waters
Quinn Skelton Watkins
Radanovich Slaughter Watt (NC)
Rahall Smith (MI) Watts (OK)
Ramstad Smith (TX) Waxman
Rangel Smith (WA) Weiner
Regula Snyder Weldon (FL)
Reyes Souder Weldon (PA)
Reynolds Spratt Weller
Riley Stabenow Wexler
Rivers Stark Weygand
Rodriguez Stearns Whitfield
Roemer Stenholm Wicker
Rogers Strickland Wilson
Rohrabacher Stump Wise
Ros-Lehtinen Stupak Wolf
Rothman Sununu Woolsey
Roukema Talent Wu
Roybal-Allard Tancredo Wynn
Royce Tanner Young (AK)
Ryan (WI) Tauscher Young (FL)
Ryun (KS) Tauzin
Sabo Taylor (MS)
NAYS—1
Paul
NOT VOTING—25
Bryant Granger Pitts
Cooksey Hall (OH) Rogan
Delahunt Jones (OH) Rush
DelLay Kasich Skeen
Deutsch Lantos Smith (NJ)
Dicks Livingston Spence
Dingell Myrick Sweeney
Farr Norwood
Graham Pease
O 1233

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.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““A bill to amend chapter 443
of title 49, United States Code, to ex-
tend the aviation war risk insurance
program and to amend the Centennial
of Flight Commemoration Act to make
technical and other corrections.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

JOURNAL

The Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the pending business is the ques-
tion of agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.

Speaker, | demand a recorded vote.
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A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 383,, noes 18,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 1, not voting 31, as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

follows:

[Roll No. 11]

AYES—383
Abercrombie DeGette Jones (OH)
Aderholt DelLauro Kanjorski
Allen DeMint Kaptur
Andrews Diaz-Balart Kelly
Archer Dickey Kennedy
Armey Dixon Kildee
Bachus Doggett Kilpatrick
Baird Dooley Kind (WI)
Baker Doolittle King (NY)
Baldacci Doyle Kingston
Baldwin Dreier Kleczka
Ballenger Duncan Klink
Barcia Dunn Knollenberg
Barr Edwards Kolbe
Barrett (NE) Ehlers Kuykendall
Barrett (WI) Ehrlich LaFalce
Bartlett Emerson LaHood
Barton Engel Lampson
Bass English Lantos
Bateman Eshoo Largent
Becerra Etheridge Larson
Bentsen Evans Latham
Bereuter Everett LaTourette
Berkley Fattah Lazio
Berman Fletcher Leach
Berry Foley Lee
Biggert Forbes Levin
Bilbray Ford Lewis (GA)
Bilirakis Fossella Lewis (KY)
Bishop Fowler Linder
Blagojevich Franks (NJ) Lipinski
Bliley Frelinghuysen Lofgren
Blumenauer Frost Lowey
Boehlert Gallegly Lucas (KY)
Boehner Ganske Lucas (OK)
Bonilla Gekas Luther
Bonior Gephardt Maloney (CT)
Bono Gilchrest Maloney (NY)
Borski Gillmor Manzullo
Boswell Gilman Markey
Boucher Goode Martinez
Boyd Goodlatte Mascara
Brady (PA) Goodling Matsui
Brady (TX) Gordon McCarthy (MO)
Brown (CA) Goss McCarthy (NY)
Brown (FL) Green (TX) McCollum
Brown (OH) Green (WI) McCrery
Bryant Greenwood McGovern
Burr Gutknecht McHugh
Buyer Hall (OH) Mclnnis
Callahan Hansen Mclintosh
Calvert Hastings (FL) Mclintyre
Camp Hastings (WA) McKeon
Campbell Hayes McKinney
Canady Hayworth McNulty
Cannon Herger Meehan
Capps Hill (IN) Meek (FL)
Capuano Hill (MT) Meeks (NY)
Cardin Hilleary Menendez
Castle Hinchey Metcalf
Chabot Hinojosa Mica
Chambliss Hobson Millender-
Chenoweth Hoeffel McDonald
Clay Hoekstra Miller (FL)
Clayton Holden Miller, Gary
Clement Holt Miller, George
Clyburn Hooley Minge
Coble Horn Mink
Coburn Hostettler Moakley
Collins Houghton Mollohan
Combest Hoyer Moore
Condit Hulshof Moran (VA)
Cook Hunter Morella
Costello Hutchinson Murtha
Cox Hyde Myrick
Coyne Inslee Nadler
Cramer Istook Napolitano
Crowley Jackson (IL) Neal
Cubin Jackson-Lee Nethercutt
Cummings (TX) Ney
Cunningham Jefferson Northup
Danner Jenkins Norwood
Davis (FL) John Nussle
Davis (IL) Johnson (CT) Obey
Davis (VA) Johnson, E. B. Ortiz
Deal Johnson, Sam Ose
DeFazio Jones (NC) Oxley

Packard Sawyer Thomas
Pallone Saxton Thompson (CA)
Pascrell Scarborough Thompson (MS)
Pastor Schakowsky Thornberry
Paul Scott Thune
Payne Sensenbrenner Thurman
Pease Serrano Tiahrt
Pelosi Sessions Tierney
Peterson (MN) Shadegg Toomey
Peterson (PA) Shaw Towns
Petri Shays Traficant
Phelps Sherman Turner
Pombo Sherwood Udall (CO)
Pomeroy Shimkus udall (NM)
Porter Shows Upton
Portman Shuster Velazquez
Price (NC) Simpson Vento
Pryce (OH) Sisisky Visclosky
Quinn Skelton Walden
Rahall Slaughter Walsh
Rangel Smith (MI) Wamp
Regula Smith (TX) Watkins
Reyes Smith (WA) Watt (NC)
Reynolds Snyder Watts (OK)
Riley Souder Waxman
Rivers Spratt Weiner
Rodriguez Stabenow Weldon (FL)
Roemer Stark Weldon (PA)
Rogers Stearns Wexler
Rohrabacher Stenholm Weygand
Ros-Lehtinen Strickland Whitfield
Rothman Stump Wicker
Roukema Stupak Wilson
Roybal-Allard Sununu Wise
Royce Sweeney Wolf
Ryan (WI) Talent Woolsey
Ryun (KS) Tancredo Wu
Salmon Tanner Wynn
Sanchez Tauscher Young (AK)
Sanders Tauzin Young (FL)
Sandlin Taylor (NC)
Sanford Terry
NOES—18

Crane LoBiondo Ramstad
Filner McDermott Sabo
Gibbons Moran (KS) Schaffer
Hefley Oberstar Taylor (MS)
Hilliard Olver Waters
Kucinich Pickett Weller

ANSWERED “PRESENT”"—1

Carson
NOT VOTING—31
Ackerman Farr Owens
Blunt Frank (MA) Pickering
Burton Gejdenson Pitts
Conyers Gonzalez Radanovich
Cooksey Graham Rogan
Delahunt Granger Rush
DelLay Gutierrez Skeen
Deutsch Hall (TX) Smith (NJ)
Dicks Kasich Spence
Dingell Lewis (CA)
Ewing Livingston
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Mr. LOBIONDO changed his vote
from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker. | was unavoid-
ably absent from the Chamber on February 3,
1999, during rollcall vote Nos. 9, 10, and 11.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea”
on rollcall vote No. 9, “yea” on rollcall vote
No. 10, and “aye” on rollcall vote No. 11.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 393

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous consent
that any reference to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) as a co-
sponsor of H.R. 393, a bill to amend the
Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Con-
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trol Act of 1978, to provide for the re-
mediation of the Atlas uranium mill-
ing site near Moab, Utah, be deleted
from the RECORD. His name was inad-
vertently included, and he has re-
quested it be removed.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately, | was detained the last 2 days
by a violent abdominal illness and was
not able to attend the session yester-
day.

Had | been present, I would have
voted in the affirmative on H.R. 68 and
H.R. 432, rollcalls 7 and 8.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Science:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 2, 1999.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to advise you
that due to my recent appointment to the
House International Relations Committee, |
regretfully relinquish my membership on the
House Science Committee.

Please take appropriate action to effect
this change.

Sincerely,
BARBARA LEE,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania  (Mr.
WELDON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
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INTRODUCTION OF GIVE FANS A
CHANCE LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
during the 25 years that | have been



H400

privileged to work with communities
across the country to help make them
more livable, nothing has captured the
imagination of the ordinary citizen
more strongly than suggesting that our
communities no longer be held hostage
to the whims of billionaire sports team
owners. The fact today is that a few
dozen of America’s richest people can
decide for any reason at all that they
are not making enough money, or they
think they could make more money, or
that they do not like the color of the
stadium, or that perhaps they could
squeeze more from the fans where they
are by offering up the possibility that
their team will be relocated somewhere
else, perhaps to a town that some other
owner has abandoned.

The bidding war with threats, im-
plied or explicit, for taxpayers and fans
to cough up millions more in subsidies
to a franchise is a fact of life for fans
in more than half of America’s metro-
politan areas. It has been a sad spec-
tacle that started in the 1950s when the
profitable Brooklyn Dodgers and their
compatriots, the New York Giants,
both baseball teams, left for greener
pastures in California. This has trig-
gered a parade of franchise relocation,
many times not because of a lack of
fan support or financial support but
simply because the owners felt they
could get a better deal elsewhere. Wit-
ness the recent sad situation of the
long-suffering fans in Cleveland, Ohio,
who have been in that icebox of a sta-
dium year in and year out to capacity
and now the Browns are gone.

The sad fact is that the Federal Gov-
ernment aids and abets this relocation
process. It grants an antitrust broad-
cast exemption that makes franchises
worth hundreds of millions of dollars
and makes the leagues possible and ex-
traordinarily profitable. The NFL
alone in the most recent round of con-
tract negotiations netted $17.5 billion.

Still there is no stability for the
American fan, and they continue to
pay more for tickets, more for parking,
more for taxes, more for seat licenses,
more for concessions that make it less
affordable, less comfortable for the
community and ever more lucrative for
the few who profit.

It does not have to be this way. |
have introduced the Give Fans a
Chance Act which would require that
leagues follow their stated rules on re-
location and consider the community
impact, actually involve the commu-
nity in the decisionmaking process.

My legislation would give local com-
munities the opportunity, after this
analysis takes place, to actually match
a bid for a franchise that might other-
wise be relocated. And, most impor-
tant, it would not allow these profes-
sional sports leagues to have artificial
restraints on who can own a team.

The NFL, for example, has decreed
there will be no more Green Bay Pack-
ers style community ownership. One
has got to be a billionaire. Green Bay,
Wisconsin, one thirty-fourth the size of
Los Angeles, has one of the most suc-
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cessful franchises in professional
sports, and it is owned by 1,950 share-
holders. Little Green Bay, Wisconsin,
does not have to worry that when they
invest millions of dollars in their fa-
cilities, that somehow an owner is
going to decide to relocate elsewhere,
and it has made a profound difference
in that community.

The NFL and others argue that Green
Bay is an aberration, a special case,
that it cannot be replicated anywhere
else, that people in other communities
are not smart enough to figure this
out. | disagree. | do not think Green
Bay, as unique as that community is,
is an aberration and a special case, and
| think we ought to at least give other
fans the same chance.

| strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Give Fans a Chance legisla-
tion. | strongly urge long-suffering
sports fans to lend their voice. If the
American people are heard, truly we
will give the sports fans a chance.

DECENNIAL CENSUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to address the issue of the
upcoming decennial census which is
just 13 months away. A year from next
month, the forms will be going into the
mail, tens of millions of them, all
across America to count everyone. We
need to do the best job we can, without
politics, to get everyone counted.

Sadly, this administration has pro-
posed a historic change. Because for
every census since Thomas Jefferson in
1790, we have attempted to count ev-
eryone, but this administration has
wanted to use polling techniques in
order to say, ‘“We don’t need to count
everyone. Let me just guesstimate at
the numbers.”

Fortunately last week the Supreme
Court finally said, ‘““No, you’ve got to
count.” The actual enumeration as
stated in the Constitution is the law of
the land. We need to count everyone
for purposes of apportionment.

Sadly, this administration does not
want to listen to the courts. They have
got this idea now that they want to
have a two-number census. What they
are proposing is, we will have a set of
numbers provided that the Supreme
Court says are the legal numbers, and
then the Clinton Administration wants
to adjust these numbers and have a
Clinton set of numbers. And so for
every city and county in this great
country we are going to have two sets
of numbers, a Supreme Court set of
numbers and the Clinton numbers.

We have enough cynicism and doubts
in this country, and we need to have
trust in our government. We do not
need to create the confusion of two sets
of numbers. The Census Bureau and the
professionals at least in the past have
argued against two sets of numbers.
Hopefully they will stand by their prin-
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ciples and say two sets of numbers are
wrong, because we can only have one
set of numbers. It is what is required
by law and that is what the Supreme
Court has ruled.

To do the census is difficult work. It
is hard work. It costs a lot of money.
Because we only do it once every 10
years, we need to concentrate all of our
efforts into doing the best census pos-
sible. Because if we try to do two cen-
suses, we are going to have two failed
censuses, and that is wrong for Amer-
ica.

Can my colleagues just imagine
every community having the choice of
two numbers? This is a lawyer’s dream.
In fact, Justice Scalia at the oral argu-
ments of the Supreme Court last No-
vember said, ‘“Are we going to be creat-
ing a whole new area of census law?”’
That is exactly what could happen with
a two-number census.

What we need to do, as | proposed
last week to the Conference of Mayors,
is a proposal to put all the resources
we can and all the actions that this
Congress can provide to get the best
census possible. Everybody should be
counted. | have proposed a series of
provisions, from increasing the amount
of paid advertising from $100 million to
$400 million, from the idea that we will
need another 100,000 more enumerators
to get the job done right.

Yes, we are proposing to increase the
spending on the census in order to get
the best census possible that is trusted
by the American people. Why not use
AmeriCorps? | have doubts that we
need AmeriCorps, but a Republican ad-
vocating using AmeriCorps for the cen-
sus | think is rather significant.

Something else that we are proposing
is something called the post-census
local review. | think almost every
mayor and county commissioner in
this country will support this. It was
used in the 1990 census. What it is is
that after the Census Bureau gets their
numbers, they are sent back to the
local communities to evaluate, to in ef-
fect conduct an audit and to see if
there is something missing. If there is,
they can raise the issue with the Cen-
sus Bureau and then the Census Bureau
will adjust the numbers if those chal-
lenges and questions are correctly ad-
justed.

Why not, to build trust in our census,
allow communities a chance to review
the numbers before they become offi-
cial? What are the Census Bureau and
the administration afraid of, trusting
our local officials like we did in 1990 to
have a chance to review it before it be-
comes official?

| also propose that we work together
with the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK) on legislation to make it
available, for example, that welfare
workers or retired officers have the
right without losing their benefits to
work temporarily for the Census Bu-
reau. We want to get local people in-
volved in the Census.

I have held hearings of the Sub-
committee on Census in Miami, and
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most recently in Phoenix where we met
with American Indians, getting the
input and ideas of how do we address
the issue. What we have found out over
and over is we need local people in-
volved in the process. We need local ad-
vertising that targets the local com-
munity as best we can.

We can conduct a good census and
get the best census ever. But if we are
going to play games with this adminis-
tration and say we are going to have
two censuses, which is illegal, we are
going to waste our efforts and have two
failed censuses. Let us work together
and get the best census possible.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. McINTOSH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

WHITHER THE BUDGET SURPLUS

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, earlier
today | spoke on this floor in reference
to the many, many promises the Presi-
dent made in his State of the Union
speech and in the days just before and
just after that speech. As Senator
Everett Dirksen said many years ago,
“A billion here and a billion there and
pretty soon it adds up to some real
money.” It is probably the easiest
thing in the world to spend other peo-
ple’s money.

It is also one of the easiest things in
the world to promise government
money for everything to everybody.
Yet as the National Taxpayers Union
pointed out after the State of the
Union speech, the promises contained
therein would require $288.4 billion in
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increased spending in the first year
alone. The next week, last week, News-
week magazine published a chart show-
ing that all these new promises would,
if enacted, cause a $2.3 trillion shortfall
over the next 15 years.

On election day of 1994 when control
of the Congress changed parties, the
stock market, the Dow Jones average,
was at 3800. It has now reached as high
as 9600. One of the main reasons our
economy has been so strong over these
last 4 or 4% years has been that we fi-
nally started bringing Federal spending
under control. We are even, tempo-
rarily at least, having some surpluses.

But let me point out how big a
change this is. A few months after
President Clinton took office, Alice
Rivlin, his Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, put out a
shocking memo. She said that if we did
not make major changes in spending,
we would have yearly deficits of over $1
trillion a year by the year 2010 and be-
tween $4 and $5 trillion a year by the
year 2030.

If we had allowed that to happen, our
entire economy would have crashed. No
one would have been able to buy a car
or a home. Our children of today would
have seen their standard of living not
even probably 5 or 10 percent of what it
is when they are in the prime of their
lives, if we had sat around and let the
ridiculous and wasteful Federal spend-
ing that was going on continue.
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Sometimes it is far more compas-
sionate to not spend money and instead
leave more money with the families of
America to spend on their children as
they see fit. Today taxes and govern-
ment spending are at all-time highs.
There is a misimpression by some that
government spending has been cut in
recent years. Really all we have done is
slow down the great increases that
were going on.

When 1 first came to the Congress,
every department or agency was rou-
tinely receiving 12 and 15 and 18, even
20 percent increases in spending each
year. Everyone knew that we could not
continue spending at that rate, every-
one knew that that would lead very
soon to a major crash of our economy,
and so we were able to get things under
a little better control and decrease or
cut these increases in spending down to
about 3 percent a year, something that
we have been able to live with.

But today the average person, the av-
erage family, spends about 40 percent
of his or her income in taxes and at
least another 10 percent in government
regulatory costs. A Member of the
other body, Senator FRED THOMPSON
from my State of Tennessee, ran some
ads a couple of years ago which were so
true. He said today one spouse works to
support the government while the
other spouse works to support the fam-
ily. This is why we are talking about
tax cuts.

But if we allow all these promises
and programs that have been made in
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recent weeks to be enacted, we will get
back into trouble so quick it will make
your head swim. We will get back just
where we were a few years ago. We will
not see these surpluses that are pre-
dicted for the years ahead. To enact
bills that allow, as Newsweek said, a
shortfall of $2.3 trillion over the next 15
years would just be unconscionable.

And | want to place in the RECORD at
this point a column on the State of the
Union speech written by nationally
syndicated columnist Charley Reese,
which | think sums up far better than
I have the situation that we will get
back into if we are not careful:

[From the Orlando Sentinel, Jan. 28, 1999]
DON’T BUY INTO LIES ON TOP OF LIES ABOUT
A NONEXISTENT SURPLUS
(By Charley Reese)

The first thing to keep in mind when eval-
uating Bill Clinton’s laundry list of prom-
ises, made in his state of the Union speech,
is that Mr. Clinton is a proven liar.

As any misled wife can tell you, the prac-
tical problem in dealing with a liar is decid-
ing when, if ever, he is telling the truth and
when he is lying. Lying is far more serious
than liars would have you believe.

Two main lies underlie his speech.

One is the lie that Social Security needs
saving. Well, only from politicians. The cur-
rent tax brings in more than enough money
to keep the Social Security Trust Fund sol-
vent, but Congress and presidents use the
surplus to offset deficits in other places in
order to promulgate the second lie—that the
budget has a surplus.

Both Republicans and Democrats are co-
conspirators in this con job.

So, starting with two lies, Clinton then
proceeds to spend a nonexistent surplus
stretching 15 years into the future. Even if
this year’s surplus were real, there is no way
to predict that the surpluses will continue
for 15 years into the future. That is pure fan-
tasy.

Clinton’s promising this and promising
that, all financed by a nonexistent future
surplus, is a perfect example of dema-
goguery. Furthermore, everything Clinton
proposed, except spending more on defense
(again with the mythical surplus money), is
unconstitutional.

Yes, | know that nobody pays any atten-
tion to the Constitution except lawyers try-
ing to get around the democratic process.
But, nevertheless, if you will just read the
document, you will notice that nowhere is
the federal government authorized to get in-
volved in local land planning, health care
(long- or short-term), child care, urban
sprawl, education or discouraging kids from
smoking tobacco. (God knows they’ve done a
poor job of discouraging them from smoking
dope).

It’s dismaying that more people can’t see
through this thinly disguised con game
Washington politicians are playing. They do
polls. They find out what folks are worrying
about. They promise to fix it. They pretend
they can fix it, despite a deplorable record of
failure ($5 trillion and the feds lost the War
on Poverty; $40 billion and they lost the war
on drugs). They pretend they can do it at no
cost. This year, they will all be spending the
mythical surpluses, which, like psychics,
they know will come in the future.

All this amounts to is blatant vote-buying,
as corrupt as if they were standing outside
the voting booths, stuffing $20 bills into peo-
ple’s pockets. It amounts to robbing Jane to
buy the vote of Betsy.

Why should one working mother, who pays
for her own child care, be taxed to provide
free child care to someone else?
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The low-life, unprincipled politicians have
turned government in America largely into a
racket, and it appears that many Americans
have become so corrupt themselves that they
don’t care as long as they get a piece of the
booty.

Well, from the point of view of a paid ob-
server, watching a society collapse is prob-
ably more interesting than watching one
that is running smoothly, but nevertheless |
don’t recommend it.

I don’t know of any greater civic sin a peo-
ple can commit then taking this great coun-
try, created and preserved at such a great
price in blood, sweat and tears, and tossing
it away just because Americans have become
too damned lazy, timid, greedy and irrespon-
sible to preserve it for posterity.

Despite what you hear, the state of this
union isn’t very good.

ACCOUNTABILITY IN HELPING
STUDENTS MEET HIGH ACA-
DEMIC STANDARDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, as we have heard from all
of our colleagues, from the President of
the United States and from governors
across this land, education is the top
issue on the public agenda and ac-
countability is the order of the day.
Parents and taxpayers want quality
schools that show results in helping
students meet high academic stand-
ards. The President says that he wants
us to have world class standards so
that students in the United States can
compete in a world economy with the
students and citizens of any Nation in
the world, and | think that that is im-
portant.

The Federal Government over the
past three decades has spent some $118
billion in funding the Title | education
programs, with rather mixed and vari-
able results, and now we are looking to
invest many billions more over the
next five years. In fact, we will invest
something in the neighborhood of $40
billion over the next five years in Title
I, a program that is designed to help in
the main educationally and economi-
cally disadvantaged children. But what
is it we are getting for that invest-
ment, and how can we ensure that we
will in fact get a better return on that
investment of $40 billion than we re-
ceived on the first $118 billion that we
invested?

We have been told by the Republican
leadership of the House and, | believe,
also in the Senate that the expansion
of the so-called Ed-Flex bill will be one
of the first items of their agenda in
meeting some of the educational needs
of this country. Currently there are 12
States that receive broad authority to
waive many of the Federal laws and
regulations with respect to the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.

My question is, | want to know, for
the granting of that waiver for the ad-
ditional flexibility to let school dis-
tricts use this money in their best
judgment for their best purposes, what
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is it they are telling us they are pre-
pared to do on behalf of America’s stu-
dents and on behalf of the families that
are so terribly concerned about the
education of their children?

They tell us that States are being
held accountable under Ed-Flex for
their actions and that they have put in
place a procedure of accountability,
and yet when we look at the GAO re-
port that has recently been issued on
Ed-Flex, we find out that that is not
necessarily the case. We find out, ac-
cording to GAO, that many Ed-Flex
States, these 12 States that have been
granted this authority, have not estab-
lished any goals or defined only vague
objectives.

One State’s plan, in exchange for
flexibility in Federal dollars, says that
they have a commitment to the identi-
fication and implementation of pro-
grams that will create an environment
in which students actualize their aca-
demic potential. For that we are hand-
ing them millions of dollars, so that
they can create an environment and
the implementation of programs so
that students will actualize their aca-
demic potential. No suggestion of how
we would measure that or whether we
know that is true.

Yet we find a State like Texas which
has said not only will they set out spe-
cific numerical criteria that are close-
ly tied to both schools and districts
and the specific students affected by
the waiver; the Governor of Texas has
said what he will do and what the
State legislature of Texas has agreed
to do and the Department of Edu-
cation, in exchange for the flexibility
under Ed-Flex from rules and regula-
tions of the Federal Government, that
he expects that the districts that re-
ceive the waivers under this act, that
they will make annual gains on the
State tests so that 90 percent, 90 per-
cent of his students will pass the State
assessment in reading and math.

In addition, the Governor of Texas
goes even further than that. He says
that the districts must make gains so
that at the end of that same five-year
period 90 percent of the African Amer-
ican students will pass the State exam,
90 percent of the Hispanic students, 90
percent of the white students and 90
percent of the economically disadvan-
taged students. For that we have
granted them a waiver and access to
millions of dollars of Federal moneys
for education.

I am asking Members of Congress and
the administration, which plan would
you rather invest in? Would you rather
invest in a plan that gives you numeri-
cal goals and standards and achieve-
ment for our students in this country,
or would you rather invest in a plan
that gives you rhetoric about some
ephemeral goal that may or may not be
achieved and no timetables and no
standards as to how they will achieve
that?

If we are going to be the venture cap-
italists in improving education in this
country with the limited Federal dol-
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lars that we have, that in this one pro-
gram will provide over $40 billion, 1
think like any venture capitalist we
ought to ask what is the return we are
getting on that money, because there
are a lot of uses for that $40 billion and
every Member of Congress has a dif-
ferent priority.

But we ought to be asking, what are
we going to get back? The Governor of
Texas has told us what we will get
back is a 90 percent passage rate at the
end of five years on a high-quality
State test that will test their ability to
perform in both reading and mathe-
matics. In the other 12 States it is
something in between. A lot of it is
rhetoric, a lot of it is no goals and no
accountability.

The President stood here in the State
of the Union and said that he wanted
accountability, the parents wanted ac-
countability, and clearly Members of
Congress do. When the Ed-Flex bill
comes to the floor, we should demand
that it have provisions for accountabil-
ity. We ought to at least demand some-
thing as rigorous as the Governor of
Texas and the State legislature were
prepared to put on the line in the name
of education reform.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. SCHAFFER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. SCHAFFER addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

REPUBLICAN AGENDA FOR THIS
YEAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | want-
ed to talk a little bit about the Repub-
lican agenda for this year, and that
agenda is called Best Schools and Mili-
tary and Agriculture, and “BEST” in
this case stands for balancing the budg-
et, ““E” is for education, ‘S’ is for sav-
ing Social Security, “T” is for lowering
taxes and, of course, having the best
military and agriculture.

We want to balance the budget, but
first we believe that Social Security,
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that part of the surplus needs to be
firewalled and protected, not masked
in with the rest of the general operat-
ing expenses. We believe Social Secu-
rity should be a freestanding account.
That lowers the amount of the surplus,
and then that amount of the surplus
should be divided out between lowering
down the debt and tax reductions.

Now, Mr. Speaker, think about this:
If you have a credit card and each
month you run up a big deficit, and one
month you do not, does that mean you
are excused from all the months of debt
that you accumulated? Of course not.
You have got to go back and pay the
debt. And | do not believe the Presi-
dent is being responsible when he does
not mention paying down the debt as
part of his agenda. We have got to pay
down the $5.4 trillion debt.

In education we believe in local con-
trol, we believe in sending the dollars
back to the teacher in the classroom,
not sending more dollars to the Wash-
ington bureaucracy so you can have
more Washington bureaucrats telling
local school boards how to teach John-
ny how to read.

On saving the Social Security: Num-
ber 1, firewall it. Make sure that that
Social Security surplus is designated
for its intended purposes and not used
for roads and bridges.

And on tax reductions we believe
that the middle class is working too
hard to earn their money and that we
are wasting too much of it. | believe
that it is important for us to have a
good government present, | believe we
have to fund a lot of essential pro-
grams, but what the taxpayers who are
working 50 and 60 hours a week resent,
and rightfully so, is the duplication
and waste in government, and we have
got to cut down some of the absurdities
in our government.

And on the military, we have to have
the strongest Army in the world.
America has to be the defender of free-
dom and democracy around the globe.
Unfortunately we did say, okay, let us
be the policemen of the world; it is just
the way it is.

We need to have a military that has
modern equipment, we need to have a
military that is ready, and we need to
have quality of life for our soldiers. We
lose lots and lots of soldiers every year
because they can get better jobs at
higher pay and they do not have to
worry about being deployed all over
the globe the way this administration
seems to deploy people.

This administration’s approach to
foreign policy is let us deploy Amer-
ican troops and leave them there per-
manently. If we are going to commit
American troops to an area, let us go
for an objective, let us have a time
frame, let us have a plan for lasting
peace and stability once we leave, but
let us leave.

And then finally on agriculture,
America needs to have support of an
abundant and lasting food supply. We
have one of the greatest agricultural
economies in the world. America has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

only spent 11 cents of the dollar that
they earn on food and on groceries, and
yet we forget the American farmer. We
need to have crop insurance reform, we
need to look at some of the unfair
trade practices of our foreign import-
ers, and we need to do everything we
can to unshackle the farmer from some
of the unnecessary regulations that
they are operating under.

Mr. Speaker, | want to yield the floor
to my friend and colleague from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN) who wants to talk
about the surplus.

Mr. DUNCAN. | thank the gentleman
for yielding, and just a few minutes
ago, Mr. Speaker, | pointed out that
Newsweek magazine said a little over a
week ago that if we enacted everything
that the President has promised in the
last few days, we would have a $2.3 tril-
lion shortfall in the next 15 years and
totally really wreck our good economy.
But | mentioned a column that | want
to include in the RECORD by nationally
syndicated columnist Charley Reese,
and | want to read a portion of that
column at this time.

He said after the State of the Union
in his column:

So, starting with two lies, the President
then proceeds to spend a nonexistent surplus
stretching 15 years into the future. Even if
this year’s surplus were real, there is no way
to predict that the surpluses will continue
for 15 years into the future. That is pure fan-
tasy.

The President’s promising this and promis-
ing that, all financed by a nonexistent future
surplus, is a perfect example of dema-
goguery. Furthermore, everything he pro-
posed, except spending more on defense, is
unconstitutional.

Yes, I know that nobody pays any atten-
tion to the Constitution except lawyers try-
ing to get around it,
and so forth.

But he continues in this column, Mr.
Reese does. He says:

It’s dismaying that more people can’t see
through this thinly disguised con game
Washington politicians are playing. All this
amounts to is blatant vote-buying, as cor-
rupt as if they were standing outside the vot-
ing booths, stuffing $20 bills into people’s
pockets. It amounts to robbing Jane to buy
the vote of Betsy.
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I tell you, as | said a minute ago, if
we do what the children and what the
families of this country need, we will
hold back on this and not go into all of
this ridiculous and wasteful spending,
so that our good economic times can
continue. But it will be so easy to end
these good times if we fall off and go
along with all of these high sounding
and wonderful promises that have been
made over the last few days.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | think it is very
important for us to remember, Mr.
Speaker, that that surplus largely
comes from Social Security, and what
we want to do is protect Social Secu-
rity, pay down the debt and then look
at tax reduction for the middle class,
because there is so much waste and du-
plication of government.
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RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERV-
ICES FOR THE 106TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. LEACH) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Rule
Xl clause 2(a)(2) of the Rules of the House of
Representatives of the 106th Congress, | am
requesting that the new Rules of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services, which
were adopted on January 20, 1999, be printed
in their entirety in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for today.

RULES oF THE COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND FI-
NANCIAL SERVICES, ONE HUNDRED SIXTH
CONGRESS, AS ADOPTED ON JANUARY 20, 1999

RULE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. (@) The rules of the House are the rules
of the Committee and subcommittees so far
as applicable, except that a motion to recess
from day to day, and a motion to dispense
with the first reading (in full) of a bill or res-
olution, if printed copies are available, each
shall be privileged in the Committee and
subcommittees and shall be decided without
debate. A proposed investigative or oversight
report shall be considered as read if it has
been available to the Members of the Com-
mittee for at least 24 hours (excluding Satur-
days, Sundays, or legal holidays except when
the House is in session on such day).

(b) Each subcommittee of the Committee
is a part of the Committee, and is subject to
the authority and direction of the Commit-
tee and to its rules so far as applicable.

2. The Committee shall submit to the
House, not later than January 2 of each odd-
numbered year, a report on the activities of
the Committee under Rules X and Xl of the
Rules of the House during the Congress end-
ing at noon on January 3 of such year.

3. The Committee’s rules shall be published
in the Congressional Record not later than 30
days after the Congress convenes in each
odd-numbered year.

RULE Il—POWERS AND DUTIES

1. The powers and duties of the Committee
are all those such as are enumerated or con-
tained in the Rules of the House and the rul-
ings and precedents of the House or the Com-
mittee.

2. For the purpose of carrying out any of
its functions and duties under Rules X and
XI of the Rules of the House, the Committee,
or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized—

(a) to sit and act at such times and places
within the United States, whether the House
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned,
and to hold hearings; except as provided in
Rule XI, clause 2 of the Rules of the House;

(b) To conduct such investigations and
studies as it may consider necessary or ap-
propriate, and (subject to the adoption of ex-
pense resolutions as required by clause 6 of
Rule X of the Rules of the House) to incur
expenses (including travel expenses) in con-
nection therewith. The ranking minority
Member of the full Committee or the rel-
evant subcommittee shall be notified in ad-
vance at such times as any Committee funds
are expended for investigations and studies
involving international travel; and

(c) To require, by subpoena or otherwise
(subject to clause 3(a)), the attendance and
testimony of such witnesses and the produc-
tion of such books, records, correspondence,
memoranda, papers, and documents, in what-
ever form, as it deems necessary. The Chair-
person of the Committee, or any Member
designated by the Chairperson, may admin-
ister oaths to any witness.

Subpoenas
3. (@) A subpoena may be authorized and

issued by the Committee or a subcommittee
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under clause 2(c) in the conduct of any inves-
tigation or series of investigations or activi-
ties, only when authorized by a majority of
the Members voting, a majority being
present. The power to authorize and issue
subpoenas under clause 2(c) may be dele-
gated to the Chairperson of the Committee
pursuant to such limitations as the Commit-
tee may prescribe. Authorized subpoenas
shall be signed by the Chairperson of the
Committee or by any Member designated by
the Committee.

(b) Compliance with any subpoena issued
by the Committee under clause 2(c) may be
enforced only as authorized or directed by
the House.

Rview of continuing programs

4. The Committee shall, in its consider-
ation of all bills and joint resolutions of a
public character within its jurisdiction, in-
sure that appropriations for continuing pro-
grams and activities of the Federal govern-
ment and the District of Columbia govern-
ment will be made annually to the maximum
extent feasible and consistent with the na-
ture, requirements, and objectives of the pro-
grams and activities involved. For the pur-
poses of this paragraph, a government agen-
cy includes the organizational units of gov-
ernment listed in clause 3(d)(3)(A) of Rule
X111 of the Rules of the House.

5. The Committee shall review, from time
to time, each continuing program within its
jurisdiction for which appropriations are not
made annually in order to ascertain whether
such program could be modified so that ap-
propriations therefore would be made annu-
ally.

Budget Act reports

6. The Committee shall, on or before Feb-
ruary 25 of each year, submit to the Commit-
tee on the Budget—

(a) the Committee’s views and estimates
with respect to all matters to be set forth in
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
the ensuing fiscal year which are within its
jurisdiction or functions; and

(b) an estimate of the total amounts of new
budget authority, and budget outlays result-
ing therefrom, to be provided or authorized
in all bills and resolutions within the Com-
mittee’s jurisdiction which it intends to be
effective during that fiscal year.

7. As soon as practicable after a concurrent
resolution on the budget for any fiscal year
is agreed to, the Committee (after consulting
with the appropriate Committee or Commit-
tees of the Senate) shall subdivided any allo-
cations made to it in the joint explanatory
statement accompanying the conference re-
port on such resolution, and promptly report
such subdivisions to the House, in the man-
ner provided by section 302 or section 602 (in
the case of fiscal years 1991 through 1995) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

8. Whenever the Committee is directed in a
concurrent resolution on the budget to de-
termine and recommend changes in laws,
bills, or resolutions under the reconciliation
process it shall promptly make such deter-
mination and recommendations, and report a
reconciliation bill or resolution (or both) to
the House or submit such recommendations
to the Committee on the Budget in accord-
ance with the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

Oversight report

9. Not later than February 15 of the first
session of a Congress, the Committee shall
meet in open session, with a quorum present,
to adopt its oversight plans for that Con-
gress for submission to the Committee on
House Administration and the Committee on
Government Reform, in accordance with the
provisions of clause 2(d) of Rule X of the
Rules of the House. The Chairperson shall
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consult with the ranking minority Member
on the formulation of the oversight plan, and
the Committee may not meet to adopt the
plan unless a copy of the plan has been pro-
vided to all Members not less than two days
in advance of the Committee meeting.

RULE I1II—MEETINGS
Regular meetings

1. Regular meetings of the Committee shall
be held on the first Tuesday of each month
while the Congress is in session, and the
Chairperson shall provide to each Member of
the Committee, as far in advance of the day
of the regular meeting as the circumstances
make practicable, a written notice to that
effect. Notwithstanding the preceding sen-
tence, when the Chairperson believes that
the Committee will not be considering any
bill or resolution before the full Committee
and that there is no other timely business to
be transacted at a regular meeting, then no
Committee meeting shall be held on that
day. In such instances, the Chairperson shall
not issue the notice of the regular meeting
to the Members and the failure to receive
such notice shall be treated by the Members
as a cancellation of the regular meeting.

Additional and special meetings

2. (a) The Chairperson may call and con-
vene, as the Chairperson considers necessary,
additional meetings of the Committee for
the consideration of any bill or resolution
pending before the Committee or for the con-
duct of other Committee business. The Com-
mittee shall meet for such purpose pursuant
to that call of the chair.

(b) No bill or joint resolution shall be con-
sidered by the Committee unless (i) such
measure has been made available to all
Members at least two calendar days (three
calendar days when the bill or joint resolu-
tion has not been ordered reported by the
subcommittee of jurisdiction) prior to the
meeting, accompanied by a section-by-sec-
tion analysis of such measure; and (ii) the
Chairperson has notified Members of the
time and place of the meeting at least two
calendar days (three calendar days when the
bill or joint resolution has not been ordered
reported by the subcommittee of jurisdic-
tion) before the commencement of the meet-
ing. The provisions of this paragraph may be
suspended by the Committee by a two-thirds
vote or by the Chairperson, with the concur-
rence of the ranking minority Member of the
full Committee.

3. If at least three Members of the Commit-
tee desire that a special meeting of the Com-
mittee be called by the Chairperson, those
Members may file in the offices of the Com-
mittee their written request to the Chair-
person for that special meeting. Such re-
quest shall specify the measure or matter to
be considered. Immediately upon the filing
of the request, the clerk of the Committee
shall notify the Chairperson of the filing of
the request. If, within three calendar days
after the filing of the request, the Chair-
person does not call the requested special
meeting, to be held within seven calendar
days after the filing of the request, a major-
ity of the Members of the Committee may
file in the offices of the Committee their
written notice that a special meeting of the
Committee will be held specifying the date
and hour thereof, and the measure or matter
to be considered at that special meeting. The
Committee shall meet on that date and hour.
Immediately upon the filing of the notice,
the clerk of the Committee shall notify all
Members of the Committee that such special
meeting will be held and inform them of its
date and hour and the measure or matter to
be considered; and only the measure or mat-
ter specified in that notice may be consid-
ered at that special meeting.
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Open meetings

4. (a) Each meeting for the transaction of
business, including the markup of legisla-
tion, of the Committee or each subcommit-
tee thereof, shall be open to the public in-
cluding to radio, television and still photog-
raphy coverage, except when the Committee
or subcommittee, in open session and with a
majority present, determines by record vote
that all or part of the remainder of the meet-
ing on that day shall be closed to the public
because disclosure of matters to be consid-
ered would endanger national security,
would compromise sensitive law enforcement
information, or would tend to defame, de-
grade or incriminate any person, or other-
wise would violate any law or rule of the
House; provided, however, that no person
other than Members of the Committee and
such congressional staff and such depart-
mental representatives as they may author-
ize shall be present at any business or mark-
up session which has been closed to the pub-
lic.

(b) Each hearing conducted by the Com-
mittee or each subcommittee thereof shall
be open to the public including to radio, tele-
vision and still photography coverage except
when the Committee or subcommittee, in
open session and with a majority present, de-
termines by record vote that all or part of
the remainder of that hearing on that day
shall be closed to the public because disclo-
sure of testimony, evidence, or other matters
to be considered would endanger the national
security or would compromise sensitive law
enforcement information or would violate
any law or rule of the House. Notwithstand-
ing the requirements of the preceding sen-
tence, a majority of those present (there
being in attendance the requisite number re-
quired under the Rules of the Committee to
be present for the purpose of taking
testimony—

(1) may vote to close the hearing for the
sole purpose of discussing whether testimony
or evidence to be received would endanger
the national security or would compromise
sensitive law enforcement information or
violate clause 6(e) of Rule 1V; or

(2) may vote to close the hearing, as pro-
vided in clause 6 of Rule IV.

No Member may be excluded from
nonparticipatory attendance at any hearing
of the Committee or a subcommittee, unless
the House of Representative shall by a ma-
jority vote authorize the Committee or a
particular subcommittee, for purposes of a
particular series of hearings on a particular
article of legislation or on a particular sub-
ject of investigation, to close its hearings to
Members by the same procedures designated
in this paragraph for closing hearings to the
public; provided, however, that the Commit-
tee or subcommittee may by the same proce-
dure vote to close on subsequent day of hear-
ings.

Broadcasting of committee meetings

5. Any meeting or hearing of the Commit-
tee or a subcommittee that is open to the
public shall be open to coverage by tele-
vision, radio, and still photography, subject
to the requirements and limitations of
clause 4 of Rule XI of the Rules of the House.
The coverage of any meeting or hearing of
the Committee or any subcommittee thereof
by television, radio, or still photography
shall be under the direct supervision of the
Chairperson of the Committee, the sub-
committee Chairperson, or other Member of
the Committee presiding at such meeting.
The number of television or still cameras
shall not be limited to fewer than two rep-
resentatives from each medium except for le-
gitimate space or safety considerations, in
which case pool coverage shall be authorized.
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Additional provisions

6. Meetings and hearings of the Committee
or subcommittee shall be called to order and
presided over by the Chairperson or, in the
Chairperson’s absence, by the Member des-
ignated by the Chairperson as the Vice
Chairperson of the Committee or sub-
committee, or by the ranking majority
Member of the Committee or subcommittee
present.

7. No person other than a Member of Con-
gress, Committee staff, or a person from a
Member’s staff when that Member has an
amendment under consideration, may stand
in or be seated at the rostrum area of the
Committee unless the Chairperson deter-
mines otherwise.

RULE IV—HEARING PROCEDURES

1. The Chairperson, in the case of hearings
to be conducted by the Committee, and the
appropriate subcommittee Chairperson, in
the case of hearings to be conducted by a
subcommittee, shall make public announce-
ment of the date, place, and subject matter
at least one week before the commencement
of that hearing. If the Chairperson, with the
concurrence of the ranking minority Mem-
ber, determines there is good cause to begin
the hearing sooner, or if the committee or
subcommittee so determines by majority
vote, a quorum being present for the trans-
action of business, the Chairperson shall
make the announcement at the earliest pos-
sible date. The clerk of the Committee shall
promptly notify all Members of the Commit-
tee; the Daily Digest; Chief Clerk; Official
Reporters; and the Committee scheduling
service of House Information Systems as
soon as possible after such announcement is
made.

2. (a) Each witness who is to appear before
the Committee or a subcommittee shall file
with the clerk of the Committee, at least 24
hours in advance of his or her appearance,
200 copies of the proposed testimony if the
appearance is before the Committee, or 100
copies of the proposed testimony if the ap-
pearance is before a subcommittee; provided,
however, that this requirement may be
modified or waived by the Chairperson of the
Committee or appropriate subcommittee,
after consultation with the ranking minority
Member, when the Chairperson determines it
to be in the best interest of the Committee
or subcommittee, and furthermore, that this
requirement shall not be mandatory if a wit-
ness is given less than seven days notice of
appearance prior to a hearing.

(b) The Chairperson may require a witness
to limit the oral presentation to a summary
of the statement.

(c) Each witness in a non-governmental ca-
pacity shall include with the written state-
ment of proposed testimony a curriculum
vitae and a disclosure of the amount and
source (by agency and program) of any Fed-
eral grant (or subgrant thereof) or contract
(or subcontract thereof) received during the
current fiscal year or either of the two pre-
vious fiscal years by the witness or by an en-
tity represented by the witness.

3. Upon announcement of a hearing, the
clerk and staff director shall cause to be pre-
pared a concise summary of the subject mat-
ter (including legislative reports and other
materials) under consideration which shall
be made available immediately to all Mem-
bers of the Committee.

Calling and interrogation of witnesses

4. Whenever any hearing is conducted by
the Committee or any subcommittee upon
any measure or matter, the minority party
Members on the Committee shall be entitled,
upon request to the Chairperson by a major-
ity of those minority Members before the
completion of such hearing, to call witnesses
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selected by the minority to testify with re-
spect to that measure or matter during at
least one day of hearing thereon.

5. Except when the Committee adopts a
motion pursuant to subdivisions (B) and (C)
of clause 2(j)(2) of Rule XI of the Rules of the
House, Committee Members may question
witnesses only when they have been recog-
nized by the Chairperson for that purpose,
and only for a 5-minute period until all Mem-
bers present have had an opportunity to
question a witness. The 5-minute period for
questioning a witness by any one Member
can be extended only with the unanimous
consent of all Members present. The ques-
tioning of witnesses in both the full and sub-
committee hearings shall be initiated by the
Chairperson, followed by the ranking minor-
ity party member and all other Members al-
ternating between the majority and minor-
ity. In recognizing Members to question wit-
nesses in this fashion, the Chairperson shall
take into consideration the ratio of the ma-
jority to minority Members present and
shall establish the order of recognition for
questioning in such a manner as not to dis-
advantage the Members of the majority.
Investigative hearing procedures

6. The following additional
apply to investigative hearings:

(a) The Chairperson, at any investigative
hearing, shall announce in an opening state-
ment the subject of the investigation.

(b) A copy of the Committee rules and Rule
XI, clause 2 of the Rules of the House shall
be made available to each witness.

(c) Witnesses at investigative hearings
may be accompanied by their own counsel
for the purpose of advising them concerning
their constitutional rights.

(d) The Chairperson may punish breaches
of order and decorum, and of professional
ethics on the part of counsel, by censure and
exclusion from the hearings; and the Com-
mittee may cite the offender to the House
for contempt.

(e) Whenever it is asserted that the evi-
dence or testimony at an investigative hear-
ing may tend to defame, degrade, or incrimi-
nate any person,

(i) such testimony or evidence shall be pre-
sented in executive session, notwithstanding
the provisions of clause 4(b) of Rule I1l, if by
a majority of those present, there being in
attendance the requisite number required
under the Rules of the Committee to be
present for the purpose of taking testimony,
the Committee determines that such evi-
dence or testimony may tend to defame, de-
grade, or incriminate any person; and

(ii) the Committee shall proceed to receive
such testimony in open session only if a ma-
jority of the Members of the Committee, a
majority being present, determine that such
evidence or testimony will not tend to de-
fame, degrade, or incriminate any person. In
either case the Committee shall afford such
person an opportunity voluntarily to appear
as a witness; and receive and dispose of re-
quests from such person to subpoena addi-
tional witnesses.

() Except as provided in paragraph (e), the
Chairperson shall receive and the Committee
shall dispose of requests to subpoena addi-
tional witnesses.

(9) No evidence or testimony taken in ex-
ecutive session may be released or used in
public session without the consent of the
Committee.

(h) In the discretion of the Committee, wit-
nesses may submit brief and pertinent sworn
statements in writing for inclusion in the
record. The Committee is the sole judge of
the pertinency of testimony and evidence ad-
duced at its hearing.

(i) A witness may obtain a transcript copy
of his or her testimony given at a public ses-

rules shall
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sion, or, if given at an executive session,
when authorized by the Committee.
RULE V—REPORTING OF BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

1. (a) It shall be the duty of the Chair-
person of the Committee to report or cause
to be reported promptly to the House any
measure approved by the Committee and to
take or cause to be taken necessary steps to
bring the matter to a vote.

(b) In any event, the report of the Commit-
tee on a measure which has been approved by
the Committee shall be filed within seven
calendar days (exclusive of days on which
the House is not in session) after the day on
which there has been filed with the clerk of
the Committee a written request, signed by
a majority of the Members of the Commit-
tee, for the reporting of that measure. Upon
the filing of any such request, the clerk of
the Committee shall transmit immediately
to the Chairperson of the Committee notice
of the filing of that request.

2. No measure or recommendation shall be
reported from the Committee unless the
quorum requirement of clause 1(a) of Rule VI
is satisfied.

Committee reports

3. The report of the Committee on a meas-
ure which has been approved by the Commit-
tee shall include—

(a) a cover page, which must show that
supplemental, minority and additional views
(if any), the estimate and comparison pre-
pared by the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office, and the recommendations of
the Committee on Government Reform
(whenever submitted), are included in the re-

ort;

P (b) the amendments adopted by the Com-
mittee;

(c) a section-by-section analysis of the bill
as reported, whenever possible;

(d) an explanation of the legislation; if the
Chairperson decides one is necessary;

(e) with respect to each record vote on a
motion to report any measure, and on any
amendment offered to the measure, the total
number of votes cast for and against, or
present not voting and the names of those
Members voting for and against, or present
not voting;

(f) the oversight findings and recommenda-
tions required pursuant to clause 2(b)(1) of
Rule X of the Rules of the House separately
set out and clearly identified;

(g) the statement required by section
308(a)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, separately set out and clearly identi-
fied, if the measure provides new budget au-
thority, new spending authority described in
section 401(c)(2) of such Act, new credit au-
thority, or an increase or decrease in reve-
nues or tax expenditures, except that the es-
timates with respect to new budget author-
ity shall include, when practicable, a com-
parison of the total estimated funding level
for the program (or programs) to the appro-
priate levels under current law;

(h) the estimate and comparison prepared
by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office under section 403 of such Act, sepa-
rately set out and clearly identified, when-
ever the Director (if timely submitted prior
to the filing of the report) has submitted
such estimate and comparison to the Com-
mittee;

(i) a summary of the oversight findings and
recommendations made by the Committee
on Government Reform under clause 4(c)(2)
of Rule X of the Rules of the House sepa-
rately set out and clearly identified when-
ever such findings and recommendations
have been submitted to the Committee in a
timely fashion to allow an opportunity to
consider such findings and recommendations
during the Committee’s deliberations of the
measure;
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(j) for a bill or joint resolution of a public
character reported by the Committee, a
statement citing the specific powers granted
to the Congress in the Constitution to enact
the law proposed by the bill or joint resolu-
tion;

(k) a statement in accordance with section
5(b) of the Federal Advisory Committee Act;

(I) any supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views, if submitted in accordance with
clause 5;

(m) the Ramseyer document required
under clause 3 of Rule XlII of the Rules of
the House; and

(n) the estimate and comparison of costs
incurred in carrying out the bill or resolu-
tion, as may be required by clauses 3(d)(2),
3(d)(3), 3(h)(2) and 3(h)(3) of Rule XIII of the
Rules of the House.

4. The report of the Committee, when filed
with the House, shall be accompanied by
three copies of the bill or resolution as intro-
duced and one copy of the bill or resolution
as amended.

5. If, at the time of approval of any meas-
ure or matter by the Committee, any Mem-
ber of the Committee gives notice of inten-
tion to file supplemental minority, or addi-
tional views, that Member shall be entitled
to not less than two calendar days (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays ex-
cept when the House is in session on such
day) in which to file such views, in writing
and signed by that Member, with the clerk of
the Committee. All such views so filed by
one or more Members of the Committee shall
be included within, and shall be part of, the
report filed by the Committee with respect
to that measure or matter. When time guar-
anteed by this subparagraph has expired (or
if sooner, when all separate views have been
received), the Committee may arrange to file
its report with the Clerk not later than one
hour after the expiration of such time. No re-
port shall be filed until the Chairperson has
notified, with opportunity for discussion, the
ranking minority Member of the Committee
and the Chairperson of the subcommittee
from which the legislation emanated or
would have emanated. The report of the
Committee upon that measure or matter
shall be printed in a single volume which—

(i) shall include all supplemental, minor-
ity, or additional views which have been sub-
mitted by the time of the filing of the report,
and

(ii) shall bear upon its cover a recital that
any such supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views and any material submitted
under paragraphs (h) and (i) of clause 3 are
included as part of the report.

(b) This clause does not preclude—

(i) the immediate filing or printing of a
Committee report unless timely request for
the opportunity to file supplemental, minor-
ity, or additional views has been made as
provided in paragraph (a); or

(ii) the filing by the Committee of any sup-
plemental report upon any measure or mat-
ter which may be required for the correction
of any technical error or omission in a pre-
vious report made by the Committee upon
that measure or matter.

(c) After an adjournment of the last regu-
lar session of Congress sine die, an investiga-
tive or oversight report approved by the
Committee may be filed with the Clerk at
any time, provided that if a Member gives
notice at the time of approval of intention to
file supplemental, minority, or additional
views, that Member shall be entitled to not
less than seven calendar days in which to
submit such views for inclusion with the re-
port.

(d) After an adjournment of the last regu-
lar session of a Congress sine die, the Chair
of the Committee may file at any time with
the Clerk the Committee’s activity report
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for that Congress pursuant to clause 1(d)(1)
of Rule Xl of the Rules of the House without
the approval of the Committee, provided
that a copy of the report has been available
to each Member of the Committee for at
least seven calendar days and the report in-
cludes any supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views submitted by a Member of the
Committee.

Hearing prints

6. If hearings have been held on any such
measure or matter so reported, the Commit-
tee shall make every reasonable effort to
have such hearings printed and available for
distribution to the Members of the House
prior to the consideration of such measure or
matter in the House except as otherwise pro-
vided in clause 4 of Rule XIII of the Rules of
the House.

RULE VI—QUORUMS

1. (&) A quorum, for the purpose of report-
ing any bill or resolution, of authorizing a
subpoena, or of closing a meeting or hearing
pursuant to clause 2(g) of Rule Xl of the
Rules of the House (except as provided in
clause 2(g)(2)(A) and (B)) shall consist of a
majority of the Committee actually present.

(b) a quorum, for the purpose of taking any
action other than those specified in clause
1(a) shall consist of one-third of the Members
of the Committee.

(c) A quorum, for the purpose of taking
testimony and receiving evidence, shall con-
sist of any two Members of the Committee.
Proxies

2. No vote by any Member of the Commit-
tee or any of its subcommittees with respect
to any measure may be cast by proxy.

RULE VII—SUBCOMMITTEE—JURISDICTION

1. There shall be in the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services the follow-
ing standing subcommittees: Subcommittee
on Housing and Community Opportunity;
Subcommittee on Financial Institutions and
Consumer Credit; Subcommittee on Domes-
tic and International Monetary Policy; Sub-
committee on Capital Markets, Securities
and Government Sponsored Enterprises; and
Subcommittee on General Oversight and In-
vestigations; each of which shall have the ju-
risdiction and related functions assigned to
it by this rule. Subcommittee jurisdictions
are as follows:

Subcommittee on Housing and Community Op-
portunity

(&) The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee
on Housing and Community Opportunity ex-
tends to and includes:

(i) all matters relating to housing (except
programs administered by the Department of
Veterans Affairs), including mortgage and
loan insurance pursuant to the National
Housing Act; rural housing; housing and
homeless assistance programs; all activities
of the Government National Mortgage Asso-
ciation; private mortgage insurance; housing
construction and design and safety stand-
ards; housing-related energy conservation;
housing research and demonstration pro-
grams; financial and technical assistance for
nonprofit housing sponsors; housing counsel-
ing and technical assistance; regulation of
the housing industry (including landlord/ten-
ant relations); real estate lending including
regulation of settlement procedures;

(ii) matters relating to community devel-
opment and community and neighborhood
planning, training and research; national
urban growth policies; urban/rural research
and technologies; and regulation of inter-
state land sales;

(iii) all matters relating to all government
sponsored insurance programs, including
those offering protection against crime, fire,
flood (and related land use controls), earth-
quake and other natural hazards; and
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(iv) the qualifications for and designation
of Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Com-
munities (other than matters relating to tax
benefits).

Subcommittee on Financial
Consumer Credit

Institutions and

(b) The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee
on Financial Institutions and Consumer
Credit extends to and includes:

(i) all agencies which directly or indirectly
exercise supervisory or regulatory authority
in connection with, or provide deposit insur-
ance for, financial institutions, and the es-
tablishment of interest rate ceilings on de-
posits;

(ii) all auxiliary matters affecting or aris-
ing in connection with the supervisory and
regulatory activities of the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency, the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System
and the Federal Reserve System, the Office
of Thrift Supervision, and the National Cred-
it Union Administration, together with
those activities and operations of any other
agency or department which relate to both
domestic or foreign financial institutions;

(iii) with respect to financial institutions
and the department and agencies which regu-
late or supervise them, all activities relating
to and arising in connection with the mat-
ters of chartering, branching, mergers, ac-
quisitions, consolidations, and conversions;

(iv) with respect to financial institutions
and the agencies which regulate them, all ac-
tivities relating to and arising in connection
with the sale or underwriting of insurance
and other noninsured instruments by finan-
cial institutions and their affiliates other
than securities;

(v) all matters relating to consumer credit,
including the provision of consumer credit
by insurance companies, and further includ-
ing those matters in the Consumer Credit
Protection Act dealing with truth in lending,
extortionate credit transactions, restrictions
on garnishments, fair credit reporting and
the use of credit information by credit bu-
reaus and credit providers, equal credit op-
portunity, debt collection practices, and
electronic funds transfers;

(vi) creditor remedies and debtor defenses,
Federal aspects of the Uniform Consumer
Credit Code, credit and debit cards and the
preemption of State usury laws;

(vii) all matters relating to consumer ac-
cess to financial services, including the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act and the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act;

(viii) the terms and rules of disclosure of
financial services, including the advertise-
ment, promotion and pricing of financial
services, and availability of government
check cashing services;

(ix) issues relating to consumer access to
savings accounts and checking accounts in
financial institutions, including lifeline
banking and other consumer accounts; and

(x) all matters relating to the business of
insurance, other than government sponsored
insurance programs.

Subcommittee on Domestic and International

Monetary Policy

(c) The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee
on Domestic and International Monetary
Policy extends to and includes:

(i) all matters relating to all multilateral
development lending institutions, including
activities of the National Advisory Council
on International Monetary and Financial
Policies as related thereto, and monetary
and financial developments as they relate to
the activities and objectives of such institu-
tions;
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(ii) all matters within the jurisdiction of
the Committee relating to international
trade, including but not limited to the ac-
tivities of the Export-lmport Bank;

(iii) the International Monetary Fund, its
permanent and temporary agencies, and all
matters related thereto;

(iv) international investment policies, both
as they relate to United States investments
for trade purposes by citizens of the United
States and investments made by all foreign
entities in the United States;

(v) all matters relating to financial aid to
all sectors and elements within the economy,
all matters relating to economic growth and
stabilization, and all defense production
matters as contained in the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, as amended, and all related
matters thereto;

(vi) all matters relating to domestic mone-
tary policy and agencies which directly or
indirectly affect domestic monetary policy,
including the effect of such policy and other
financial actions on interest rates, the allo-
cation of credit, and the structure and func-
tioning of domestic and foreign financial in-
stitutions;

(vii) all matters relating to coins, coinage,
currency and medals, including commemora-
tive coins and medals, proof and mint sets
and other special coins, the Coinage Act of
1965, gold and silver, including coinage there-
of (but not the par value of gold), gold med-
als, counterfeiting, currency denominations
and design, the distribution of coins, and the
operations and activities of the Bureau of
the Mint and the Bureau of Engraving and
Printing; provided, however, that the Sub-
committee shall not schedule a hearing on
any commemorative medal or commemora-
tive coin legislation unless the legislation is
cosponsored by at least two-thirds of the
Members of the House and has been rec-
ommended by the U.S. Mint’s Citizens Com-
memorative Coin Advisory Committee in the
case of a commemorative coin. The Sub-
committee shall not report a bill or measure
authorizing commemorative coins which
does not conform with the mintage restric-
tions under 31 USC 5112. In considering legis-
lation authorizing Congressional gold med-
als, the subcommittee shall apply the follow-
ing standards:

(A) the recipient shall be a natural person;

(B) the recipient shall have performed an
achievement that has an impact on Amer-
ican history and culture that is likely to be
recognized as a major achievement in the re-
cipient’s field long after the achievement;

(C) the recipient shall not have received a
medal previously for the same or substan-
tially the same achievement;

(D) the recipient shall be living or, if de-
ceased, shall have been deceased for not less
than five years and not more than 25 years;
and

(E) the achievements were performed in
the recipient’s field of endeavor, and rep-
resent either a lifetime of continuous supe-
rior achievements or a single achievement so
significant that the recipient is recognized
and acclaimed by others in the same field, as
evidenced by the recipient having received
the highest honors in the field.

Subcommittee on Capital Markets, Securities
and Government Sponsored Enterprises

(d) The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee
on Capital Markets, Securities and Govern-
ment Sponsored Enterprises extends to and
includes:

(i) all matters relating to depository insti-
tution securities activities, including the ac-
tivities of any affiliates, except for func-
tional regulation under applicable securities
laws not involving safety and soundness;

(if) all matters related to bank capital
markets activities;
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(iii) all matters related to the activities of
financial institutions in financial markets
involving futures, forwards, options and
other types of derivative instruments;

(iv) all matters relating to secondary mar-
ket organizations for home mortgages in-
cluding the Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation and the Federal Home Loan Mort-
gage Corporation, and the Federal Agricul-
tural Mortgage Corporation;

(v) all matters related to the Office of Fed-
eral Housing Enterprise Oversight; and

(vi) all matters related to the Federal
Housing Finance Board and the supervision
and operation of the Federal Home Loan
Banks.

Subcommittee on General Oversight and Inves-
tigations

(e) The Subcommittee on General Over-
sight and Investigations shall have the re-
sponsibility of reviewing and studying, on a
continuing basis:

(i) the application, administration, execu-
tion, and effectiveness of the laws within the
jurisdiction of the Committee, and the orga-
nization and operation of the Federal agen-
cies and entities which have responsibility
for the administration and execution there-
of, in order to determine whether such laws
and the programs thereunder are being im-
plemented and carried out in accordance
with the intent of the Congress and whether
such programs should be continued, cur-
tailed, or eliminated;

(ii) any conditions or circumstances which
may indicate the necessity or desirability of
enacting new or additional legislation within
the jurisdiction of the Committee (whether
or not any bill or resolution has been intro-
duced with respect thereto), and present any
such recommendations as deemed necessary
to the appropriate subcommittee(s) of the
Committee;

(iit) forecasting and future oriented re-
search on matters within the jurisdiction of
the Committee, and shall study all reports,
documents and data pertinent to the juris-
diction of the Committee and make the nec-
essary recommendations or reports thereon
to the appropriate subcommittee(s) of the
Committee; and

(iv) the impact or probable impact of tax
policies affecting subjects within the juris-
diction of the Committee; provided, however,
that the operations of the Subcommittee on
General Oversight and Investigations shall
in no way limit the responsibility of the
other subcommittees of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services from carry-
ing out their oversight duties.
Subcommittees—Referral of legislation

2. Each bill, resolution, investigation, or
other matter which relates to a subject list-
ed under the jurisdiction of any subcommit-
tee named in this rule referred to or ini
ated by the full Committee shall on a bi-
monthly basis be referred by the Chairperson
to the subcommittees of appropriate juris-
diction or retained at the full Committee for
its consideration unless, by majority vote of
the Majority Members of the full Committee,
the referral or consideration is to be other-
wise. Referral under this clause shall not be
effective until each subcommittee Chair-
person is notified of the Chairperson’s refer-
ral decision. A bill, resolution, or other mat-
ter referred to a subcommittee in accordance
with this clause may be recalled therefrom
at any time for the Committee’s direct con-
sideration or for reference to another sub-
committee by a majority vote of the Major-
ity Members of the full Committee, or by the
Chairperson (unless provided otherwise by a
majority vote of the majority Members of
the full Committee).

3. In carrying out this rule with respect to
any matter, the Chairperson shall designate
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a subcommittee of primary jurisdiction; but
also may refer the matter to one or more ad-
ditional subcommittees, for consideration in
sequence (subject to appropriate time limita-
tions), either on its initial referral or after
the matter has been reported by the sub-
committee of primary jurisdiction; or may
refer portions of the matter to one or more
additional subcommittees (reflecting dif-
ferent subjects and jurisdictions) for the con-
sideration only of designated portions; or
may refer the matter to a special ad hoc sub-
committee appointed by the Chairperson
with the approval of the Committee (with
members from the subcommittees having ju-
risdiction) for the specific purpose of consid-
ering that matter and reporting to the Com-
mittee thereon; or may make such other pro-
visions as may be considered appropriate.
RULE VII1—SUBCOMMITTEES—POWERS AND
DUTIES

1. Each subcommittee is authorized to
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and
report to the full Committee on all matters
referred to it or under its jurisdiction. Sub-
committee Chairpersons shall set dates for
hearings and meetings of their respective
subcommittees after consultation with the
Chairperson and other subcommittee Chair-
persons and with a view toward avoiding si-
multaneous scheduling of full Committee
and subcommittee meetings or hearings
whenever possible.

2. Whenever a subcommittee has ordered a
bill, resolution, or other matter to be re-
ported to the Committee, the Chairperson of
the subcommittee reporting the bill, resolu-
tion, or matter to the full Committee, or any
Member authorized by the subcommittee to
do so, may report such bill, resolution, or
matter to the Committee. It shall be the
duty of the Chairperson of the subcommittee
to report or cause to be reported promptly
such bill, resolution, or matter, and to take
steps or cause to be taken the necessary
steps to bring such bill, resolution, or matter
to a vote.

3. No bill or joint resolution approved by a
subcommittee shall be considered by the
Committee unless such measure, as ap-
proved, has been made available to all Mem-
bers at least two calendar days prior to the
meeting, accompanied by a section-by-sec-
tion analysis of such measure.—The provi-
sions of this paragraph may be suspended by
the Committee by a two-thirds vote or by
the Chairperson, with the concurrence of the
ranking minority Member of the full Com-
mittee.

4. All Committee or subcommittee reports
printed pursuant to a legislative study or in-
vestigation and not approved by a majority
vote of the Committee or subcommittee, as
appropriate, shall contain the following dis-
claimer on the cover of such report:

“This report has not been officially adopt-
ed by the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services (or pertinent subcommittee
thereof) and may not therefore necessarily
reflect the views of its Members.”

5. Bills, resolutions, or other matters fa-
vorably reported by a subcommittee shall
automatically be placed on the agenda of the
Committee as of the time they are reported
and shall be considered by the full Commit-
tee in the order in which they were reported
unless the Chairperson after consultation
with the ranking minority Member and ap-
propriate subcommittee Chairperson, other-
wise directs; provided, however, that no bill
reported by a subcommittee shall be consid-
ered by the full Committee unless each Mem-
ber has been provided with reasonable time
prior to the meeting to analyze such bill, to-
gether with a comparison with present law
and a section-by-section analysis of the pro-
posed change.
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6. No bill or joint resolution may be con-
sidered by a subcommittee unless such meas-
ure has been made available to all Members
at least two calendar days prior to the meet-
ing, accompanied by a section-by-section
analysis of such measure. The provisions of
this paragraph may be waived following con-
sultation with the appropriate ranking mi-
nority Member.

7. The Chairperson and ranking minority
Member of the Committee shall be ex officio,
non-voting members of each subcommittee
of the Committee.

RULE IX—SUBCOMMITTEES—SIZE AND RATIOS

1. To the extent that the number of sub-
committees and their party ratios permit,
the size of all subcommittees shall be estab-
lished so that the majority party Members of
the Committee have an equal number of sub-
committee assignments; provided, however,
that a majority Member may waive his or
her right to an equal number of subcommit-
tee assignments on the Committee.

2. The following shall be the sizes and ra-
tios for subcommittees:

(a) Subcommittee on Housing and Commu-
nity Opportunity: Total 26—Majority 14, Mi-
nority 12.

(b) Subcommittee on Financial Institu-
tions and Consumer Credit: Total 28—Major-
ity 15, Minority 13.

(c) Subcommittee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy: Total 26—Major-
ity 14, Minority 12.

(d) Subcommittee on Capital Markets, Se-
curities and Government Sponsored Enter-
prises: Total 28—Majority 15, Minority 13.

(e) Subcommittee on General Oversight
and Investigations: Total 10—Majority 6, Mi-
nority 4.

RULE X—BUDGET AND STAFF

1. The Chairperson, in consultation with
other Members of the Committee, shall pre-
pare for each Congress a budget providing
amounts for staff, necessary travel, inves-
tigations and other expenses of the Commit-
tee and its subcommittees and shall present
same to the Committee.

2. (a) Except as provided in paragraph (b),
the professional and investigative staff of
the Committee shall be appointed, and may
be removed, by the Chairperson and shall
work under the general supervision and di-
rection of the Chairperson.

(b) All professional and investigative staff
provided to the minority party Members of
the Committee shall be appointed, and may
be removed, by the ranking minority Mem-
ber of the Committee and shall work under
the general supervision and direction of such
Member.

3. (@) From funds made available for the
appointment of staff, the Chairperson of the
Committee shall, pursuant to clause 6(d) of
Rule X of the Rules of the House ensure that
sufficient staff is made available to each sub-
committee to carry out its responsibilities
under the rules of the Committee, and, after
consultation with the ranking minority
Member of the Committee, that the minority
party of the Committee is treated fairly in
the appointment of such staff.

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (c), the
Chairperson shall fix the compensation of all
professional and investigative staff of the
Committee.

(c) The ranking minority Members shall
fix the compensation of all professional and
investigative staff provided to the minority
party Members of the Committee.

4. From the amount provided to the Com-
mittee in the primary expense resolution
adopted by the House of Representatives, the
Chairperson, after consultation with the
ranking minority Member, shall designate
an amount to be under the direction of the
ranking minority Member for the compensa-
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tion of the minority staff, travel expenses of
minority Members and staff, and minority
office expenses. All expenses of minority
Members and staff shall be paid for out of
the amount so set aside.

5. It is intended that the skills and experi-
ence of all members of the Committee staff
be available to all Members of the Commit-
tee.

RULE XI—TRAVEL

1. All travel for any Member and any staff
member of the Committee in connection
with activities or subject matters under the
general jurisdiction of the Committee must
be authorized by the Chairperson. Before
such authorization is granted, there shall be
submitted to the Chairperson in writing the
following:

(a) the purpose of the travel;

(b) the dates during which the travel is to
occur;

(c) the names of the States or countries to
be visited and the length of time to be spent
in each; and

(d) the names of Members and staff of the
Committee for whom the authorization is
sought.

2. In the case of travel outside the United
States of Members and staff of the Commit-
tee, such Members or staff shall submit a
written report to the Chairperson on any
such travel including a description of their
itinerary, expenses, activities, and pertinent
information gained as a result of such travel.

3. Members and staff of the Committee per-
forming authorized travel on official busi-
ness shall be governed by applicable laws,
resolutions, and regulations of the House and
of the Committee on House Administration.

RULE XII—RECORDS

1. There shall be kept in writing a record of
the proceedings of the Committee and of
each subcommittee, including a record of the
votes on any question on which a record vote
is demanded. The result of each such record
vote shall be made available by the Commit-
tee for inspection by the public at reasonable
times in the offices of the Committee. Infor-
mation so available for public inspection
shall include a description of the amend-
ment, motion, order or other proposition and
the name of each Member voting for and
each Member voting against such amend-
ment, motion, order, or proposition, and the
names of those Members absent or present
but not voting. A record vote may be de-
manded by any one Member of the Commit-
tee or subcommittee.

2. Access by any Member, officer or em-
ployee of the Committee to any information
classified under established national secu-
rity procedures shall be conducted in accord-
ance with clause 13 of Rule XXIV of the
Rules of the House.

3. The transcript of any meeting or hearing
shall be a substantially verbatim account of
remarks actually made during the proceed-
ings, subject only to technical, grammatical,
and typographical corrections authorized by
the person making the remarks involved.

4. All Committee hearings, records, data,
charts, and files shall be kept separate and
distinct from the congressional office
records of the Member serving as Chair-
person of the Committee; and such records
shall be the property of the House and all
Members of the House shall have access
thereto.

5. The records of the Committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration
shall be made available for public use in ac-
cordance with Rule VII of the Rules of the
House. The Chairperson shall notify the
ranking minority Member of any decision,
pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or clause 4(b) of
that rule, to withhold a record otherwise
available, and the matter shall be presented
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to the Committee for a determination on the
written request of any Member of the Com-
mittee.

6. To the maximum extent feasible, the
Committee shall make its publications avail-
able in electronic form.

KEEPING THE BUDGET BALANCED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the Committee on the Budget has
been hearing testimony from Jacob
Lew, the Office of Management and
Budget Director. | think there are
some portions of the President’s budget
that America should be very aware of.

Number one, the budget substan-
tially increases spending and the size
of government, and, therefore, the op-
portunity to control more of our indi-
vidual lives. The President’s budget
breaks the budget caps that the budget
and this Congress agreed to two years
ago this coming spring. In the year
ending in 2000, there is a $17 billion ex-
penditure in excess of those discre-
tionary caps that we imposed during
the balanced budget resolution.

I am concerned because the discipline
of reaching the goal of balancing the
budget of the Federal Government and
the discipline that that has allowed us,
encouraging us individually and collec-
tively to do what was necessary in
slowing down the growth of govern-
ment, has resulted in very strong, good
rewards.

We now have a surplus. In 1995, when
the majority control changed hands in
this body, we were looking at $200 bil-
lion deficits every year for the foresee-
able future. Last year we had a surplus
of about $70 billion. This year we are
looking at a surplus that could be $10
billion higher, maybe more.

But, again, we need to remind our-
selves that this surplus comes from the
extra taxes that workers are paying for
Social Security. In other words, we are
taking that surplus that is being sent
in to support Social Security and using
some of that money, some of that sur-
plus, for other spending, but, even so,
we still have an overall unified budget
surplus.

I think it is interesting that just last
week the Congressional Budget Office
came out with their economic projec-
tions. In their economic projections,
they said if we stay with the current
caps on spending that we imposed on
the balanced budget resolution about
two years ago, we would not have to in-
crease the national debt of this coun-
try, the debt limit for the national
debt of this country.

Let me say that again: Currently the
debt that somehow our Kkids and our
grandkids are going to have to pay
back, the national debt of this country,
is $5.5 trillion. The debt limit, and Con-
gress is responsible to decide how deep
we should be going in debt, the current
debt limit legislation allows us to go in
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debt up to $5.95 trillion. I would hope
that we do not exceed that. I would
hope that we do not obligate our Kids
and grandkids.

I am also concerned about the Presi-
dent’s proposal because it increases
taxes $108 billion over five years. Do
you remember last year, this side of
the aisle, the Republicans, suggested
that we have a $10 billion tax cut.
There was great anxiety on the part of
many, saying that was too much of a
tax cut.

But, again, this budget that the
President has just sent us increases
taxes by $108 billion. | include fee in-
creases as part of that tax increase, be-
cause really fees are in effect real
taxes. There is $82 billion technically
in taxes and $26 billion in fees.

I am concerned that the budget re-
duces money for research. Look, the
rest of the world is gaining on us. They
are trying to learn how to produce as
efficiently as we are. We have got
strong challenges for the future. It
means not only should we be frugal in
not allowing government to grow, re-
ducing our debt, the overall debt of
this country, so interest rates will stay
low, so that we can encourage eco-
nomic development and the strength of
our economy, but it also means we
have to be on the cutting edge of re-
search. I hope as we move ahead on
this budget resolution, we will con-
tinue to be frugal in cutting out waste
in the Federal Government and also we
will be looking at prioritizing existing
spending to maximize the chance that
we can stay ahead of the rest of the
world in terms of productivity and
competitiveness and ultimately main-
tain our standard of living.

NIKITIN TRIAL TO PROCEED IN
RUSSIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
want to acknowledge that the gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE) is here
to begin his hour presentation, | be-
lieve, and | want to thank him for his
courtesy in allowing me to claim this
five minutes. 1 am sure that he will
join with me and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) and others
with respect to the very important sub-
ject that we wish to devote just a few
minutes to today.

Mr. Speaker, surely we can take
some time at this particular juncture
to devote attention, in this special
order, to the difficulties that are now
being experienced in what was the
former Soviet Union, that is to say, in
Russia.

The Supreme Court in a Supreme
Court session in Russia is being held on
the 4th of February with respect to the
Alexander Nikitin case. The case, Mr.
Speaker, is important not only to Cap-
tain Nikitin and those who are inter-
ested in addressing issues of freedom in
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Russia, but it has profound con-
sequences for all of us on the planet.

Captain Nikitin has been the leading
exponent of making clear what is hap-
pening with nuclear deterioration with
the submarine fleet in the former So-
viet Union. The degradation that is
taking place in the environment there
is something of concern, not only to
the Russian people, but to all of us
throughout the world. He is now being
tried as a result of trying to bring this
information forward in a more clear
sense than it has been available before.

I want to indicate for those Members
and those who may become aware of
the special orders today throughout
the Nation that they can contact the
Bellona Foundation, B-E-L-L-O-N-A, at
P.O. Box 11835 in Washington D.C.,
20008, and contact the Bellona Founda-
tion if you want to aid and assist Cap-
tain Nikitin in Russia, if you want to
become more aware of what is taking
place with the deterioration of the nu-
clear submarines in the former Soviet
Union.

The Supreme Court is going to hear
the appeal, as | indicated, on Thursday,
February 4. | expect a verdict will be
there the same day.

For those of you who are not familiar
with the case and the circumstances,
let me give you a little background
very quickly. The Council for Criminal
Cases in the Supreme Court in Russia
takes many former Soviet dissidents
back to the times of the KGB. They
have a special department there super-
vised by the KGB. They used to have
one responsible for handling crimes
against the state.

I want it understood what is being
said in Russia today is to express opin-
ions and to discuss information that is
otherwise available publicly, in public,
in Russia today, is seen as a point of
subversion and treason. That is what
Captain Nikitin is being tried for.

So what we are asking, Mr. Speaker,
is that the Department of State pay
particular interest and approach their
counterparts in Moscow to indicate
that the United States is very, very
concerned about this situation, that we
are watching it, that they are not
going to be able to do this behind
closed doors and get away with it.
They are not used to public hearings in
Russia and they are scared to go public
on this.

It is very, very important that Cap-
tain Nikitin’s case be recognized by our
Department of State as something that
Members of this Congress are very,
very concerned about, and | call on
other Members to acquaint themselves
with the circumstances.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WELDON) is well aware of it, as |
said. He is unable to be with us today
to discuss the situation further. But |
can assure you, Mr. Speaker, and | as-
sure the other Members, this is not the
last time that | will be on this floor,
nor that individuals like the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) will
be here.
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Let me conclude by indicating to
that on a recent Congressional delega-
tion trip to Russia, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) as the ranking
Democrat on the Committee on Armed
Services led a delegation of individuals
from the Congress there, and we met
with Captain Nikitin.

We can provide you information, Mr.
Speaker, on the case in more detail,
but we just want to alert you and alert
the State Department today that we
expect to have this case front and cen-
ter in the consciences of everyone who
is concerned about the environmental
degradation taking place in Russia
today as a result of the deterioration of
the nuclear submarines that are pres-
ently being mothballed.

Mr. Speaker, | insert the following
for the RECORD:

DR. CARAWAY: As you know the Supreme
Court will hear the Nikitin appeal on Thurs-
day. The verdict should be announced the
same day. We will see then.

Unfortunately, the hearing will take place
behind closed doors, somewhat incomprehen-
sible given that the hearing is not about the
secrecy question, but about procedural
issues.

Yours,
THOMAS JANDL,
Director, Bellona USA.

NIKITIN SUPREME COURT SESSION BEHIND
CLOSED DOORS

The Supreme Court session in the Nikitin
case on 4 February will be held behind closed
doors. The presiding judge, a member of an
officially abolished department within the
Supreme Court Council for the Criminal
Cases, made the decision in fear that state
secrets might be released.

The Nikitin case will be tried by the Coun-
cil for the Criminal Cases of the Supreme
Court. Many former Soviet dissidents associ-
ate this particular council with the dark
times of KGB rule back in the Soviet past.
The Council used to have a special depart-
ment supervised by the KGB and responsible
for the handling of crimes against the state.
The special department was officially abol-
ished as the ‘wind of democracy’ swept
across the former Soviet Union, but its mem-
bership remained intact.

“The judges in the Council have been sit-
ting there for as long as | can recall,” says
Yury Schmidt, defender of Aleksandr Nikitin
and former Soviet dissident. ““They are not
used to open hearings, they are scared to go
public,” adds Schmidt.

The court will not consider the merits of
the case, but rather evaluate the legality of
the 29 October 1998 St. Petersburg City Court
ruling to send the case back for further in-
vestigation.

No legal grounds to have closed session.

“The only legal reference they can find to
justify the closed door hearings is the fact
that the case formally deals with so-called
state secrets,” says Yury Schmidt. ““But the
court’s task is not to go to the substance of
the case, but rather evaluate the legal side of
it. What secrets could this constitute,” asks
Schmidt rhetorically. According to Schmidt,
there were quite solid grounds to have the
court session behind closed doors in the St.
Petersburg City Court as the court was ex-
amining the alleged secret material. A sub-
stantial part remained open to the public.

““To have the Supreme Court session closed
can either be explained by the pressure from
the FSB (successor to the KGB) or by the
initiative of a KGB-trained judge”, says
Schmidt.
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THE JUDGE’S DECISION

When approached for comments Supreme
Court press spokesman Nikolay Gastello said
the decision was taken by the presiding
judge, Magomed A. Karimov. Gastello could
neither comment on the motives of the judge
nor say if the judge would change his mind.

“It was not an unexpected decision,” says
Aleksandr Nikitin, who arrived in Moscow
today. “The FSB is there and does whatever
it can to win the case.”

THE NIKITIN CASE

Aleksandr Nikitin is charged with espio-
nage and disclosure of state secrets while
working for the Bellona Foundation. He was
arrested by the FSB on 6 February 1996, after
writing two chapters of a Bellona report on
the risks of radioactive pollution from Rus-
sia’s Northern Fleet. Jailed for 10 months
following his arrest, Nikitin has since been
restricted to the city limits of St. Peters-
burg. His case was then tried in St. Peters-
burg City Court between October 20 and 29,
1998. The St. Petersburg judge’s decision to
return the case to further investigation was
appealed by both the prosecutor and the
defence. Their respective appeals are to be
heard in the Supreme Court on 4 February
1999.

Contacts in Moscow: Frederic Hauge and
Thomas Nilsen.

Contacts in Oslo: Bellona Main Office.

Contacts in Washington: Thomas Jandl.

More info: http://www.bellona.no/e/russia/
nikitin/mailto:info@bellona.no

COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF
MEMBER OF HONORABLE JIM
McCRERY, MEMBER OF CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Sally Asseff, staff mem-
ber of the Honorable JiM MCCRERY,
Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 27, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House that | received a grand jury
subpoena for documents issued by the U.S.
District Court for the Western District of
Louisiana.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, | have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with
the privileges and precedents of the House.

Sincerely,
SALLY ASSEFF.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO

HOUSE COMMISSION ON CON-
GRESSIONAL MAILING STAND-
ARDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 5(b) of Public Law 93-
191, the Chair announces the Speaker’s
appointment of the following Members
of the House to the House Commission
on Congressional Mailing Standards:

Mr. THoMAS of California, Chairman;

Mr. BOEHNER of Ohio;

Mr. NEY of Ohio;

Mr. HOYER of Maryland;

Mr. CLAY of Missouri; and

Mr. FROST of Texas.
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There was no objection.

MANAGED CARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from lowa
(Mr. GANSKE) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | want to
talk to my colleagues today about
managed care reform, an issue that we
must take from the drawing board to
the signing ceremony this year.

Last year | joined with my friend,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), and offered the Patients’ Bill of
Rights as an amendment on the House
floor. While | regret that it did not
pass, there may have been at least one
good thing about that. In the last few
weeks, many HMOs have announced
double digit premium increases, be-
cause, in my opinion they have not
done such a great job in cost contain-
ment and their premiums have been
loss leaders for years. But you can be
sure that if the Patients’ Bill of Rights
had passed last year, they would be
blaming us now for their skyrocketing
premiums.
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And by the way, how many of their
CEOs are taking pay cuts from their
multimillion dollar salaries as they are
raising their premiums this year?

Mr. Speaker, before discussing how |
think Congress will deal with this issue
this year, it is important to understand
why passage of HMO reform legislation
is so important. | will bet that every
Member of Congress has heard from
constituents describing their own HMO
horror story.

We have all seen headlines like:
“HMO’s Cruel Rules Leave Her Dying
for the Doc She Needs.” Or: “Ex-New
Yorker is Told: Get Castrated So We
Can Save Dollars.”” Or how about this
headline: ‘“What His Parents Didn’t
Know About HMOs May Have Killed
This Baby.”

Consider the 29-year-old cancer pa-
tient whose HMO would not pay for his
treatments. The HMO case manager
told him instead to hold a fund-raiser.
A fund-raiser. Well, Mr. Speaker, | cer-
tainly hope that campaign finance re-
form will not stymie this man’s efforts
to get his cancer treatment.

During congressional hearings two
years ago before the Committee on
Commerce, we heard testimony from
Alan DeMeurers, who lost his wife,
Christy, to breast cancer. When a spe-
cialist at UCLA recommended that she
undergo a bone marrow transplant, her
HMO leaned on UCLA to change its
medical opinion. Who knows whether
Christy would be with her two children
today, had her HMO not interfered
with her doctor-patient relationship.

Other plans have placed ridiculous
burdens on those seeking emergency
care. Ask Jacqueline Lee how bad this
can be. In the summer of 1996 she was
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hiking in the Shenandoah mountains
when she fell off a 40-foot cliff. She
fractured her skull, her arm, her pelvis;
she was semicomatose. She was air-
lifted to the local hospital and treated.
Now, my colleagues will not believe
this. Her HMO refused to pay for the
services because she had failed to get
preauthorization.

I want to ask my colleagues, what
was she supposed to do, know that she
was going to fall off a cliff? Or maybe
as she was laying at the base of that 40-
foot cliff, semicomatose, with her non-
broken arm she could pull a cellular
phone out of her pocket and phone a 1-
800 number saying, | need to get to the
emergency room?

Colleagues, there are countless other
examples. How about the doctor who
was treating a drowning victim, a little
6-year-old boy? This physician told me
that this little boy had been in the ICU
for just a few hours, was hooked up to
a ventilator, they were doing every-
thing they could to save his life, but it
did not look very promising. As this
physician and the little boy’s parents
were standing around the bedside, just
a few hours after admission to the ICU,
the phone rings. It is the HMO case
manager.

“Well, how is this little boy’s condi-
tion?”’ It is pretty critical. “Well, if it
is so dismal, have you thought about
sending him home on home ventila-
tion?”” Think about that. We are fight-
ing to save this little boy’s life, and a
few hours after admission, the HMO is
suggesting, send him home on home
ventilation so that we can save a few
dollars.

How about the HMOs that refuse to
cover cleft lip and cleft palate surgery,
saying that these are cosmetic? How
about plans that threaten action
against doctors who tell their patients
about all of their medical options, not
just the cheap ones that the plan will
provide? How about HMOs manipulat-
ing the term ‘““medically necessary’ to
avoid covering costly procedures?

Because our friends, our neighbors,
our fellow workers, or our own families
have had these types of experiences,
countless polls show that people want
Congress to pass managed care reform
legislation this year. A recent Kaiser
Family Foundation survey found that
78 percent of voters support managed
care reform, and a similar percentage
support allowing consumers to go to
court to sue their health plans if their
health plans are guilty of malpractice.

But no public opinion poll can convey
the depth of emotion on this issue, ex-
cept the way movie audiences around
the country spontaneously clapped and
cheered Helen Hunt’s obscenity-laced
description of her HMO in the Oscar-
winning movie, As Good As It Gets. Au-
diences across the country responded
to her plight because they saw the
same things happening to their fami-
lies, their friends, their fellow workers.

Now, the industry responds, well,
these cases that you have talked about,
they are all just anecdotes. Well, Mr.
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Speaker, to paraphrase Shakespeare,
‘““Hath not these anecdotes’’ these
HMO victims, ‘“Hath not these anec-
dotes’ hands, organs, senses, passions”
the same as a HMO apologist? And if
you prick these anecdotes, do they not
bleed? If you tickle those anecdotes, do
they not laugh? And if you cut short
their care for profits, might they not
die?

Last year | and some others crossed
party lines to push for passage of the
Patients’ Bill of Rights. This is a good
bill. It would have done a lot to deal
with the end of the constant stream of
HMO abuses similar to the ones | have
talked about.

It contained, for example, strong lan-
guage ensuring that health plans pay
for emergency care. Think of the plight
of James Adams, age 6 months. At 3:30
in the morning his mother, Lamona,
found him hot, panting, moaning. His
temperature was 104 degrees. Lamona
phoned her HMO and was told to take
little Jimmy to the Scottish Rite Hos-
pital. Quote: ““That is the only hospital
I can send you to,” said the HMO re-
viewer. ‘““How do | get there?”’ Lamona
asked. ‘I don’t know,”’ the nurse said.
“I’'m not good at directions.”

Well, about 20 miles into their ride,
little Jimmy’s parents passed Emory
University Hospital, a renowned pedi-
atric center. Then they passed Georgia
Baptist and Grady Memorial, but they
did not have permission to stop there,
and so they drove on. They had 22 more
miles to travel to get to Scottish Rite
Hospital, and while searching for Scot-
tish Rite, James’ heart stopped.

There is a scene in the recent movie,
Civil Action, showing a mother and a
father in a car on the side of the road
administering CPR to their child.
Think of little Jimmy Adams when you
see that scene.

Well, Lamona eventually got Jimmy
to the hospital, but because he had had
an arrest, it looked like he was going
to die. Jimmy was a tough little guy,
though, and despite his cardiac arrest
due to the delay in treatment by his
HMO, he survived. However, the doc-
tors taking care of little Jimmy had to
amputate both his hands and both his
feet because of gangrene related to the
arrest.

All of this is documented in the book,
Health Against Wealth. As the details
of baby James’ HMO’s methods
emerged, it became clear that the mar-
gins of safety in HMOs can be razor
thin. Maybe as thin as the scalpel that
amputated Jimmy'’s hands and feet.

Think of the dilemma an HMO places
on a mother struggling to make ends
meet. In Lamona’s situation, if she
takes her child to the nearest emer-
gency room, she could be at risk for
hundreds or even thousands of dollars
in uncovered charges. Or she could
hope that her child’s condition will not
get worse as they drive past other hos-
pitals that additional 22 miles to get to
the nearest ER authorized by that
HMO.

A strong HMO reform bill would en-
sure that consumers do not have to
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make that type of potentially disas-
trous choice.

Last year we had support from con-
sumer groups and from a number of
nonprofit health plans calling for Fed-
eral legislation. These health plans and
consumer groups wrote, ‘“Together, we
are seeking to address problems that
have led to a decline in consumer con-
fidence and trust in health plans. We
believe that thoughtfully designed
health plan standards will help to re-
store confidence and ensure needed
protection.”

And noting that they already made
extensive efforts to improve the qual-
ity of their care, the chief executive of-
ficer of one of these plans said, ““We in-
tend to insist on even higher standards
of behavior within our own industry,
and we are more than willing to see
laws enacted to ensure that result.”

Let me repeat that. The CEO of one
of the country’s largest HMOs said,
“We are more than willing to see laws
enacted to ensure that result.”

So in recognition of the problems in
managed care, these three managed
care plans, along with consumer
groups, got together and endorsed na-
tionally enforceable standards. Things
like guaranteeing access to appropriate
services, providing people with a choice
of health plans, ensuring the confiden-
tiality of medical records, protecting
the continuity of care, providing con-
sumers with relevant information, cov-

ering emergency care, banning gag
rules.
Well, I am sad to say that despite

strong public support to correct prob-
lems like these and the support of
many responsible managed care plans,
the legislation stalled in Washington
last year. That is truly unfortunate,
since the problem demands Federal ac-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, historically State in-
surance commissioners have done a
good job of monitoring the perform-
ance of the health plans in their
States. But Federal law puts most
HMOs beyond the reach of State regu-
lations.

How is this possible? More than two
decades ago Congress passed the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security
Act, which I will refer to as ERISA, in
order to provide some uniformity for
pension plans in dealing with different
State laws. Health plans were included
in ERISA almost as an afterthought.
But the result has been a gaping regu-
latory loophole for self-insured plans
under ERISA.

And even more alarming is the fact
that this lack of effective regulation is
coupled with an immunity from liabil-
ity for negligent actions.

Now, Mr. Speaker, personal respon-
sibility has been a watchword for this
Republican Congress, and this issue
should be no different. Health plans
that recklessly deny needed medical
service should be made to answer for
their conduct. Laws that shield them
from their responsibility only encour-
age HMOs to cut corners. Congress cre-

H411

ated this ERISA loophole, and, Mr.
Speaker, Congress should fix it.

Think for a moment about buying a
car. Mr. Speaker, | often hear from op-
ponents to this legislation, well, this
managed care legislation, this could
lead to socialized medicine. But think
about buying a car. Federal laws en-
sure that cars have horns, brakes and
headlights. Yet, despite these mini-
mum standards, we do not have a na-
tionalized auto industry. Instead, con-
sumers have lots of choices. But they
know that whatever car they buy, that
car has to meet certain minimum safe-
ty standards. One does not buy safety
“ala carte”.

The same notion of basic protections
and standards should, in my opinion,
apply to health plans. Consumer pro-
tections will not lead to socialized
medicine any more than requiring seat
belts has led to a nationalized auto in-
dustry.
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In a free market, these minimum
standards set a level playing field that
allows competition to flourish.

Mr. Speaker, let me share some
thoughts on how | think this issue will
evolve in the coming months. As we
know, we came close to passing the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights last year. Al-
ready, however, | see signs that a par-
tisan fight could break out again this
year.

While | continue to support the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights and | wish it had
passed, | do not want us to get hung up
on or let reform die on the alter of par-
tisanship like the opponents to the leg-
islation used last year.

So | decided not to cosponsor the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights this year when
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) introduces it. Instead, | am going
to introduce my own bill, probably
next week. While my bill will keep the
best features of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights, it will also eliminate some of
the provisions that would add regu-
latory burdens on health plans without
really adding much in the way of in-
creased patient safety.

In addition, my bill will have a new
formulation on the issue of health plan
liability. | continue to believe that
health plans which make negligent
medical decisions should be account-
able for their actions, but Mr. Speaker,
winning a lawsuit is little consolation
to a family who has lost a loved one.

The best HMO bill will ensure that
health care is delivered when it is need-
ed, and to encourage that, the bill
which | will drop next week will pro-
vide for both an internal and an exter-
nal appeals process. But unlike last
year’s Patient Protection Act, the ex-
ternal review will be binding on the
plan. It could be requested by either
the patient or the health plan. The re-
view would be done by an independent
panel of medical experts.

Do external appeals work? A recent
review in New York shows that half of
all internal appeals are decided in
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favor of the patient. But that also
means that half of the time the HMO’s
decisions are upheld. The important
thing is to get the proper treatment for
the patient in a timely way, not nec-
essarily to end the post mortem in a
court.

So | will propose that where there is
a dispute on denial of care, either the
patient or the HMO can take this dis-
pute to an independent peer panel for a
binding decision. If the plan follows
that decision, there could not be puni-
tive damages against the HMO, since
there can be no malice if they bind
themselves to the decision of an inde-
pendent panel of experts.

| suspect that Aetna today wishes
they had had an independent peer panel
available, even with a binding decision
on care, when it denied care to David
Goodrich. Last week a California jury
handed down a verdict with $116 mil-
lion in punitive damages to David
Goodrich’s wife, Teresa. If Aetna or the
Goodriches had had the ability to send
that denial of care to an external re-
view, they could have avoided the
courtroom. But Mr. Speaker, more im-
portantly, David Goodrich might be
alive today.

That is why my plan should be at-
tractive to both sides of the aisle. Con-
sumers get a reliable and quick exter-
nal appeals process which will help
them get the care they need. They can
go to court to collect economic dam-
ages or lost wages, future medical care.
But if the plan follows the external re-
view’s decision, the patient cannot sue
for punitive damages.

HMOs, whose greatest fear is of a $50
or a $100 million punitive damage
award, can shield themselves from
those astronomic awards, but only if
they follow the recommendations of an
independent review panel, which is free
to make its own decision about what
care is medically necessary, as long as
there is not a specific exclusion of cov-
erage of a benefit; i.e., a plan says up
front to an enrollee, we do not cover
liver transplants.

I have shared this approach with a
number of my colleagues as well as
consumer groups, businesses, health
plans. | have been encouraged by the
positive responses that | have received.
I think this could be the basis for the
bipartisan solution to this problem.

In fact, 1 recently spoke with the
CEO of a large Blue Cross plan who
confided to me that his organization is
already implementing virtually all of
the recommendations of the Presi-
dent’s Health Care Quality Advisory
Commission at little or no cost, prob-
ably no premium increase.

But the one part of the health care
debate that concerns him is the issue
of liability. He indicated that shielding
plans from punitive damages when
they follow an external review body
would strike an appropriate balance.

Mr. Speaker, passage of real patient
protection legislation is going to re-
quire a lot of hard work, dedication,
and seeking a consensus and a com-
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promise. My new bill represents an ef-
fort to break through the partisan
gridlock that we saw last year, and to
move this issue forward and get a solu-
tion signed into law.

I hope that my colleagues will sign
on as original cosponsors to the Man-
aged Care Reform Act of 1999. If Mem-
bers have any questions about parts of
this bill or if they want to sign on,
please give my office a phone call.

INTRODUCTION OF THE DISASTER
MITIGATION ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BOEHLERT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to be joined by my colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BORsKI) in introducing the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 1999.

This widely-supported bipartisan leg-
islation passed the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure last
year, after months of hearings and re-
view by the Subcommittee on Water
Resources and Environment, which |
am privileged to chair. Similar legisla-
tion moved through the Senate Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee.
The 106th Congress should give priority
consideration to the Disaster Mitiga-
tion Act.

The introduced bill, essentially un-
changed from the bill the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
reported last year, H.R. 3869, amends
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief
and Emergency Assistance Act to au-
thorize a program for predisaster miti-
gation, to streamline the administra-
tion of disaster relief, and to control
the Federal cost of disaster assistance.

The two themes of the bill, greater
emphasis on mitigation and greater
program efficiency, will reduce the
cost and suffering natural disasters
place on communities and the Nation
overall.

Improving our Nation’s outdated
flood plain maps is a prime example of
an area where new technologies can
save us millions of dollars. Computer-
ized mapping makes eminent fiscal
sense, and may ultimately save thou-
sands of lives. Boy, that is a double-
header worthy of strong, strong sup-
port.

I look forward to working with the
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy and State and local governments
and other public and private sector en-
tities and citizens to continue the ef-
fort to make disaster mitigation a na-
tional priority.

It makes far more sense to take ac-
tion prior to a disaster to minimize the
negative impact of that disaster. That
makes so much more sense than to do
what we have been doing year after
year after year: A disaster comes, there
is so much suffering, our hearts are
pulled at, and we obviously respond.
That is what government needs to do,
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but far better to minimize the impact
before the disaster than to react to the
disaster after it has occurred.

I am particularly pleased about the
prospects of working with the chair-
woman, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. TiLLIE FOwWLER) and the ranking
Democrat, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Jim TRAFICANT) on the new Sub-
committee on Oversight, Investiga-
tions, and Emergency Management,
which has jurisdiction over the Federal
Emergency Management Agency.

Jurisdiction has been transferred
from my subcommittee to the sub-
committee of the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. FOWLER). | have already
had extensive conversations with her.
She is very much in support of this ef-
fort. 1 look forward to working with
her. | think it is going to be a produc-
tive partnership, and it is going to be
bipartisan, Mr. Speaker.

My hope is that the legislation re-
ported by the committee last year and
reintroduced today by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BORsSKI) and
me will help the subcommittee as it re-
views FEMA programs and considers
legislation to improve the Nation’s ap-
proach to disasters.

RESPONSES TO CONSTITUENTS’
CONCERNS: THE READING OF
THE MAILBAG

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GANSKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, | want
to take a little time today to talk to
the people back in my home district.
My office receives many, many letters
from constituents on numerous sub-
jects, and | would like to read a few of
them and answer them right here on
the floor of the House. Let me begin. |
call this the reading of the mailbag.

Mailbag letter number one. My first
letter comes from Reinhold Maschhoff
of Nashville, Illinois, who wrote to me
about low hog prices.

“‘Dear sir, | am writing you about the
low price on hogs. . . . First of all, I'm
80 years of age and doing some work.
My wife is very active and does a lot of
volunteer work at the hospital and
nursing home.

““We used to live on a farm. However,
my son farms and has a family. He
farms only 300 acres. The rest has to
come out of livestock . This has
made a good living for them. Now since
August he has been losing money, $25
to $30 a pig.

“l think of all the work he does, and
then to think he is losing money, as
much as $2,500 a load. This will lead to
bankruptcy. What are you doing about
it? Sincerely, Reinhold Maschhoff.”

My response is that the recently rock
bottom hog prices are a very real prob-
lem in Illinois. Literally hundreds of
farmers have contacted me about this
crisis, including Ruth Rensing of New
Douglas, Illinois, and Daniel Matthews
of Nokomis, Illinois.
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Although no one has a quick and easy
solution for these prices, | want to talk
about what Congress and the Federal
Government is doing right now. | re-
cently held a series of meetings on the
hog crisis with family farmers back in
the 20th District of Illinois. Local
farmers, agricultural leaders, and gov-
ernment officials met together in
Springfield, Mt. Vernon, and Pittsfield,
Ilinois, to discuss their concerns in
the hog industry, and to talk about any
short- and long-term remedies that
were available. | will briefly highlight
a few here.

In order to help farmers suffering
from low prices, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture announced several pro-
cedures to stem the hog crisis. The
USDA will allow farmers to defer loan
payments, and has made available pay-
ments to some struggling hog farmers.
The agency has also brought $70 mil-
lion worth of pork for food aid pro-
grams.

While | realize this help is really a
drop in the bucket compared to what
many farmers have lost, | would en-
courage any farmers wishing to partici-
pate to contact either my district of-
fice or their local Farm Service Agency
office.

Responding to the concerns of many
small farmers in central and southern
Illinois, | am in strong support of the
Department of Justice’s review of the
agricultural industry, making sure
that small- and medium-sized family
farmers are not pushed out of the mar-
kets by larger companies.

I have also written and signed several
letters to key agricultural leaders in
Washington, including the chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST),
Agriculture Secretary Glickman, and
House leadership, asking each to con-
sider any help that is available for
struggling farmers, like the Maschhoff
family.
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With the help of dozens of farmers
who attended my district hog crisis
meetings, we came to the conclusion
that although we have no quick and
easy answers for low prices, Congress
can take action to prevent this from
happening in the future. By renewing
fast track trade authority, helping
farmers find new markets, passing new
trade bills and making sure farmers
can easily get their products to mar-
ket, Congress can help our struggling
pork producers and hog farmers.

Thank you for the letter, Reinhold.

Letter number two, my next letter
comes from Brent Barnes of Beecher
City, Illinois. This letter’s topic is a
fair tax bill.

On January 11th, Mr. Barnes wrote:
“Dear Representative SHIMKUS, as a
constituent, | urge you to support the
fair tax bill legislation that will allow
every American the opportunity to
save more for education, a home or a
better retirement. The fair tax is a na-
tional sales tax system that is fair,
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simple and efficient. It will allow me to
keep my whole paycheck, and | will
never have to file a tax return again.

“l urge you to support this bill and
to please respond in writing to my re-
quest for information about your posi-
tion on the fair tax. Signed Brent
Barnes.”

Thanks for your letter, Brent. | like
the sound of this legislation. | hope
you know that when | ran for office and
now as your Congressman, | believe
strongly that we must reform our Tax
Code. Unfortunately, | do not think the
President is as interested in the idea as
we are here in Congress.

Nonetheless, | did a little digging on
the fair tax on the Internet and found
the Americans for Fair Taxation
website. This website did a good job of
describing this new tax structure,
which | would like to take a moment
to discuss.

First, all Federal income taxes, in-
cluding the onerous death tax, are
abolished and replaced by a single-rate
Federal sales tax collected only once at
the point of sale, a Federal sales tax.

The fair tax proposal provides a
monthly rebate to all individuals so
that no American will pay taxes on the
purchase of necessities.

Most importantly, this proposal em-
powers individuals. Americans can only
be taxed when they go to the store and
purchase goods. This is fundamentally
different than the current Tax Code
which taxes Americans just for earning
money.

This proposal will also eliminate the
Internal Revenue Service. As so many
Americans know, our confusing Tax
Code has forced the IRS and its agents
to issue confusing rulings which only
undermines the public’s trust in the
Federal Tax Code.

The fair tax also makes tax evasion
more difficult since retailers will now
administer this tax just as they admin-
ister State sales taxes. American citi-
zens will no longer need to file for their
tax returns.

To Mr. Barnes, back in Fayette
County, | would like to say that | have
not reached a decision on whether to
support a national sales tax or a flat
tax at this point. Both systems have
merit.

As you know, in the State of Illinois,
we have both. We have a flat income
tax and a sales tax. But | will continue
to study this issue and promote reform
on the Tax Code as | serve you in this
Congress.

Realistically speaking, | believe fun-
damental tax reform is at least 2 years
off. However, in the near term, the
Congress is advancing a simple plan to
reduce taxes by 10 percent across the
board. After we save Social Security,
with the surplus dollars, we can return
the leftover funds to the taxpayers.
After all, it is your money. Thank you
for bringing this legislation to my at-
tention, Brent. | will be sending a fol-
low-up letter within the next few days.

Letter number 3, | recently received
another letter from Mr. Robert Devore
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in Beecher City, Illinois. In his letter
regarding the military, he writes:

“Dear sir, | know you are a veteran, as
I am. | served over 9 years on active
duty in the United States Navy, includ-
ing two trips to Vietnam. My interest
concerns how the military is treating
their members.

“l have a good friend in St. EImo, II-
linois, whose son enlisted in the Navy a
year ago. He went to Great Lakes for 3
weeks’ training prior to joining the
fleet in a squadron aboard an aircraft
carrier in the Persian Gulf. While going
through training at Great Lakes, he
was required to pay for his meals.

‘I have another friend whose son en-
listed in the Air Force. His son was re-
quired to purchase his own bedding,
sheets, et cetera, and pay for his meals.
How can the military do this? Sin-
cerely Robert L. Devore.”

My response stems from concerns
about how the military was treating
not only active members but also those
who are retired, and were expressed by
Odie Farris of Mount Vernon, Connie
Mann of Collinsville and Edna Roehl of
Staunton.

With poor living conditions, bad pay,
lack of access to medical care and dis-
appearing benefits, we are shortchang-
ing the men and women of our armed
forces. It is quite ironic that we ask
them to put their lives on the line to
defend our country, yet we need to pro-
vide a food stamp allowance for service
members at the lowest pay grades.

Because of continued cuts to our de-
fense budget, recruiting and retention
are increasingly difficult, readiness
harder to maintain and weapons mod-
ernization tougher to fund.

We must properly fund our entire
military, from our recent enlistees to
those who fought in foreign wars. We
should be funding our military more,
and | will continue to fight to ensure
our military is able to meet our de-
fense needs.

Letter number 4, my final letter this
afternoon, is from Rich DuPatz, Sr.,
from Brighton, Illinois. He writes, “‘As
your constituent, | am writing to urge
you to support H.R. 4197, the Citizen’s
Privacy Protection Act of 1998. This
bill would repeal section 656 of the Ille-
gal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996, which
would be a significant step toward es-
tablishing a national ID card.

‘“‘Section 656 would prohibit Federal
agencies from accepting State issued
drivers’ licenses as valid identification
unless the license conforms to a Fed-
eral standard, and the State puts the
driver’s Social Security number on the
license or verifies it with the Social
Security Administration. As a result,
each State would issue ID cards.

““Requiring drivers to turn over their
Social Security number is like asking
them to provide a virtual pass key to a
mountain of private and often sensitive
information. A Social Security number
is often used by businesses as an identi-
fier. Therefore, it can be used to access
a person’s medical history, shopping
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preferences, use of prescription drugs,
household income and other financial
information just to name a few.

“Help put the Federal Government
out of the national ID business. |
strongly encourage you to help protect
my privacy by supporting H.R. 4197,
and | look forward to hearing your
thoughts on this legislation. Signed
Mr. Rich DuPatz, Sr.”

Well, first of all, Richard, | want to
thank you for writing me and express-
ing your concerns with this issue.
When | look at people who maintain
their Social Security cards that were
originally issued, there is an interest-
ing statement at the bottom. This
statement identifies that the Social
Security number should only be used
for the Social Security system and not
used for any other identification pur-
pose. How far we have come since the
issuing of those first Social Security
cards.

I also want to give you a little back-
ground behind the issue that you ad-
dress. As you stated in your letter,
Congress passed a tough illegal immi-
gration bill in 1996 to address a serious
problem with illegal immigration and
voter fraud. | am sure that you would
agree that having illegal aliens voting
in our elections is not acceptable, as it
would reduce the value of your vote.

To address the issue of illegal immi-
gration and voter fraud, Congress au-
thorized the Department of Transpor-
tation to establish national require-
ments for drivers licenses, making
them, in effect, national ID cards. Act-
ing on this authorization, the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion, commonly known as NHTSA, pro-
posed a new rule, which would provide
the basis for a national ID card. The
rule would direct that all Federal agen-
cies may accept, as proof of identity,
only a driver’s license or identification
document that conforms strictly to
certain specific and uniform Federal
requirements.

Rich, I would have to agree with you
on your concerns with NHTSA’s pro-
posed rule for it goes far beyond Con-
gressional intent, raising serious pri-
vacy and civil liberty questions.

To address your concerns, on October
1998, the House of Representatives
voted 333 to 95 in support of the omni-
bus appropriations conference report
for fiscal year 1999. The following day,
President Clinton signed it into law.
Contained within this appropriation
bill was a provision which prohibits
NHTSA from issuing a final rule on na-
tional identification cards as required
under section 656 of the 1996 Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility
Act.

In short, Congress blocked implemen-
tation of this rule. For now, our civil
liberties are protected but rest assured,
I will continue to watch for over zeal-
ous bureaucrats or misinterpretations
of Congressional intent in the future.

I would like to close my remarks for
this afternoon, but before | go | want
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to thank my constituents who wrote
my office. | hope that my responses an-
swered their questions fully and to
each of my constituents who I men-
tioned today, you will be receiving a
follow-up copy of my remarks in the
mail shortly.

Mr. Speaker, 1 include for
RECORD the following letters.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, December 17, 1998.
DAN GLICKMAN,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY GLICKMAN: As | am sure
you are aware, the prices for hogs moving
from farms to the market are at their lowest
levels in over 30 years.

I have spoken recently with many farmers
in my district in central and southwestern
Illinois, and they have shared with me their
deep concerns about hog prices that have
dropped to as low as 5 cents per pound, from
30 cents per pound less than 1 year ago. Many
farmers in my district are losing money on
every hog they sell, surrendering thousands
of dollars every week, some on the verge of
losing their farms altogether.

It is also my understanding that labor cir-
cumstances in Canada, and a short supply of
space in packing plants across the country
have helped to fuel this agriculture crisis.

While in the past many grain and commod-
ity farmers relied on government control of
the marketplace, hog farmers have tradi-
tionally been free of government interven-
tion. However, | feel the government can not
stand idly by, while farmers in my district
lose their farms, especially due to cir-
cumstances beyond their control.

Today my office was in contact with Mr.
Enrique Figueroa of the USDA Agricultural
Marketing Service regarding what steps the
Department is taking toward helping our
farmers out of a very grave crisis. During
our meeting, he indicated to me that the $50
million purchase of hogs for food assistance
will be accelerated, pork will be included in
the upcoming allocation of credit guarantees
to support exports to South Korea, a Pork
Crisis Task Force will be created, and the
FSA and USDA will be involved in restruc-
turing loans and loan practices in order to
help pork producers deal with recent losses.

I would respectfully urge you to expedite
those actions you have proposed with all due
diligence, and to take any other necessary
steps to help these struggling farmers in Illi-
nois and across the country.

Hog farmers in Illinois are among the most
safe, efficient and reliable producers in the
world, and we must allow them the oppor-
tunity to survive in what has recently be-
come a very volatile marketplace.

In the coming days and weeks, | will con-
tinue to be in close contact with pork pro-
ducers in my district and with the Depart-
ment, to ensure that family farmers in my
district have every opportunity for a bright
and secure future.

Thank you for your prompt action and
consideration. Please feel free to contact me,
as time is short for many farmers in my dis-
trict.

the

Sincerely,
JOHN SHIMKUS,
Member of Congress.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 8, 1999.
Hon. LARRY COMBEST,
Chairman, House Agriculture Committee,
Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN COMBEST: As | am sure you
are aware, the prices for hogs moving from
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farms to the market are at their lowest lev-
els in over 30 years.

I have spoken recently with many farmers
in my district in central and southwestern
Ilinois, and they have shared with me their
deep concerns about hog prices that have
dropped to as low as 5 cents per pound, from
35-40 cents per pound less than 1 year ago.
Many farmers in my district are losing
money on every hog they sell, surrendering
thousands of dollars every week, some on the
verge of losing their farms.

It is also my understanding that labor cir-
cumstances in Canada, and a short supply of
space in packing plants across the country
have helped to fuel this agriculture crisis.

While in the past many grain and commod-
ity farmers relied on government control of
the marketplace, hog farmers have tradi-
tionally been free of government interven-
tion. However, | feel the government can not
stand idly by, while farmers in my district
lose their farms, especially due to cir-
cumstances beyond their control.

I urge you to take action to help our fam-
ily farmers see their way through this crisis.
Hog farmers in Illinois are among the most
safe, efficient and reliable producers in the
world, and we must allow them the oppor-
tunity to survive in what has recently be-
come a very volatile marketplace.

Thank you for your prompt action and
consideration. Please feel free to contact me,
as time is short for many farmers in my dis-
trict.

Sincerely,
JOHN SHIMKUS,
Member of Congress.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 15, 1999.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MESSRS. HASTERT AND GEPHARDT: We
are writing to alert you to the severe prob-
lems facing family farmers in the pork in-
dustry. Pork prices have plunged to their
lowest level since the Great Depression,
dropping nearly 80% compared with last
year, leaving pork producers struggling to
hang on to their farms.

On January 8, 1999, a number of Members
met with Under Secretary Mike Dunn and
several other high-ranking USDA officials to
exchange ideas about what can be done to
bring relief to our nation’s hog farmers.
Those present at the meeting agreed that
this issue is of utmost importance and needs
to be addressed quickly by both the Adminis-
tration and the Congress.

We are working together to a develop a
plan that can be brought to the entire House
for passage and implementation. We are will-
ing to discuss any idea that can assist our
pork producers, from changing current
USDA regulations to providing supplemental
appropriations.

It is essential that the Leadership of Con-
gress work in a bipartisan manner to allow
Congress to take the necessary steps to ad-
dress this important issue in an expeditious
manner. We believe Congress needs to act as
soon as possible, but certainly prior to the
beginning of the spring planting season at
the end of March.

Thank you in advance for your serious con-
sideration of our request. We look forward to
working with you to improve the economic
conditions facing America’s pork producers.

Sincerely,
Jim Nussle; David Minge; Leonard L.
Boswell; Bill Barrett; Ray LaHood;

Jerry Weller; John Shimkus; Jerry F.
Costello; Jim Leach; Earl Pomeroy;
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Ron Kind; Thomas Ewing; Marion
Berry; Tom Latham; Gil Gutknecht;

Lane Evans; Doug Bereuter; David
Phelps; Bob Etheridge; David
Mclintosh; Debbie Stabenow; John
Thune.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WELDON of Florida). Pursuant to clause
12 of rule 1, the Chair declares the
House in recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 12 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 3 o’clock and
3 minutes p.m.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 350, MANDATES INFORMA-
TION ACT OF 1999

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106-6) on the resolution (H.
Res. 36) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 350) to improve congres-
sional deliberation on proposed Federal
private sector mandates, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. SKEEN (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account 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 Mrs. JONES of Ohio) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. MILLER of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.
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Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
today.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

MCcINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
DuNcAN, for 5 minutes, today.
SCHAFFER, for 5 minutes, today.
FoLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LEACH, for 5 minuts, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. BOEHLERT, for 5 minutes, today.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, |
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 4 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, February 4, 1999, at 10 a.m.

move

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XlI, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

307. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Fenpropathrin;
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP-300763; FRL 6047-3] (RIN: 2070-
AB78) received January 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

308. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Imidacloprid;
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP-300771; FRL 6051-6] (RIN: 2070-
AB78) received January 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

309. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Propiconazole;
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP-300770; FRL-6049-8] (RIN: 2070—
AB78) received January 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

310. A letter from the General Counsel, Na-
tional Credit Union Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—Or-
ganization and Operations of Federal Credit
Unions—received January 11, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

311. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants;
National Emission Standards for Radon
Emissions From Phosphogypsum Stacks
[FRL-6229-4] (RIN: 2060-AF04) received Janu-
ary 28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

312. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
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Promulgation of Implementation Plans
Georgia: Approval of Revisions to Georgia
State Implementation Plan; Vehicle Inspec-
tion/Maintenance Program [GA 34-2-9902a;
FRL-6227-7] received January 28, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

313. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Waivers for
PM10 Sampling Frequency—received Janu-
ary 28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

314. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Plan for PM2.5
NAAQS Review [FRL-5913-4] received Janu-
ary 28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

315. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Guidance for
Network Design and Optimum Site Exposure
for PM2.5 and PM10—received January 28,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

316. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Implementa-
tion Plan—PM2.5 Monitoring Program—re-
ceived January 28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

317. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Interim Imple-
mentation of New Source Review Require-
ments for PM2.5—received January 28, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

318. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Guidance for
Implementing the 1-Hour Ozone and Pre-ex-
isting PM10 NAAQS—received January 28,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

319. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Guidance on
Mitigation of Impact to Small Business
While Implementing Air Quality Standards
and Regulations—received January 28, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

320. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Early Planning
Guidance for the Revised Ozone and Particu-
late Matter (PM) National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS)—received Janu-
ary 28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

321. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Interim Air
Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed
Fires—received January 28, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

322. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Collection and
Reporting of PM10 Data—received January
28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

323. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Final Guidance
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on Data Handling Conventions for the 8-Hour
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Ozone—received January 28, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

324. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—PM2.5 Site
Types and Sampling Frequency During CY-
99—received January 28, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

325. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Ambient Air
Quality Surveillance for Lead [AD-FRL-
6221-2] (RIN: 2060-AF71) received January 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

326. 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; State of Utah; Salt Lake City
Carbon Monoxide Redesignation to Attain-
ment, Designation of Areas for Air Quality
Planning Purposes, and Approval of Related
Revisions [UT-001-0002a; FRL-6201-8] re-
ceived January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

327. 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 State Implementation
Plans; California State Implementation Plan
Revision, Antelope Valley Air Pollution Con-
trol District [CA 211-0117a; FRL-6213-5] re-
ceived January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

328. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Confirmation of
Approval and Technical Amendment to Up-
date the EPA Listing of OMB Approval Num-
bers Under the Paperwork Reduction Act
[OPPTS-66009D; FRL-6048-8] (RIN: 2070-ACO01)
received January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

329. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—‘Consolidated Guidance about
Materials Licenses: Program-Specific Guid-
ance About Exempt Distribution Licenses,”’
dated September 1998—received January 7,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

330. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Consolidated Guidance about Ma-
terials Licenses: Program-Specific Guidance
about Self-Shielded Irradiator Licenses,
dated October 1998—received January 7, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

331. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—‘Consolidated Guidance about
Materials Licenses: Program-Specific Guid-
ance about Fixed Gauges Licenses,” dated
October 1998—received January 7, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

332. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Prevailing Rate Systems;
Lead Agency Responsibility (RIN: 3206-Al148)
received January 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.
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333. A letter from the Chair of the Board of
Directors, Office of Compliance, transmit-
ting a report on the applicability to the leg-
islative branch of federal law relating to
terms and conditions of employment and ac-
cess to public services and accommodations,
pursuant to Public Law 104-1, section
102(b)(2) (109 Stat. 6); jointly to the Commit-
tees on Education and the Workforce and
House Administration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIlII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 36. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 350) to improve
congressional deliberation on proposed Fed-
eral private sector mandates, and for other
purposes (Rept. 106-6). Referred to the House
Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. KASICH (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. Cox of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CHABOT,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Ms. DUNN of Washing-
ton, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr.
EWING, Mr. FOLEY, Mrs. FOWLER, Ms.
GRANGER, Mr. HASTINGS of Washing-
ton, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. MANzULLO, Mr. GARY
MILLER of California, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.
PAuL, Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
SALMON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SUNUNU,
Mr. TALENT, Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina):

H.R. 3. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to reduce individual income
tax rates by 10 percent; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. WILSON (for herself, Mr. TAU-
ZIN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. OXLEY, Ms.
EsHoo, Mr. DeaL of Georgia, Mr.
WYNN, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. LUTHER, Mr.
ROGAN, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. PICKERING,
and Mr. GILLMOR):

H.R. 514. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to strengthen and clarify
prohibitions on electronic eavesdropping,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Ms. CARSON (for herself, Ms. JAcK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. STARK, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. LuU-
THER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr.
WEXLER, Ms. CHRISTIAN-CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. LEwis of Georgia,
Mr. FORD, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. CLAY, Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. JONES
of Ohio, Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 515. A bill to prevent children from in-
juring themselves with handguns; to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. ROGAN,
Mr. UPTON, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
YouNG of Alaska, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. HALL
of Texas):

H.R. 516. A bill to prohibit the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Federal banking agen-
cies from implementing ‘‘know your cus-
tomer”’ regulations which overburden finan-
cial institutions and invade the privacy of
United States citizens; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 517. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to require the Financial Crimes
Enforcement Network established by the
Secretary of the Treasury to allow an indi-
vidual to obtain a copy of any record main-
tained by the Network pertaining to such
person and to have corrections made to such
records, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services,
and in addition to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 518. A bill to sunset the provisions of
subchapters Il and 11l of chapter 53 of title
31, United States Code, and chapter 2 of Pub-
lic Law 91-508; to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.R. 519. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to remove the limitation on the
amount of outside income which a Social Se-
curity beneficiary may earn while receiving
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Ms. EsHoOO, and Ms.
PELOSI):

H.R. 520. A bill relating to the period of
availability of certain emergency relief
funds allocated under section 125 of title 23,
United States Code, for carrying out a
project to repair or reconstruct a portion of
a Federal-aid primary route in San Mateo
County, California; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 521. A bill concerning denial of pass-
ports to noncustodial parents subject to
State arrest warrents in cases of non-
payment of child support; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 522. A bill to amend the Federal Rules
of Evidence to establish a parent-child privi-
lege; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 523. A bill to encourage States to
enter into agreements with other States for
the establishment of conforming regulations
governing the provision of limousine service
between the States; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 524. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act and Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 to require that
group and individual health insurance cov-
erage and group health plans provide cov-
erage for annual screening mammography
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for any class of covered individuals if the
coverage or plans include coverage for diag-
nostic mammography for such class, and to
amend titles XVIII and XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act to provide for coverage of annual
screening mammography; to the Committee
on Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means, and Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
GEPHARDT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. OLVER, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. NADLER,
Mrs. Meek of Florida, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. FILNER, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Ms.
CHRISTIAN-CHRISTENSEN, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RUSH, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. BERMAN,

Mr. FATTAH, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
DixoN, Ms. BROwN of Florida, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms.

DELAURO, Mr. EVANS, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. LEE, Mr. FORD, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
STARK, Mr. FROST, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
KENNEDY, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. BRoOwN of Califor-
nia, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MOORE, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Mr. JAcksoN of Illinois, Mr.
BORSKI, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms.
HooLEY of Oregon, Mr. MoORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, Mr. BECERRA, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. GREEN of
Texas):

H.R. 525. A bill to provide for the defense of
the environment, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Rules, and in addition to
the Committee on Government Reform, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 526. A bill to protect the retirement
security of Americans; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Ways and Means,
Transportation and Infrastructure, and Gov-
ernment Reform, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 527. A bill to amend the Davis-Bacon
Act to provide that a contractor under that
Act who has repeated violations of the Act
shall have its contract with the United
States canceled and to require the disclosure
under freedom of information provisions of
Federal law of certain payroll information
under contracts subject to the Davis-Bacon
Act; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and in addition to the Committee
on Government Reform, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. ARCHER:

H.R. 528. A bill to amend section 353 of the
Public Health Service Act to exempt physi-
cian office laboratories from the clinical lab-
oratories requirements of that section; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BARCIA of Michigan:

H.R. 529. A bill to require the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service to approve a
permit required for importation of certain
wildlife items taken in Tajikistan; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. BARR of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. CAMPBELL):

H.R. 530. A bill to provide that the ‘““Know
Your Customer’ regulations proposed by the
Federal banking agencies may not take ef-
fect unless such regulations are specifically
authorized by a subsequent Act of Congress
and to require the Federal banking agencies
to conduct a comprehensive study on various
economic and privacy issues raised by the
proposed regulations and submit a report on
such study to the Congress, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

By Mr. BLILEY:

H.R. 531. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the amount al-
lowable for qualified adoption expenses, to
permanently extend the credit for adoption
expenses, and to adjust the limitations on
such credit for inflation; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself,
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. MATsuUI, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. QUINN,
Mr. SmiTH of Washington, and Mr.
UNDERWOOD):

H.R. 532. A bill to amend the Act of Sep-
tember 30, 1961, to limit the antitrust exemp-
tion applicable to broadcasting agreements
made by leagues of professional sports, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BOEHLERT (for himself and
Mr. BORSKI):

H.R. 533. A bill to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act to authorize programs for
predisaster mitigation, to streamline the ad-
ministration of disaster relief, to control the
Federal costs of disaster assistance, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mrs. BONO:

H.R. 534. A bill to amend chapter 1 of title
9 of the United States Code to permit each
party to certain contracts to accept or reject
arbitration as a means of settling disputes
under the contracts; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASTLE:

H.R. 535. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to make corrections to a map re-
lating to the Coastal Barrier Resources Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. CASTLE:

H.R. 536. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to require the establishment of a re-
gional or branch office of the Small Business
Administration in each State; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mrs. MYRICK, Mrs. Rou-
KEMA, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. MINGE, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. PETRI,
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. SMITH of Washing-
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ton, Mr. HAsSTINGS of Washington,

Mr. CoBURN, and Mr. GREENWOOD):
H.R. 537. A bill to amend the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 to provide for budgeting
for emergencies through the establishment
of a budget reserve account, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Budget,
and in addition to the Committee on Rules,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-

risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. CLEMENT (for himself, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota, Mr. REYES, Mr.
KIND of Wisconsin, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. SANDLIN, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. FIL-

NER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr.
GEJDENSON):

H.R. 538. A bill to amend title Il of the So-
cial Security Act to provide for an improved
benefit computation formula for workers
who attain age 65 in or after 1982 and to
whom applies the 15-year period of transition
to the changes in benefit computation rules
enacted in the Social Security Amendments
of 1977 (and related beneficiaries) and to pro-
vide prospectively for increases in their ben-
efits accordingly; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms. DANNER:

H.R. 539. A bill to establish 9-1-1 as the
universal emergency assistance number for
wireless telecommunications users, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. DAVIS of Florida (for himself,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
BrRoOwN of Ohio, Mr. SHAw, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. DEUTSCH,
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
McCoLLUM, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Mr. Goss, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mrs. MEek of Flor-
ida, Mr. HAsSTINGS of Florida, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. MoORAN of Virginia,
Mr. BisSHOP, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BoYD,
Mr. LANTOS, and Ms. BRowN of Flor-
ida):

H.R. 540.)A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to prohibit transfers or
discharges of residents of nursing facilities
as a result of a voluntary withdrawal from
participation in the Medicaid Program; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Ms. NORTON, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. LOWEY,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, Mr. OLVER, Ms. KaAP-
TUR, Mr. FROST, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. STARK, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. NADLER, Ms. WOoOOL-
SEY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCcCNULTY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, and Mrs. TAUSCHER):

H.R. 541. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide more effec-
tive remedies to victims of discrimination in
the payment of wages on the basis of sex, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 542. A bill to reduce the number of
Trident ballistic missile submarines subject
to a statutory limitation on retirement or
dismantlement of strategic nuclear delivery
systems and to provide that any funds saved
by retiring such submarines should be used
for national missile defense programs; to the
Committee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey (for
himself, Mr. PICKERING, and Mr.
OXLEY):

H.R. 543. A bill to require the installation
and use by schools and libraries of a tech-
nology for filtering or blocking material on
the Internet on computers with Internet ac-
cess to be eligible to receive or retain uni-
versal service assistance; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. HAYWORTH (for himself and
Mr. LEwIS of Georgia):

H.R. 544. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the small issuer
exemption from pro rata allocation of inter-
est expense of financial institutions to tax-
exempt interest; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself and Mr. CARDIN):

H.R. 545. A bill to combat fraud in, and to
improve the administration of, the disability
programs under titles Il and XVI of the So-
cial Security Act; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. KING of New York:

H.R. 546. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to protect the sanctity of reli-
gious communications; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 547. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish and provide a
checkoff for a Breast and Prostate Cancer
Research Fund, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. FROST, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mrs. MEek of Flor-
ida, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Ms. BROwN of Florida,
Mr. BrROwWN of California, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FORD, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HOYER, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. LEE, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MEEHAN,
Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. SAWYER,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SHows, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mrs. JoNEs of
Ohio, Ms. WATERS, and Ms. VELAz-
QUEZ):

H.R. 548. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to provide for a just apportion-
ment of Representatives in Congress for all
States; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. MOAK-
LEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. DELAHUNT, and
Mr. CAPUANO):

H.R. 549. A bill to provide for the non-pre-
emption of State prescription drug benefit
laws in connection with MedicareChoice
plans; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. McKEON (for himself and Mr.
STUMP):

H.R. 550. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide that persons who
have been convicted of a capital crime may
not be awarded the Purple Heart; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MCNULTY:

H.R. 551. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide that military reserv-
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ists who are retained in active status after
qualifying for reserve retired pay shall be
given credit toward computation of such re-
tired pay for service performed after so
qualifying; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. McCNULTY (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. BisHoP, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. BORsKI, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. COYNE, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
KLECZKA, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KING of New
York, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. SHOWS, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. Ro-
MERO-BARCELO, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SANFORD, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. FILNER,
Mrs. JOoNEs of Ohio, and Mr. KOLBE):

H.R. 552. A bill to provide for award of the
Navy Combat Action Ribbon based upon par-
ticipation in ground or surface combat as a
member of the Navy or Marine Corps during
the period between July 4, 1943, and March 1,
1961; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MCNULTY:

H.R. 553. A bill to prohibit discrimination
by the States on the basis of nonresidency in
the licensing of dental health care profes-
sionals, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

H.R. 554. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow roll-over contribu-
tions to individual retirement plans from de-
ferred compensation plans maintained by
States and local governments and to allow
State and local governments to maintain
401(k) plans; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FATTAH (for himself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. LEE, Mr.
MARTINEZ, and Mr. RUSH):

H.R. 555. A bill to require States to equal-
ize funding for education throughout the
State; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. MICA (for himself and Mr. PicKk-

ETT):

H.R. 556. A bill to amend titles 5 and 37 of
the United States Code to allow members of
the armed forces to participate in the Thrift
Savings Plan; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. NEY (for himself, Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. SHows,
and Mr. BOEHLERT):

H.R. 557. A bill to amend title XI of the So-
cial Security Act to provide a safe harbor
under the anti-kickback statute for hospital
restocking of certain ambulance drugs and
supplies; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. REGULA (for himself and Mr.
ROHRABACHER):

H.R. 558. A bill to provide for the retroces-
sion of the District of Columbia to the State
of Maryland, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition
to the Committee on Government Reform,
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for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. ROEMER (for himself and Mr.
HOUGHTON):

H.R. 559. A bill to provide for the continu-
ation of the United States Advisory Commis-
sion on Public Diplomacy; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO:

H.R. 560. A bill to designate the Federal
building located at 300 Recinto Sur Street in
Old San Juan, Puerto Rico, as the ‘““Jose V.
Toledo United States Post Office and Court-
house’; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. ROTHMAN:

H.R. 561. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to prohibit the operation in cer-
tain metropolitan areas of civil subsonic tur-
bojets that fail to comply with stage 3 noise
levels; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SAXTON:

H.R. 562. A bill to approve and ratify cer-
tain transfers of land and natural resources
by or on behalf of the Delaware Nation of In-
dians, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. SMITH of Washington:

H.R. 563. A bill to encourage Members of
Congress and the executive branch to be hon-
est with the public about true on-budget cir-
cumstances, to exclude the Social Security
trust funds from the annual Federal budget
baseline, to prohibit Social Security trust
funds surpluses to be used as off-sets for tax
cuts or spending increases, and to exclude
the Social Security trust funds from official
budget surplus/deficit pronouncements; to
the Committee on the Budget, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. THORNBERRY::

H.R. 564. A bill to repeal the Federal estate
and gift taxes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 565. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce individual in-
come taxes by increasing the amount of tax-
able income which is taxed at the lowest in-
come tax rate; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. VENTO (for himself, Ms. DAN-

NER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BISHOP, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Ms. CARSON, Mr. OLVER,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr.

MCNULTY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mrs. MEeek of Florida, Mr. FIL-
NER, Ms. LEE, Mr. SKELTON, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. PALLONE,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. EVANS, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. MoRAN of
Virginia, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GEJDEN-
SON, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. MCCAR-
THY of Missouri, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MINGE, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Mr.
SABO, and Mrs. CAPPS):

H.R. 566. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs to conduct Stand Down
events and to establish a pilot program that
will provide for an annual Stand Down event
in each State; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.
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By Mr. VISCLOSKY:

H.R. 567. A bill to assure that the services
of a nonemergency department physician are
available to hospital patients 24-hours-a-day,
seven days a week in all non-Federal hos-
pitals with at least 100 licensed beds; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself, Mr. Sisi-
SKY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
RoTHmMan, Mr. TURNER, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr.
HILLIARD):

H.R. 568. A bill to amend title Il of the So-
cial Security Act to allow workers who at-
tain age 65 after 1981 and before 1992 to
choose either lump sum payments over four
years totalling $5,000 or an improved benefit
computation formula under a new 10-year
rule governing the transition to the changes
in benefit computation rules enacted in the
Social Security Amendments of 1977, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on the Budget, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. FILNER (for himself, Ms. Roy-
BAL-ALLARD, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. Ro-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. DELAURO, Mrs.
CAPPS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. OWENS, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. PAs-
TOR, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FROST, Mr.
BERMAN, Ms. NORTON, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Mr. BRowN of California, Mr.
REYES, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mrs. MEegek of Florida, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. STARK, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms.
SANCHEZ, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. SERRANO,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Mr.
KENNEDY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. GONzZALEZ, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and
Mrs. NAPOLITANO):

H.J. Res. 22. A joint resolution to com-
memorate the birthday of Cesar E. Chavez;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself and Mr.
CHABOT):

H. Con. Res. 22. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding that the President should seek a pub-
lic renunciation by the People’s Republic of
China of any use of force, or threat to use
force, against Taiwan, and that the United
States should help Taiwan in case of threats
or a military attack by the People’s Repub-
lic of China; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. MCKEON:

H. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that during
1999 theSecretaries of the military depart-
ments should provide honor guard details for
the funerals of veterans in the same manner
as is required by law effective January 1,
2000; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H. Res. 37. A resolution requiring the
House of Representatives to take any legisla-
tive action necessary to verify the ratifica-
tion of the Equal Rights Amendment as a
part of the Constitution, when the legisla-
tures of an additional 3 States ratify the
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Equal Rights Amendment; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Mr. OBEY, Mr. SKELTON, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. GEJDEN-
SON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GEORGE MIiL-
LER of California, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
BROWN of California, Ms. VELAZQUEZ,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. EVANS, Mr. RAN-
GEL, and Mr. DIXON):

H. Res. 38. A resolution prohibiting the
payment of any amount from the reserve
fund established for unanticipated expenses
of committees without the apporoval of the
House; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

Mr. McNULTY introduced a bill (H.R. 569)
for the relief of Henry Johnson; which was
referred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 26: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. BISHOP, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. PELOSI,
and Mr. BRowN of Ohio.

H.R. 53: Mr. FROST, Mr.
BONILLA, Mr. BARTON of Texas,
TIAHRT.

H.R. 114: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 116: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. KUYKENDALL,
and Mr. ORTIZ.

H.R. 165: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mr. FROST, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 179: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mrs.
CLAYTON, and Ms. STABENOW.

H.R. 196: Mr. TANNER.

H.R. 206: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 208: Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 239: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. FORD, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SKELTON, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. SHERMAN, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. CAR-
SON, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. FROST, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. REYES, Mr. CRAMER, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. SPRATT, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 253: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 271: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 323: Mr. FATTAH, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BRowN of California,
Mr. DooLEY of California, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. POMEROY, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. THOMPSON
of California, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
KING of New York, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Mr.
WHITFIELD.

COMBEST, Mr.
and Mr.

H419

H.R. 324: Mr. LEwis of Georgia.
H.R. 327: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. NEY.
H.R. 352: Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mrs.

WILSON, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. HOSTETTLER, and Ms.
LOFGREN.

H.R. 358: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. FATTAH, Mrs.
MEeek of Florida, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. CLY-
BURN, and Mr. DAvIs of Illinois.

H.R. 360: Mr. FROST, Mr. MANZULLO, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. McNuLTY, and
Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 362: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. CARSON, Mr. LAN-
TOS, and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 363: Mr. NORwooD, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. SHows, Mr. HORN, Mr. CAPUANO,
Ms. CARSON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
STUPAK, and Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 364: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. SHows, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 365: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. SHows, Ms.
CARSON, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 366: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. SHows, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. CAR-
SON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr.
STUPAK.

H.R. 368: Mr. SHows and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 371: Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 372: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, and Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 373: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
KING of New York, and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 407: Mr. Goobe and Mr. HOSTETTLER.

H.R. 430: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. OLVER, and Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey.

H.R. 434: Mr. HILLIARD and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 436: Ms. DANNER.

H.R. 438: Mr. SAWYER, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. DEAL
of Georgia, and Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 439: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SisSISKY, Mr.
HiLL of Montana, Mrs. JoNEs of Ohio, and
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 447: Mr. LAzI0 of New York.

H.R. 488: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 489: Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 506: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SAw-
YER, Mr. McNuULTY, Ms. BRowN of Florida,
and Mr. TURNER.

H.J. Res. 21: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. GREeEN of
Wisconsin, Mrs. CuBIN, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. KNOLLENBERG and Mr.
GOODE.

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. Goss.

H. Res. 16: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. FROST, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. LAzIO of New York, and Mrs.
KELLY.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 393: Mr. MCINNIS.
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The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious God, we echo the prayer of
the psalmist, ‘““Show me Your ways, O
Lord; teach me Your paths. Lead me in
Your truth and teach me, for You are
the God of my salvation; on You I wait
all the day.”—(Psalm 25:4-5. We know
from experience that, when we wait on
You, we do renew our strength; we are
much more creative thinkers; and our
relationships are more kind and caring.
It is both comforting and challenging
to know that You will be with us all
day long. You will hear everything
that is said and see all that is done.
Therefore, we renew our commitment
to excellence. In that spirit, we seek
Your guidance in the ongoing business
of the Senate today and the prepara-
tions for the next session of the im-
peachment trial tomorrow. The Sen-
ators need You, dear Lord. Thank You
in advance for answering this prayer
for Your blessing of each of them ac-
cording to her or his particular need
today and for the unity of the Senate
as a whole. You are our Lord and Sav-
ior. Amen.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, on behalf
of the majority leader, today the Sen-
ate will be in a period of morning busi-
ness to allow Senators to speak and in-
troduce legislation. There are a num-
ber of Senators who have indicated a
desire to speak, and therefore Senators
should expect the Senate to be in full

Senate

session until late this afternoon. As
previously announced, the Senate will
resume consideration of the articles of
impeachment beginning at 1 p.m. on
Thursday.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator DASCHLE or his designee be in con-
trol of the time between the hours of 12
noon today and 1 p.m. and Senator
COVERDELL or his designee be in con-
trol of the time from 1 to 2 p.m. I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that be-
ginning at 2 p.m. Senators be recog-
nized to speak in morning business for
up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. I thank my colleagues
for their attention.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from New Jersey is recog-
nized.

Mr.
Chair.

LAUTENBERG. 1 thank the

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that now we pro-
ceed directly to morning business. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BURNS). That is correct.

——
THE CLINTON 2000 BUDGET

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
on Monday morning just past, Presi-
dent Clinton submitted his annual
budget to the Congress, but unlike
prior submissions, this budget is much
more than a plan for a single fiscal
year; this is a long-term blueprint for
the 21st century. It prepares for the im-
pending retirement of the baby
boomers. It ensures that younger
Americans will enjoy the security of
Social Security and Medicare. And it
provides a $500 billion tax cut to pro-
mote savings by ordinary Americans.

Now, importantly, it achieves these
goals while increasing national savings

(Mr.

and dramatically reducing our public
debt.

Mr. President, the Clinton budget is
a historic one. It begins a new era in
budget policymaking and promises to
shape our Nation’s future for years, for
even decades, to come.

The Federal Government at long last
has put its fiscal house in order. Last
year was the first year since 1969 that
we ran a budget surplus—a unified
budget surplus, I point out. This year
that surplus will be even larger. And
many analysts see budget surpluses
continuing for years to come.

Our Government is the smallest that
it has been, on a relative basis, in a
quarter century, and we have improved
our fiscal condition for 7 years in a
row—the best record in U.S. history.

Much of the credit for this success
goes to President Clinton and the con-
gressional Democrats, but I hasten to
point out that much of the impetus
that brought us to the point that we
are came because we did this in a bi-
partisan fashion. And I speak as the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee. The President lent the consid-
erable force of his office and his per-
suasion and worked with both Repub-
licans and Democrats to get to this
fairly enviable position to produce a
balanced budget agreement. So there is
plenty of credit to go around for an ac-
complishment that is well in place. I
hope we can resume our work in simi-
larly bipartisan and cooperative ways
because there is so much left to be
done.

In my view, President Clinton’s budg-
et submission provides an excellent
roadmap for that work. The heart of
the President’s plan is its allocation of
roughly 90 percent of projected budget
surpluses to three key areas: Saving
Social Security, strengthening Medi-
care, and cutting taxes to promote sav-
ings for ordinary Americans.

Social Security now is projected to
be insolvent by 2032. The President’s
plan would preserve the program until
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2055. The plan also would extend Medi-
care solvency from the year 2008 to
2020.

In addition, the budget includes a
$500 billion tax cut to promote savings
among ordinary Americans in new
“USA accounts.” That is way more
than a tax cut; it is a way to help all
Americans invest in the private sector
and share in the benefits of economic
growth.

These priorities—saving Social Secu-
rity, strengthening Medicare, and cut-
ting taxes for retirement—are all de-
signed to increase savings, and that is
essential. After all, while we have a
unified surplus today, our public debt—
that debt owed outside our Govern-
ment—is still $3.7 trillion. That is the
debt owed to the public. We will also
face huge unfunded liabilities when the
baby boomers begin to retire.

We need to prepare for that future,
and that is why it is important that we
pay off our debts, reduce interest costs,
and increase private investment. Fed-
eral Reserve Board Chairman Alan
Greenspan testified that that is the
best way to promote long-term eco-
nomic growth. And it is the only way
to ensure that when the baby boomers
retire we will be able to meet our obli-
gations.

Beyond devoting most of the budget
surpluses for savings, President Clin-
ton’s budget also includes some impor-
tant investments in our future. All are
fully offset as required by budget rules
and therefore protect the budget caps.

Perhaps most importantly, the budg-
et makes a strong commitment to
quality education. It would help mod-
ernize our schools, hire more teachers,
reduce class size, and improve edu-
cational standards. Together these ini-
tiatives would help ensure that Ameri-
cans are equipped to compete in the
global economy. Everyone is aware
that this century, the 20th century, has
been defined as the American century
because of the progress that we made.
After winning two World Wars and hav-
ing engaged in other conflicts that ul-
timately produced peace, American
leadership was at the helm of global
economic growth.

The budget also calls for a variety of
other targeted tax cuts such as new
credits to help families support long-
term care and child care. It increases
our commitment to our men and
women in the military. It was made
clear in newspapers across the country
in the last few days that we are having
significant problems recruiting and re-
taining those people that we would like
to have serve us in the military. So it
reflects the President’s commitment to
strengthen that; possibly to encourage
young people to spend some time in the
military and to encourage those who
have experience and longevity to con-
tinue to do the job that they are capa-
ble of and not be attracted simply by a
momentary better opportunity in the
private sector.

The budget also reflects the Presi-
dent’s commitment to strengthening
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our communities by hiring more police
officers, cleaning up our environment,
and fighting sprawl. We cannot go into
every detail of the budget here today,
but overall I think this is an excellent
proposal. It is bold, it is innovative,
and it has the right priorities for our
future.

Unfortunately, I have been dis-
appointed that the response to the
President’s budget, like other things
that happen in Congress, has so far
been too partisan. Some Republicans
have accused the President of return-
ing to an era of big government. This
claim is so preposterous it is difficult
to take it seriously when we look at
the amounts of moneys being spent on
government and see that, relative to
the GDP, it is at the lowest point that
it has been since 1974. This budget,
after all, would reserve almost 90 per-
cent of the surpluses for debt reduc-
tion. It would be hard to get more fis-
cally responsible.

I respect the views of my Republican
colleagues who have honest disagree-
ments with the President. I hope we
can work together on this budget issue.
However, I do want to express my
strong opposition to one element of the
Republican’s budget plan, and that is
their proposal for cuts across the board
in tax rates.

I want to emphasize that I strongly
support tax relief for ordinary Ameri-
cans. In particular, I support the $500-
plus billion in tax cuts for savings that
are included in the President’s budget
for ordinary Americans. Unfortunately,
the Republican position is to spend
much of the budget surplus for tax rate
cuts that go disproportionately to
Americans with the highest incomes.

According to one analysis, the Re-
publican proposal would provide more
than $20,000 for those in the top 1 per-
cent of earners who have incomes of
more than $800,000. Just look at the
chart. It looks like a fairly ridiculous
comparison, but the top 1 percent of
those earning $833,000—those folks are
in the top 1 percent; that is not the en-
tire 1 percent—they would get a tax
cut of $20,697, but the person who works
hard and is included in the 60 percent
of our American wage earners whose
incomes are below $38,000 would get a
$99 tax cut. Mr. President, $20,000 for
the high-income wealthy people, $99 for
the average American; it is not fair and
I hope that it will be reconsidered by
our friends on the Republican side.

Even worse, these tax breaks for the
highest income Americans would come
at the direct expense of Medicare.
Medicare has become such an impor-
tant program in our society, such a
commitment, that it is wvalued by
Americans across the board. We see its
effects on the better health and the
longevity that our citizens enjoy and
the quality of life they experience in
those longer lives in their later years.
So it would be wrong to sacrifice some
addition to the solvency of Medicare
for a tax break across the board that
gives someone earning over $800,000 in
a single year a $20,000-plus tax break.
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President Clinton’s budget reflects
the values and priorities of most Amer-
icans, and I hope that many of its pro-
posals will enjoy bipartisan support.
The American public loves it when we
work in a bipartisan fashion, and I
noted that when we got to the balanced
budget agreement for fiscal year 1997.
We had all kinds of comments—it is a
pleasure not to see any bickering, not
to see any sharp diatribes, not to see
any acerbic discussions; it is a pleasure
to see Senators working together on
behalf of all Americans.

So this focus for this budget is on the
future: saving Social Security,
strengthening Medicare, providing tax
cuts and promoting savings for ordi-
nary Americans. Together these poli-
cies will help ensure a vibrant economy
and a secure future for all Americans.
So I hope my colleagues will support
the President’s approach. I look for-
ward to doing what I can to work with
them to address the serious fiscal
issues facing our Nation and to prepare
us for the 2l1st century, which I think
can become the second American cen-
tury.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

—————

THE NEED FOR PRESCRIPTION
DRUG COVERAGE IN MEDICARE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, senior
citizens deserve coverage of prescrip-
tion drugs under Medicare, and it is
time for Congress to see that they get
it.

Medicare is a compact between work-
ers and their government that says,
“Work hard, pay into the system when
you are young, and we will guarantee
health security in your retirement.”
But that commitment is being broken
every day, because Medicare does not
cover prescription drugs.

Prescription drug bills eat up a dis-
proportionate share of the income of
the typical elderly household. Senior
citizens spend three times more of
their income on health care than per-
sons under 65, and they account for
one-third of all prescription drug ex-
penditures. Yet they make-up only 12
percent of the population.

The greatest gap in Medicare—and
the greatest anachronism—is its fail-
ure to cover prescription drugs.

Because of this gap and other gaps in
Medicare coverage, and the growing
cost of the Part B premium, Medicare
now pays only 50% of the out-of-pocket
medical costs of the elderly. On aver-
age, senior citizens now spend almost
as much of their income on health care
as they did before Medicare was en-
acted.

Prescription drugs are the single
largest out-of-pocket cost to the elder-
ly for health services. The average sen-
ior citizen fills an average of eighteen
prescriptions a year, and takes four to
six prescriptions daily. Many elderly
Americans face monthly drug bills of
$100 or more.
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When Medicare was enacted in 1965,
coverage of prescription drugs in pri-
vate insurance policies was rare—and
Medicare followed that standard prac-
tice. Today, 99 percent of employment-
based health insurance policies provide
prescription drug coverage—99 percent.
But Medicare is caught in a 34-year-old
time warp—and senior citizens are suf-
fering as a result.

Too many elderly Americans today
face a cruel choice between food on the
table and the medicine they need to
stay healthy or to treat their illnesses.
Too many senior citizens often take
only half the pills their doctor pre-
scribes, or don’t even fill needed pre-
scriptions—because they can’t afford
the high cost of the drugs. Too often,
they are paying twice as much as they
should for their prescription drugs, be-
cause they are forced to pay full price
when those with private insurance poli-
cies get the advantage of negotiated
discounts. As a result, many senior
citizens end up in the hospital—at ex-
cessive cost to Medicare—because they
aren’t obtaining the drugs they need or
are not taking them correctly. As we
enter the new century, pharmaceutical
products are increasingly the source of
miracle cures for many dread dis-
eases—and senior citizens will be left
even farther behind if we fail to act.

The 21st century may well be the
century of life sciences. With the sup-
port of the American people, Congress
is on the way to the goal of doubling
the budget of the National Institutes of
Health over the next five years. This
investment is seed money for the addi-
tional basic research that will enable
scientists to develop new therapies to
improve and extend the lives of senior
citizens and all citizens.

In 1998 alone, private industry spent
more than $21 billion for research on
new medicines and to bring them to
the public. These miracle drugs save
lives—and they save dollars too, by
preventing unnecessary hospitalization
and expensive surgery. All patients de-
serve affordable access to these medi-
cations. Yet, Medicare, which is the na-
tion’s largest insurer, does not cover
outpatient prescription drugs, and sen-
ior citizens and persons with disabil-
ities pay a heavy daily price for this
glaring omission.

America’s senior citizens and dis-
abled citizens deserve to benefit from
new discoveries in the same way that
other families do. Yet, without negoti-
ating power, they receive the brunt of
cost-shifting—with often devastating
results. In the words of a recent report
by Standard & Poor’s, ‘‘Drugmakers
have historically raised prices to pri-
vate customers to compensate for the
discounts they grant to managed care
consumers.”” The so-called ‘‘private”’
customers referred to in this report are
largely our nation’s mothers, fathers,
aunts, uncles, grandmothers, and
grandfathers.

Up to 19 million Medicare bene-
ficiaries are forced to fend for them-
selves when it comes to purchasing
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these life-saving and life-improving
therapies. They have no prescription
drug coverage from any source. Other
Medicare beneficiaries have some cov-
erage, but too often it is inadequate,
unreliable and unaffordable.

About 6 percent of senior citizens
have limited coverage through a Medi-
care HMO. While the majority of Medi-
care HMO plans offer prescription drug
coverage, the benefits vary widely.
Some plans cap the benefit at just $300
a year or less. Imagine that, $300 a year
or less. In addition, the current trend
is for HMOs to cut back on drug cov-
erage or, in extreme cases, leave the
Medicare market altogether. We have
tried to remedy this problem in Massa-
chusetts, but clearly it is a national
problem, and it requires a national so-
lution.

An additional 12 percent of Medicare
beneficiaries purchase an independent
medigap policy with prescription drug
coverage and coverage of other gaps in
Medicare. Only three of the ten stand-
ard medigap benefit packages even in-
clude insurance for prescription drugs.
These plans are difficult to obtain, be-
cause even the most generous compa-
nies refuse to cover all people who
walk in the door.

They fear that only those who ur-
gently need the coverage will sign up,
so the plans contain escape clauses
that exclude applicants with pre-exist-
ing conditions. Even if they decide to
issue a policy, often there are no limits
on what these private companies can
charge. As a result, medigap plans with
drug coverage are often out of reach for
senior citizens. For those fortunate
enough to obtain the coverage, the ben-
efits are limited and the costs are high.

Another 10 percent are Medicare
beneficiaries are eligible for coverage
under Medicaid. This coverage is an
important part of the safety net for our
poorest elderly and disabled citizens,
but it offers no help to the vast major-
ity of senior citizens.

Finally, a third of all Medicare bene-
ficiaries have reasonably comprehen-
sive coverage through a retiree health
plan. These plans, which are offered
through their former employers, sup-
plement Medicare, and the prescription
drug benefits are often generous. But
increasingly, retiree health benefits
are on the chopping block as companies
cut costs by reducing health spending.

Despite Medicare’s lack of coverage
for prescription drugs, their misuse re-
sults in preventable illnesses that cost
Medicare as much as $16 billion annu-
ally, while imposing vast misery on
senior citizens. It is in our best inter-
est, and in the best interest of Medi-
care, to reform it in ways that encour-
age proper use and minimize these
abuses.

Savings can be achieved when physi-
cians and pharmacists are better edu-
cated on the needs of senior citizens
and the potential problems they face in
obtaining and using their medications.

Savings can also be achieved when
senior citizens are assisted in learning
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how to follow the instructions that are
dispensed with their medications. Too
often, patients shortchange them-
selves. They take half doses or try to
stretch out their prescription to make
it last longer. This is wrong, and it
doesn’t have to happen. If elderly pa-
tients know that the drugs they need
will be affordable, compliance will im-
prove, and so will their quality of life.

President Clinton has correctly iden-
tified prescription drug coverage as one
of the very highest priorities for Medi-
care reform. I hope we can reach a
broad bipartisan consensus in the com-
ing weeks that any Medicare reform
worth the name will include coverage
of prescription drugs. The health and
financial security of millions of senior
citizens depend on it, and we owe it to
them to act as soon as possible.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

IMPEACHMENT AND THE
CONSTITUTION

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want-
ed to call the attention of my col-
leagues to a piece that was written by
our distinguished Senator from West
Virginia, our colleague, Senator BYRD,
that appeared in today’s Washington
Post entitled “‘Don’t Tinker With Im-
peachment.”

The reason I want to do that is there
are discussions occurring now, accord-
ing to some of my colleagues and ac-
counts in the newspaper and on tele-
vision, about trying to create a mecha-
nism to require a vote in the Senate
during the impeachment trial on the
findings of fact prior to a vote on the
articles of impeachment themselves.

I was just looking at the Constitu-
tion in our Senate manual, and, of
course, article III in the Constitution
establishes the basis for impeachment,
and it is simple, direct and provides
nothing of the sort that would lead
Senators to believe that they can bifur-
cate the vote in the Senate in an im-
peachment trial first to findings of fact
and have a majority vote on findings of
fact and then to move toward a vote on
the two articles of impeachment that
are currently in front of the Senate.

But I think the article written by our
colleague, Senator BYRD, provides the
best description of the difficulty with
these findings of fact. Let me read just
a few comments, and I ask unanimous
consent to have the article printed in
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the ar-
ticle, in part, by Senator BYRD says:
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The notion of trumping the articles of im-
peachment with even a ‘“‘broad’ findings of
fact flies in the face of what the Framers of
the Constitution intended. They deliberately
set the bar high when it came to the vote on
articles of impeachment, first by requiring a
supermajority of two-thirds of the Senate to
convict, and second, by fusing the penalty—
[that is] removal from office [being the pen-
alty]—into the question of guilt.

In voting on articles of impeachment [he
goes on to say] senators must answer not one
but two questions: Is the president guilty or
not guilty of committing high crimes and
misdemeanors, and, if he is guilty, do his ac-
tions warrant removal from office?

Continuing to quote from Senator
BYRD’s article:

This was not a casual coupling on the part
of the Framers. Their intent was to force
senators to set aside their own passions and
prejudices and focus instead on the best in-
terests of the nation. To lift this burden
from the shoulders of senators by offering
them a way to convict the president without
having to accept responsibility for removing
him from office would, in effect, bastardize
the impeachment process.

Moreover [he says] the aftershocks would
be felt long after this impeachment has
faded into history. No longer would senators
be confined to the articles of impeachment
formulated by the House of Representatives.
No longer would senators need a two-thirds
majority vote to pronounce a president
guilty. From this time forward, they could
cite the precedent set by the Senate in the
106th Congress as giving them carte blanche
to write, and approve by a simple majority,
ersatz articles of impeachment cloaked as
“findings of fact.”

Senator BYRD, as always, finds the
bull’s-eye in this debate. This is not
some ordinary debate; this is a debate
about constitutional requirements and
responsibilities and what the provi-
sions of the Constitution mean with re-
spect to impeachment.

The impeachment article provisions
of the Constitution require, when im-
peachment articles are voted by the
U.S. House of Representatives and sent
to the Senate, that a trial must com-
mence, and the vote on the articles of
impeachment would be conducted by
the Senate; and two-thirds of the Sen-
ate would have to vote guilty on those
articles of impeachment in order to re-
move a President from office.

But it doesn’t bifurcate the vote,
doesn’t call for extra procedures,
doesn’t call for findings of fact, doesn’t
allow some Senators to say, ‘“Yes,
that’s what the Constitution says but
we’re going to create a new, or pretend
there’s a new, provision in the Con-
stitution without having the difficulty
of debating Madison and Mason and
Hamilton and Franklin over our pro-
posal. We’ll just pretend it’s in the
Constitution. And we’ll have separate
votes on findings of fact. And in fact,
doing that, we can have our own little
vote and create our own little result
with only 51 Members of the Senate
voting in favor of our resolution.”

That is a terrible idea and, in my
judgment, stands this Constitution,
and the article of impeachment provi-
sions in this Constitution, on its head.
But Senator BYRD says it much better
than I do. I will, as I indicated, include
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his article at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

This Constitution, written in a room
in Philadelphia over 200 years ago, is
quite a remarkable document. It estab-
lished the separation of powers. It es-
tablished the framework for a new kind
of Government that has worked re-
markably well. If those who watch
these proceedings and become inter-
ested in the Constitution would go to
that room in Philadelphia, they would
see that that room still exists. It is
called the Assembly Room in Constitu-
tion Hall.

That room, which is smaller than the
Senate Chamber, has a chair in the
front of the room where George Wash-
ington sat as he presided over that
Chamber. The same chair sits there
today. And you will see where Mason
sat, Madison, Franklin, and others who
wrote this Constitution. They wrote it
on a hot Philadelphia summer with the
curtains drawn to keep the heat out of
that room, and they created this re-
markable document that is printed
here in the Senate Manual. And that is
the document by which we in the Sen-
ate are now conducting an impeach-
ment trial.

I come to the floor today only to say
that I think there is great danger in
believing there are things written in
this Constitution that don’t exist in
the Constitution. There is danger, in
my judgment, in suggesting ways or
mechanisms by which some can vote
and create majority votes on some ex-
traordinary findings of fact that are
not provided for in this Constitution.

In this impeachment trial, there is
one of two results, and that is a vote on
the two articles of impeachment that
have been sent to the U.S. Senate by
the House of Representatives. That
vote will be a vote cast by each and
every Member of this Senate, and the
vote will be either a vote to convict or
a vote to acquit—guilty or not guilty
on the two articles of impeachment.
And my hope is that when the Senate
reconvenes in the impeachment trial,
all Senators will have read this rather
remarkable article by the preeminent
constitutional scholar in this Chamber
and the historian of this U.S. Senate,
the esteemed Senator BYRD.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post, February 3,
1999]
DON’T TINKER WITH IMPEACHMENT
(By Robert C. Byrd)

While the lawyers are busy deposing wit-
nesses in the Senate impeachment trial of
the president, a number of senators are con-
tinuing to work quietly behind the scenes to
chart a course that will end the trial with a
minimum of political carnage. One route
currently being investigated is a so-called
“findings of fact,” an extravagant novelty by
which a simple majority of the Senate could
condemn the president’s behavior within the
framework of the impeachment process with-
out being forced to remove him from office.

This convict-but-don’t-evict strategy ap-
peals to some senators who have no appetite
for prolonging a trial whose outcome is all
but certain. At the same time, they are
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squeamish about the likelihood of an all-but-
inevitable acquittal without having some ve-
hicle to first register their condemnation of
the president’s actions. No doubt their mo-
tives are sincere, and I applaud their inge-
nuity, but this findings-of-fact proposal is
not the answer. While the Senate sits in the
impeachment trial, it is not in legislative
session. The insertion of such a legislative
mutant into the impeachment proceedings
would subject the process to some very ex-
perimental genetic engineering.

The notion of trumping the articles of im-
peachment with even a ‘‘broad’ findings of
fact flies in the face of what the Framers of
the Constitution intended. They deliberately
set the bar high when it came to the vote on
articles of impeachment, first by requiring a
supermajority of two-thirds of the Senate to
convict, and second, by fusing the penalty—
removal from office—into the question of
guilt.

In voting on articles of impeachment, sen-
ators must answer not one but two ques-
tions: Is the president guilty or not guilty of
committing high crimes and misdemeanors,
and, if he is guilty, do his actions warrant
removal from office?

This was not a casual coupling on the part
of the Framers. Their intent was to force
senators to set aside their own passions and
prejudices and focus instead on the best in-
terests of the nation. To lift this burden
from the shoulders of senators by offering
them a way to convict the president without
having to accept responsibility for removing
him from office would, in effect, bastardize
the impeachment process.

Moreover, the aftershocks would be felt
long after this impeachment has faded into
history. No longer would senators be con-
fined to the articles of impeachment formu-
lated by the House of Representatives. No
longer would senators need a two thirds ma-
jority vote to pronounce a president guilty.
From this time forward, they could cite the
precedent set by the Senate in the 106th Con-
gress as giving them carte blanche to write,
and approve by a simple majority, ersatz ar-
ticles of impeachment cloaked as ‘‘findings
of fact.”

And why stop at findings of fact? If the
Senate can ignore the intent of the Framers
to combine a guilty verdict with removal
from office in an impeachment trial, maybe
senators can find a way around the constitu-
tional prohibition against bills of attainder,
or legislative punishments.

The Senate impeachment trial takes place
in a quasi-judicial setting, and findings of
fact would move the Senate headlong into an
area reserved for the judicial system, where
the Senate, under the separation of powers
principle, dares not go.

Findings of fact would become part of a
quasi-judicial record that could not subse-
quently be amended or overturned. Could
such a record of findings of fact be later used
by an independent counsel before a federal
grand jury in an effort to secure an indict-
ment? If this or any president were to be in-
dicted, could such findings be introduced as
evidence in a subsequent trial in an effort to
sway a jury and bring about a conviction?
Who knows what monsters this rogue gene
might spawn in future days?

The impeachment process, as messy and
uncomfortable as it may be, is working as
designed. This is neither the time nor the
place for constitutional improvisation. No
matter how sincere the motivation, our na-
tion and our Constitution will not be well
served by this sort of seat-of-the-pants tin-
kering.

A post-trial censure resolution that does
not cross the line into legislative punish-
ment is something else. It can and should be
considered by the Senate after the court of
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impeachment has adjourned sine die. Cen-
sure is not meaningless, it will not subvert
the Constitution, and it will be indelibly
seared into the ineffaceable record of history
for all future generations to see and to pon-
der. For those who fear that it can be ex-
punged from the record, be assured that it
can never be erased from the history books.
Like the mark that was set upon Cain, it
will follow even beyond the grave.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may
have up to 10 minutes to make a state-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair
and wish the Presiding Officer a good
day.

addressed the

——
ENERGY SECURITY
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,

first of all, I want to raise with my col-
leagues two issues that revolve around
energy security. The first issue is the
state of the domestic oil industry and
the second issue is the Oil-for-Food
Program for Iraq. I think that this
marks the first departure from the de-
bate on the impeachment, and I hope
the Presiding Officer will find it re-
freshing.

Last week, the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee, which I chair,
held a hearing to review the state of
the domestic petroleum industry, and
to assess the threat to our economic
security from our growing dependence
on foreign oil. The domestic oil indus-
try in the United States is in serious
trouble. Companies are laying off
workers in droves. In my State of Alas-
ka, British Petroleum, just announced
the layoff of some 600 workers, and an-
other one of our major oil companies
lost somewhere in the area of just
under $800 million in the last quarter of
1998.

Exploration and drilling budgets are
way down. Drilling contractors have
been cut to the bone. Marginal and
stripper wells are being shut in. These
are production capabilities, Mr. Presi-
dent, that, once lost, will unlikely be
regained. These, to a large degree, rep-
resent an ongoing operating petroleum
reserve—one might conclude a stra-
tegic petroleum reserve—because while
they are small, they are substantial in
their numbers and contribute to do-
mestic production.

Now, to quote a recent report by the
John S. Herold Company, 1998 was a
“‘catastrophe” for the U.S. oil industry,
“nothing short of murderous for inves-
tors” in that industry. We are seeing
mergers and consolidations, significant
implications for the Nation’s energy
security, and certainly U.S. jobs—30
merged companies alone last year.

This situation in the oil industry is
interesting, as we look at the commod-
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ities in this country. As the Presiding
Officer is well aware, the agricultural
industry—production, livestock, hogs,
beef—the farmers can hardly raise
them anymore. Many aspects of the ag-
ricultural industry are under water.
This is true of the timber industry. It
is true of the steel industry. It is true
of the mining industry, and certainly
true of the oil and gas industry.

So as we reflect on the prosperity of
this country, it is interesting to note
the job losses in the commodities in-
dustries of this country—and one has
to wonder when it is going to catch up
with itself. Of course, we enjoy low gas-
oline prices when we fill our car or
boat, low heating o0il prices when we
warm our home, and low inflation due
in large measure to low oil prices. Let’s
recognize where it is.

But a decimated U.S. oil industry
creates a risk to consumers, to the
economy, to our national energy secu-
rity. And we only have to look back at
history. Some say we learn from his-
tory, and some say not much. Well, we
recall the 1973 Arab oil embargo when
we were only 36 percent dependent on
foreign imported oil. That had a dev-
astating impact on consumers and the
economy. We saw oil shortages, and
long lines at the gas stations. Many
people have forgotten that timeframe—
soaring prices, double-digit inflation,
and an economy put into recession.
What was the prime rate at that time?
Well, the prime rate was 20.5 percent in
1980. Inflation was in the area of 11 per-
cent—double-digit.

If it happened today, we could be hit
even harder. And we are getting set up
for it because we are in worse shape
today than we were in 1973. Since 1973,
our foreign dependence has grown by
leaps and bounds. U.S. crude oil pro-
duction dropped by one-third. U.S. oil
imports—oil imports—soared by two-
thirds.

Today, U.S. foreign oil dependence is
56 percent, compared to 36 percent back
in 1973. Our excessive foreign oil de-
pendence puts our national energy se-
curity interests at stake and hence our
national security at stake. We can’t
forget that the United States went to
war in 1991 when Iraq invaded Kuwait
and threatened the world oil supplies.
Part of that was our supply.

In 1995, President Clinton issued a
Presidential finding that imports of oil
threatened our national security, and a
short time ago the U.S. bombed Iraq
because Saddam continues to threaten
the stability in the Persian Gulf. Well,
it is fair to say, Mr. President, if we do
nothing, what will happen: We know
things are going to get worse.

The Department of Energy projects
in the year 2010 U.S. foreign depend-
ence will hit about 68 percent. That
means we will be depending on foreign
sources for 68 percent of our oil supply.

I don’t think we should put our trust
in foreign oil-producing nations that
have their interests in mind, not ours.
I plan to work closely with the small
and independent producers to develop a
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solution to this crisis. Already I have
cosponsored Senate bill 325, a bill in-
troduced by my colleague from Texas,
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, that
would amend the Tax Code to add mar-
ginal producers. I will work as a mem-
ber of the Finance Committee to con-
sider this and see it is adopted.

I also intend, with Senators from
producing States, to consider a non-tax
means to assist domestic production
through regulatory and land access
issues.

Second, I want to talk about oil-for-
food and our relations with Iraq. This
deals with our energy security; that is,
our U.S. policy towards Iraq, specifi-
cally, the U.N. Oil-for-Food Program.
Six weeks have passed since President
Clinton ordered America’s Armed
Forces to strike military and security
targets in Iraq. What has Saddam’s re-
gime done since then? They have shot
at U.S. fighter planes on almost a daily
basis. They have challenged Kuwait’s
right to exist. They have demanded
compensation for U.N. crimes against
Iraqg—isn’t that ironic. They have de-
manded an end to sanctions and no-fly
zones. They have reiterated that no
weapons inspectors will be allowed to
return. That is a pretty bold state-
ment.

Now, what policy initiative has the
Clinton administration launched to
deal with Saddam’s defiance? U.S. offi-
cials offered to eliminate the ceiling on
the Oil-for-Food Program, a de facto
ending of the sanctions on oil exports.
My views on the absurdity to this pro-
posal were included in a recent Wash-
ington Post op-ed, and I ask unanimous
consent that be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 25, 1999]

OUR TOOTHLESS POLICY ON IRAQ
(By Frank H. Murkowski)

On the eve of Operation Desert Fox, Presi-
dent Clinton announced to the nation that
“we are delivering a powerful message to
Saddam.” That message now appears to be
that as long as Saddam Hussein refuses to
cooperate with inspections, refuses to com-
ply with U.N. resolutions and refuses to stop
illegally smuggling out oil, he will be re-
warded by the de facto ending of economic
sanctions.

At least, that was the message sent by the
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations
Peter Burleigh on Jan. 14 when he offered a
plan to eliminate the ceiling on how much
oil Iraq can sell abroad. This proposal was in
reaction to a proposal (made by France and
supported by Russia and China) to end the
Iraq oil embargo.

Do not be fooled. The distinctions between
the U.S. plan and the French plan are mean-
ingless. This is the end of the U.N. sanctions
regime. Security Council Resolution 687,
passed in 1991 at the end of the Gulf War, re-
quires that international economic sanc-
tions, including an embargo on the sale of oil
from Iraq, remain in place until Iraq dis-
closes and destroys its weapons of mass de-
struction programs and capabilities and un-
dertakes unconditionally never to resume
such activities. This, we know, has not hap-
pened.

But the teeth in Resolution 687 have effec-
tively been pulled, one by one, with the in-
troduction and then continued expansion of
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the so-called oil-for-food exception to the
sanctions. Although the humanitarian goals
of the oil-for-food program are worthy, Sad-
dam Hussein already has subverted the pro-
gram to his own benefit by using increased
oil capacity to smuggle oil for hard cash and
by freeing up resources he might have been
forced to use for food and medicine for his
own people.

The increase in illegal sales of petroleum
products coincided with implementation of
the oil-for-food program in 1995. Part of this
illegally sold oil is moving by truck across
the Turkish-Iraqi border. A more significant
amount is moving by sea through the Per-
sian Gulf. Exports of contraband Iraqi oil
through the gulf have jumped some 50-fold in
the past two years, to nearly half a billion
dollars. Further, Iraq has been steadily in-
creasing illegal exports of oil to Jordan and
Turkey.

0Oil is Saddam Hussein’s lifeline; it fuels
his ability to finance his factories of death
and rebuild his weapons of mass destruction.
Revenue from oil exports historically has
represented nearly all of Iraq’s foreign ex-
change earnings. In the year preceding Oper-
ation Desert Storm, Iraq’s export earnings
totaled $10.4 billion, with 95 percent attrib-
uted to petroleum. Iraq’s imports during
that same year, 1990, totaled only $6.6 bil-
lion.

The United States proposes to lift the ceil-
ing on the only export that matters. In addi-
tion, it is prepared to relax the scrutiny ap-
plied to contracts for spare parts and other
equipment needed to get Iraqi industry
working better.

France, China and Russia, of course, did
not support Desert Fox, and have wanted to
lift the Iraq embargo for some time. They
are willing to put economic gain before
international security, because these appeas-
ers of Iraq stand to earn billions in a post-
sanctions world. In fact, earlier this month,
the U.N. released more than $81 million
under the expanded oil-for-food program to
enable Iraq to buy electrical generating
equipment, nearly all of which ($74.9 million)
will come from China. Will these new tur-
bines merely guarantee an uninterrupted
power supply for Saddam Hussien’s poison
gas facilities?

Why is the Clinton administration pre-
pared to take this course? Because our Iraq
policy is bankrupt. We have relied on Koki
Annan and the Iraq appeasers to sign mean-
ingless deals with Saddam Hussein regarding
inspections that were useless from the mo-
ment they were signed. When we called back
our aircraft at the last moment in October,
despite the unanimous support of the Secu-
rity Council for the attack, our Iraq policy
suffered a near-fatal collapse. It finally did
collapse when we decided to strike at a time
when the president’s credibility was at its
lowest and the approach of Ramadan guaran-
teed Saddam Hussien easily could outlast
our attack. Indeed the absurdity of our pol-
icy is reflected in the fact that in December
our bombers targeted an oil refinery in Basra
and at the end of the attack we pledged sup-
port to rebuild Iraq’s oil-export capacity.

The inept policies that have brought us to
this point must be reversed. As a first step,
the administration ought to turn back from
its path toward lifting, rather than tight-
ening, the sanctions on Saddam Hussein.
Second, when the U.N. reconsiders reauthor-
izing the oil-for-food program in May, the
United States should use its veto to end this
program, which has allowed Saddam Hussein
to rebuild his political and military support.

We can bring Saddam Hussein to his knees
by eliminating his ability to market any of
his oil, thereby cutting off his cash flow. Not
only should the United States strengthen oil
interdiction and inspection operations, the
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administration should consider adopting a
policy similar to the air blockade we enforce
in the ‘“‘no-fly’’ zone. A strictly enforced ‘‘no-
oil-export’ policy is what is called for.

Only then will Saddam Hussein realize
that cooperation with U.N. inspectors is the
only way to rebuild his economy. The policy
predicated on so-called  humanitarian
grounds—oil for food—not only has failed but
has ensured the survival of Saddam Hussein.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
don’t have time to go into that in
depth, but let me remind my colleagues
of a few things. One, the United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 687
passed in 1991 at the end of the Persian
Gulf War requires that international
economic sanctions, including an em-
bargo on the sale of oil from Iraq, re-
main in place until Iraq discloses and
destroys its weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs and capabilities and un-
dertakes unconditionally never to re-
sume such activities.

But the teeth in Resolution 687 have
effectively been pulled out one-by-one
with the introduction and then contin-
ued expansion of the so-called oil-for-
food exception to the sanctions: In 1995,
UNSCR 986 allowed Iraq to sell $2 bil-
lion worth of oil every 6 months. Iraq
produced 1.2 million barrels per day in
1997. In 1997, UNSCR 1153 doubled the
offer to $5.2 billion in oil every 6
months. Iraq is now producing 2.5 mil-
lion barrels of oil. In 1999, United
States, France, and Saudi Arabia will
offer varying plans on removing the
limit on how much oil Iraq can sell and
for what purpose.

This means that Iraq’s oil production
of 2.5 million barrels per day equals—
their production now equals—the pre-
war production levels in the year pre-
ceding Desert Storm. Iraq’s export
earnings total $10.4 billion, with 95 per-
cent attributed to oil, which is Iraq’s
only significant identifiable cash flow.
Iraq’s imports that same year were
only $6.6 billion.

The President’s National Security
Advisor, Sandy Berger, takes issue
with my characterization of the U.S.
proposal. In a Washington Post edi-
torial, he said that under the Oil-for-
Food Program:

We prevent Saddam from spending his na-
tion’s most valuable treasure on what he
cares about most—rebuilding his military ar-
senal—and force him to spend it on what he
cares about least—the people of Iraq. From
Saddam’s point of view, that makes the pro-
gram part of the sanctions regime.

I ask unanimous consent that edi-
torial in the Washington Post be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post]
OIL FOR FOOD: THE OPPOSITE OF SANCTIONS
(By Samuel R. Berger)

The Post’s Jan. 17 editorial ‘‘Rewarding
Saddam Hussein’ endorsed the administra-
tion’s policy of containing Iraq and our con-
tinued readiness to back that policy with
force. Unfortunately, it also misconstrued
important elements of our approach to sanc-
tions to Iraq. The confusion was compounded
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by a Jan. 25 op-ed by Sen. Frank Murkowski
(R-Alaska). Both took issue with what the
editorial referred to—incompletely—as an
administration statement offering ‘‘to elimi-
nate the ceiling on how much oil Iraq is per-
mitted to sell.”” The second half of that
statement—which the editorial omitted—
read: ‘‘to finance the purchase of food and
medicine for the Iraqi people.”

Under the U.S. proposal, Iraq could pump
as much oil as is needed to meet humani-
tarian needs. All the revenue would go di-
rectly to a U.N. escrow account, as it does
now. From that account, checks could be
written—directly to the contractor—to buy
food, medicine and other humanitarian sup-
plies, as well as parts for equipment that we
know is being used to pump oil for this pro-
gram. These supplies then would be distrib-
uted under U.N. supervision. Saddam would
never see a dime.

The Post and Sen. Murkowski also as-
serted that our proposal to increase the flow
of humanitarian aid to Iraq is no different
from proposals to lift sanctions. In fact, it is
in direct opposition to them.

If sanctions were lifted, the international
community no longer could determine how
Iraq’s oil revenues are spent. The oil-for-food
program would have to be disbanded, not ex-
panded. Billions of dollars now reserved for
the basic needs of the Iraqi people would be-
come available to Saddam to use as he
pleased. The amount of food and medicine
flowing into Iraq most likely would decline.

In contrast, under the current program, we
prevent Saddam from spending his nation’s
most valuable treasure on what he cares
about most—rebuilding his military arse-
nal—and force him to spend it on what he
cares about least—the people of Iraq. From
Saddam’s point of view, that makes the pro-
gram part of the sanctions regime.

Indeed, Saddam already has rejected our
initiative to expand it. He knows that every
drop of oil sold to feed the Iraqi people is a
drop of oil that will never be sold to feed his
war machine. Oil for food means no oil for
tanks.

Saddam’s intent is clear: He is cynically
trying to exploit the suffering of his people—
for which he is responsible—to gain sym-
pathy for his cause and to create a rift in the
international coalition arrayed against him.
In this way, he hopes to build support for
ending sanctions so that he can resume his
effort to acquire weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

But he is failing. In recent weeks, opinion
has hardened against Saddam in Arab coun-
tries. On Sunday, the Arab League called on
Iraq to stop provoking its neighbors and to
comply with U.N. resolutions. Newspapers in
Egypt and Saudi Arabia have called for
Saddam’s ouster. But there remains strong
public sympathy for the Iraqi people.

The effect of our policy is to make clear
that the source of hunger and sickness in
Iraq is not sanctions but Saddam. After the
Gulf War ended, the United States made cer-
tain that food and medicine would never be
subject to sanctions. Saddam always has
been free to import them. When he refused to
do so, the United States took the lead in pro-
posing that Iraq be allowed to sell controlled
quantities of its oil in order to purchase hu-
manitarian supplies. Remarkably, until 1996,
Saddam refused to do even that.

Currently, the United Nations allows Iraq
to spend up to $5.2 billion in oil revenue
every six months for humanitarian purposes.
Saddam is so indifferent to the suffering of
his people that he still refuses to make full
use of this allowance. But the food supply in
Iraq has grown, and soon will provide the av-
erage Iraqi with about 2,200 calories per day,
which is at the top of the United Nations’
recommended range.
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To leave no doubt about who is responsible
for the suffering of Iraq’s people, we are will-
ing to lift the $5.2 billion ceiling to allow
Irag—under strict supervision—to use as
much oil revenue as is necessary to meet hu-
manitarian needs. In the meantime, we will
continue to enforce sanctions against Iraq
and remain prepared to take action against
any oil facilities being used to circumvent
them.

Critics of this effort imply we should
starve Iraq into submission. They forget that
starving Iraq is Saddam’s strategy. The oil-
for-food program helps us to thwart it.

The program does not reward Saddam; it
further restrains him, while relieving the
suffering of ordinary Iraqis. It has helped to
deepen Saddam’s isolation, and it will re-
main a logical part of our strategy against
him and the threat he poses.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. In conclusion, I
don’t care much about Saddam’s point
of view, but from the point of view of
this Senator from Alaska, what this
program does is allow Saddam to use
his increased oil capacity to smuggle
oil for hard cash and free up resources
he can use to finance his weapons of
mass destruction. Saddam’s cash flow
is o0il. The smuggling is documented.
The displacement issue is harder to
track, but Saddam’s war machine is
still working and his troops are still
fit.

Let me take issue with the definition
of “humanitarian supplies.” The most
recent U.N.-approved plan would allow
Saddam to spend this oil-for-food
money, and I think it is interesting to
reflect where is he spending his money.
Let’s look at it, because I think it
counters Sandy Berger’s remarks that
this is going for ‘‘humanitarian’ pur-
poses: $300 million for petroleum equip-
ment; $409 million for electricity net-
works; $126 million for telecommuni-
cation systems; $120 million to buy
trucks, repair the railway system, and
build food warehouses; $180 million for
agriculture equipment, including pes-
ticides.

What is the humanitarian goal in
guaranteeing an uninterrupted power
supply for Saddam’s poison gas facili-
ties? What is the humanitarian goal in
making sure his elite guards can com-
municate with each other?

And finally, with a new emphasis on
building an effective Iraq opposition, I
wonder how an opposition can take
root when Saddam is able, through the
Oil-for-Food Program, to take care of
his citizens’ basic needs?

The chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Senator HELMS, and I
will be holding a joint hearing of the
Foreign Relations Committee and the
Energy Committee next week to ask
the administration these questions. I
have asked Sandy Berger to come up
and defend his arguments, along with
Secretary Richardson and Under Sec-
retary Pickering.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an excellent
analysis of the various proposals for
changing the sanctions by Patrick
Clawson from the Washington Insti-
tute.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[The Washington Institute, January 19, 1999]
ASSESSING PROPOSALS FOR CHANGING U.N.
RESTRICTIONS ON IRAQ
(By Patrick Clawson, with Nawaf Obaid)

In the last two weeks, France, the United
States, and Saudi Arabia have all proposed
changes in UN restrictions on Iraq. While all
would have the effect of cutting Saddam
some slack, intriguingly, the Saudi plan is
about as good as the American.

The French Proposal. The French proposal
is soft both on inspections and on sanctions.
In the words of Foreign Minister Hubert
Vedrine, the French proposal aims at ‘“‘pre-
venting any new [emphasis added] develop-
ment of weapons of mass destruction
[WMD].” Vedrine proposes no action be
taken about what he describes as ‘‘remaining
[WMD] stocks that may have escaped control
or destruction”—stocks that include some
long-range missiles and biological weapons
materials. The French-proposed inspection
system would be built on the model of the
International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA), rather than UNSCOM. Since the Gulf
War, the IAEA has continued its practice of
looking primarily at fissile material rather
than at the full scope of activities needed to
make a nuclear weapon. Intelligence reports
suggest Iraq has produced weapon compo-
nents from which functioning nuclear weap-
ons could be assembled soon after Iraq ac-
quired fissile material. The French proposal
may be the most intrusive regime that Sad-
dam would accept. Yet, France is asking the
wrong question; the issue is not what Sad-
dam will accept, but what will accomplish
the goal of eliminating the threat of Iraqi
WMD. From this perspective, France’s plan
comes up short.

France has also proposed that Saddam be
permitted to use oil export receipts as he
wishes, subject only to the restriction that
he not import arms or dual-use technologies.
The practical effect of this proposal would be
to allow Saddam to reduce food and medicine
imports to fund his priorities. The French
proposal would also eliminate the current
system under which all earnings from ap-
proved Iraqi oil exports go into an escrow ac-
count abroad, and each payment out of the
account requires documentation showing for
what the funds are being used. The French
would instead trust Iraq to keep honest ac-
counts and report accurately to the UN,
without diverting any money into clandes-
tine accounts.

The U.S. Proposal. The U.S. government’s
January 14 proposal to the Security Council
focuses not on the inspection system but in-
stead on what can be done to alleviate hu-
manitarian suffering while sustaining sanc-
tions. The first element in the U.S. proposal
would be to allow Saddam to export as much
oil as he wants. Such a step may be a good
way to win a propaganda victory without
having any practical effect, because the UN-
imposed limit is so far above what Iraq can
produce. In the six months to November 1998,
Iraq exported $3.04 billion through the oil-
for-food program, or less than 60 percent of
the UN limit of $5.26 billion. The practical
constraint was not the UN limit, but Iraq’s
production capacity.

The only way Iraq can produce more is if it
can import equipment needed to repair and
modernize its oil industry. In 1998, the UN
approved imports of $134 million worth of oil-
field equipment. A team from the Dutch firm
Saybolt, hired by the UN, visited Iraq in De-
cember 1998 to identify what more is needed.
The issue is whether to expedite approval of
the $300 million program that team rec-
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ommended. A sticking point has been Iraqi
oil exports outside the oil-for-food program,
namely, shipments to Jordan (80,000 barrels a
day of crude and 16,000 barrels a day of oil
products) and the smuggling of oil products
to Turkey and via Iranian waters (the
amounts vary from month to month, with
the total averaging perhaps 50,000 barrels a
day). The United States could adopt a tough
approach—for instance, insisting that Iraq
not be allowed to import oil equipment while
illegal exports continue—but that would run
counter to the U.S. desire to expand Iraqi
humanitarian imports.

The second element in the U.S. proposal is
to expedite humanitarian deliveries and, for
this purpose, allow Iraq to borrow in order to
import more. Yet, the basic problem with
the oil-for-food program is neither a lack of
money nor an excess of red tape; instead, the
problem is that Saddam does not care about
the welfare of Iraqis. To generate more pres-
sure to end the sanctions. Saddam continues
to hinder international relief. For instance,
the plan Iraq submitted to the UN for the
latest six-month relief program would have
provided insufficient protein; this caused the
UN to delay its approval for two weeks (from
November 29 until December 11) until Iraq
agreed to an extra $150 million for food.
Clear proof that Saddam, not UN restric-
tions, is responsible for Iraqi suffering can be
found in the detailed UN reports about the
improving living conditions in the Kurdish
areas outside Saddam’s control, where the
UN administers the oil-for-food program di-
rectly rather than through the Iraqi govern-
ment.

The fact is that Iraq has ample funds for
food and medicine. Under current proce-
dures, Iraq will have the resources to import
at least $1.8 billion over the next six months,
even if prices for its oil stay at $9 per barrel
and even after the deductions for the Com-
pensation Fund and UN expenses. But even
after the UN modification, Iraq’s plan calls
for only $1.6 billion for humanitarian goods:
$1.446 billion for food, medicine, and water
and sanitation equipment, and $165 million
for nutrition programs, education needs and,
in the Kurdish north, demining and reset-
tling refugees. Any extra money will go for
activities that not all would call humani-
tarian. The UN-approved plan authorizes
$1.135 billion for other purposes; $300 million
for petroleum equipment; $409 million for the
electricity network; $126 million for the tele-
communications system; $120 million to buy
trucks, repair the railway system, and build
food warehouses; and $180 million for agricul-
tural equipment, including pesticides. The
telecommunications system repairs are pre-
sented as a way to coordinate food and medi-
cine deliveries, but they also allow Saddam
to stay in touch with his secret police and
military commanders. To date, the United
States has used its veto in the Sanctions
Committee to block shipments of such dual-
use items, even though such items are au-
thorized by the plan approved by the Sec-
retary General. Yet, as the January 14 U.S.
proposal focuses on how to increase imports,
the United States may consider allowing
more questionable items.

The U.S. proposal also suggests letting
Iraq raise money by borrowing from the fund
to compensate those whose property was de-
stroyed when Iraq occupied Kuwait. Eight
yvears after these people suffered a loss, none
has received more than $10,000. The Com-
pensation Commission has approved two
more rounds of payments, mostly to recipi-
ents who will get only $2,500 per claim, as
soon as it has the funds available.

The Saudi Proposal. Saudi Arabia’s Crown
Prince Abdullah has presented a plan that
overlaps the U.S. strategy in key areas, call-
ing for retaining sanctions but abolishing
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the limit on how much oil Iraq can sell and
making other changes to speed humanitarian
deliveries. It is also said to call for revamp-
ing UNSCOM, with few details on what that
means (evidently not much change is pro-
posed). Saudi Arabia has lobbied for the plan
vigorously at three meetings of the Gulf Co-
operation Council and two other inter-Arab
sessions. It is unusual for Saudi Arabia to be
s0 bold at asserting leadership in the region,
and even more unusual for Saudi Arabia to
pursue the plan so tenaciously in the face of
opposition from those in the region who
want to distance themselves from the U.S.—
British air strikes. Under the direction of
the foreign minister, Prince Saud al-Faysal,
the Saudis have successfully brought on
board Egypt, which was initially skeptical.

The Saudi initiative underscores the con-
vergence of U.S. and Saudi interests on Iraq.
Although Riyadh was widely criticized in the
United States for its reluctance to partici-
pate in the December air campaign. Saudi
policy is in fact closely aligned with Wash-
ington’s. For instance, the political com-
mentator of the official Saudi news agency
wrote. ‘“The Iraqi people deserve and need a
revolution” against ‘‘the tyrant of Bagh-
dad,” whereas in Egypt, another Arab coun-
try whose ruler Saddam attacked, the gov-
ernment confined itself to saying ‘‘the Iraqi
leadership is primarily responsible for the
Iraqi people’s hardships.”” The reassertion of
leadership in the region by Saudi Arabia, if
sustained, would on many issues correspond
well with U.S. interests.

Although it is unlikely that the Saudis
will be able to convince enough Arab states
to support their plan for the January 24
meeting of Arab League foreign ministers to
endorse it openly, the United States should
lend weight to the Saudi diplomatic effort.
The Saudi effort focuses Arab attention on
the issue most important for U.S. interests—
how to relieve the suffering of the Iraqi peo-
ple—rather than on the question raised by
the French proposal, namely, how to water
down inspections so as to win Saddam’s as-
sent.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will ask the ad-
ministration to take a different tact to
tighten, rather than loosen, the Oil-for-
Food Program, to veto U.N. plans that
allow Saddam to use this money to fi-
nance nonhumanitarian purchases, and
to strengthen oil interdiction and in-
spection operations, including adopting
something like the ‘‘no-fly”’ zone with
a ‘‘no-o0il”’ vessel zone. Only by taking
these measures can the U.N. finally
cripple Saddam’s regime and increase
energy security for all Americas.

If we cut off Saddam’s oil supply, we
will bring him to his knees. That is the
only way it will happen.

Mr. President, I would like to take a
moment to comment on the Depart-
ment of the Interior s Mineral Manage-
ment Service proposed oil valuation
rule.

Earlier this week, speaking with re-
gard to the Administration’s FY 2000
budget, Secretary Babbitt said, ‘“We
have met, and talked, and talked, and
talked,” about the proposed rule. But I
submit that the only talking done by
MMS has been at industry and at Con-
gress, not with them. Mr. President,
the proposed rule by MMS was unfair
last year and it remains unfair.

Babbitt has declared that talks are
“over’” and that MMS is determined to
issue its rule in June, when the Con-
gressional moratorium expires.
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This is simply unconscionable. The
domestic oil industry is on its knees
right now. But, again, this action by
Interior is symptomatic of Administra-
tion attacks on the domestic energy in-
dustry.

The federal government should work
to save marginal producers, not put
them out of business. Yet that is just
what Interior is doing by issuing an un-
fair royalty rule at a time when pro-
ducers can least afford it.

I would ask Secretary Babbitt the
following question: How many royal-
ties can a bankrupt industry pay? I
would also ask him if this rule is truly
about raising revenue, or is it another
Administration scheme to drive petro-
leum producers out of business. After
all, 100 percent of zero is zero.

For the record, Mr. President, I will
be speaking to MMS and looking into
this flawed royalty rule.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, thank
you.

————
THE PRESIDENT’S FY 2000 BUDGET

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come
here today to talk about our Nation’s
first investment in the next century:
the budget for the year 2000. I want to
say how great it is that we are turning
our attention to the issues that are im-
portant to America’s families.

When I first came to Washington, DC,
the deficit was $290 billion. We had to
make some very tough budget deci-
sions to get the Nation’s books back in
balance. Now our economy is growing
and it is strong. This year, the Office of
Management and Budget projects a
surplus to be $79 billion. That is the
biggest surplus in American history. It
hasn’t been easy to get to this point
and we still have a lot of work to do.

Now we have to use this opportunity
to make critical investments in our
Nation’s senior citizens and in our chil-
dren. We have an obligation to ensure
the dignity of the previous generation
and to prepare the next generation for
a successful future. The budget we have
before the Senate will help us do that.

This budget keeps our commitment
to save Social Security first. It will set
aside more than 60 percent of the sur-
plus to extend the solvency of the So-
cial Security trust fund until 2055. And
it takes important steps to protect
older women who depend on Social Se-
curity, but must continue to work to
supplement their incomes. This budget
will increase their survivor’s benefits
after the deaths of their husbands and
eliminate the earnings limitation.

This budget will strengthen Medicare
and provide more stability. It also
gives assistance to the elderly and dis-
abled who need long-term care in their
families by providing a $1,000 tax cred-
it.

We have to also make education a
top priority. This budget provides des-
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perately needed funds to fix our Na-
tion’s worn out schools and our over-
crowded classrooms. It provides tax
credits to help States and local school
districts build and renovate public
schools, and it continues our commit-
ment to hiring 100,000 new and well-
trained teachers. In addition, it pro-
vides flexibility at the local level for
schools to ensure all children receive a
quality education, and it calls for
tough new accountability measures to
hold schools and teachers to high
standards.

This budget is by no means perfect.
The funding for educating children
with special needs is inadequate, and I
will work to address this inequity. The
Federal Government has made a com-
mitment to meet 40 percent of the cost
of educating disabled children, but we
have yet to come close. As we work to
improve our schools and raise our aca-
demic standards, we must not leave
disabled children behind.

I know that as we go through the
budget process we will have our dis-
agreements, but I am looking forward
to an open discussion of the issues and
working together to accomplish a bi-
partisan agreement that serves the
American people well.

This budget provides a real frame-
work for action. I applaud the Presi-
dent’s pledge to save Social Security
and prepare for the challenges of a new
century. Now we must move forward.
The clock is ticking. It is time for us
to work on the issues and the priorities
of America’s families.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). The Senator from Maine, Ms.
COLLINS, is recognized.

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS and Mr.
LEVIN pertaining to the introduction of
S. 335 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the next
60 minutes of morning business be
under my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
President has now given us his budg-
et—quite a remarkable document.

I remember when the President came
to speak to the joint session and said,
“The era of big government is over.”
There was broad applause—not only in
the Chamber but around the country.
Now we are confronted—it is not near-
ly as spot oriented or media driven—
but it is sort of the statement: ‘“The
era of big government is over’’ is over.
He has taken that pronouncement and
absolutely quashed it in this new budg-
et—driven it in the ground never to be
seen again. It was a T7-minute speech,
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and it outlined 77 new Government
spending proposals that amounted to
approximately $56 billion in new Gov-
ernment spending per minute. I am
glad the speech wasn’t longer.

In the President’s budget, according
to the New York Times, he proposed 81
separate tax increases totaling $82 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. The effect of
that would be to nearly nullify the lim-
ited tax reduction that the last Con-
gress finally fashioned with this ad-
ministration for which there was an
enormous celebration on the White
House lawn. This would virtually
eliminate it.

The administration will describe
these as ‘‘user fees.” That is not new.
Both parties have used that. But when
you look down at what that means, it
is quite interesting, Mr. President:

$1.1 billion in airline fees. That
means all traveling America is going
to get a tax increase, if you ever get on
an airplane.

Or $504 million in food inspection
fees. Who is going to pay that? Any-
body who goes into the grocery store
and buys a quarter-pound of ground
beef, processed chicken, or milk; in
other words, everybody.

Then we have $200 million in new
health care fees on providers and plans
and doctors—no, not on providers,
health plans, and doctors. That goes to
patients. Patients will pay that.

So if you are buying food in the gro-
cery store, if you are part of traveling
America, if you have to go see your
doctor, to a hospital, you are going to
be the recipient of this $1.1 billion in
new taxes.

Now, he said there is tax relief in his
budget. Well, the only way an Amer-
ican taxpayer would see one cent of
President Clinton’s so-called tax relief
is if they agree to buy a solar panel or
buy an electric car or engage in some
other sanctioned Government behav-
ior—this in the face of $800 billion of
non-Social Security surpluses that
have been generated by our economy.
The direct beneficiary of balanced
budgets and financial discipline and
disciplined spending has produced a
vigorous economy which has produced
massive surpluses for the first time in
modern history, but this administra-
tion could not resist spend, spend,
spend and could not find it in any
frame to suggest, well, maybe some of
this should be returned to the working
people of America.

Mr. President, I see that we have
been joined by Senator GRAMS of Min-
nesota to speak on the subject, and I
am going to yield up to 10 minutes to
Senator GRAMS of Minnesota to con-
tinue our presentation on this budget.

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Senator. I
appreciate the Senator from Georgia
putting this effort together. I think it
gets the information out about what
this budget really does and does not en-
tail.

Mr. President, I rise today to make a
few observations about the President’s
millennium budget.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

After a brief review, my conclusion is
this:

First, in his quest to continue to
offer something for everyone, the
President’s budget offers a lot of smoke
and mirrors and a lot of accounting
gimmicks.

Secondly, this budget is chock full of
new spending, earmarks, and dozens of
new ways for Washington to spend the
tax dollars earned by working Ameri-
cans. It is a blueprint for an even big-
ger federal government.

Thirdly, while I agree that the 62 per-
cent of the projected surplus that be-
longs to Social Security should be re-
served for Social Security, I do not
agree with what the President seeks to
do with the 38 percent of the surplus
that represents tax overpayments.

He chooses to spend the vast major-
ity of it and leaves only pennies on the
dollar for very minor, tightly targeted
tax relief plan that he was offered in
the budget.

His plan is basically only token tax
cuts that sound big, but the bottom
line is it provides little or no tax relief.

Fourth, he proposes new taxes and
user fees and takes tobacco settlement
money from the states. Can you believe
it—in times of surplus, he actually pro-
poses to raise taxes even higher, and
his budget spends the Social Security
surplus he claims to wall off.

Finally, the President’s budget does
not save Social Security from bank-
ruptcy.

Let me be a little more specific.

You don’t have to look further than
the way in which the President’s budg-
et deals with spending caps to deter-
mine if this is an honest budget.

As you know, President Clinton has
repeatedly broken the statutory spend-
ing caps in the past to spend more for
new and expanded government pro-
grams. Last year alone, the President
and the Congress spent over $22 billion
of the surplus for alleged ‘‘emergency
spending’’ in the Omnibus spending leg-
islation.

Nearly $9.3 billion in regular appro-
priations was shifted into future budg-
ets. In my judgment, both of these ef-
forts broke the caps, and that is why I
opposed the Omnibus bill.

Also, I wish that Congress and the
President could be as creative in cut-
ting spending and cutting taxes as the
President is in finding ways to spend
more money for more programs.

According to the CBO, last year’s
budget—when alleged emergency
spending is included—exceeded the
spending caps by $45 billion. Even with-
out counting the emergency spending,
we still exceeded the spending caps by
$29 billion.

Last year’s irresponsible spending
has made the spending caps even tight-
er for this year. In order to stay within
the caps as required by law, we must
cut spending by $28 billion. This would
require an approximately 5-percent
across-the-board reduction of this
year’s discretionary spending.

Instead of cutting spending to com-
ply with the law, President Clinton ac-
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tually proposes significant spending in-
creases to expand many of the existing
programs and create many more new
programs. These spending increases
total over $130 billion. Yet the Presi-
dent claims his budget does not break
the spending caps.

How can President Clinton have it
both ways? How can he have his cake
and eat it, too? It is simple. He does it
by budget gimmicks.

The President imposes new user fees
and raises existing ones by $21 billion,
and then counts these taxes as ‘‘nega-
tive spending’’ rather than as revenues.

He also devotes presumed receipts
from the state settlements with the to-
bacco companies and a 55 cents-per-
pack federal tax on cigarettes to a va-
riety of programs to avoid the spending
caps.

However, it is far from certain these
taxes will be accepted by Congress, so
what we have is new spending without
reasonable offsets.

The President also reclassifies the in-
creased discretionary spending for ex-
panded military retirement benefits,
again, as mandatory spending. In addi-
tion, President Clinton speeds up the
FCC’s collection of spectrum auction
payments.

Like last year, the President has
again shifted some program funding—
such as the Northeast multispecies
fishery—into so-called ‘‘emergency
spending” to further bust the budget.
And he has severely under-funded some
major programs such as Medicare,
knowing Congress will restore the
funds.

These decisions by the President are
troubling. The more I review this budg-
et, the more questions I have about
how the President can propose so much
new spending and claim that he will
not break the budget.

President Clinton proposes to funnel
62 percent of the projected budget sur-
plus which represents the Social Secu-
rity surplus to the Social Security
Trust Funds, 15 percent to Medicare, 12
percent to the so-called Universal Sav-
ing Accounts, and another 11 percent
to increase other government spending.

The OMB estimates that we would
have a $12 billion on-budget deficit—
that is without. Social Security excess
Surpluses—in FY 2000. This means we
don’t have any on-budget surplus to
spend this year. All of the $117 billion
unified budget surplus is, in fact, So-
cial Security surplus.

I don’t know how I can say this more
clearly. Despite the President’s prom-
ise to save Social Security first, he is
proposing to spend all of the Social Se-
curity surplus.

Moreover, not only has the President
manipulated the numbers, but he has
also included enormous increases in ex-
isting programs and created many new
programs, includin