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House of Representatives

The House met at 11 a.m.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray using the words of Presi-
dent George Washington’s prayer for
his country.

“Almighty God: We make our earnest
prayer that Thou wilt keep the United
States in Thy holy protection; that
Thou wilt incline the hearts of the citi-
zens to cultivate a spirit of subordina-
tion and obedience to government; and
entertain a brotherly affection and
love for one another and for their fel-
low citizens of the United States at
large. And finally that Thou wilt most
graciously be pleased to dispose us all
to do justice, to love mercy, and to de-
mean ourselves with that charity, hu-
mility, and pacific temper of mind
which were the characteristics of the
Divine Author of our blessed religion,
and without a humble imitation of
whose example in these things we can
never hope to be a happy nation. Grant
our supplications, we beseech Thee.”
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH] come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HAYWORTH led the Pledge of
Allegiance 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.

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, our Con-
tract With America states the follow-
ing:

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

We kept our promise.

It continues that in the first 100 days,
we will vote on the following items: A
balanced budget amendment—we have
kept our promise; unfunded mandates
legislation—we have kept our promise;
line-item veto—we have Kkept our
promise; a new crime package to stop
violent criminals—we have kept our
promise; national security restoration
to protect our freedoms—we have kept
our promise.

Now we are working on: Government
regulatory reform; welfare reform to
encourage work, not dependence; fam-
ily reinforcement to crack down on
deadbeat dads and protect our children;
tax cuts for middle-income families;
Senior Citizens’ Equity Act to allow
our seniors to work without govern-
ment penalty; commonsense legal re-
form to end frivolous lawsuits; and
congressional term limits to make
Congress a citizen legislature.

This is our Contract With America.

NOT EVERYONE IS CELEBRATING
THE CONTRACT ON AMERICA

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today,
as Republicans plan yet another
celebratory press conference to con-
gratulate themselves for doing the jobs
they are paid to do, many Americans
are not celebrating.

Children are not celebrating the fact
that Republicans will pay for their so-
called reform by eliminating all Fed-
eral nutrition programs, including the
School Lunch Program.

Senior citizens are not celebrating
the fact that Republicans will balance
the budget by putting Social Security
and Medicare on the chopping block.

Police officers are not celebrating
the fact that the Republicans’ idea of
crime control means taking cops off
the street and putting guns on the
street.

And, finally, working families are
not celebrating the fact that the Re-
publicans’ idea for cutting waste,
means cutting crucial student loan
programs that have helped to educate
generations of middle class kids.

Once the rhetorical fireworks are
over and the smoke has cleared, we will
be able to clearly see who stands be-
hind the Republican contract—the very
special interest lobbyists they once
vowed to drive from this town. The
first 50 days of the 104th Congress have
given the special interests plenty to
celebrate.

HALFWAY POINT OF CONTRACT
WITH AMERICA

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
today marks the half-way point of the
Contract With America. This Congress
has passed more major legislation in 50
days than most other Congresses would
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The balanced budget amendment, the
line-item veto, and unfunded mandates
reform are all geared toward making
the Federal Government a servant of
the American people and not a mill-
stone around their necks.

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are com-
mitted to bringing real change to
Washington, the type the American
people voted for last November. We
have kept our promise for the first 50
days and we will keep it for the next 50
days.

TALK ABOUT PORK

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, every
American who cares about pork—and
believes my colleagues’ claims that we
have a new Congress that is putting
America on a pork-free diet—should
pay close attention to the debate about
defense spending today.

You will learn that my friends on the
other side of the aisle have not stopped
the pork from sizzling, they have sim-
ply put a new name on the menu. You
see, the bill we are considering adds
more than $600 million to our deficit.

Why? Largely because my Republican
colleagues have tacked on close to a
billion dollars in spending that the
Secretary of Defense does not even
want.

But of course, my friends, that bil-
lion is not pork.

You see, in the Republican res-
taurant, investment in job training, or
building new schools—now that is
pork. So today, my colleagues will
work to eliminate $300 million to train
our kids for better jobs and help them
learn in decent schools.

Think about those priorities the next
time you hear one of my colleagues
talk about pork. Remember, it is not
the size of the spending. It is where it
is spent that makes them squeal.

PASS THE PAPERWORK
REDUCTION ACT

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, 50 days
ago, Congress started a revolution to
change business as usual. We made a
pledge with the American people to
make Government smaller, less expen-
sive, and less intrusive. We have
worked hard to deliver on this promise.

Congress has become more account-
able than ever before, has started to re-

ment. These businesses must hire addi-
tional lawyers to fill out the paper-
work, which in turn denies the em-
ployer from hiring additional workers
to produce the company’s product or
service.

The Government is a regulatory
mess. Let us continue the bipartisan
spirit this Congress has formed and
pass the Paperwork Reduction Act to
help the small businesses of America.

THE FIRST 50 DAYS OF THE
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, the 50th
day of the mean-spirited, reactionary,
insensitive, indifferent, right wing, ex-
tremist, antipoor, antichildren, Con-
stitution bashing, bordering on racist,
contract on America is now before us.

If we read the fine print we will find
out what the Republicans want to give
the American people: Orphanages for
poor children, no lunch for poor chil-
dren, abolish prenatal care for women,
deny our communities of police offi-
cers, allow Government agents to
break into our homes without a search
warrant.

By dishonestly claiming to balance
the budget, destroy the Social Security
and Medicare programs, the elephants
have been very busy in the first 50
days.

God help you if you are poor, a mi-
nority, or the Constitution. The ele-
phants are going to stomp all over you
in the next 50 days.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS VERSUS
OSHA

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, a con-
tractor in Kansas City was laying pipe
for the Army Corps of Engineers when
brackish, green water seeped into the
cut. The corps tested the water and
told the contractor that there was no
health risk—get on with the job.

Three months later, the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration
fined the contractor for failing to pro-
tect his employees.

As the employer commented, “You
had one Government agency [telling
us] the material was not hazardous and
that we were to proceed, and another
agency citing us for exposing workers
to an alleged hazardous material.”

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD IS
SUBJECT TO THE JURISDICTION
OF CONGRESS, NOT THE WHITE
HOUSE

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
Constitution says only Congress can
draw money from the Treasury. It also
says only Congress can coin money,
regulate the value thereof and regulate
the value of foreign money. Only Con-
gress, the Constitution says, can regu-
late commerce with foreign nations.

The question 1 ask, Congress, is
under what authority did Robert Rubin
sign an agreement to bail out Mexico?
To me it is unbelievable.

Now, the Washington Times reported
that our bailout is going to bail out the
Mexican banks and Mexican compa-
nies. Ladies and gentlemen, we are
bailing out Mexican banks, we are put-
ting our banks on the line here and our
taxpayers in the fire.

| disagree with this. | think the Fed-
eral Reserve Board is subject to the ju-
risdiction of Congress, not the White
House. It is time for a constitutional
court case to determine that.

I plan to challenge the bailout in
court.

AFRICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN
ARE BORN DISADVANTAGED

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

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, children who have an inherit-
ance of property or money are born
with an advantage. Studies have shown
that children with parents who have a
college education are born with an ad-
vantage. Both have an advantage over
those who have no inheritance or col-
lege-educated parents.

For numerous reasons, African-
Americans fall into the latter category
most frequently. Mr. Speaker, these
advantages are good because families
have earned these advantages. We all
want our children to have these advan-
tages in our competitive society. The
question is, Mr. Speaker, do we want to
help those less fortunate?

Mr. Speaker, we must remember
that, like a chain, our Nation is as
strong as our weakest link.



passea a coupie or DIS that are not too
bad. They are almost identical to bills
the Democratic Congress passed the
last time; that is, the line-item veto,
making Congress live by the laws that
we pass.

What else have we done? Well, we
have taken cops off the streets, at-
tempted to return to the billion-dollar
nonsense of star wars, allowed govern-
ments to break down your door with-
out a search warrant yesterday,
stopped tax credits for many American
small businesses.

Giving this Congress credit for the
actions of these first 50 days is like giv-
ing a driver’s license to a teenager
based on the number of car accidents
he has had.

WHAT HAS BEEN GOING ON AT
THE WHITE HOUSE DURING THE
FIRST 50 DAYS?

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, quite
rightly, the attention of America has
been focused on this Chamber during
the last 50 days, but it is only fair to
ask what has been going on at the
White House during the first 50 days of
our Contract With America.

The President’s embattled Commerce
Secretary finds himself the subject of
yet another Justice Department cor-
ruption probe. The President sup-
posedly laid down the law with baseball
owners and players—they did not listen
to him either—in an unsuccessful bid
to end the baseball strike.

Then the President sent a Surgeon
General nominee to the Hill, misled
Congress several times at to the num-
ber of abortions this nominee per-
formed, and then attacked the pro-life
movement for being concerned.

Mr. Speaker, while the Republicans
have been busy with our Contract With
America, the White House has been
trying to legitimize a Cabinet Sec-
retary’s alleged corruption, attempted
to play umpire in a millionaires’ dis-
pute, and failed to do a thorough back-
ground check on a Cabinet nominee,
while all the while misrepresenting the
nominee’s record.

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are worried
about average, everyday American con-
cerns, not worried about millionaires,
corrupt politicians, or left-wing politi-
cal movements.

That is why we will move in the next
50 days to enact our Contract With
America.

January 1 of this year, reformulated
gasoline has been required by the Clean
Air Act in southeastern Wisconsin and
other areas of this country. This refor-

mulation contains either ethanol,
MTBE, or ETBE.
Immediately, constituents started

calling to complain of engine problems
and reduced mileage, but more impor-
tantly they complained of adverse
health effects.

I recently spoke with an allergist,
Dr. Roger Hirsch, who confirmed that
he noticed a pattern of symptoms for
his patients starting in the second
week of January. These symptoms in-
cluded respiratory problems, light-
headedness, low-grade headaches, and
itchy and burning eyes.

When these symptoms reoccurred 3
to 4 weeks later, Dr. Hirsch began to
suspect that there was a common
cause. Going by the flood of calls re-
ceived by my office, other congres-
sional offices, and State and Federal
hotlines, there certainly is.

To address this problem, my col-
league, Mr. BARRETT, and | are intro-
ducing legislation today that would
suspend the reformulated gas require-
ment until the complaints of adverse
health effects are thoroughly exam-
ined. The onus would be on EPA to
prove that this fuel is safe.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
join us by cosponsoring this bill. We
are all for clean air, but we should not
create health hazards achieving it.

SUPPORT THE CORPORATION FOR
PUBLIC BROADCASTING

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

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker,
when the subcommittee marks up its
rescission package this evening, the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting’s
fate will hang in the balance. | rise in
opposition to zeroing out funding for
this important component of our public
education system.

The debate is primarily philosophi-
cal, not fiscal. Governmemt spends
money on its priorities, and quality
educational programming should re-
main a priority. Consider that public
television’s greatest reach is consist-
ently among preschoolers. In 1993, 83
percent of America’s preschoolers, our
children and grandchildren, watched
PBS. Almost half of all Massachusetts
residents young and old watch a local
PBS affiliate every week.

Cable is not a substitute, as many
cannot afford cable. PBS reaches 99
percent of the country. Broadcast tele-
vision is not the answer either, as the

FIRST 50 DAYS SAID TO BE
MARKED BY POLITICAL EXPEDI-
ENCY AND SYMBOLISM

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, we have
now seen 50 days of the GOP majority
in Congress in which symbolism reigns
supreme. The people of the Nation,
children, families students, and older
Americans, are at risk. They are con-
cerned and they are worried, and they
should be. These actions promise to un-
dercut the basic needs of working men
and women.

During these first 50 days of the GOP
they have retreated from the active,
positive role of the Government, the
cooperative role, and have replaced it
with confrontation and threats of de-
nial of benefits to those who need help
in our society. The new majority has
tried to make a virtue of their political
actions. It will not work.

A deliberate Congress is necessary,
and consideration in this Congress has
been pushed aside by the new majority
in the name of political expediency.
The lockstep votes of the GOP have
demonstrated a discipline—in fact, an
almost ideological stand, not prag-
matism—that prevails in this House
today.

Mr. Speaker, the actions of these
first 50 days cannot be totaled or added
up today. They will have to be added
up in the names of those who endure
the human suffering that is going to be
created by the abandonment of the
American people by this new major-
ity’s actions.

THE POSITIVE RESULTS OF THE
FIRST 50 DAYS OF THE CON-
TRACT WITH AMERICA

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, what has
the Republican majority done in the
past 50 days that the Democrats were
not able to do in the past 40 years?

More votes, more hours, more hear-
ings, more debate, more bipartisanship,
more bills reported and real, positive
change in the way business is done in
Washington, DC.

Republicans are on a roll and no mat-
ter how hard the Democrats have tried
to support business as usual, we will
continue working hard to change Con-
gress in the next 50 days. We will keep



that is smaller, more efficient and
friendlier to the American people.

SUPPORT THE MINIMUM WAGE
WITH THE MINIMUM TRUTH

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, in the last few
days | have gotten a tremendous num-
ber of calls from people concerned
about what might happen to the mini-
mum wage. One of the reasons why
much of that concern is coming is be-
cause | represent a district right next
to one of our leaders here, Mr. ARMEY,
who has been talking about doing away
with the minimum wage altogether and
talks about Charlie, who lost his job
because of an increase in the minimum
wage back in 1977.

Well, they tell me that is not true,
and | saw in the Washington Post yes-
terday that it was proven that was not
a true story.

I simply ask, Mr. Speaker, that when
our leaders get up to attempt to talk
about why they want certain policies,
they should just tell the truth. No one
has lost a job because of an increase in
the minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, | would ask all of us to
look very closely at what we pledge
when we say, ‘“‘with liberty and justice
for all.”” Our working poor have to be
considered. We cannot expect that all
of us will know how to make decisions
if we do not have at least a minimum
truth in our support of the minimum
wage.

THE SPEAKER TARGETED IN PO-
LITICAL INVESTIGATION, SAYS
THE MIAMI HERALD

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

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, | have an
article here that appeared in the
Miami Herald on February 21 that says
they will find some dirt on GINGRICH,
and one of our colleagues is quoted as
saying that people have been assigned
by House Democrats to ‘‘investigate
Gingrich on a daily basis,”” and ‘‘we are
going to stay on his back.”

I really doubt if the American people
sent our colleagues here to try and
downgrade or to try and develop some
sort of a list of how we can do in a par-
ticular Member of this House. | think
the American people sent us here to do
the people’s business and to pass legis-
lation and work together.

THE PEOPLE SEEK ANSWERS

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

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, 50
days into the Contract With America
and there seem to be more questions
than answers.

I want to know, how do we protect
public safety and at the same time say
we do not need more police on the
streets, especially in our urban centers
that have such problems?

How do we prepare the next genera-
tion to work in a more complicated,
competitive world and say, ‘“‘Oh, no, we
don’t need student loans anymore, and
if we have them, they are going to be
harder to pay for’’?

How do we stand up for the average
working person and at the same time
say, ‘“‘Let’s have a tax cut’ that is so
big we could not pay for it unless we
increased the deficit or at least broke
our promise to our older Americans
and decimated Medicare?

And, finally, how do we protect the
Constitution of the United States and
pass legislation that totally disregards
the privacy of each and every one of
our homes?

As we move into the second 50 days,
these questions are going to have to be
answered, and | am sure there will be
other questions. My only hope is that
as the American people see what is in
this contract, they will not wish that
they had negotiated an escape clause
for their own protection.

FARM ISSUES DESERVE MORE
ATTENTION

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

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, farm-
ers deserve a break from the burden-
some and bureaucratic regulations
which dictate how agribusiness is run.
Last night after much deliberation we
passed a permanent tax break to help
cover the cost of health insurance for
farmers and other small businessmen.
This is only one step toward relieving
the farmer’s burden—we must do much
more.

Congress needs to re-implement the
investment tax credit so farmers will
have an incentive to expand their oper-
ations. We need to pass legislation that
will ease the burden of private property
takings. We need to pass a capital
gains tax reduction which will allow
farmers to invest in further improve-
ments on their farm. The farmers
should be able to leave their farms to

WHO HAS BENEFITED BY THE
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA?

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on the
last day of this Congress, | stated, At
the end of each day, | believe it is im-
portant to be honest and to ask the
question:

Who was helped—and who was hurt—
by what we did?

We are now at the 50th day.

Who have we helped?

Mr. Speaker, on day one, | also stat-
ed, This Nation is strong because we
have historically made a place for all
who live here, including those who are
weak—the young, the poor, the frail,
the disabled.

Soon we will consider welfare reform
legislation. The future of Federal nu-
trition programs hangs in the balance
under that proposed bill.

We have another 50 days left on the
100-day promise to change America.

Who are we helping? Who are we
hurting?

We have not helped the seniors. With
the balanced budget amendment, So-
cial Security and Medicare will likely
be cut?

We have not helped workers. The un-
funded mandates bill leaves workers
protections at risk.

We have not helped our youth. The
crime bill would jail them rather than
deter them.

GEORGE WASHINGTON’S BIRTHDAY
AND THE ANNUAL MEETING OF
THE AMOSKEAG VETERANS IN
NEW HAMPSHIRE

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

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, today is
George Washington’s birthday and that
is certainly an important event, but it
is also the annual meeting of the
Amoskeag Veterans.

The Amoskeag Veterans is perhaps
New Hampshire’s oldest standing mili-
tia, maybe one of the oldest in the
country. The Amoskeag Veterans meet
twice a year, on George Washington’s
birthday and on Bunker Hill Day. They
are indeed a regiment of 72 American
citizens who are battle-ready.

As we discuss the defense supple-
mental today, | hope the people of this
country and my colleagues here in Con-
gress will be advised that this group
has been around for over 200 years. It



minute.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, today marks
the 50th day of the Republican contract
for America. They like to boast and
they punchout with a hole puncher
each contract item. Let us look at
what they have punched out so far.

They have punched out police on the
beat, the 100,000 police officers that
this Congress provided last year. They
punched out open rules by closing them
to honest debate.

They have punched out taxpayers
with $40 billion for a new star wars.

Who gets punched out in the next 50
days? Well, they are going to punch out
tax cuts for the wealthy. That will
really help a lot. They are going to
punch out senior citizens by the cuts
that have to come under the balanced
budget amendment. They are going to
punch out veterans. They are going to
punch out middle income families
when they restrict student loans.

They are going to punch out kids—
that is gutsy—with student nutrition
cutbacks, with cutbacks on hot lunches
and breakfasts.

Mr. Speaker, one would think that
George Foreman had run for the Con-
gress. But the fact is that we should
not be here punching people out. Each
punchout they do is a knockout to the
American economy.

RECOUNTING THE SUCCESSES AT
THE HALFWAY POINT OF THE
CONTRACT

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as | listen
to my friend talking about punching
out certain interests in this country, |
am struck by the fact that he fails to
recognize the tremendous success of
the first 50 of the 100 days.

We have had the most open debate
process that this institution has wit-
nessed in years. With the crime bill
that we passed, we are going to allow
local governments to make the deter-
mination as to how they can best deal
with the crime problem, and if they
want to put 100,000 police officers on
the street, | am convinced that if that
number is actually right, which | cer-
tainly question, this measure that we
passed will be able to do that.

The fact is that we have had tremen-
dous success during these first 50 days
of the 100 days, and as we mark George
Washington’s birthday, it is pathetic,
absolutely pathetic, that one of our
colleagues has to do what the Demo-
crats have unfortunately resorted to

Mr. Speaker, that is pathetic. It is
absolutely pathetic that all they are
doing is resorting to digging up dirt.

DEMOCRATS BEING GAGGED BY
REPUBLICANS

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, yes,
this is the 50th day. But we got a long
way to go. You know, this Congress
will be in session for about another
year and 10 months, so let us see what
happens in that year and 10 months.

What has happened in the first 50
days is not very much. When you add it
up, there has only been one bill that
has been passed and become law, and
that same bill is a bill that we as
Democrats passed last year and every-
body agreed to, and that is the compli-
ance bill.

Nothing else has become law. The
balanced budget amendment? That is
still sitting over in the Senate. They
are going to vote on it next week. They
do not even know if they are going to
pass it or not. Nothing else is moving.
Nothing else has become law.

Folks, they say that great things are
happening. Well, what have been the
great things happening? We have been
gagged. Many of us have amendments
to bills. We cannot offer them. They
will not let us offer them. They have a
timetable. They say, “We have to do it
now, right now; you cannot offer your
amendment. It is going to happen
today.”’

I wish more people would watch what
happens here today and see how Demo-
cratic minority Members are gagged by
the rules of the majority today, tomor-
row, Friday, all next week, and all
through this 50 days.

IMPRESSIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS
OVER LAST 50 DAYS

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

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
today we properly focus upon how
much we have accomplished in just 50
days. The list is impressive: A balanced
budget amendment, a line-item veto, a
tough and commonsense crime bill, un-
funded Federal mandates reform, and
setting priorities for America’s foreign
policy and national defense.

Now, Americans may ask how will
this affect me? Let me answer. A bal-
anced budget amendment means your
children and grandchildren will have a

eral mandate reform means you will no
longer have to pay the hidden taxes
from the Federal Government passing
down mandates to State and local gov-
ernments. Setting national security
priorities ensures that America will
maintain its strong leadership in the
world in future generations.

Mr. Speaker, we are making real
changes, changes that will help the
American people, and we will continue.

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA A
CAMPAIGN GIMMICK

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | came
here to serve the families of the people
of Austin, TX, not to serve as a con-
tractor for NEwT GINGRICH. This con-
tract is nothing more than a campaign
gimmick, and if it is fully imposed, it
will be the people of Austin, TX, and
across this country who suffer.

The contract rejects community po-
licing and crime prevention programs
that work in Texas. It would turn over
our health and safety standards to the
tobacco companies and the other spe-
cial interests. And the cost of this con-
tract? At more than $1 trillion, it
threatens our financial security.

Some of the concepts in the contract
are good, but 1 learned long before
going to law school from my parents
that you do not listen to the sales-
person’s hype, you read the fine print,
the little bitty words on the back of
the contract. And when you do that,
you find out that this so-called Con-
tract With America is devastating to
middle-class families across this coun-
try.

This contract goes too far, too fast,
too extreme. It can and should be re-
jected.

PROMISES MADE ARE PROMISES
KEPT

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

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, today we
celebrate the midway point in the Con-
tract With America. Only 50 days into
this historical 104th Congress, Repub-
licans have said no to business as usual
in Washington. We have already passed
a balanced budget amendment, a line-
item veto, and have brought Congress
under the same laws as the rest of the



by keeping our word and our promises
to the American people. In this Con-
gress, promises made are promises
kept.

FEDERAL RESERVE INTEREST
RATE POLICY THREATENING
AMERICA

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

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, why is
it that every time the economy begins
to improve in the eyes of the Federal
Reserve that is bad? Is bad news good
news? That is a true fiscal oxymoron.

I will never understand the Federal
Reserve. | will never understand why
every time the economy is growing and
jobs are being created, Alan Greenspan
and his colleagues decide to slam the
brakes on by raising interest rates.

The recent boost in interest rates by
the feds is the seventh increase in the
past year. Short-term interest rates
have doubled from 3 to 6 percent. Long-
term rates are expected to hit 9 per-
cent, a level we have not seen since the
early 1990’s.

These hikes are beginning to put a
stranglehold on the people of the coun-
try and the 20th Congressional District
in Pennsylvania. Economists are pre-
dicting an economic slowdown, but the
Federal Reserve is still not satisfied.
Unbelievably, Mr. Greenspan and his
colleagues feel that unemployment re-
mains too low.

Good news is bad news? Bad news is
good news? | frankly do not get it. Mr.
Greenspan, stop hurting the recovery
that is under way.

IMPROVING THE HOUSE SCHEDULE

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, we began
the 104th Congress with a commitment
to improve the House schedule to make
this Congress more family friendly,
recognizing that the first 100 days of
this session would be devoted to fulfill-
ing the legislation promised in the
Contract With America entailing long
days and a full House schedule during
this time.

We have worked hard to keep on that
contract schedule and trying to bal-
ance the floor schedule with time for
family has been difficult. But | believe
there are a few ways we can adjust the
House floor routine in an effort to im-
prove upon the family friendliness of
this Congress.

least provide the floor staff with some
help when the schedule goes into the
late hours so that the staff can spend
some time with their families.

Mr. Speaker, schedules, nerves, and
tempers are beginning to fray. An ear-
lier starting time could not only help
in moving the House’s business along,
but it could also allow some additional
family time, and truly make this a
family friendly Congress.

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
NECESSARY FOR AMERICA

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

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise in strong opposition to the
Republican attempt to dismantle the
Nation’s School Lunch Program. |
think it is a shame and a disgrace for
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle to choose to tamper with some-
thing as basic as a school lunch.

Currently, 57 percent of all students
participate in this most needed pro-
gram. We cannot abort our responsibil-
ity as national law makers and put
tens of thousands of young innocent
school children at the risk of not hav-
ing the opportunity to have a balanced
meal during the course of a school day,
many of which depend on this meal as
their only source of nutrition for the
entire day.

I believe that this Congress has a di-
rect interest in the health and welfare
of the Nation’s children; making sure

that each child attending school re-
ceives a well-balanced meal each
school day.

This is a responsibility and an obliga-
tion that one Member of this Congress
is not willing to give up, and | hope my
colleagues agree.

SAVE THE NADEP

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, as the
Defense Department prepares the lat-
est list of military sites it will rec-
ommend for shutdown, there is one site
that any objective observer would con-
clude does not belong on that list—the
Jacksonville Naval Aviation Depot.

Since the 1993 round of base closings
cut the Nation’s number of naval avia-
tion depots in half, the Jacksonville
NADEP’s unique role as a cornerstone
of America’s military readiness has
only increased. The core purpose of a
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of any other NADEP. In fact, the Jack-
sonville NADEP is so efficient that in
1994 it actually turned a profit of $27
million.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
want the strongest possible national
defense at the lowest possible cost. If
the Defense Department wants to
achieve this goal, the Jacksonville
NADEP is the last base it would ever
want to close.

SUPPORT URGED FOR KOREA/
VIETNAM MEMORIAL NATIONAL
EDUCATION CENTER

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

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to voice my wholehearted sup-
port for the Korea/Vietnam Memorial
National Education Center, now being
created in my district of Pennsylvania.

President John F. Kennedy once said
that ‘“‘a nation reveals itself not only
by the men it produces but also by the
men it honors, the men it remembers’.
For too long, some among us have cho-
sen to forget about the conflicts in
Korea and Vietnam; to push aside the
sacrifices made on our behalf by those
who served in the uniform of our coun-
try. We asked much of them, and gave
little in return.

We must now remember these events,
and pay honor to those who made the
sacrifices which democracy often put
on those whom Lincoln called the
“‘common people’’—men and women of
ordinary means, but also of extraor-
dinary courage and uncommon valor.

The Korea/Vietnam Memorial Na-
tional Education Center, will serve as a
living tribute to the men and women
who answered the call of their country,
and as a lesson for those to whom we
will entrust our hard-fought peace.

| ask that the members of this body
join me in supporting this important
memorial to our veterans, and to brave
patriots from freedom-loving countries
throughout the world, who deserve no
less than this tribute. The Korea/Viet-
nam Memorial National Education
Center is our chance to let them know
that they matter, and that we care.

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA NOT
HELPING AMERICANS

(Mr. WARD 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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ica.” During the first 50 days of this
session, not one job has been created,
not one family is more secure, not one
working, middle-income individual is
better off, and not one child is more se-
cure.

While the Republicans have spent
these first 50 days fighting for tax cuts
for the wealthy of society, we Demo-
crats are fighting for a minimum wage
increase to make work pay and break
the cycle of welfare dependency. While
Republicans are proposing cuts on Med-
icare and AFDC, we are fighting to
save Medicare and protect child nutri-
tion programs, which are so vital to
many poor children.

If the current proposals continue,
children will be the real losers under
this contract.

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA
HELPING AMERICANS

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am not
sure how the previous speaker knew
that not one person was better off in
America. | have talked to a lot of peo-
ple in America in my district and they
are very happy with what is going on.
The polls indicate people are better off
and definitely happier with the way
things are going in this Congress.

We are not just up passing bills.
Americans know that. We are up here
taking away from Big Brother in Wash-
ington, the Government, and we are re-
turning the control of this country to
the people we work for, the people all
across America.

We are doing something else too,
something that perhaps the former ma-
jority who are now the minority failed
to do, and that is we are keeping our
word. We are accomplishing exactly
what we said we would do in the elec-
tion. We are out here working harder
in January and February than this
Congress has ever worked, certainly
more than it has in the last 40 years.
We have had four times as many hours
in session, we have had eight times as
many votes, we have had six times as
many committee meetings. The reason
for all of that is not because we want
more Government, it is because we
want less Government. We are cutting
down Government, that is what this is
about, and we are returning it to the
people.

VRl yvilie WU el LRl v Rl

Speaker GINGRICH has not uttered—
jobs.

Speaker GINGRICH’s policies have not
and will not create one new job or
make the life of one American better.

But it will make the lives of millions
of Americans worse:

The elderly who will see Medicare de-
stroyed.

The college kids who will pay thou-
sands of dollars more for student loans.

And the children who will not have
school lunches to eat.

In fact, for all Speaker GINGRICH’S
talk, only one bill has been signed into
law so far—congressional accountabil-
ity. When we passed this last year, it
was blocked by Republicans in the Sen-
ate.

Let us face it, it is no great accom-
plishment to vote on the first 5 items
in a pollsters top 10 list.

Speaker GINGRICH promised a revolu-
tion.

So far this is more like the phony
war.
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THOUGHTS ON 50 DAYS’ PROGRESS

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, today is
the 50th day of the Republicans 100-day
Contract on America. Congratulations
on putting forth a goal and sticking to
it.

It is important to have goals and ob-
jectives in our lives and in legislation.
Legislative goals should be those that
are achievable through a consensus
with America, not goals that stick it
to America. It should be a contract
with all of America.

We Democrats do not need a plan to
stick this to that or a contract with
this group against that group. Our con-
tract has always been the same. We
work hard, ensure a thoughtful, delib-
erate process.

So let us look back at the first 50
days of the Democratic majority in
1993. By now two bills had already been
signed into law: the national motor-
voter bill and the family and medical
leave bill, with little or no Republicans
support. In the GOP first 50 days, only
one bill, the Congressional Account-
ability Act, has been signed into law,
just one, and that was with 400 Mem-
bers voting for it in a bipartisan man-
ner.

Even though the score, using the
GOP marker, is two to one in favor of
the Democrats, let us forget the 100-
day marker. But rather, let us be
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minute.)

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to comment on this occasion of
the half-way point of the Republican’s
100-day Contract for America. During
the recent election, the Republican
Party snowed the people of this Nation
with empty, meaningless promises.

While this contract may sound good
on the surface, its provisions are vague
and unrealistic at best. The worst, |
fear, will result in deceptive and det-
rimental and consequences for our
country.

This contract cuts student loan fund-
ing and availability.

This contract cuts taxes for the
wealthy, while at the same time taking
food out of the mouths of children and
young mothers.

This contract would end public as-
sistance for the poor and disabled, with
no provisions for putting people to
work.

It has taken the majority party of
this House 50 days to pass three con-
tract items. It will soon become clear
that the remainder of the Republicans’
proposals are bad ideas masked in
falsehood and obscurity. The contract
for America is bad, deceptive, and dan-
gerously detrimental for senior citi-
zens.

WHAT DOES THE RECORD SHOW
OF THE FIRST 50 DAYS?

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, last
night | saw a wonderful cartoon in the
latest issue of Business Week. It had an
elephant dressed in an obviously very
expensive suit, wearing a button on the
lapel that said, ‘“‘Been robbed, raped,
maimed or murdered? Call a block
grant.” That has a lot to say about
what we have done here in the first 50
days.

We took the crime bill that was
passed last year, took away all preven-
tive measures and took away the police
on the street who will make the streets
safer for us. And that, along with
trashing the Constitution, are two very
important things that have happened
here in the past 50 days. And all Ameri-
cans ought to know it.

We have done very little to address
the problems that are really on the
minds of Americans today. They have
educated their children at great ex-
pense.

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



first 50 days tgking place on CNN right
now over in the Cannon caucus room.
| thank my friend for yielding.

A REMAKE OF THE BODY
SNATCHERS?

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, is this a
replay of the first 100 days of FDR?
That is what the Republican leadership
would have the American people be-
lieve. Or is it more like a really bad re-
make of “‘Invasion of the Body Snatch-
ers,” some alien force has taken over
the other side as they march lockstep
and they will not consider any prob-
lems that they are creating with their
contract. No matter how problematic,
no matter how contradictory, no mat-
ter how poorly drafted their proposals,
the contract must go forward, the alien
force says.

Today $3 billion more for a needy
Pentagon. They cannot make ends
meet on a $271 billion budget. The
American people know that. And next
week we eliminate the School Lunch
Program and the Program for Women,
Infants, and Children because we can-
not afford it.

Is there a little contradiction here?
Is this 100 days to address the real
needs of the American people akin to
FDR, or is it a nightmarish remake of
“Invasion of the Body Snatchers’’?

Make up your own mind.

THIS IS WAR

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, we
are not dealing with the celebration of
a contract. We are simply looking at a
war where people are pitting one group
of citizens against another. It is simple
and clear to the children and women
and those who are in need, working
families, that we are in war with
today.

I would like to celebrate what the
103d Democratic Congress did that real-
ly focused on working families: family
leave, motor-voter law, reducing the
deficit, responding to families and
small businesses and, yes, providing op-
portunities for our youth to get edu-
cational loans.

What we are doing right now is fight-
ing in a war that seems to be depend-

eat and, yes, we are going to continue
to fight against gutting the crime bill,
taking police off the streets. And we
are finally going to stand against wel-
fare punishment, because we believe in
welfare reform.

Mr. Speaker, this is a war, and we are
going to win this war for working
Americans.

BALANCING THE BUDGET

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

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, on Novem-
ber 8, the citizens of the 18th Congres-
sional District in Pennsylvania sent
me to Congress with a clear message.
They wanted Government waste and
inefficiency eliminated, they wanted
the pork barrel, spendthrift ways of the
past to change, they wanted our deficit
brought down. | heard that message
loud and clear, and | was proud to co-
sponsor the Democratic balanced budg-
et amendment with CHARLIE STENHOLM
and work to have it passed in this
House with the help of the Republican
majority.

| stand here today to express my ex-
treme disappointment, that the very
first spending package produced by the
Republican majority since the passage
of that balanced budget amendment
would increase the 1995 deficit by $282
million and add $645 million to the def-
icit over 5 years.

It is ironic that when Republicans
want to spend billions to build star
wars, there is no mention of balanced
budgets, but if it is lunches for our
school children, Republicans want to
abolish it in the name of a balanced
budget.

Watch the vote today on the defense
supplemental bill and we will see who
is really serious about balancing the
budget.

ON THE FIRST 50 DAYS

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

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the first 50 days of the 104th
Congress, and my Republican col-
leagues are boasting about how much
they have accomplished. The fact of
the matter is, they have produced a lot
of icing, but there ain’t no cake.

While the Contract With America
does a great deal for you if you earn
over $200,000 a year, for the rest of us it

care, the minimum wage or job secu-
rity.

Once again, this leads to the ques-
tion, who really is controlling the con-
tract? | think it is time for an outside
counsel.

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | am
a little bit puzzled by the speaker that
preceded the gentlewoman who was
just at the podium. | do not know
where the gentleman gets his numbers,
but the fact is that the emergency sup-
plemental that is intended to repay the
Defense Department for the missions
directed by President Clinton in Haiti
and Iraq and Bosnia and all the others
is a $3.2 billion package, paid for by $1.8
billion in defense rescissions or cuts
and $1.4 billion in nondefense rescis-
sions or cuts, and it nets out to a sav-
ings of $14 million.

In other words, we are cutting $14
million more than we are spending.

The gentleman’s figures are totally
inaccurate. | hope this statement for
the RECORD will reflect these corrected
amounts accordingly.

MORE THOUGHTS ON THE
CONTRACT’S PROGRESS

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

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are taking this moment to bask in the
glory of what they call their first 50
days. And they are sticking their chest
out, Mr. Speaker, and hoping that all
of America will remember what they
have done here.

Well, | hope all of America does re-
member what they have done here, Mr.
Speaker. When they do things like
slashing programs for children’s
lunches so that young people cannot go
to school worrying about learning and
eating at the same time, when they cut
off student loan programs so as our
young people matriculate they will not
be able to go into modes of higher edu-
cation, this is what | hope that the
American people will remember about
what they have done here on the floor
of the House, because, Mr. Speaker, it
is something certainly not worthy to
be remembered for.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
H. REs. 92

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 889) making
emergency supplemental appropriations and
rescissions to preserve and enhance the mili-
tary readiness of the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995,
and for other purposes. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and the
amendments made in order by this resolu-
tion and shall not exceed one hour equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule and shall be considered
as read. Points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 of
rule XXI are waived. It shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
consisting of the text of H.R. 889 modified as
follows: on page 16, after line 12, insert a new
title V consisting of the text of the bill (H.R.
845) rescinding certain budget authority, and
for other purposes. The amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall be considered as
read. Points of order against that amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute for failure
to comply with clause 7 of rule XVI or clause
2 or 6 of rule XXI are waived. No other
amendment shall be in order except the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution, which
may be offered only by Representative Obey
of Wisconsin or his designee, shall be consid-
ered as read, shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. Points of order
against the amendment in the nature of a
substitute for failure to comply with clause
2 of rule XXI are waived. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendment as may
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand 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 origi-
nal text. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and any amend-
ment thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Em-
ERSON). The gentleman from California
[Mr. DREIER] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, all time
yielded is for the purpose of debate
only, and | yield the customary 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Dallas, TX
[Mr. FORsT], pending which I yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

order to foster fiscal responsibility the
Committee on Rules has reported a fair
and balanced rule for this emergency
defense supplemental.
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Mr. Speaker, the rule makes in order
as an original bill for the purpose of an
amendment an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute consisting of the
text of H.R. 889, which makes emer-
gency supplementary appropriations
for military readiness, and rescinds
$1.46 billion in defense spending,
amended to add the text of H.R. 845, a
bill rescinding $1.4 billion in budget au-
thority for a range of low-priority for-
eign aid and domestic spending pro-
grams.

In order to permit the House to con-
sider the texts of two bills together,
this rule waives clause 7 of rule XVI
pertaining to germaneness and clause 6
of rule XXI regarding reappropriations.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate and an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, which may be
offered by the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions or his designee. That amendment
shall not be subject to amendment. Fi-
nally, the minority is provided with
one motion to recommit, with or with-
out instructions.

Due to the unforeseen nature of
emergency appropriations, the rule
waives clause 2 of rule XXI against the
bill and the amendment consisting of
the text of H.R. 889 and H.R. 845. The
rule prohibits unauthorized appropria-
tions.

In the name of fairness, the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute pro-
vided to the rule by the ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations will receive the same rule
waiver.

Mr. Speaker, changing the culture of
deficit spending is not easy. The Amer-
ican people need only look to the other
body to observe the daily antics of
reactionaries fighting to stop biparti-
san proposals such as the balanced
budget amendment and an effective
line-item veto.

In the past, Congress simply added
emergency spending to the deficit.
Even with a Federal budget of $1.5 tril-
lion, there was always an excuse why
offsetting spending cuts could not be
found.

Mr. Speaker, things have changed.
Our new leadership in the House has
committed itself to finding offsets for
all supplemental spending bills. The
deficit buck stops here. Make no mis-
take, this defense supplemental ad-
dresses a true emergency. As the Pre-
amble to the Constitution so clearly
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ninsula have created an emergency.
The Secretary of Defense and our lead-
er military commanders have indicated
that without these supplemental funds
being provided by March 31, readiness
and training will be cut back to dan-
gerous levels.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to repeat
this. The Secretary of Defense and our
leading military commanders have in-
dicated that if these supplemental
funds are not available by March 31,
readiness and training will be back to
dangerous levels.

This rule provides a procedure to
consider this emergency defense sup-
plemental in a manner that is fiscally
responsible. The Committee on Appro-
priations met the challenge of report-
ing rescissions to fully offset all the
new spending, a challenge that the
President has, unfortunately, not met.

In addition, the minority is given
both a substitute amendment and a
motion to recommit with instruction
to offer alternatives.

To those who believe that far more
can be done in the area of rescissions,
| totally agree. That day is coming.
The chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations testified before our Com-
mittee on Rules that a major rescis-
sions bill will be coming to the floor
soon, possibly in March. That rescis-
sion, because it is not related to a na-
tional security emergency, will be con-
sidered under a much more open
amendment process.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair, balanced,
and responsible rule. It provides the
minority with two opportunities to
provide alternative proposals. It pro-
vides the same substantive waivers to
the amendment as are provided to the
bill. All new spending, even though we
have an emergency, is offset.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this rule in-
creases the likelihood we can maintain
military readiness by enacting the nec-
essary legislation by March 31.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this
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fair, balanced, and very responsible
rule.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, since the end of the cold
war, the United States has called upon
the men and women of our armed serv-
ices to perform duties ranging from hu-
manitarian assistance, to peacekeep-
ing, to engaging in an all out war. And
these duties have been performed ably
and with honor in an era of decreased
funding for the entire Federal budget.



to provide these funds, and we are ful-
filling our responsibility by acting on
that request. There is no other accept-
able course of action.

But, Mr. Speaker, | must rise in op-
position to House Resolution 92 which
provides for the consideration of H.R.
889, the Department of Defense emer-
gency supplemental, as well as for the
consideration of H.R. 845 which re-
scinds $1.4 billion in domestic discre-
tionary budget authority. I want to be
very clear that | support the provision
of supplemental appropriations to the
Defense Department in order that we,
as a nation, do not find our strategic
and defensive posture compromised.

But, Mr. Speaker, just a few short
weeks ago | joined with over two-thirds
of my colleagues in this body in sup-
porting a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget of the United
States. That amendment did not ex-
empt defense spending from its require-
ments, yet | cannot help but think that
this supplemental—whether designated
as an emergency or not—is not paid for
and only adds to the deficit which we
are so committed to erasing.

The Committee on Appropriations
has recommended, in addition to the
DOD supplemental, a bill which re-
scinds $1.4 billion in discretionary do-
mestic spending which purports to
cover the expenditures provided in the
supplemental. However, there are
many on this side of the aisle who won-
der if these cuts are nothing more than
a fig leaf. There seems to be some ques-
tion whether our colleagues in the Sen-
ate will use domestic cuts to pay for
defense increases. But, whether the
Senate enacts these domestic rescis-
sions or not, this bill still creates an
outlay shortfall—nearly $300 million in
this fiscal year and $645 million over
the next 5 fiscal years. Mr. Speaker,
where 1 come from those numbers can
only mean one thing: We are adding to,
not subtracting from, the deficit.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to vote ‘““no’’ on this rule
in order that the Committee on Rules
might reconsider how we might deal
with the critical necessity of meeting
these urgent requirements of the
branches of our Armed Forces while
not adding to the national debt.

As this rule is constructed, there is
really only one opportunity for Mem-
bers to vote to not increase the deficit
while at the same time assuring that
DOD readiness is not impaired—by
fully compensating the Defense Depart-
ment for its contingency expenses. The
Rules Committee has allowed for the
consideration of only one amendment,
a substitute by the gentleman from
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the Obey substitute made in order?
Why is it necessary to consider this
supplemental under such a restrictive
rule? When the House considered the
most recent supplemental—the 1994
California earthquake emergency sup-
plemental—the Committee on Rules
provided for the consideration of six
amendments, not just one amendment,
the Obey amendment in this case.
Chairman SoLomMoN then protested that
the rule was too restrictive. He said,
and | quote: ““Even when you move a
bill with all deliberate speed, you must
still deliberate—that is, carefully
weigh and debate the merits of the leg-
islation and consider amendments to
improve on it.” | would recommend to
my colleagues that the chairman’s
words are every bit as relevant today
as they were 1 year ago.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, when the
House considered a supplemental ap-
propriation in May 1993, under an open
rule, my colleagues on the other side
protested that the rule was not open
enough. | would quote Mr. Goss who
said, ‘““True this is an open rule, but be-
cause of the rules of the House, there
are several important amendments
that were brought to the Rules Com-
mittee that will not be allowed to be
considered, even under this open rule.”
Mr. Speaker, the Democrats on the
Rules Committee have not even asked
for an open rule in the case of House
Resolution 92. What we have asked for
is an opportunity for the House to con-
sider amendments which might allow
the House to fulfill its commitment to
deficit reduction, not for a closed rule
as has been reported out by the com-
mittee.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | would
renew my appeal that this rule be de-
feated in order that the Committee on
Rules might have an opportunity to
quickly reconsider a rule for this sup-
plemental. Time is of the essence, but
so is our commitment to the defense of
this Nation and to deficit reduction.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume, to
simply respond to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas, by making it very
clear that there is an important dis-
tinction between this year and last.
That is, we have offsets, so that must
be underscored time and time again.

We are not going into deficit spend-
ing here, we are having offsets, which
this Committee on Appropriations,
under the leadership of the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], has
adequately recognized.

w iy §OTTASR

rection.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that | come
at this from the same position | have
always taken. When | went down to see
President Clinton right after he was
elected, | said ““Mr. President, we have
been cutting the defense budget sub-
stantially over the last 6 or 7 years,
and we have been trying to do it in a
way where we did not end up with a
hollow force. We did not want the dis-
aster we had after World War II, after
Korea, and after Vietnam.

| said to him that the only way that
I can support this reduced budget,
which he was proposing, was if he sent
a supplemental appropriation for ex-
traneous operations. As many of the
Members know, | opposed the Somalia
incursion, and yet last year, in a bipar-
tisan effort, we funded that program
substantially without offsets.

The Haiti invasion | personally sup-
ported. Most of the members of the
subcommittee did not support it. How-
ever, we felt very strongly that the
Congress passed legislation which sup-
ported Haiti, and this helps to refund
money that the military has already
spent. There is no way that we can con-
tinue the type of readiness we need to
deploy troops quickly if we offset this
money.

Mr. Speaker, I know there are two
plans. One is to offset if from the re-
scissions, and one is to offset if from
the Defense Department. | do not like
either, but my proposal is that we
move this supplemental forward. | am
in favor of a restrictive rule. | feel very
strongly about it, that we have to
move this forward so that in the end
we will be able to work this thing out.

In working with the new chairman,
the gentleman from Florida, BILL
YOUNG, and the gentleman from Louisi-
ana, BoB LIVINGSTON, the chairman,
there has been no proposal that | have
made that they have not listened to
and tried to find a way to work out.

| understand the pressure. | did not
vote for the balanced budget amend-
ment. Two-thirds of the House did, so |
understand why there is a feeling that
it is necessary, but | support the ad-
ministration’s position that this
money should not be offset.

Actually, Mr. Speaker, if we were to
offset all the money for these kinds of
operations, it destroys the very thing
we have done over the last few years,
and that is to try to very delicately re-
duce the size of the force and make
money available when there is an ex-
traneous operation.

Many of the Members on the sub-
committee feel exactly the same way,
many of the Members of the floor feel



about, because | do not think the off-
sets can be found from the Defense De-
partment without hurting the very via-
bility and readiness of the Defense De-
partment.

| feel strongly that there should be a
restricted rule, that we should move
forward with this legislation. All the
Commanders in Chief of the various re-
gions have said to us they have to have
this legislation by the end of March. It
is absolutely essential we get it
through the House, that we get it over
to the Senate, let the Senate act on it,
and then we will work our will in con-
ference.

Mr. Speaker, | just want to add that
I understand what the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is trying to do. |
feel very strongly, I am against that
just as much as | am against the rescis-
sions, so may feeling is very clear. My
position is very clear. | am against any
offsets. | think this bill should not be
offset. 1 do not think we ought to take
it out of the hide of the military.

On the other hand, | think we ought
to move this legislation forward. |
think this is the only way to get the
legislation through in any method so
we can start addressing it in the Sen-
ate.
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I support what the Committee on
Rules has done. | think this is the only
kind of a rule that will expedite the
matter and we should pass the legisla-
tion as quickly as we can and get to
conference where we can work out the
details.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, | yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MoAkKLEY], ranking member of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FrRosT], for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, today we are being
force-fed another closed rule that will
prevent Members from trying to repair
two badly flawed bills.

That is right, | said bills. This rule
makes one bill out of two Republicans
say that is because the two bills are
closely linked, one is designed to pay
for the other.

But according to the Washington
Post that will not happen. The Post re-
ported that Senate Appropriations
chairman HATFIELD said the Senate
will not consider domestic cuts to pay
for military spending.

Since it takes both Houses to rescind
appropriations it looks like Repub-
licans do not have a way to pay for this
increased military spending. Because if

deficit this year and $645 million over 5
years.

And today’s emergency supplemental
directly contradicts the position Re-
publicans took on the National Defense
Revitalization Act.

Republicans who voted for H.R. 7 said
in effect that they wanted to put the
House on a path to restore the firewalls
between defense and domestic spend-
ing.

But soon after voting to restore the
firewalls with H.R. 7, Republican Mem-
bers are voting to ignore them with
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | would be interested in
knowing whether my Republican col-
leagues want the firewalls or not.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
rule and give Members a chance to fix
this bill. And this bill needs all the
help it can get.

That is why | am surprised the Re-
publicans on the Rules Committee put
out this closed rule. Plenty of Mem-
bers, both Democratic and Republican,
have lots of good ideas on how to cut
spending.

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, what the Re-
publican leadership is afraid of.

I urge my Republican and Demo-
cratic colleagues who want a chance to
cut Government spending to join me in
opposing the rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we have
seen the bipartisan nature of support
for this rule with the statement from
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA].

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Indian Rocks Beach,
FL [Mr. Young], the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my colleague the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MuRr-
THA], a former chairman of this sub-
committee, for the strong support that
he gave us as we put this bill together.
I think that he would disagree with the
previous speaker, as do |, that this bill
is flawed. Is it perfect? Absolutely not.
I do not think | have ever seen a per-
fect bill before the House since | have
been here. But this is a good bill.

The problem that we face today is
time, Mr. Speaker. When | was des-
ignated chairman of this subcommittee
in the middle of November, | began
meeting with folks at the Pentagon,
the Defense Department, the civilian
leaders, the military leaders, with
commanders in the field, with war
fighters. My question was, ‘“What do
we need to look forward to for the next
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fourth-quarter training, flying hours,
steaming hours, all kind of training
was going to be degraded to the point
that it would have a serious effect on
readiness.

We committed to moving this bill ex-
peditiously so that we could get it to
the Defense Department by March 31.
We are a week behind. We set a sched-
ule that would move us along expedi-
tiously. We are a week behind that
schedule. We had difficulty getting a
request for this supplemental from the
administration. We finally got it. The
truth is, we marked up ahead of the ad-
ministration’s request just to keep on
our timetable.

One of the reasons that the adminis-
tration hesitated in sending a request
down here was that they were afraid
this would become a target, or a vehi-
cle for all kind of mischievous or extra-
neous nondefense-related activities.
They did not want that to happen. Nei-
ther did we. So we have brought this
out under a rule where the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has every
opportunity to rewrite every section of
this bill. He will do so in a substitute
that he will offer here shortly.

But we have got to keep on track. We
cannot sit here and decide what we
think is right based on what we assume
might happen in the other body. We
should not be assuming what the other
body might do. We have got to keep
this bill moving. We will get into the
debate as to why after we pass the rule,
but this rule is a good rule to expedite
this emergency defense supplemental.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | will very
reluctantly vote for this rule because it
provides for the offering of an amend-
ment which | want to offer and | think
it would come with ill grace if I did not
support it. But | would simply say that
I hope that Members are not fooled by
this process that is going on today.

What has happened is very simple.
The President sent down a $2.5 billion
supplemental. He offset it with $700
million in rescission, leaving a gap of
about $1.8 billion added to the deficit.

The committee decided they were
going to add $670 million to the bill.
They also added about $700 million to
the rescission, so they also wound up
with a $1.8 billion gap in spending.
Then both sides got the benefit of al-
most $400 million in CBO scoring ad-
justments which means that at this
point, the original bill that came out of
the committee added $1.4 billion to the
deficit.



ate, and that would have left us with
that still $1.4 billion deficit hole in the
bill.

So now reacting to that problem,
what this rule is going to do is to
merge the two bills so that the “‘let’s
pretend” second part of the act gets
merged with the real first act and
somehow they then want to suggest
that the bill is entirely paid for.

The problem is it is still not paid for.
It is paid for on the budget authority
side but it is not paid for on the outlay
side. As everyone knows in this place,
the deficit is measured by outlays.

The fact is that even if you adopt
this rule today, you will wind up if you
vote for this package as is adding $282
million to the deficit this fiscal year
and $644 million to the deficit over 5
years. That from a crowd that says
that we are supposed to balance the
budget through a constitutional
amendment. | find that ironic indeed.

That is why | am offering my amend-
ment. My amendment simply says this:
It says instead of adding all of the bells
and whistles and all of the let’s pretend
gimmicks in the second bill, let’s drop
everything except the administration’s
original request so that you have got a
bill that costs $2.5 billion, and then
give the Secretary of Defense the au-
thority to make reductions in low-pri-
ority items and pork items in order to
balance off the book. That is the only
way we can keep a commitment to bal-
ance the budget.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to my very good friend, the
gentleman from Sanibel, FL [Mr.
Goss], my colleague on the Committee
on Rules and chairman of the Sub-
committee on Legislative Process.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
friend from greater metropolitan San
Dimas, CA, for yielding me this time.

I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DREIER] and as well the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, for their hard work in
crafting what | think is a very fair and
well-tailored rule. The purpose is to
implement a policy that many of us
have long advocated around here, and,
that is, paying for what we do. This
rule will allow us to marry together an
important defense appropriations sup-
plemental bill needed to provide for
military missions already undertaken
as described by the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG] with a rescissions
package designed to actually pay for

| have seen it so far.

As best | can tell, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has sug-
gested temporarily granting a power |
thought he opposed, that is, the line-
item veto authority to the Secretary of
Defense, a distinguished but neverthe-
less unelected official, and this is all
without ensuring congressional review.

For those who thought H.R. 2, the
line-item veto act passed by this House
last month, was a little too much dele-
gation of power away from Congress, |
would have to think that the Obey ap-
proach, giving line-item veto to the
Secretary of Defense, would be com-
pletely out of bounds. But that remains
to be seen.

Finally, | wish to comment on the
substance of this defense supplemental
appropriations bill. The bulk of the
money is earmarked to cover the costs
of unbudgeted contingency operations
in places like Somalia and Haiti. This
is money that has already been spent
and some of us think unwisely in part.
Now the bill is coming due.

Although I strongly support our mili-
tary, as we all do, and recognize that
at this point we have no choice but to
settle up our accounts on missions al-
ready underway or done, | am really
troubled by the administration’s tend-
ency to embark on costly, ill-defined
peacekeeping adventures around the
globe without consulting with the Con-
gress, and then coming forward after
the fact and saying, ‘“‘Oh, we’ve got to
have some money.”

This trend was especially disturbing
in the case of Haiti where the adminis-
tration did find a lot of time to seek
U.N. approval for its plans but some-
how or other did not seem interested in
coming up to get some congressional
support in advance for sending our
troops there.

We have drained funds from our
troops readiness to pay for what is ar-
guably the misuse of our military in
Haiti, and many Americans, including
this one, strongly resent it.

Mr. Speaker, | fully expect a broad
discussion of foreign policy and the ap-
propriate use of our troops to continue
as we move into the regular budget
cycle. That is what we do. But in the
meantime, | urge support for this cre-
ative rule, even though | know very
full well there are those on the other
side of the aisle who voted for mis-
adventures such as the one we have ex-

perienced in Haiti who now do not
want to pay for the bill.
We must pass this bill. It is a matter

of life and death for our troops that we
count on.

tention the inappropriate, business-as-
usual way iIn which rescissions were
generated for the DOD supplemental
appropriations bill.

In the last days of the 103d Congress,
the House voted on whether to elimi-
nate $289.5 million of pork in the HUD
portion of the VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies’ appropriations bill. One-
hundred-seventy-nine Members voted
with me to eliminate these earmarks;
189 did not. Today | planned to offer an
amendment that would give this body a
second chance to do the right thing—to
vote to eliminate those earmarks in
this rescission package. Unfortunately,
last night, the Rules Committee denied
us this opportunity.

Does this bill rescind any “items of
congressional interest,” ‘“‘directed ap-
propriations,” or ‘‘special purpose
grants?’”’ The answer, of course, is no.
Instead of going after pork-barrel ap-
propriations, the bill’s drafters chose
to cut $1.3 billion from merit-based,
competitively awarded research and
development programs—vital invest-
ment in our Nation’s future.

My colleagues in the House know of
my active opposition to the practice of
earmarking. In the past, a large major-
ity of those who joined me in that ef-
fort came from my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle. | am extremely
disappointed that the first rescission
package brought to the floor contains
not a single cut to earmarked projects.

Although, my esteemed colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee will be
marking up another rescission package
later this week, it will be too late to
recapture the pork projects funded at
HUD. Of the $289.5 million in HUD ear-
marks, $94.5 million has already been
obligated. The obligation of another
$149.2 million is in process. All of these
funds have been obligated since the
first of this year, which must be a
record rate to get earmarks out the
door. By the time the next rescission
package comes to the floor of the
House, there will be not a penny left to
rescind.

In all my years in Congress, | have
heard hundreds of speeches decrying
pork-barrel politics, the majority of
them coming from my Republican col-
leagues. Indeed the Republican views
on the fiscal year 1994 Budget Act in-
cluded a strong plea for the elimi-
nation of earmarking. However, per-
haps my Republican colleagues are
finding it harder to cut pork now that
they are in the majority. Of the HUD
earmarks nearly 32 percent goes to five
States who elected Republican Gov-
ernors or Senators in the last election.
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vantage point, whether you call these
projects a silk purse or a sow’s ear, it
looks like it will be business as usual
in the 104th Congress.
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may | in-
quire of my friend from Dallas how
many speakers there are on his side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Em-
ERSON). The gentleman indicates he has
one additional speaker.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, how much
time is remaining on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER]
has 13 minutes remaining and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] has 13%
minutes remaining.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, | yield 4 minutes
to the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. HARMAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am for
the supplemental, for a strong defense,
and a supporter of the balanced budget
amendment, but | rise in opposition to
the rule for H.R. 889, because it does
not permit adequate debate on the
technology reinvestment project, a key
dual-use technology program. | hoped
to offer an amendment consistent with
the approach of the bill providing addi-
tional rescissions—as recommended by
the Department of Defense—that would
have permitted the restoration of ap-
proximately half the funding for fiscal
year 1995 for TRP. Unfortunately, | was
denied the ability to offer my amend-
ment.

Even though my amendment has
been shut out, | rise now to express my
strong support for the TRP program.

I believe that TRP is misunderstood,
and its problems exaggerated. Without
the TRP approach, DOD will not be
able to access, shape, and afford much
of the technology it needs.

TRP gives DOD greater access to af-
fordable, leading-edge technology by
leveraging commercial capabilities and
markets for military benefit. Let me
repeat that; for military benefit. A
great many defense needs can be served
better and less expensively using com-
mercial means.

TRP projects are competitively
awarded—as a result, these projects
have been awarded to qualified compa-
nies and consortiums throughout the
country and throughout our districts.
These awards—which require a 50 per-
cent match for the applicant—are
based on the requirement that the
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of scrutiny as the TRP. Receiving both
considerable praise and criticism, the
program was modified to expand par-
ticipation by small business and in-
crease the military services’ involve-
ment to ensure rapid integration into
defense weapon systems.

Obviously, these changes have not
satisfied the new majority. if we need
to modify TRP further, by all means,
let’s do so. But | urge my colleagues to
vote against rescinding all of the TRP
funding and against killing a key dual-
use technology program—it’s too im-
portant for our industrial base as well
our national security.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, if this is
the concluding speaker of the gen-
tleman from California, | would then
sum up by simply stating we continue
to be opposed to the rule. I would ask
the House to reject this rule.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very bipartisan rule, the support that
has emerged from the ranking minor-
ity member of the committee and the
former chairman of the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee has dem-
onstrated that.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
my time to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Metairie, LA [Mr. LIVING-
STON], chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my friend from California for
yielding time to me, and | rise in
strong support of the rule. As he said,
it does have bipartisan support. | think
it is a good rule, a fair rule, and in the
name of restoring funds to the Defense
Department that are needed for emer-
gency purposes to avoid a wholesale
curtailment of operations and to avoid
a risk of failure to support our young
people in uniform, | think that it is
very important that we not only sup-
port the rule, but that we support the
bill.

The rule before us basically does
three things. First it merges two bills
developed by the Committee on Appro-
priations; namely, the defense supple-
mental and a companion rescission bill
into one legislative proposal. The net
effect of those two actions is to rescind
approximately $14 million in budget
authority more than we appropriate.
That is, we are actually taking back
$14 million in budget authority that we
appropriated last year iIn excess of
what we are spending on defense.

aircraft carriers in which young service
people are killed, when an F-15 shoots
down two U.N. helicopters filled with
U.S. and U.N. personnel, that such pro-
grams as an advanced automatic train
control system for the Bay Area Rapid
Transit System that cost $39 million of
taxpayers’ funds is necessary. Like-
wise, when tanks are forced to stop,
and their crews are forced to get out
because the engines in those tanks are
risking the possibility of catching fire
and exploding, and then they do their
tank maneuvers by walking around in
the desert, | have a hard time explain-
ing why the Diversity in Cultural
Change Program involving manufac-
turing at the University of Wisconsin,
which expends $3.3 million in taxpayers
funds, or the Holistic Approach to Pre-
paring Students to Learn and Lead in
New Manufacturing paradigm at a cost
of $3.7 million, or the Realization Coa-
lition, whatever that is, at $6.6 million
are necessary.

So | think those cuts are well placed.
I think if we are going to prepare for
the maintenance, the operations, the
training of service people, we have to
make cuts where cuts can be made, and
those programs are not, in my opinion,
necessary to the defense of the Nation.

As a second part of this rule, it
grants to my ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, and | supported
this request at the Committee on Rules
because | support his right to offer
such an amendment, even though | do
not agree with the substance of his
amendment and do not understand why
delegating to the Secretary of Defense
the authority for line-item vetos over
appropriations bills for the Defense De-
partment is necessary.
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Third, this rule specifically grants to
the minority a motion to recommit
with or without instructions. | support
that right even though proponents of
this motion to recommit do not want
to pay, apparently do not want to pay
for the defense of the Nation, even
though they are the same people who
wanted to send our troops to Haiti last
year.

So, Mr. Speaker, | may differ with
my ranking member in his budget pri-
orities, but | support this rule because
it allows him to discuss his priorities
and bring them to a vote.

| thank the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLomoN], and the distin-
guished member, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER], and all of the



the package, even with the two bills
fused, will add $644 million to the defi-
cit on the outlay side over the next 5
years and $300 million in deficit in out-
lays for this year alone?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman
intends to deal only with outlays, it
would be one of the first times, | think,
that he has done so. As the distin-
guished member, former chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations,
knows, our committee deals with budg-
et authority, we do not deal with out-
lays.

As far as the payment of this pack-
age, we deal with budget authority.

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman would
yield further, is it not true the deficit
is measured only in outlays and not in
budget authority, is that not true?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. | would say to the
gentleman that in the out years the
budget authority pays for the bill, then
ultimately the bill will be paid for.

Mr. OBEY. Is it not true that the def-
icit is measured only in outlays?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. The deficit is
measured—ultimately is measured in
outlays, and ultimately the outlays
will follow the budget authority and
does so by a surplus of $14 million.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | urge
strong support of this bipartisan bill,

and | yield back the balance of my
time.
Mr. Speaker, I move the previous

question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. DREIER. 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.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 282, nays
144, not voting 8, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 151]
YEAS—282

Allard Barrett (WI) Boehlert
Andrews Bartlett Boehner
Archer Barton Bonilla
Armey Bass Bono
Bachus Bateman Brewster
Baesler Bereuter Browder
Baker (CA) Berman Brownback
Baker (LA) Bilbray Bryant (TN)
Ballenger Bilirakis Bunn
Barcia Bishop Bunning
Barr Bliley Burr
Barrett (NE) Blute Burton
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Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal

DelLay
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doggett
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing

Farr

Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baldacci
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bevill
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin

Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Petri
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Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon

SOOI
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce

Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent

Tate

Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson

Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford

Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson

Jacobs Moakley Studds
Jefferson Mollohan Tanner
Johnson (SD) Moran Tejeda
Johnson, E. B. Nadler Thompson
Johnston Neal Thurman
Kanjorski Oberstar Torricelli
Kaptur Olver Towns
Kennedy (MA) Ortiz Tucker
Kennedy (RI) Orton Velazquez
Kennelly Owens Vento
Kildee Pallone Visclosky
LaFalce Pastor Volkmer
Lantos Payne (NJ) Ward
Levin Pelosi Waters
Lewis (GA) Peterson (FL) Watt (NC)
Lofgren Pickett Wise
Lowey Poshard Woolsey
Luther Rangel Wyden
Maloney Reynolds Wynn
Manton Richardson Yates

NOT VOTING—38
Ehlers Hoyer Rush
Fattah Meek Williams
Gonzalez Peterson (MN)
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Mr. LUTHER changed his voted from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay.”

Mr. COSTELLO changed his vote
from ““nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 450, REGULATORY TRANSI-
TION ACT OF 1995

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-45) on the resolution (H.
Res. 93) providing for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 450) to ensure economy
and efficiency of Federal Government
operations by establishing a morato-
rium on regulatory rulemaking ac-
tions, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, | have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, my parliamentary inquiry is
with regard to section 749 of the House
rules, and in particular clause 1 of rule
X1V, in which Members are prohibited
from addressing anyone but the Speak-
er, and in particular the practice that
has apparently taken place today of
Members wearing badges to relay a
message rather than addressing their
message through the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, | realize this has hap-
pened in the past in the House, but I



Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, can | count on the Speaker to
enforce the rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers will abide by the rule. When ad-
dressing the Chair they must remove
their badges.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 889, and that | may include
tabular and extraneous material there-
in.

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

There was no objection.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS-
SIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE FOR FISCAL YEAR
1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 92 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 889.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 889)
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations and rescissions to preserve
and enhance the military readiness of
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1995, and
for other purposes, with Mr. THOMAS of
California 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
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, on Friday, February
10, the House Committee on Appropria-
tions ordered reported two bills: H.R.
889, a bill providing for emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense; and H.R. 845, a
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unbudgeted contingency operations in
Haiti, Somalia, Southwest Asia,
Bosnia, Korea, and refugee support in
the Caribbean. Without these reim-
bursements, defense readiness will suf-
fer severe and immediate impacts.
These necessary appropriations are
partially offset by rescissions within
the Department of Defense totaling
$1.460 billion. The remainder of the off-
sets, $1.4 billion that are necessary in
order to make the entire package budg-
et authority neutral come from rescis-
sions in H.R. 845, in foreign aid pro-
grams and low priority discretionary
domestic programs.

I want all my colleagues to under-
stand that it is the policy of the Re-
publican leadership to pay for all sup-
plemental whether they are emer-
gencies or not. We’re doing that. The
reason the committee developed two
bills is that in order to pay for the off-
set shortfall of the Defense
supplementals of $1.4 billion, we re-
ported a companion rescission bill of
like amount.

I also want to eliminate any confu-
sion at this point. The rescission bill
we are considering today is not the re-
scission bill | have been talking about
since January. Development of that
bill is on track. In fact, five sub-
committees are meeting this very day
to report out their rescissions. We ex-
pect to have the bill on the floor in
early March. The rescissions we are
considering today is just a slice of that
bill—in order to pay for the Defense
supplemental.

The rescissions were developed in a
manner that tried to minimize the
number of accounts. In order to do this
we sought activities that had larger
dollar amounts available for rescission.
These activities can be grouped into
four categories:

The first is: Low priority defense and
international programs, including $110
million for the Russian Army Officer
Resettlement Program, which has been
deemed an unnecessary expensive pro-
gram; $100 million of atomic energy
waste cleanup, funds that are not need-
ed this year; $70 million from the
Emergency Immigration Fund, monies
available for reduction because of a
lack of Haitian and Cuba refugees; and
$62 million from the African Develop-
ment Fund, monies that can’t be spent
because our government hasn’t begun
replenishment negotiations.

The second category is low priority
domestic programs, including the fol-
lowing: A $200 million youth training
program that doesn’t work and which
even President Clinton wants to cut in
fiscal year 1996; a $100 million school

velopment program for the Penn Sta-
tion in New York City; and another un-
authorized $400 million wind tunnel
program for NASA.

Finally, in the fourth category we
scaled back a Presidential increase of
$107 million for the National Institute
of Standards Industrial Technology
Program. This will still leave an in-
crease of $125,000,000 for that program
in fiscal year 1995.

In order to explain a few points that
I hope our colleagues will keep in mind
as we proceed to consider the two bills
now merged into one, let me explain
the following:

First, it is the leadership’s desire
that all supplemental funds, even
emergencies, be paid for completely.
Our approach again does just that.
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Second, as the distinguished chair-
man of the National Security Sub-
committee will point out, we have
made significant cuts in wasteful non-
productive Department of Defense pro-
grams, and we cannot in good con-
science go further.

In fact, the President has just sent to
this Congress a defense budget that
represents a real decline in defense for
the 11th straight year, representing a
7l-percent cut in procurement of new
weapons systems over those 11 years.

This policy is now directly threaten-
ing the safety and lives of our young
men and women who need our support
to defend our country. Although | per-
sonally opposed some of the question-
able military ventures in Haiti and So-
malia and Rwanda and other places
that depleted these funds, the fact is
that the money has been spent, and we
must pay the bills.

That means that we must move this
bill through the Congress by the end of
March to avert a readiness crisis at the
Pentagon.

Mr. Chairman, as you can see, the
two bills that were developed in com-
mittee are not intimately linked to-
gether, and | urge their adoption and
the passage of this bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has
consumed 6 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is really where
the rubber hits the road for those Mem-
bers who have told their constituents
that they want to support a balanced
budget and for those Members who
have voted for a constitutional amend-
ment on a balanced budget.



burse DOD for the costs that it in-
curred in operations such as Haiti and
hold the line on the deficit is to vote
for the Obey amendment which will be
offered at the end of an hour on general
debate.

Let me walk Members through the
numbers so they understand what is
going on, because it is fairly com-
plicated.

The administration, before the bal-
anced budget amendment was passed,
sent down a request to spend $2.5 bil-
lion to replenish Pentagon accounts,
and they offset that with $700 million
in suggested cuts, leaving a deficit of
$1.8. billion.

Then the appropriations subcommit-
tee, when they marked up the bill,
added $670 million in what they consid-
ered to be high-priority items. They
added a similar amount in rescissions
so they, too, came to the House with a
bill which was adding $1.8 billion to the
deficit, minus $400 million which was
an adjustment that CBO provided both
the administration’s approach and the
committee approach, which left each
proposal with a $1.4 billion deficit.

So then to try to deal with the fact,
the committee produced a second trail-
er rescission bill, which purported to
cut $1.4 billion in spending but instead
of taking that our of Pentagon pro-
grams, they took it out of nondefense

programs.
The problem is that that was a sepa-
rate bill. It was not going to go any-

where in the Senate. Everybody under-
stood that and so the committee, wise-
ly, finally faced reality and at least in
a small concession to reality voted on
the rule to merge both bills so that at
least they were more credible in pre-
tending that the bill was paid for.

But | would point out to my col-
leagues, if you campaigned and told
your people, | am going to cut budget
authority, then go ahead and vote for
this bill without my amendment. But if
you told your people, I am going to cut
the deficit, then you have absolutely
no choice but to vote for the Obey
amendment. Because if you do not, you
will be, by your vote, adding $300 mil-
lion to the deficit this year and $644
million over 5 years.

The reason | say that is because
while we are talking about budget au-
thority, the deficit is measured only by
what we actually spend, not what we
authorize down the line but what we
actually spend in any fiscal period. And
that is determined only on the outlay
side.

So if you do not vote for the Obey
amendment, you will be going home
and having to explain to your folds
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this baby out, instead what you did is,
you said, well, they ought to go after
some other domestic programs.

I would point out that virtually
every appropriations subcommittee is
today marking up and tomorrow will
be marking up on bills which will cut
$14 billion out of this year’s spending
on the domestic side of the ledger. It
seems to me that any domestic cuts
which are being made in this bill, it
seems to me that given the fact you
have got $14 billion more in cuts in
very important programs that affect
your home towns, it seems to me that
what you ought to be doing is taking
the domestic cuts which are provided
for in this bill and using those on the
domestic side of the ledger, on those
rescissions so you ease the squeeze on
other programs for working families.
That is what you would also be doing if
you voted for the Obey amendment.

So what my amendment will do,
when we get a chance to offer it, is to
simply strip away all of the add-ons
that the committee made on both the
spending side and the rescission side
and simply give the Defense Depart-
ment the authority to simply scrub
their budget to find $2.5 billion in low
priority, nonreadiness, nonquality of
life issues or areas. So if they want to
dig into their budget and find $2.5 bil-
lion of pork to pay for it, they can,
without damaging domestic programs
and without damaging key defense pro-
grams.

It seems to me, if you want to go
home with a straight face and say that
you did not meet yourself coming back
on the very first financial vote that
you cast after you posed for political
holy pictures and voted for the bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, it seems to me that if you
want to measure up to that political
promise you made when you voted for
that resolution, you will vote for the
Obey amendment. If you do not, pure
and simple, you will be adding almost
$300 million to the deficit this year, al-
most $700 million to the deficit over 5
years.

And regardless of the way anybody
tries to fancy talk their way out of it,
that is a fact. CBO says it is a fact. Ev-
erybody who scores us says it is a fact.
And you know it is a fact.

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Wisconsin [Mr.
consumed 7 minutes.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YouNG], the distinguished
chairman of the Defense Subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations.

gentleman
OBEY] has

were several things that | asked him to
agree to, which he agreed to. But we
have a good, bipartisan national de-
fense bill here today. That is what we
are talking about, is national defense.

Why are we here today? We are here
today because the President, over fis-
cal years 1994-95, has sent troops to
Bosnia, has sent troops to Somalia
twice, to the area of Korea, to the
southwest Asian area, to Rwanda, to
perform refugee interdiction off Cuba,
and Haiti. And at one time, these con-
tingency operations have involved ap-
proximately 100,000 American troops in
deployments that were not planned and
not paid for.
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Where did the money come from,
then, to pay for these contingencies? It
came from the fourth quarter oper-
ations and maintenance and training
accounts of all of the military services.

What does that mean? It means that
by March 31, and this is according to
the Pentagon and the Department of
Defense, as of March 31 if the money
has not been replaced that was spent
for these contingencies that most of us
were not even consulted about, that
fourth quarter training is going to be
degraded. The word ‘“‘degraded’ came
from General Shalikashvili, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs.

He made that point in a public hear-
ing, that training in the fourth quarter
will be seriously degraded if we do not
return this money. That is what we are
here for.

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman,
the subcommittee added some addi-
tional readiness enhancements. We
identified about $2 billion worth of
similar readiness requirements that
had not been provided for in anybody’s
request, except the field commanders
and the war-fighting military.

We looked through that list and
picked out $670 million that we added
to this emergency readiness package.

Mr. Chairman, what is the biggest
part of that additional readiness pack-
age? It is salary increases for the sol-
diers and the sailors and the Marines
and the airmen and the airwomen and
all of those who serve in the military,
whether they are in the continental
United States or whether they are de-
ployed somewhere overseas on a perma-
nent basis, or whether they are part of
these contingency operations; a pay in-
crease that this Congress required but
did not provide the necessary money to
fully fund. That is the biggest item in
the enhancement package that we
added on.



defense today is going to be one of the
easiest appropriation votes Members
are going to have this year, because
there are going to be a lot of cutting
amendments.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, we came
up with a rescission package that we
took from nonessential items that were
paid for through the defense budget
that really did not add a whole lot to
our national defense.

Therefore, we bring to the Members a
bill, and despite all the arguments
about budget authority or budget out-
lays or CBO numbers here and CBO
numbers there, | am not really into the
politics of this. I am not really into the
juggling of the numbers to make some-
thing appear to be something that it is
not.

I am here to provide for the strongest
national defense possible for the least
amount of money; in other words,
squeezing to get as much as we can out
of the defense dollar. That is what this
bill does. We are setting a new prece-
dent with this bill, and we are making
history today, because we are for the
first time paying for this supplemental
appropriations bill, despite the fact
that it is an emergency.

Someone just asked me out in the
Speaker’s lobby, “You guys are spend-
ing for this and spending for that.”
Back up. We guys did not spend this
money. We had no part of the decision
in spending this money. The President
of the United States decided to go to
these various contingencies. He spent
the money.

From a political standpoint, we could
have just sat back and waited for him
to send his budget request. We could
have sat on it for weeks or months.
That would have been very irrespon-
sible for us to do, because this money
is necessary by March 31 or we are
going to stand down flying hours.

Red Flag, Members all know about
Red Flag and Top Gun. Would it not be
a shame to close down these training
activities, and they would be closed
down, if we do not provide this money?
Red Flag and Top Gun are the best ex-
perience that a combat pilot will ever
have, other than going into actual
combat. Members can talk to any pilot
anywhere in the world that has ever
gone to Top Gun or Red Flag, and they
will tell us that, that this is what pre-
pares them to be superior in the air.

Would it not be a shame for us to
delay this bill and have to cancel Red
Flag or Top Gun? Would it not be a
shame that we do not have enough
money for flying time and spare parts
to keep the airplanes going so that our
flyers and or pilots can stay proficient
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maybe there were some pet projects in
here, maybe we did something for some
Congressmen that is buried that would
be helpful to that Congressman or Con-
gresswoman personally, politically,
back in their districts.

There is nothing in this bill to pro-
vide a special interest project of any
kind to any member of the Congress, to
any defense contractor, to any special
interest. There is no money in here for
that. These monies are directed to the
U.S. Department of Defense for train-
ing, for operations, for maintenance,
for spare parts, for keeping airplanes
and ships and guns and tanks and ev-
erything ready to use and ready to be
used for training. It brings back our ac-
counts that are being sorely depleted.
This is readiness at its best.

Mr. Chairman, when | talk about
readiness, it is important, because
some of these programs are down the
road. It is important to note, and one
of the very distinguished generals who
testified just this week before our sub-
committee made the point “There is
more to readiness than just readiness.
There is immediate readiness, there is
midterm readiness, and there is long-
term readiness. If we do not do the
things today to prepare us for midterm
and long-term readiness, we are going
to be in serious trouble.”

Members all know the story about
the three Army divisions that were
rated C-3, which is considerably below
the readiness rating that we would like
them to have. Our colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [FLOYD
SPENCE], made this notation in a public
statement.

It was argued at the Pentagon that
that was not true, but finally they
came back and admitted, yes, it was
true. We just cannot afford to let our
military be affected in this way.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. Put
aside the arguments over politics, or
who got to offer an amendment and
who did not get to offer an amendment.
Remember, this is just part of the pro-
cedure. We have to go to the other
body. They have to go to the sub-
committee, their full committee, to
the floor. We have to go to conference.

We need to expedite this activity. |
ask that Members pay close attention
to the debate that follows as to the se-
riousness of this national defense read-
iness bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, | would simply like to
point out that all of the projects that
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] indicated ought to proceed will
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There is not. The pay raise was pro-
vided last year. The military personnel
will get that pay raise whether the
Obey amendment passes or whether it
does not. That is a red herring. The
only question is where are we going to
get the money for the remainder of the
pay raise.

If we pass the Obey amendment, we
will get it out of pork that Congress
put in the DOD bill. If we do not pass
the Obey amendment, we will have to
cut into domestic programs in order to
finance it. |1 think the choice is clear.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Vis-
CLOSKY].

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in strong support of the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin, the
ranking member on the Appropriations
Committee, Mr. OBEY. Mr. OBEY’s
amendment keeps the books clean. It
provides only what the administration
asked for and pays for it.

Mr. Chairman, on January 26, 1995,
the House of Representatives passed a
resolution to make balancing this Na-
tion’s budget a constitutional man-
date.

Once ratified, the balanced budget
amendment will take its place along
side the right to free speech, the right
to vote, freedom of religion, and the
abolition of slavery.

The Members of this House consid-
ered a balanced budget so fundamental
that they flocked to the floor to sup-
port it.

I supported the balanced budget
amendment, because | want the budget
balanced. | have urged my colleagues
not to use the balanced budget amend-
ment to give the appearance of good
fiscal policy, while, in reality pushing
the hard choices off until the next cen-
tury.

Today, less than a month later, the
balanced budget amendment will get
its first at bat. If the House fails to
enact the Obey amendment, the bal-
anced budget amendment will be zero
for 1 so far this season, not even good
enough for a replacement player.

We will raise this Nation’s deficit by
$645 million by the year 2000, just 2
years before the balanced budget
amendment Kicks in.

This legislation we consider today
contains $3.2 billion in new spending,
$2.53 billion in emergency funds the
Clinton administration requested, and
$670 million of Republic add-ons. De-
spite a promise to the contrary and de-
spite their best efforts, the Republican
majority has failed to pay for all this
new spending. All told, this borrow and



est in the next 2 years alone for the
new defense spending they refuse to
pay for today.

Clearly the most disturbing aspect of
today’s debate is what it means for the
rest of this Congress. In the next cou-
ple of weeks we are going to have to
come up with an additional $15 billion
in rescissions—this year’s share of the
Contract on America and the Califor-
nia flood relief bill.

If this Congress doesn’t have the in-
testinal fortitude to come up with $3
billion in cuts—balanced budget
amendment or not—how are we pos-
sibly gong to come up with $15 billion?

Mr. Chairman, this legislation makes
a sham of the balanced budget amend-
ment, and it deceives the American
people. It is a relapse back into a ter-
rible habit | thought we would finally
overcome, that of sending our children
the bill for our own failed leadership.

I urge my colleagues, support the
balanced budget amendment. Support
the Obey amendment.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, let me thank the
chairman of the full committee and the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA] who | know worked so hard to
put this together.

Mr. Chairman, this really is an emer-
gency supplemental. We use the term
““emergency’ many times, but this
really is an emergency. Those of us on
the Committee on Armed Services just
had the Joint Chiefs of Staff in front of
us a few minutes ago, and we asked the
chiefs what would happen in terms of
training and readiness if we did not
pass this thing. General Sullivan, Chief
of Staff of the Army, said, ‘“‘Readiness
will drop off the table.”

He expanded on that by saying all
training, all army training will cease
May 31. He furthered that by saying he
would have to stop the purchase of
spare parts. The Commandant of the
Marine Corps, General Mundy, said
under this new policy of going around
the world, as the chairman has pointed
out, exercised by the Clinton adminis-
tration, the Marine Corps has increased
what is known as personnel tempo.
That means whipping personnel around
the world, a few days back at home,
then back out in the field, by 300 per-
cent over what it was during the cold
war.

This is an absolute emergency to get
this money in. Let me just say as a
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the maintenance for the young men
and women who operate this military,
vote ‘‘yes’’ on this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MuRr-
THA], the ranking Democrat on the
Subcommittee on National Security.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, a cou-
ple of things | wanted to mention
about the seriousness of this legisla-
tion. All of us take credit for the num-
ber of jobs that have been reduced in
the Federal Government. Out of the
150,000 jobs that will have been reduced
over a 3- or 4-year period, 80 percent of
those jobs came from defense, active
and civilian side. Fifteen percent of the
budget is defense today, defense-relat-
ed. In 1960, 50 percent of the budget, or
the money that we spent in the Federal
Government, was for defense. It is 4
percent of the GDP. That is the lowest
level of spending in history. And when
somebody gets up and says you can
take just a small percentage out of de-
fense and, for instance, | have to say
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBeY] and | normally agree that
these things should not be offset. He
feels strongly now because it is coming
out of domestic. | do not think it ought
to be offset because it is an emergency
and we cannot afford to take this out
of defense, and | hope in the end we
will be able to work this out.

We can no longer afford to pay for
these operations out of the hide of the
Defense Department, because all we do
is reduce readiness. All these deploy-
ments, some were agreed to, some were
not agreed to, by the Congress. Some
were advocated by the Congress, some
were not. The President has every
right to deploy troops in an emergency
situation, in a national security situa-
tion. | have urged every White House
over the years to consult with Congress
when it is for humanitarian deploy-
ment so that we will know what the
cost is and how we are going to pay for
it.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDaADE] and | last year worked
with the national security adviser, and
we came up with language that said
the White House will confer with Con-
gress before they make humanitarian
deployments. No President likes to do
that.

I remember when Secretary Wein-
berger came before the Congress, and
you could not ask him one question be-
cause if you had 5 minutes, your 5 min-
utes were gone. | would say to him,
“You can’t reduce taxes, increase de-
fense and balance the budget, because
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ture. And anything we take out of de-
fense hurts readiness. It hurts quality
of life.

I went down to Fort Campbell. Sixty
percent of the children going to school
on the base needed some kind of sup-
plement from the Federal Government.
They were living and had to have some
sort of help to pay for their meals.

We have got a backlog of real prop-
erty maintenance of $12 billion, and
depot maintenance of $2 billion. So
anybody who thinks there is an excess
of money in the Defense Department
does not understand how the system
works. In the end we will have another
reprogramming, we will have all kinds
of changes made in the amount of
money the Defense Department has. It
is absolutely essential they get this
legislation as quickly as possible so we
can go to conference and get the whole
thing worked out.

I would urge the Members to support
this supplemental.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN], the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of this supplemental ap-
propriations bill for defense, paid for
through various rescissions.

Let me just give a brief history of
one interest | have in this bill, that is,
the aid to build new homes for Russian
soldiers because their governors con-
tended that they could not move them
out of the Baltics without a place to
live.

So we concocted, or at least the ad-
ministration did, concocted a program
where the United States of America
would pay for their housing.

Let me further refresh your mind and
tell you that President Yeltsin and
President Clinton met, first in Van-
couver, and then in Tokyo, and the de-
vised this plan where the United States
of America would give them about $160
million to build new homes. Why? Be-
cause they said there was no place for
them to live, no existing available
homes:

We were insisting that the Russians
get out of the Baltics, and the Presi-
dent, rightfully, so, was questioning
Mr. Yeltsin about that. “Let’s get
these troops out of the Baltics, let’s
get them back to Russia.”

Mr. Yeltsin says, ‘“We don’t have any
homes for them to live in.”
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and now are giving Russian officers
$25,000 each to buy an existing home.
Now, since they contended the exist-
ing homes were not available, the Rus-
sians either misled us and told us an
untruth. | should think that they were
erroneous and not lying to us, but, nev-
ertheless, that is where we are.
Included in this bill is a provision to
rescind $100 million of that money that
was an asinine program to begin with
and is even more asinine today. Be-
cause, No. 1, we cannot afford it. And,
No. 2, I do not know why we should
give a golden parachute to Russian
military retirees, and | do not know
why we should be building new homes
when now existing homes are available.
This is a very small part of this re-
scission package, but it is a very im-
portant, a very symbolic message that
we must send to the American people.
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| serve on the Military Construction
Subcommittee, and the Defense De-
partment is telling us that they des-
perately need moneys for 77,000 of our
own active military people in order
that they can have decent housing, and
we are telling them that we do not
have the money.

How can we tell them that and at the
same time tell the Russians, well, you
people served well, come on back to
Russia and we are going to give you a
voucher for $25,000. This is just one
good reason to support this bill and 1
urge Members to support it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. WILSON] rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations.

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

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | would
like just to point out several things
about the rescission of the money for
the housing for the Russian officers.

No. 1, this was a clear-cut deal that
was made between the President of the
United States and Boris Yeltsin in
Vancouver. The deal was, the agree-
ment America signed on to was if you
will take your soldiers out of the Bal-
tics we will assist in furnishing hous-
ing for the officers. That was not only
a deal made by the President of the
United States but it was then validated
by the Congress, and by this rescission
we are pretty well telling the Russians
that it is very difficult to make a deal
with the United States which the Unit-
ed States will keep, because the Rus-
sians then did withdraw their troops
from the Baltics and now we are with-
drawing our part of the agreement.

will cost $65 million of the $105 million
just to abrogate those contracts before
the lawsuits are filed.

This is a very bad idea. It is America
reneging on its word. It is provocation
to the Red Army and furthermore it is
not going to save a penny.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, may | in-
quire how much time is remaining on
both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 14 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has 11
minutes remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES].

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 889.
Not only does this measure falsely pro-
claim to be budget neutral by virtue of
offsets contained in a companion bill,
H.R. 845, it provides moneys not re-
quested by the Defense Department
and not related to any new costs for
unplanned defense operations. These
moneys are provided by cutting other
important domestic programs.

Let me clarify that | am not in oppo-
sition to our fulfilling critical obliga-
tions to defense responsibilities we
maintain as a result of continuing ac-
tivities around the world. | support
this administration’s efforts to fulfill
these responsibilities. | do not, how-
ever, support unfair and unnecessary
reductions to domestic programs—to
the sum of $1.4 billion—to fund other
defense programs that could be funded
from dollars already available to that
agency.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, we are
making these cuts and misleading the
American public to believe that they
offset the defense supplemental. In
fact, in terms of the actual spending
that will result from this supple-
mental, the offsets fall far short. Both
in fiscal year 1995 and over the next 5
years, 5-year spending by the supple-
mental will be nearly $650 million more
than the 5-year savings from the off-
sets provided from cutting these do-
mestic programs.

Mr. Chairman, among the programs
slated for cuts are critical training pro-
grams for our Nation’s youth. Moneys
to be utilized for training and employ-
ment services for youth ages 14-21
would be eliminated. Many of these
young people are at a critical juncture
in their lives and at risk of dropping
out of school. In my hometown, Cleve-
land, such a cut would reduce invalu-
able resources to this program by $1.3
million and reduce the number of peo-
ple served by 700.
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to bring them up to standard. The
moneys provided in fiscal year 1995,
while hardly enough to address the na-
tional need, is at least a beginning
down payment to providing safe and
updated facilities in which our children
can learn.

It is even more important, Mr. Chair-
man, that the American public know
these actions come when, at this very
moment, the Appropriations Sub-
committees are beginning to mark up
the next round of additional cuts in
nondefense, domestic programs. These
subsequent cuts are expected to total
$15-$20 billion and are to pay for disas-
ter relief and to serve as a down pay-
ment on the Republican Contract With
America. How can we in good con-
science support these unnecessary de-
fense additions knowing what’s ahead
for our domestic programs?

Mr. Chairman, | am opposed to using
domestic discretionary spending to off-
set defense funding that is not associ-
ated with the emergency supplemental.
I urge my colleagues to vote against
this measure and to support the
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
NETHERCUTT] a member of the Sub-
committee on Defense.

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong
support of H.R. 889, the Department of
Defense emergency supplemental ap-
propriations bill and H.R. 845, the com-
panion recission bill. | certainly com-
mend Chairman LIVINGSTON and Chair-
man YOUNG for reporting out an emer-
gency supplemental that is fully paid
for without burdening the Nation with
any new taxes.

The have worked very diligently to
bring this bill to the floor today, de-
spite the fact that the administration
submitted its request to us only 16 days
ago on February 6.

At present, the full readiness of our
Armed Forces is in jeopardy. Our
troops have been engaged in an exces-
sive  number of unplanned and
unbudgeted operations around the
world, resulting in the deployment of
100,000 American troops within the past
4 months with nearly 50,000 troops re-
maining deployed today. This situation
has forced our military leaders to pay
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uniform will suffer from a drastic cut-
back in supplies and training.

Let me share with my colleagues just
a few of the consequences of inaction
on this bill would have:

All U.S.-based Army units would
have to stop most major training by
May 31; four Navy carrier airwings
would be forced to stand down and 500
aircraft would be grounded; and flight
hours in the Air Force would be cut in
half.

The next time a hot spot such as
Bosnia or Korea or Kuwait flares up
and the President orders our troops
abroad on a mission, our troops will be
less prepared for possible combat than
they should be or will be using equip-
ment that is below par.

Despite the urgency of this supple-
mental, the committee at the behest of
the Speaker has fully offset all $3.2 bil-
lion of additional spending in the bill
through specific recissions. This is a
significant departure from previous
committee practice, where the cost of
emergency supplementals was enacted
because it was in the national interest
to do so.

Like many of my new colleagues in
the freshman class, | was elected to cut
government spending and maintain a
strong national defense. This bill does
both things.

We are now charged as Members of
Congress with making hard choices
that set priorities on spending scarce
Federal dollars. We must decide which
programs of lower priority must be cut
in order to pay for the objectives of
policy we enact into law. The
recissions the committee has rec-
ommended are fair. The end result will
be less government spending.

We have no greater priority in this
body then to those American men and
women in uniform who risk their lives
each day to protect our borders and our
vital interests abroad.

We also have, in light of the passage
by this House of a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, an
obligation to offset all increased spend-
ing, emergency or otherwise, and we
are doing so in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the choice is simple.
We must pass this supplemental to
keep our promise to the men and
women of our Armed Forces, and in our
current national financial condition,
we must pay for it to keep our promise
to the men and women of our Nation.

| strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

into the Pentagon’s coffers, above and
beyond what it needs, makes abso-
lutely no sense. But offsetting those in-
creases with cuts in funding for pro-
grams such as job training, school res-
toration, and the renovation of a vital
component of our Nation’s transpor-
tation infrastructure is bad policy,
plain and simple. Is this the mandate
that the voters sent last November? |
don’t believe so.

Quite simply, Mr. Chairman, the pri-
orities reflected in this bill are fun-
damentally flawed. This is a classic
guns versus butter debate. Instead of
having the Pentagon trim some of its
own fat this bill asks our children to
shoulder the costs. Talk about short-
sightedness: cutting $100 million need-
ed for the repair, renovation, and con-
struction of public elementary and sec-
ondary schools and slashing $200 mil-
lion from the Department of Labor’s
training and employment services
should make very clear who is serious
about job creation, wage enhancement,
and the American dream. Actions
speak louder than words.

The legislation will also have a dev-
astating impact upon one of the
linchpins of our Nation’s entire trans-
portation infrastructure. | am speaking
of the proposed rescission of $40 million
for the redevelopment of Penn Station
in New York City.

Mr. Chairman, it’s pick on New York
time again. Seventy five million pas-
sengers pass through Penn Station
every year—that’s 500,000 passengers a
day. Penn Station is Amtrak’s busiest
station in the country. In fact, it
serves more than 40 percent of all of
Amtrak’s passengers nationwide. It is
also the hub for the New York City
transit system, the Long Island Rail-
road, and New Jersey Transit. But ask
any one of those passengers and they
will tell you that the principal rail sta-
tion of the largest city in the United
States is falling apart. Penn Station is
dangerous, and within 10 years the sta-
tion is projected to exceed its maxi-
mum pedestrian occupancy level.

In order to address this situation, the
Federal Government, the State of New
York, and New York City have em-
barked on a cooperative plan to rebuild
Penn Station.

This project enjoys bipartisan support, in-
cluding that of Senators MOYNIHAN and
D’AMATO, Gov. George Pataki, and Mayor
Guiliani.

Mr. Chairman, the contract on America has
claimed it's first victim from New York, it is
outrageous that the Republican majority is
stealing from Penn Station to increase the
Pentagon’s budget. There is no good reason
why this project was singled out for the budget

easing the growing gridlock on our highways.
The shops, restaurants, and other businesses
that will develop in and around the station will
also mean much-needed revenues for the
local economy and the Federal Treasury.

The same people who criticize New York
City for being too dirty and crowded are the
ones most against efforts to improve Penn
Station. But anyone who doubts the merits of
the station’s redevelopment project need only
look a few blocks from where we stand
today—to Union Station. Once an uninviting
and unsafe gateway to our Nation’s Capital,
Union Station—rebuilt with millions of Federal
dollars—now stands as a national model for
urban renewal. | think most of my colleagues
would agree that the money spent on Union
Station was a wise investment. So, too, will be
this investment in Penn Station.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], a
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman from Lou-
isiana for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 889.

As a freshman Member and a member
of the Appropriations Committee, |
commend Chairman LIVINGSTON and
the chairman of the Defense Sub-
committee, BILL YOUNG, for a job well
done.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my col-
leagues this bill is unusual. For the
first time in recent years, we are pay-
ing in full for a supplemental emer-
gency spending bill.

In the past 2 fiscal years alone, Con-
gress spent over $13 billion in emer-
gency spending with no offsetting cuts.

For this first time in a long time,
this supplemental is not a Christmas
tree full of special projects. The needs
of the Defense Department are genuine,
well documented and in line with our
goal of combat readiness.

This supplemental bill simply replen-
ishes accounts that have been depleted
due to emergency spending for our op-
erations abroad. Even with approval of
this bill, personnel and readiness-relat-
ed funding shortfalls will still exceed $2
billion for the remainder of fiscal year
1995.

We may disagree over the particular
reductions, but that’s the point. Each
one of us could have written a different
bill with different cuts. | can guarantee
my colleagues that we will all have
ample opportunities to offer those cuts
as we move forward with the next
round of rescissions and tough choices.



Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN].

(Mr. MOLLOHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
find myself in a difficult position here
today. On the one hand, | readily ac-
knowledge the necessity of this De-
fense Department supplemental be-
cause it is important to assure our
military readiness. On the other hand,
the rule which | just voted against—
but which passed—couples this supple-
mental with domestic rescissions, and
that is not acceptable.

Given the current budget climate,
and shrinking discretionary caps, our
domestic discretionary funds are all
the more precious. Paying for increases
in defense spending by taking money
away from important domestic pro-
grams sets a dangerous precedent—one
that | cannot support. Particularly
when this is only the first in a series of
dips we will make this year into the
domestic discretionary accounts.

| oppose the domestic rescissions
package proposed here today based on
the policy choices it reflects. For ex-
ample, the proposed $107 million rescis-
sion from the Advanced Technology
Program—an initiative at the core of
President Clinton’s competitiveness
agenda.

I welcome this opportunity to tell
you about the merits of the ATP Pro-
gram—the successes it can claim and
its importance to our Nation’s future
manufacturing capability. But first |
want to focus in on one point—U.S.
competitiveness.

In today’s global economy, our Na-
tion is lagging behind in terms of dol-
lars spent on research and develop-
ment. In fact, in terms of civilian re-
search and development, the U.S. ranks
28th out of 40 nations in the percentage
of government funds allocated. And
U.S. business investment in research
and development is not making up the
difference. It too is declining.

And while we sit here proposing to
rescind funding from the ATP Pro-
gram, across the oceans our competi-
tors—Japan, England, Germany, Aus-
tralia, and Portugal, just to name a
few—are investing heavily in similar
initiatives. For example, Japan is stra-
tegically targeting more than $600 mil-
lion in resources to a government-pri-
vate sector cost-shared program very
much like ATP. They also sponsor sev-
eral other programs aimed at develop-
ing basic technologies for industry.
And why are they spending precious
Government dollars on these pro-
grams? Because they realize that it
will increase their competitiveness in

ing—ATP recipients pay more than
half the total cost of the research and
development. This helps ensure that
companies have a vested interest in the
success of projects and in timely com-
mercialization.

Some would assert that if the tech-
nology was worth developing, the pri-
vate sector would do it themselves.
This is simply not true. ATP projects
focus on precompetitive, generic tech-
nologies. Those that industry cannot
afford to develop on their own; those
that will push them beyond state-of-
the-art in technology development for
the future.

Additionally, the report accompany-
ing this package suggests that a rescis-
sion of $107 million in fiscal year 1995
will not do harm to the ATP Program,
that it allows for funding all of our
commitments. The real issue is that
while a substantial amount of the
ATP’s appropriation for fiscal year 1995
has not been obligated as yet, essen-
tially the entire appropriation has been
committed. If this rescission package
is approved, ATP will have to cancel
about half of their existing competi-
tions. Companies that have formed
joint R&D ventures and that have typi-
cally invested tens of thousands of dol-
lars in good-faith proposal writing ef-
forts will be faced with a government
which is unable to honor its commit-
ments. Companies will conclude that
the ATP Program cannot be relied on,
and they will be reluctant to submit
proposals in the future. This could
have a devastating impact on the pro-
gram.

I think as a nation it is time for us to
face facts. We have underinvested in
technology development. What we need
now is to work to build our manufac-
turing capability and increase our com-
petitiveness in the global marketplace.
This goal will not be served by rescind-
ing money from programs central to
our competitiveness agenda. In fact, it
would have the opposite effect. In a
way, Mr. Chairman, rescinding money
from ATP is very much like eating our
economic seed corn. | urge my col-
leagues to vote ““no’’ on this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, this
is a bill that has one serious defect
among the others, and that is the re-
duction in funds for the Technology
Reinvestment Project and the Ad-
vanced Technology Project.

Along with the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN], this is even
worse than what we have done in the
past. If we have watched, Japan took

mercialization of defense technologies
in the long-term, we will not have a de-
fense which has the technologically ca-
pable systems within it.

The cost of maintaining these sys-
tems as we reduce the buy will be criti-
cal to include commercialization.

These are two important programs.
The provision offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] protects
them.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in opposition to
H.R. 889, the Department of Defense Supple-
mental Appropriations Act. While | support the
administration’s request for emergency funds
to replenish its accounts for U.S. troop deploy-
ments overseas, | am dismayed that the Re-
publicans would choose to use this emergency
appropriation bill as a vehicle to kill critical
dual-use technology programs like the Tech-
nology Reinvestment Project [TRP] and the
Advanced Technology Program [ATP].

The rescission bill before us wipes out $502
million from TRP and $100 million from ATP.
While opponents have labeled the TRP as in-
dustrial policy, and have pointed to the limited
failed projects, TRP continues to be a key
component to our post-cold war defense strat-
egy. The program assists our defense compa-
nies diversify into commercial markets, and
develop practical commercial technologies and
products while simultaneously maintaining and
improving our military superiority. Our defense
industries have always been the leaders in de-
veloping cutting edge technologies, and with
Government-industry  partnership  programs
like TRP, they will continue to be. Further,
having industry develop these technologies in
the commercial marketplace, with the assist-
ance of TRP, allows the Federal Government
to reduce its investment in research and de-
velopment of modern weapons programs and
thus save taxpayers money.

Southeastern Connecticut, a region heavily
dependent on Department of Defense con-
tracts, has some of the world’s most highly
skilled scientists, engineers, and craftsmen in
the world. However, with the end of the cold
war, many defense businesses have either
closed their doors completely or are barely
maintaining a work force half of what they
were in the late 1980’s. | have always main-
tained that we can utilize these skills not only
for defense purposes, but for commercial ap-
plications as well. And since the advent of the
TRP in 1992, | have been able to witness first-
hand, the successes of defense diversification.

The School of Engineering at the University
of Connecticut [UConn], located in my district,
received $4 million to create an Engineering
Academy for Southern New England. UConn,
in partnership with other New England col-
leges, will educate engineers to lead industry
in improving the region’s manufacturing com-
petitiveness.

The Photomics Research Center, another
TRP participant, is helping small photonics
firms in New England convert from defense-



the Naval Undersea Warfare Center for our
Navy’s submarines to clean up oil spills and
limit the kind of environmental damage that
occurred when the Exxon Valdez ran aground
off the Alaskan Coast.

Once dependent on Government contracts
for weapons systems, defense contractors are
now developing new technologies which are
maintaining and creating jobs in the fields of
manufacturing, transportation, energy, and en-
vironmental cleanup. The unique TRP, which
is not needs-based but rather is a competitive
program and requires a 50-50 cost sharing be-
tween Government and industry, will maintain
our Nation’s technological and military edge.
And by preserving this unique Government-in-
dustry partnership program, valuable tech-
nologies developed in the commercial market-
place will be available at lower costs to the
Department of Defense.

This program has always enjoyed the sup-
port of both Democrats and Republicans. |
urge my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to continue to support this program by voting
“no” on this bill and “yes” on the Obey sub-
stitute. The Obey substitute provides the re-
quested amount of $2.5 billion and protects
the TRP.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to our col-
league, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. HARMAN].

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, | re-
quest a colloguy with the gentleman
from Florida and the chairman of the
House Appropriations Subcommittee
on National Security, Representative
BiLL YOUNG. We would like to empha-
size that dual-use technology is a valu-
able resource to the Department of De-
fense and is supported by both sides of
the aisle.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I will respond
to the gentlewoman by saying that
there is broad support to preserve the
defense industrial and technology base
by encouraging the development of
technologies with both civilian and
military applications.

Ms. HARMAN. As | said earlier in the
debate, such dual-use technology is a
key defense strategy for affordable,
leading-edge technology. Programs
such as the TRP’s precision laser ma-
chining project employ dual-use tech-
nology to enhance technological supe-
riority of defense systems while lower-
ing cots. The PLM consortium rep-
resents what has been called a dual-use
triple play—first, it brings together de-
fense and commercial firms to put the
speed and precision of military laser
technology to work in machine shops

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | would re-
spond to the distinguished gentle-
woman that we do believe in the con-
cept of dual use technology and that it
provides significant benefits. In fact,
the fiscal year 1995 defense appropria-
tions bill contains $1.5 billion for dual-
use efforts this year, and we are not re-
scinding any of that money here.

Now, the difference between dual-use
programs and TRP is this: Dual-use
programs go directly to military items,
military issues. TRP does not nec-
essarily do that, and we are going to
scrub the TRP requests in the fiscal
year 1996 bill to make sure if they are
funded they will be directly related to
national defense and nothing else.

I thank the gentlewoman for her in-
quiry.

In the few seconds | have left, | want
to point out to the Members that this
is something very unusual. We have re-
ceived a communication from the Citi-
zens against Government Waste. Their
first sentence says,

The Council for Citizens against Govern-
ment Waste strongly endorses H.R. 845 and
H.R. 889, which together make supplemental
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense and pay for the increases with spending
cuts. We oppose the Obey substitute and all
other amendments. Together, H.R. 845 and
H.R. 889 comprise good faith, pro-taxpayer
legislation for which the Committee on Ap-
propriations should receive credit and sup-
port, and we urge your vote for the commit-
tee’s package.

That is, again, a pretty substantial
statement.

In addition, if the Members would be
willing to check with the American Le-
gion or VFW or some of the other vet-
erans organizations or military service
organizations, | believe they would find
also considerable support for the pack-
age that we present today.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I rise in strong opposition to the de-
fense supplemental appropriations bill
and in strong support of the Obey sub-
stitute.

The original bill is objectionable in
many scores. For example, it takes $1.4
billion from the domestic budget, Head
Start, education, job training. It takes
$1.4 billion from that and puts it to de-
fense purposes.

In addition to that, it increases the
deficit over the next 5 years, increases
the deficit over the next 5 years.

Some of the cuts it makes in the do-
mestic budget include school construc-
tion and youth employment job train-
ing. What it also cuts is the dual-use

ronmental restoration.

We are all for readiness for our
forces. In order for them to be ready,
they must be able to read. Let us not
cut the domestic budget, and let us cut
the deficit.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the Gingrich-ites who
run this place have been calling at
every opportunity for a balanced budg-
et. Today they are celebrating the 50th
day of their contract, and they are
talking about a balanced budget.

But, you know, more than any media
event they pull off around the country
today, what happens on this bill and
this Obey substitute will tell the Amer-
ican people whether there is any mean-
ing to that contract, because at this
first opportunity with a bill to do
something about the budget deficit,
how much do we cut under this pro-
posal? Not one penny. In fact, we add
to the budget deficit.

They say they are paying for this
bill? | say let us stop paying for our de-
fense by borrowing more money. In-
stead of a balanced budget, what this
Congress is doing is digging in the
same old deficit hole, and the Gingrich-
ites tell us what we need are more
shovels, not to stop digging in that
same hole.

The Obey substitute provides what
amounts to a line-item veto to assure a
commitment to a pay-as-you-go fi-
nance, and it is essential it be adopted.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. | thank the chairman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, chapter Il of this bill
would save some $100 million in fund-
ing for environmental restoration and
waste management at DOE. The com-
mittee report says the reductions are
not to affect direct cleanup activities.
It expresses no position regarding fund-
ing for work to stabilize plutonium and
reduce vulnerability to criticalities
and other risks at other sites, at DOE
sites which have serious public health
and safety implications.

I would like to ask the chairman if
these efforts as well are to be directed
in the same way as direct cleanup ef-
forts?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Chairman,



million reduction.

Mr. SKAGGS. | thank the gentleman.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. | thank the ranking
member.

I would just like to say that this bill,
in addition to all the other reasons not
to vote for it, it takes a gratuitous slap
at New York by gutting the revitaliza-
tion of Penn Station.

Seventy five million riders pass
through the station every year. It is
heavily used, and it is a mess.

Yet this takes back that money and
puts it into a lot of other things that
are far less needed than what we have
here.

I would urge every Member of New
York, whether they been Democrat or
Republican, to vote against this bill so
we can save the money for Penn Sta-
tion and finally get that station mov-
ing again.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms ESHOO].

(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, | am disappointed
that the first spending package pro-
duced by the majority after passing the
balanced budget amendment increases
the deficit by $645 million over 5 years.

The Obey substitute cuts the deficit
in fiscal year 1995 and is budget-neutral
over 5 years.

It allows the Secretary of Defense to

protect critical programs like the
Technology Reinvention Program
which leverages commercial tech-

nology in a way that benefits both the
Defense Department and the commer-
cial sector.

Mr. Chairman, in a front page story
yesterday, the Washington Post re-
ported that our Nation’s military lead-
ers are increasingly convinced modern
warfare is experiencing revolutionary
technological changes. National secu-
rity experts believe those nations who
do not maintain a technological edge
will face serious threats to their secu-
rity.

Now, at a time when America needs
to make wise investments in defense
technology, the Republicans’ budget-
busting shopping cart of defense prior-
ities is full of last year’s models and
outdated strategy.

The Obey substitute reduces the defi-
cit, cuts pork and allows budget prior-
ities to be based on national security

marks.)

Mr. FARR. | thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, rather than voting for
a measure that would seriously in-
crease the deficit by nearly $645 million
over 5 years while making fatal cuts to
domestic programs such as the school
improvement fund, youth job training
programs, the INS emergency fund, and
environmental cleanup and restoration
efforts, | support the Obey substitute.

Mr. Chairman, this is a responsible
alternative to the Republican emer-
gency supplemental. It adds an addi-
tional $670 million in unrequested de-
fense spending without identifying off-
sets for this spending.

This plus-up of the emergency sup-
plemental is not for emergency fund-
ing. The Republicans are trying to tell
the American people they are in favor
of balancing the budget. The Obey sub-
stitute would allow the Department of
Defense to guide the rescissions from
lower-priority defense programs to off-
set this supplemental appropriations
bill. It does not affect domestic cuts.

In my central California district, the
cuts to the youth job training pro-
grams would impact many disadvan-
taged youth.

I ask my colleagues to support the
Obey substitute.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California, [Mr. BROWN], the rank-
ing member of the Committee on
Science.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Obey substitute, in opposition to the
bill.

My primary problem with the bill is
that it resorts to the rescission of civil-
ian programs, and it takes about half
of the total rescissions from the area of
technology, with which | am deeply
concerned as ranking member of the
Committee on Science.

The technology programs which are
proposed to be cut have been described
by several previous speakers, and | do
not need add to that.

I would just like to make the point,
however, that these programs have
been developed over course of a number
of years. They did not begin with the
Clinton administration. They began,
actually, with the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministrations.

They need to be defended or else the
future of this country and its techno-

fect, would make significant imporvements to
the bill we are considering.

The amendment would provide the Presi-
dent’s request of $2.54 billion in new budget
authority to pay for peace-keeping missions,
and no more. It would not make available an
additional $670 million to increase defense
readiness, which we simply do not need.

The amendment is deficit neutral. New
spending would be offset totally with reduc-
tions in other defense accounts that the Sec-
retary of Defense would allocate. Cuts in high-
er priority investment programs, like education
and training and R&D, would not be made
under this amendment to pay for defense in-
creases.

Mr. Chairman, the direction taken in H.R.
889 is unwise and detrimental to the future of
this country. The bill, if adopted in its present
form, would lead us down a path that will evis-
cerate the R&D infrastructure of the United
States.

The bill proposes increases in defense pro-
grams well above what the President has
asked for, and would pay for those increases
by making disproportionate cuts in R&D pro-
grams that have greater long-term payoffs.

The rescissions in this bill total $2.9 billion.
About $1.3 billion or 45 percent of those cuts
would be in competitively awarded, merit-
based R&D programs. These cuts represent 2
percent of the entire Federal support for R&D
in the current fiscal year.

Two programs that would be crippled under
H.R. 889 are the Department of Defense
Technology Reinvestment Program [TRP], and
the Department of Commerce Advanced Tech-
nology Program [TRP]. Both of these pro-
grams leverage Federal funding with matching
funds from the private sector to undertake
high-risk, long-term R&D projects that have
potential for large economic payoffs. These
are the kinds of investments we should be
making, and the Obey amendment would
allow that.

Thirty years ago, Federal R&D support was
over 2 percent of gross domestic product
[GDP]. That level of support has eroded dras-
tically since then. If the Congress adopts the
President’s fiscal year 1996 budget, Federal
support for R&D would fall below 1 percent of
GDP to its lowest level since 1958. This bill
would make a bad situation even worse.

For years the Federal Government has
given inadequate support for R&D, education
and training, and other valuable public invest-
ments. This neglect has contributed signifi-
cantly to the decay in our society and to the
decline in our economic competitiveness and
living standards. We can not let this situation
continue.

We must make the investments today that
are necessary to improve the future of the
country and all our citizens. The Obey amend-
ment is a step in that direction.

| urge my colleagues, on both sides of the
aisle, to put aside political differences and nar-
row interest and to do what is right for the
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DOD High definition systems

DOD Environmental restoration

DOD Procurement

Defense subtotal
Domestic rescissions

DOC/NIST Adv Technology Prog (ATP)

Domestic subtotal

NASA ... Wind tunnels

Clean Coal Program

Environmental restoration

Youth Job Training Program

Other domestic programs

Total rescissions

150 1
150.0 5
758.2 27

1,460.2 51
107.0 4
4000 14
200.0 7
100.0 4
200.0 7
395.1 14

1,402.1 49

28623 o

Net new budget authority

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self the balance of the time.

I simply say, in closing, that despite
the comments that have been made by
three previous speakers, this bill is not
paid for, this bill is not paid for, this
bill is not paid for, this bill is not paid
for.

It is almost $700 million short of
being paid for over 5 years, almost $300
million short of being paid for over 1
year.

If you have told your constituents
that you are for a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget and
then you vote for this bill today with-
out the Obey amendment, you are
meeting yourself coming back.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 1|
yield myself the balance of the time.

| point out to the gentleman that the
contentions that the bill is not paid for
are ridiculous. We have not paid for
supplementals in the past; we are pay-
ing for this one.

The fact is this bill costs $3.2 billion,
and the defense rescissions in this bill
are $1.8 billion in budget authority and
nondefense rescissions are $1.4 billion,
and there is a surplus of $14 million in
the rescission over the cost of the bill.

This bill is needed, Mr. Chairman. We
are talking about a 35-percent decline
in the Defense Department in the last
11 years. The procurement amount has
gone down by 17 percent over these last
11 years. We are cutting maintenance,
we are cutting operations, and we are
cutting training hours.

Secretary Perry on November 16, was
quoted as saying that 3 divisions of the
12 Army divisions were way below ade-
quate preparedness.

Even the President himself, on the
1st of December, said that he was at
least $25 billion short on defense, and,
as a matter of fact, GAO says we are
$150 billion short on defense adequacy.

We are finding that jet engines are
not getting repaired, troops are not
getting adequate training hours, and
Naval Reserves have stopped drilling.
Training in Abrams tanks has been cut

back because their engines are not
being adequately repaired.

Military recruits have less than high
school diplomas.

We are seeing accidents like F-15’s
shooting down U.N. helicopters and F-
14’s colliding. A F-14 crashed on the
west coast. There was an accident on
the Nimitz that killed a young seaman.
Just in the last 3 days a Huey heli-
copter went into the sea overrunning
Somalia, and a crewman was Killed.

Mr. Chairman, the minority for some
reason comes up with the idea, the friv-
olous idea, about not paying for this
bill. They say we have not paid for it.
We have paid for it. It is needed.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the adoption of
this bill.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, | wish to speak
in support of a much-maligned program that is
being proposed for rescission under the De-
fense Department supplemental appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1995, the Technology Rein-
vestment Program [TRP]. No one in this
Chamber questions the need for the urgent
supplemental appropriations bill for the De-
partment of Defense. The funds are necessary
to cover the costs of U.S. peacekeeping and
humanitarian missions abroad. What many of
us question, including myself, is the way we
go about paying for these emergency costs by
terminating funds for important programs like
the Technology Reinvestment Program.

TRP is a unique program. It is designed to
ensure that the United States has the most
advanced military technology available and the
most competitive commercial products found
in the world marketplace. Advances in tech-
nology are occurring at a faster rate in the
commercial world than in the defense indus-
trial sector. The purpose of TRP is to give the
military advance access to commercial tech-
nologies and thereby enhance our military ca-
pabilities at less expensive costs. TRP pro-
motes the development of spin-on and spin-off
technology. Under the program the Federal
Government acts as an agent—a partner, if
you will—in fostering public-private partner-
ships to develop advanced technologies with
military and commercial applications.

One theme | constantly hear from both
Democrats and Republicans is that Congress
should develop a framework which encour-

ages greater cooperation among government,
business, and academia. TRP does just that.
And with only a 2-year lifespan, this Chamber
is now deciding that programs like TRP are a
waste of taxpayer's moneys. This decision
was made by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee without the benefit of serious public
hearings. Isn't it ironic, Mr. Speaker, that while
we agree in theory on the need for greater
public-private partnerships, the bill we are con-
sidering rescinds $500 million for a program
that will assist our military to leverage the
commercial base.

Mr. Speaker, | call my colleagues’ attention
to recent communications | have received
from Arizona attesting to the importance of the
Technology Reinvestment Program. For this
and other reasons, | intend to vote against
H.R. 889.

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY,
Tempe, AZ, February 16, 1995.
Hon. ED PASTOR,
Representative, Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PASTOR: Last week
the Washington Post ran an article that was
critical of a Technology Reinvestment
Project (TRP) funded program at Arizona
State University. The ASU project had been
singled out for having a rather nondescript
title and thus may become a possible target
for elimination as part of H.R. 889.

I am enclosing for you a review of that
project, which we are happy to re-title,
““Manufacturing Across the Curriculum™.

Manufacturing Across the Curriculum has
been a very effective program to re-engineer
the educational relationship among the ASU
Colleges of Engineering and Business with
Arizona’s largest high technology employers.
Together, with the assistance of federal
funding, we have created a new way to edu-
cate engineers and business students that
gives them the kinds of skills necessary to
immediately enter manufacturing positions
and contribute to the success of these com-
panies. We have found a way to eliminate the
‘“‘ramping up’” time necessary for new hires
to these companies.

One of the most innovative and exciting
parts of the ASU TRP is the placement of
our students at companies such as Intel,
where they actually take over full manufac-
turing lines. Realize the extent of corporate
commitment this represents in the event
that the students’ errors may actually shut



appropriate to Keep this project from being
eliminated simply because it was poorly ti-
tled. We would encourage those who have
criticized this project to read the attached
summary explaining its purpose and accom-
plishments prior to committing themselves
to its demise.

Thank you for your continued interest in
and support of meaningful research activi-
ties at Arizona State University.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. BARNHILL,
Vice President.
CARBORUNDUM MICROELECTRONICS,
Phoenix, AZ, February 10, 1995.
Representative ED PASTOR,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PASTOR: The new Con-
gress has been quoted in recent news articles
to have expressed concerns regarding the
value and future of the Department of De-
fense sponsored Technology Reinvestment
Program (TRP). We believe that the TRP is
valuable to both the United States and to
our Phoenix, Arizona based business. We are
convinced that without it, from both a de-
fense technology and industrial manufactur-
ing standpoint, our country would be relin-
quishing a vital competitive position.

Carborundum’s Microelectronics Design
and Manufacturing Center in Phoenix was
recently selected by the Advanced Research
Projects Agency of DOD to lead a TRP pro-
gram to develop more affordable electronic
packaging based upon a new high perform-
ance ceramic material (aluminum nitride). If
successful, this program will provide a dra-
matic and much needed improvement in the
performance and reliability of ceramic elec-
tronic packaging for the DOD.

The continued advancement of ceramic
electronic packaging is essential in the de-
sign of the future’s competitive electronic
systems, whether commercial or defense re-
lated. The TRP investment in this effort is
in direct support of a critical U.S. industrial
technology that was nearly lost to offshore
manufacturers, and more specifically to the
Japanese. In fact, over 80% of the current ce-
ramic packaging needs of DOD are supplied
by Japan. The playing field in this arena has
not been level. The Japanese have been, both
through financial and other means, sub-
sidized by their government, while at the
same time, American industry has main-
tained a robust competitive position, defend-
ing a basic national capability, with its own
funding sources.

At our Phoenix, Arizona facility, we are
determined to use the TRP 50/50 funding pro-
gram to expedite the development of a new
superior ceramic packaging material, alu-
minum nitride. We believe in the spirit of
the new TRP format that relies on the joint
investment of both government and indus-
try. We are convinced that the result of this
effort will be a lower cost, economical mate-
rial that will meet the technical and cost ob-
jectives of the DOD. In addition, spin off ben-
efits will include the development of a
wealth generator for our country, increased
market share for American industry, and an
expansion in our Arizona employment base.

This technology is important now and for
the 21st Century. The TRP provides the nec-

creates jobs, most of my colleagues would be
jumping up to support it.

Well, there is such a program, and it's
called the Technology Reinvestment Project,
or TRP. But rather than support such a pro-
gram, this bill would kil it.

That's a sad case of misplaced priorities,
and | hope funding for TRP will be fully re-
stored before this defense supplemental ap-
propriations bill is sent to the President.

TRP was created in 1993 to deal with two
conflicting realities of the post-cold-war world.
The first reality is that our national security de-
pends ever more on superior technology. The
second reality is that in an age of huge budget
deficits, we often can’t afford to develop such
technology solely for defense.

The answer to that dilemma is the concept
of dual-use technology—cutting-edge tech-
nology that has both defense and commercial
applications.

The TRP program is the centerpiece of our
dual-use strategy. TRP awards matching
funds to industry-led projects that have the po-
tential both to strengthen our national defense
and to develop competitive commercial prod-
ucts.

| want to underscore two critical aspects of
this program. One is that projects are competi-
tively selected purely on the basis of merit.
Two, the program requires private industry to
put up matching grants. For an investment of
less than $500 million a year, TRP has lever-
aged billions of private dollars for research
and development.

To me, that sounds like a great deal for the
taxpayer.

I know that TRP works because I've seen
the results in my own district.

TRP funding has made possible a partner-
ship in Wallingford, CT, between Dow Chemi-
cal Co. and United Technologies Corp. to de-
velop lighter, quieter, more fuel-efficient mate-
rials for aircraft construction. These new mate-
rials will be used on both the F-22 advanced
tactical fighter and commercial aircraft. Be-
cause of these commercial opportunities, pro-
duction costs for the Defense Department may
be reduced by as much as 50 percent.

There are winners all around.

The Defense Department wins because its
getting a better jet fighter.

Taxpayers win because they're paying less
for critical defense technology.

The two companies involved win because
they're developing whole new commercial
markets.

And the people of my district win because
good-paying jobs are being created.

At the direction of then-chairman, Ron Del-
lums, the National Security Committee staff
last year surveyed TRP grant winners from the
first year of the program. Responses were re-
ceived from less than a fourth of the winners.
But even that small number estimated a po-
tential annual commercial market of $4.7 bil-
lion for their new technologies, creating or
sustaining 18,000 jobs. Keep in mind that's
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pay for it by cutting both defense and domes-
tic programs.

It is the first time in my memory where Con-
gress has cut domestic programs—Ilike clean
coal technology, worker retraining, and new
school construction—to pay for our invasion of
Haiti, missions to Bosnia, our withdrawal from
Somalia, and Cuban refugee programs. This
legislation takes money from potential job-cre-
ating initiatives like clean coal technology and
worker retraining and instead funnels into
wasteful programs such as paying back our al-
lies for equipment they used to help with our
invasion of Haiti.

There is no reason why other defense pro-
grams, or our foreign aid program, cannot be
cut to accommodate this supplemental appro-
priation. It makes no sense to me to cut or
eliminate programs which actually help people
find jobs in order to help the Pentagon bal-
ance its budget.

Two programs in particular will, if eliminated,
be very detrimental to my congressional dis-
trict.

The Clean Coal Technology Program faces
a $200 million cut from 1996 and 1997, a pro-
gram which is essential to exploring future
markets for high-sulfur lllinois coal; and the
$100 million new school construction fund,
which will be eliminated under this bill. This
program is one from which the Carterville
School District is interested in vying for fund-
ing for construction of its new school.

Mr. Chairman, to shift domestic funds to pay
for overseas military operations is a trouble-
some precedent. | urge my colleagues to vote
against this misguided bill and vote for the
Obey substitute, which will pay for this supple-
mental by using defense funds and not cut
into domestic programs.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of a supplemental appropriation for the
Department of Defense and in opposition to
the rescissions contained in H.R. 889, the De-
partment of Defense Supplemental Appropria-
tions and Non-Defense Appropriations Rescis-
sions Act of 1995. | feel that this piece of leg-
islation cuts many defense programs important
to our national security and that the Presi-
dent’s request is justified emergency spending
which should not be offset.

| support our military’s forays into diverse
countries like Rwanda, Somalia, Bosnia, and
Haiti. | also want to improve the combat readi-
ness of our Armed Forces which this bill be-
gins to do. However, this bill goes too far in
gutting vital programs such as the Technology
Reinvestment Program [TRP], environmental
restoration programs, and a program to help
Russian and Eastern Europe pay for disman-
tling weapons, among others.

A program such as the TRP is very impor-
tant to our national security interests. I, and
others, feel that the TRP is vitally necessary to
our country’s future as we position ourselves
strategically in the post-cold-war era.



targeting are in the following thrust areas:
computers and software, electronics, sensors,
simulation and manufacturing. Pushing these
areas will ensure that commercial firms in this
country can supply the superior technologies
that will maintain our military advantage.

This bill also cuts $150 million in environ-
mental restoration projects going on through-
out the country. As you know, Mr. Chairman,
DOD environmental programs support the
readiness of U.S. forces by protecting military
personnel and their families from environ-
mental, safety, and health hazards. The pro-
grams ensure the usefulness and long-term vi-
ability of DOD lands and facilities. Major envi-
ronmental priorities include actions to achieve
compliance with existing laws and regulations,
pollution prevention, and cleanup of past con-
tamination. We simply cannot cut these funds.

In 1990, Congress and President Bush
agreed that we needed to maintain the flexibil-
ity to fund unforeseen emergencies. Congress
and President Bush recognized then that we
do not have a reliable method to budget for
these unforeseen costs.

No one could have, nor did anyone, predict
the number of conflicts to which our military
would be asked to respond. What we can not
afford to do is to continue to depend on an un-
reliable method to forecast the scope of these
supplementals. We should not begin the prac-
tice of haphazardly cutting programs in the
middle of their fiscal year to pay for defense
missions or natural disasters. Until Congress
devises a method to budget for these unfore-
seen costs, we should keep the supplementals
to the minimum amount and classify them as
what they are—emergencies.

Mr. OBEY, the distinguished ranking member
of the Appropriations Committee, has offered
an equitable alternative. The Obey substitute
offsets defense spending with defense cuts
without requiring cuts in nondefense pro-
grams. The Obey substitute grants the Sec-
retary of Defense the authority to reduce or
eliminate funding of low-priority defense pro-
grams without jeopardizing military readiness.
Unlike the majority’s bill, the Obey substitute is
deficit neutral.

Mr. Chairman, given that as we speak com-
mittee staff is working on additional $15 billion
in cuts in nondefense programs to pay for dis-
aster relief supplemental and the so-called
Contract With America, | believe it is uncon-
scionable to ask nondefense programs to pay
for peacekeeping and military relief missions.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly support a supple-
mental appropriation for Defense. | oppose the
rescissions contained in H.R. 889. Therefore,
I cannot support the Department of Defense
Supplemental Appropriations and Non-De-
fense Appropriations Rescissions Act in its
current form.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, | would like to
take this opportunity to commend my friend,
BiLL YOUNG, who as chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Security moved quickly
and skillfully to bring together this vital emer-

mental—despite the inaction and the lack of
communication from the White House. This
subcommittee has always worked in a biparti-
san manner in the interest of maintaining our
national defense, and | know we will continue
to do what we can to preserve our military ca-
pabilities.

Mr. Chairman, | will be brief. During the past
16 months, American men and women have
been scattered across the globe to take part
in 13 different contingency operations—in
places like Haiti, Bosnia, Somalia, Rwanda,
Iraq, and Korea. These operations—which
have involved the deployment of more than
100,000 U.S. troops—are not planned ex-
penses in the annual military budgets. We do
not plan for operations like these—but we do
have to pay for them.

The annual defense budget is a peacetime
budget—it is to train and equip our troops, to
support them, and to keep them ready for
when we need to call upon them. And let me
remind you all that the 1995 defense budget
was the 10th consecutive year of reduced de-
fense spending, in constant dollars. Ten
straight years of defense cuts—a 35-percent
reduction between 1985 and 1995.

This emergency supplemental is an emer-
gency. If we don’t pay now, our troops will pay
later. Both the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff testified
that if this supplemental is delayed, then regu-
lar training, flight hours, and needed equip-
ment repair and maintenance will not get done
this year. Our readiness will be degraded, and
our troops will suffer.

As has been noted, this emergency supple-
mental does contain offsets and rescissions
which free up the readiness moneys we need
for our troops without adding to the deficit.
Half of the cuts in the supplemental come
from low-priority DOD accounts, and half
come from non-DOD rescissions.

| am pleased that we have been able to put
together a budget-neutral Defense supple-
mental. The 104th Congress is listening to the
American people and we are attacking the
deficit. But | want to caution that we may not
always be able to find offsets to pay for mili-
tary contingency operations. If we commit our
troops to these operations, | firmly believe we
must be prepared to pay for them—and not
decimate the readiness accounts in the regu-
lar defense budget.

| believe that when we commit our troops to
these unplanned operations and put them in
harm’s way, we also make the commitment to
keep up their training, their equipment, and
their morale. That's what this bill does, and |
urge its adoption.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, | have
great reservation about today’'s Defense re-
scissions bill. | am concerned that H.R. 889
cuts into important programs that puts Ameri-
cans in the battlefield at-risk and this is the
reason | am opposing it. The Appropriations
committee has cut funding for many important
programs including the System Improvement

intent of preserving the readiness of our
troops. By indiscriminately cutting the SIP Pro-
gram, Congress is turning a blind eye to our
electronic warfare needs in the name of readi-
ness. Why sacrifice force structure for readi-
ness? Readiness and force structure must be
addressed simultaneously. | hope that this
issue will be fully addressed before these cuts
are finalized.

This is the first time in 13 years | have
voted against a Defense bill—I do so not only
because it affects Cannon Air Base in my dis-
trict but because it is a bad bill.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the substitute to the bill. The gentleman
from Wisconsin's substitute would successfully
offset the $2.5 billion in supplemental defense
appropriations requested by the administra-
tion, without eliminating valuable programs
which invest in our Nation’s future. | am par-
ticularly concerned about maintaining congres-
sional commitment for the Penn Station/Farley
Building renovations in my district in New York
City.

Penn Station is the single most heavily used
intermodal transportation facility in the country,
serving passengers not only in the Northeast
corridor, but also to and from points south and
west. In fact, 75 million passengers use Penn
Station each year. This station is a significant
component of our passenger rail infrastructure.

A number of regional private and public enti-
ties have acknowledged that the current un-
derground facility is inadequate, decrepit, and
overcrowded, pushing Amtrak, commuter-train
and subway riders into the same space.
These entities have committed funding for im-
provements to the station. So far, the Long Is-
land Railroad has completed its $200 million
portion of the project. New York City and State
have signed an agreement to fund their $100
million share. New Jersey transit will renovate
its portion as Amtrak moves to the Farley
Building. Amtrak will fund its portion of the
project with revenues from commerce that will
be attracted to the renovated Farley Building.
Additionally, the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion and the Department of Transportation
have sited Penn Station renovations as a high
priority project, and the administration has pro-
posed a $50 million expenditure for the project
in fiscal year 1996. During a time when we are
seeking funding based on public-private part-
nerships, this rescission is particularly short-
sighted.

Congress provided $10 million in fiscal year
1994 for this project, and should continue its
contribution to the public/private partnership
which will benefit many Americans throughout
the country. The funding which is proposed to
be rescinded today is modest compared with
other transportation expenditures for projects
serving far fewer Americans.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, the Penn Sta-
tion project is underway, the State and local
governments have committed to pay for the
bulk of the project, and Federal support makes



ations for which no funds were budgeted. Be-
cause these operations were not foreseen or
planned for, enormous sums consumed by
these operations cannot be compensated
through normal budgetary channels within the
Department of Defense.

The administration has stated that this is an
emergency situation. Without additional fund-
ing, military readiness will be seriously jeop-
ardized and we will be unable to fully finance
the long overdue military pay raise Congress
promised last year. It should be stressed that
this is an emergency of the administration’s
own making. Many of the administration’s mili-
tary adventures abroad are not only expen-
sive, but highly questionable. But if we don't
replace the funds robbed from personnel and
readiness concerns, the administration won't
suffer, and this Congress won't suffer. But the
people who will suffer are the men and
women of the U.S. military who are trying to
carry out their orders without adequate sup-
port. For that reason | support these bills.

Under our budget rules we don't have to off-
set this spending, we could simply increase
the deficit. The administration wanted us to do
just that. But, we can't just follow the letter of
the law, we have to follow the spirit in which
it is intended and do what's best for our Na-
tion.

Both the administration and Congress have
a moral obligation to offset the spending con-
tained in this bill. The administration abdicated
their responsibility, we can’'t afford to do the
same. We have to be willing to do what the
administration wasn’t willing to do—we have to
pay for things as we go. We have to make the
tough choices and bring spending under con-
trol.

This bill will ensure that our Armed Forces
get the funding they need to carry out their
missions, while at the same time we will fulfill
our obligation to bring the deficit under control.

| urge my colleagues to support these bills
and the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered as having been read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule.

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment
in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of H.R. 889, modified by add-
ing the text of the bill, H.R. 845, is con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment and is considered as
having been read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as modified, is as
follows:

H.R. 889

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pro-
vide emergency supplemental appropriations
for the Department of Defense to preserve

Ul all Aauuiruauvliar alrivulic i IVIIIIl,aIy
Personnel, Army,”” $69,300,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Navy,” $49,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps,” $10,400,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force,”” $71,700,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘“Reserve
Personnel, Navy,”” $4,600,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army,” $958,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘““‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy,”” $347,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps,”” $38,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force,” $888,700,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

ana iviaintenance, Navy kReserve, 6,400,000
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.
PROCUREMENT
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘“Other Pro-
curement, Army,” $28,600,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘“Other Pro-
curement, Air Force,” $8,100,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense
Health Program,” $14,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

TITLE 11
RESCINDING CERTAIN BUDGET
AUTHORITY
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $15,000,000 are
rescinded.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $18,800,000 are
rescinded.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $150,000,000 are
rescinded.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $80,000,000 are
rescinded.

PROCUREMENT
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE
(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-139, $15,000,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $71,400,000 are
rescinded.



Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $30,000,000 are
rescinded.

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-139, $100,000,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, ARMY

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-139, $28,300,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $19,700,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-139, $1,200,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $58,900,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-139, $93,800,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $75,800,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-139, $77,000,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-335, $491,600,000 are
rescinded.

RELATED AGENCIES
NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, Public Law
103-50, Public Law 103-139, and Public Law
103-335, $161,287,000 are rescinded: Provided,
That the balance of funds in the National Se-
curity Education Trust Fund (established
pursuant to section 804 of the David L. Boren
National Security Education Act of 1991 (50
U.S.C. 1904)), other than such amount as is
necessary for obligations made before the
date of the enactment of this Act, is hereby
reduced to zero: Provided further, That no
outlay may be made from the Fund after the
date of the enactment of this Act other than
to liguidate an obligation made before such
date and upon liquidation of all such obliga-
tions made before such date, the Fund shall
be closed: Provided further, That no obliga-
tion may be made from the Fund after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Navy,” $68,200,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps,” $3,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force,”” $70,400,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Army,” $6,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Navy,”” $5,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘“Reserve
Personnel, Marine Corps,” $1,300,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Air Force,” $2,800,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘““National
Guard Personnel, Army,” $11,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘““National
Guard Personnel, Air Force,”” $5,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by

suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy,” $107,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps,”” $46,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘““Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force,” $80,400,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army Reserve,”
$13,000,000: Provided, That such amount is
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve,”” $18,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve,”
$1,000,000: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve,”
$2,600,000: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army National Guard,”
$10,000,000: Provided, That such amount is
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.



GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 402. Notwithstanding sections 607 and
630 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2357, 2390) and sections 2608 and 2350j
of title 10, United States Code, all funds re-
ceived by the United States as reimburse-
ment for expenses for which funds are pro-
vided in this Act shall be deposited in the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations and Rescis-
sions for the Department of Defense to Pre-
serve and Enhance Military Readiness Act of
19957,

TITLE V

That the following rescissions of budget
authority are made, namely:

CHAPTER I

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE,
AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE
IMMIGRATION EMERGENCY FUND

(RESCISSION)

Of the amounts made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-317, $70,000,000 are
rescinded.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND
TECHNOLOGY

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

(RESCISSION)

Of the amounts made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-317 for the Ad-
vanced Technology Program, $107,000,000 are
rescinded.

CHAPTER 11
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of the amounts made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-316 and prior
years’ Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Acts, $100,000,000 are rescinded.

CHAPTER 111

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED AGENCIES

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT

FUND
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-306, $62,014,000 are
rescinded.

rescinded.
CHAPTER IV

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading for obligation in fiscal year 1996,
$50,000,000 are rescinded and of the funds
made available under this heading for obliga-
tion in fiscal year 1997, $150,000,000 are re-
scinded: Provided, That funds made available
in previous appropriations Acts shall be
available for any ongoing project regardless
of the separate request for proposal under
which the project was selected.

CHAPTER V
DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-333 for carrying
out title I, part C of the Job Training Part-
nership Act, $200,000,000 are rescinded.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-333 for new edu-
cation infrastructure improvement grants,
$100,000,000 are rescinded.

CHAPTER VI
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
LocAL RAIL FREIGHT ASSISTANCE
(RESCISSION)

Of the available balances under this head-
ing, $13,126,000 are rescinded.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION REDEVELOPMENT

PROJECT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-331, $40,000,000 are
rescinded.

CHAPTER VII
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL AERONAUTICAL FACILITIES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-327, for construc-
tion of wind tunnels, $400,000,000 are re-
scinded.

The CHAIRMAN. No other amend-
ment shall be made in order except an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in House Report 104-44.

aliciivinrniciic.
For what purpose does the gentleman
from Wisconsin rise?

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. OBEY:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pro-
vide emergency supplemental appropriations
for the Department of Defense to preserve
and enhance military readiness for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1995, and for other
purposes, namely:

TITLE I

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘“Military
Personnel, Army,”” $69,300,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Military
Personnel, Navy,”” $49,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps,”” $10,400,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Military
Personnel, Air Force,” $71,700,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Navy,” $4,600,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.
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For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy,” $347,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘““‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps,” $38,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force,”” $888,700,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for “‘Operation
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide,” $43,200,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve,”” $6,400,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

PROCUREMENT

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘““Other Pro-
curement, Army,” $28,600,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘“Other Pro-
curement, Air Force,” $8,100,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Defense
Health Program,” $14,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

10 carry out tnis paragrapn, the secretary or
Defense, to the maximum extent feasible (1)
shall cancel or reduce only programs,
projects, and activities that the Secretary
determines are of the lowest priority; and (2)
shall not cancel or reduce any program,
project, or activity that the Secretary deter-
mines directly affects force readiness or the
quality of life for service members and their
families. No rescission, cancellation, or re-
duction under this paragraph shall take ef-
fect until 30 days after the Secretary of De-
fense submits to the Congress a notification
of the proposed cancellations and reductions.
TITLE I
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEc. 301. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 302. Notwithstanding sections 607 and
630 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2357, 2390) and sections 2608 and 2350j
of title 10, United States Code, all funds re-
ceived by the United States as reimburse-
ment for expenses for which funds are pro-
vided in this Act shall be deposited in the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

This Act may be cited as the “Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations and Rescis-
sions for the Department of Defense to Pre-
serve and Enhance Military Readiness Act of
1995,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBeY] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
sTOoN] will be recognized in opposition
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | need, | think, to
once again explain something. This is
very elemental, but very important.

It is true that the Committee on the
Appropriations operates by approving
new budget authority, but in fact, ever
since the Budget Act was passed, we
must abide by the CBO scoring on out-
lays because the deficit is determined
by what our outlays are, not what our
budget authority is. And the fact is
that, while we have a great effort on
the Republican side of the aisle to sug-
gest that this package is paid for
today, in fact it is not. The Congres-
sional Budget Office, which is the neu-
tral scorekeeping operation, indicates
very clearly that this bill will result in
almost $300 million more in outlays
than we would have if we did not pass
it, and over 5 years it would result in
spending almost $700 million more in
outlays, which is the only way to count
under the budget rules, to the deficit
over 5 years.

Now what is happening here is very
simple. Both sides agree that we ought
to reimburse the Pentagon for expenses

numbers.

| say to my colleagues, ‘“You cannot
do that if you want to look your con-
stituents squarely in the eyes. The fact
is that without the Obey amendment
you will go home tonight having voted
to expand the deficit, and that will be
the first vote that you have cast on an
appropriation bill since you proudly
told your constituents that you were
for a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution.”

| say that to cast an inconsistent
vote like that is—well, | will not say it.
It would be against the House rules,
but it would not be kind. Let me sim-
ply explain the amendment.

What the amendment says is that we
should simply go back to the original
administration request, provide the
$2.5 billion to replenish the funds that
the Pentagon wanted replenished, and
then, to make certain that it is paid
for, we simply give the Secretary of
Defense the authority to select low pri-
ority, nonreadiness, non-equality-of-
life programs for rescissions in order to
fully pay for it. That is all this amend-
ment does.

Now | would suggest to my col-
leagues, “Why?”” Why should we shield
projects such as the Wyoming project
to assist the Fish and Wildlife Service
to ensure that young ferrets have the
best opportunity to survive when re-
leased into wild prairie dog colonies?
Why are we going through this elabo-
rate charade to protect those kinds of
projects? What we are asking is to pay
for what the Pentagon is asking for,
give the Secretary of Defense the abil-
ity to knock out baloney like that
rather than going after other items
which are of much higher priority to
the Defense Department and much
higher priority to some people who are
concerned about domestic programs.

Why should we also refuse to scrub
the defense budget for the last one-half
of 1 percent that would be necessary to
honestly balance the budget on this
bill? 1 ask, ““Why shouldn’t we do that?
Why should we continue to protect, for
instance, the two executive jets added
to the defense bill last year despite the
fact that the Pentagon never requested
them? Why should we be looking at
adding $21 million to extend and up-
grade the runway and fueling system
at Tinker Air Force Base even though
Tinker Air Force Base may be sched-
uled for base closing under the next
base closing round?”’

So, to me it is very simple, it is very
simple. | say to my colleagues, “If you
want to go home to your constituents
tonight and say that you have actually
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eliminate low grade projects and low
grade pork such as the items I’ve men-
tioned rather than going after much
more important programs in the budg-
et.”

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Obey amendment.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | want to point out
that the gentleman’s amendment
would, in fact, eliminate $1.46 billion in
specific, specific Department of De-
fense, rescissions that the committee
has identified as being low priority,
and that is twice the amount of actual
rescissions that anybody, the Presi-
dent, the Defense Department, has ever
talked about. In the President’s letter
he says he would ask the Secretary of
Defense to identify approximately $700
million in nonspecific reductions. He
has not identified them. He just says
he will allow the Secretary of Defense
to just pick them out of a hat. We do
not know what they are going to be.
Second, the Obey substitute grants
line-item veto authority to the Depart-
ment of Defense to do exactly the same
thing, to find, cancel, and reduce up to
$2.25 billion in previously appropriated
funds. No congressional review is pro-
vided. The cancellation is automatic
after 30 days of notification. It gives
the Department of Defense, the Sec-
retary of Defense, the authority to just
pick them out of the hat without any
congressional review. Third, it elimi-
nates the enhanced readiness funding
that the Department of Defense and all
of their leaders say they desperately
need by $670 million. Fourth, it would
eliminate some $1.4 billion in
nondefense offsets that we have used to
pay for the programs that everybody
on the other side says we are not pay-
ing for. We have specified nondefense
items proposed for reduction in the
companion bill that has been incor-
porated in this bill that are low prior-
ity.

We have an opportunity to reduce
spending, and we should do it mainly in
the foreign aid programs and low-prior-
ity domestic programs. The real flaw,
Mr. Chairman, in the Obey amendment
is that even if we give the Secretary
line-item veto authority to cut $2.5 bil-
lion, he cannot do it. He is not going to
do it. He could not even find $700 mil-
lion like the President wanted him to
find initially as stated in a letter to
our committee last month. To this
very day the Secretary of Defense has
yet to identify 1 red cent of cuts, not 1
red cent.
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In fact, the argument has been made
that by adopting the Obey substitute
and giving the Secretary of Defense
line-item veto authority, he can make
the bill outlay-neutral. Well, who
knows? Who knows what the Secretary
might do? Who knows what programs
he might cut? Depending on the mix of
cuts he picks, we might not get as
many outlay cuts as are in the bill that
is actually before us today. What if the
Secretary goes after long-lead procure-
ment? What if he goes after critical
readiness accounts?

Giving the Secretary line-item veto
is just buying a pig in a poke—we take
specific cuts now and capture the sav-
ings now. Actually the substitute
makes no sense at all.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the House to
defeat the Obey substitute and vote
‘‘aye’ on the final bill.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman says
that the Obey amendment does not
guarantee that this money will be
saved? | want to quote from page 5,
lines 22, 23, and 24:

Of the total funds made available for the
Department of Defense in Public Law 103-335,
$2,250,000,000 are rescinded.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot get more
plain than that.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on De-
fense, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. MURTHA].

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, in De-
cember | took a trip down to Fort
Hood, where | met with 3 of the divi-
sion commanders. In the continental
United States there are eight divisions,
and | met with three of them. We
talked about the readiness at Fort
Hood and the problem they have had
with lack of money in order to main-
tain readiness.

I do not mean to say that if they
were to be deployed, by the time trans-
portation would be available they
would not be ready to move. But they
were in a state of sea readiness, which
is substantially below the rate we
would like to see if they were to go
into combat tomorrow. We could prob-
ably get them up to a top level in 30 to
45 days.

But the key to our success in deploy-
ing troops to Saudi Arabia in order to
stop the Iragis was the fact that we had
troops ready to move and we were able

From Fort Hood | went down to Fort
McPherson, where I met two more of
the division commanders. So | met
with five of the eight division com-
manders. Each one of them said to me
that their readiness was on shaky
grounds, that they had a state of readi-
ness where they were concerned about
the amount of money available.

I disagree with what the gentleman
from Wisconsin is trying to do. In the
past we have always felt that emer-
gency supplementals should not be off-
set. He takes a different position, and |
understand that. His position is that
because of the balanced budget amend-
ment, it ought to be offset. | take the
position, the same position | have al-
ways taken, that this is an emergency
supplemental, we are paying for de-
ployments that the President ordered,
they are humanitarian type deploy-
ments in most cases—the Kuwaiti de-
ployment was paid for by the Kuwai-
tis—and they should not be offset.

As a matter of fact, when | was down
at Fort McPherson, we went on down
to Fort Bragg, and | talked to a couple
of NCO’s who are doing the training.
The one NCO who had been in the
Army for about 5 years took two salad
dressing containers, and he said, “This
is the way | train my troops. | move
this salad container’’—I said, ‘“Wait a
minute. You are not using this one?”’
He said, ‘“No, we don’t have what’s nec-
essary in order to do an adequate job of
training because the money has been
cut back so much.”

This is an example from enlisted peo-
ple of what is involved in the actual
training.

We had a terrible tragedy the other
day at one of the bases. Some of the
Rangers were involved. That is very
difficult training. It is some of the
most difficult training in any of the
Armed Forces. They push them to the
hilt. 1 do not know that happened
there. | hope this did not happen be-
cause of inadequate supervision. | hope
it did not happen because they did not
have the money to get the helicopters
out there. 1 have no idea what the re-
sults were, but I am concerned when
those kinds of accidents start to hap-
pen.

At one time in the 1970’s we only flew
about 12 hours a month. We had acci-
dents with some of the airplanes of the
Air Force, and we had a very high acci-
dent rate. When we start losing the
training time, we start increasing the
accidents, and it is counterproductive
and it costs us a lot more money.

We have been very careful in the way
we have reduced the structure of the
Armed Forces. As | said before, we
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nuclear deterrence. We also have to
worry about the possibility of some-
body floating a nuclear device into one
of our harbors, and we have to spend
money on those kinds of things.

I am convinced that the offset that
my friend, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY], offers goes too far. | am
not in favor of rescissions, but | would
rather see Mr. OBEY’s offset defeated,
have us pass the bill as it is, and will
work it out in conference.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a defeat of the
Obey substitute and passage of the bill
so we can get it to conference.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
am delighted to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. HILLEARY].

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, | rise
to engage the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEwis], the chairman of the
subcommittee dealing with NASA, in a
colloquy, if he is willing.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman would yield, |
would be happy to do so.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, as
the gentleman is aware, my district
contains the Engineering Development
Center at Arnold Air Force Base near
Tullahoma, and we believe that is an
ideal place to locate new aeronautical
facilities for NASA.

I was wondering if the gentleman
could clarify the effect that this rescis-
sion bill will have on our ability to de-
velop new wind tunnels.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, the
rescission bill does specifically put on
the block the authority for some $400
million for proposed wind tunnels.
Frankly, it is time for us to rethink
that whole technology and the Federal
Government’s appropriate role in it. It
does not necessarily eliminate the pos-
sibility of the Federal Government’s
being involved over time.

Mr. HILLEARY. | think one of the
stipulations with this original $400 mil-
lion we are rescinding in this bill was
that the President would include in his
fiscal year package for 1996 an addi-
tional $400 million.

Mr. LEWIS of California. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. HILLEARY. And he did not do
that.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes. When
the $400 million was appropriated last
year, the NASA appropriation bill con-
tained a statutory requirement that
the administration at least match the
funds in the fiscal year 1996 budget.
However, they did not do so.
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bill today. Over time | fully expect
that our subcommittee will address the
question in a different way and perhaps
redesign whatever the role of the Fed-
eral Government is that may be in-
volved. | do expect that technology to
go forward.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr.
thank the gentleman.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, the exchange that we
just heard demonstrates why the com-
mittee bill does not in fact balance the
budget. On the wind-tunnel item, that
money was appropriated subject to au-
thorization. It has never been author-
ized.

Therefore, CBO itself has indicated
correctly that since it has not been au-
thorized, it cannot be spent. Even
though it cannot be spent, the commit-
tee amendment cuts the money and
pretends it saves money. CBO says we
have not saved any money by cutting
the wind-tunnel item because there
was no money there to be spent in the
first place.

Mr. Chairman, that is why the Re-
publican proposal does not balance the
budget, because it cuts funny money,
and it does it twice.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. PE-
TERSON].

Chairman, |
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Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | support the Obey
amendment for several different rea-
sons. | would prefer, first of all, that
we did not offset this money. | think
that we are talking about an emer-
gency appropriation here, and | think
we are setting a precedent here that is
very, very dangerous. Here is why.

We are going to look into the future
and future administrations are going
to have to look at national security de-
cisions, that is, as to whether or not we
are going to do some early interven-
tion, that is to say take care of the
cold before we get pneumonia in na-
tional security. We are going to have
to look at that as a budgetary problem,
as opposed to a national security prob-
lem.

I think we are going to have adminis-
trations in the future not taking the
kinds of early action that we must in
order to protect the national security
of this country.

Now, that is the first side. However,
if we are going to offset this, and if we
are going to start out by taking $1.8
billion out of the Defense Department

money to assist the Russian Govern-
ment and some of the satellite coun-
tries to reduce the nuclear threat, then
that threat reemerges to us and we
have to increase our DOD budget to
meet that new threat. That is part of
it.

The other part on that particular ele-
ment, Nunn-Lugar, we are taking out
of Russia and the satellite countries
nuclear scientists and allowing them to
stay in the country instead of selling
their information to Iraq, Iran, Libya,
and other rogue countries throughout
the world that would in fact bring us a
greater threat, thereby again increas-
ing the DOD budget.

The TRP | think has been adequately
discussed here. Clearly that is a pro-
gram that makes us money, the trans-
fer of technology between civilian and
military in a joint use. We are getting
100 percent more on our dollar than we
would otherwise.

Then there is the Russian housing
that everybody wants to make fun of.
Mr. Chairman, Russia is not a potted
plant. They are a threat to this coun-
try from a national security stand-
point, and we have got to do every-
thing in our power to make sure that
that threat does not rise beyond our
ability to meet it.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
might | inquire how much time each
side has?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has
24%; minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
15% minutes remaining.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 1 minute to point out only
the Penn Station and the wind tunnel
projects were both appropriated but
not authorized. We are rescinding the
appropriations. That is a real rescis-
sion. They were appropriated in pre-
vious bills. So we are cutting those out
until such time as this House delib-
erates in the authorization committees
and determines that they are worth-
while projects and should go forward.

As far as the Nunn-Lugar money, we
are not cutting any money out to
denuke the Russians. We are cutting
money out to resettle the Russian sol-
diers in $25,000 plush complexes when
some of our own service people are liv-
ing in substandard housing.

Finally, | just want to reiterate, this
entire bill is supported by the Citizens
Against Government Waste. Tom
Shatz, the president of that group, said
that this is good faith, pro-taxpayer
legislation for which the Appropria-
tions Committee should receive credit

B



my distinguished colleague and chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions for yielding and the fine job he is
doing, along with the entire Committee
on Appropriations.

As a member of the Committee on
National Security for now 9 years and
this session chairman of the Research
and Technology Subcommittee, | have
to share with my colleagues the frus-
tration that | felt this morning sitting
in on our hearing, full committee hear-
ing, where we had the heads of the
services come in and practically beg us
to support the supplemental on the
floor today. They made some very dire
predictions to us of what would occur if
we did not in fact fund this supple-
mental, and told us in very real terms
what would happen in terms of Army
training, shutting down at the end of
May of this year, the Navy not being
able to go forward with maintenance
and operations and upkeep of our basic
naval ships and vessels, and what real-
ly bothered me is that here we are now
facing the prospect of funding a supple-
mental, which | totally support and
congratulate the chairman and the
subcommittee chairmen for fully pay-
ing for, when the real debate here
should be focused on the administra-
tion’s policy of committing our troops
in places without the prior consent of
this body.

As | pointed out last week on the
House floor during the debate on the
National Security Revitalization Act,
what frustrates me the most today is a
situation like we see going on in Haiti
where we are using DOD dollars to pay
the salaries and the benefits of troops
from Bangladesh, Nepal, Guatemala,
and other Third-World nations.

Here we are using DOD money to
fund the full costs and benefits for for-
eign troops, when a unit of 600 troops of
the Second Armored Division in Texas
had to train in a tank range as though
they were in tanks, because we did not
have enough money to support the fuel
and maintenance costs of keeping that
tank unit operational and prepared.

Here we have a situation where the
defense budget has been cut over 5
years by 25 percent, yet during that
same b5-year time period, nondefense
spending in the defense bill has in-
creased by 361 percent. So while we are
dramatically downsizing the amount of
defense spending, we are rapidly in-
creasing those items in the defense
budget that our good leadership has
seen fit to take out and say hey, we
have a readiness problem. We have a
problem with modernization, and we
cannot fund these other niceties that
Members of Congress want to stick in

want to use my time for the purpose of
engaging in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. Chairman, | want to clarify the
language included in H.R. 8389 as it re-
lates to the rescission of $150 million in
environmental cleanup activities. Is it
the committee’s intent for the Sec-
retary of Defense to retain discretion
over the remaining $1.6 billion included
in the Defense environmental restora-
tion account?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes, that is
the intention of the committee.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. | also understand
that the legislation still enables the
Department of Defense to proceed with
their fiscal year 1995 environmental
restoration program. Is that correct?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. | thank the chair-
man for clarifying this matter which
will support the release of $1.3 million
from DERA for the cleanup of excess
military lands identified for transfer to
Guam under Public Law 103-339.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in opposition to
H.R. 889 and in support of the Obey amend-
ment. | oppose the legislation before us not
because | do not believe in being fiscally re-
sponsible, but because the current bill would
seriously hamper our commitment to environ-
mental cleanup and jeopardize the process of
transfer of military lands in which we are en-
gaged throughout our Nation. The Obey
amendment offers a sensible alternative.

The package before us today would rescind
$150 million from the Defense environmental
restoration account or DERA. While | under-
stand the difficult task that the appropriators
had in coming up with rescissions that will
fund ongoing contingency operations, | believe
that taking it from DERA is the wrong place to
look.

DERA is part of the so-called nontraditional
defense spending that is under attack these
days. It may be easy to assume that by cur-
tailing funding for environmental surveys and
studies we will reduce DOD’s responsibilities.
The reality is quite the contrary.

By taking this action today, we will not re-
duce DOD'’s responsibility one iota. And envi-
ronmental cleanup is not something that we
can relegate to the private sector or assume
that charities will take over. This is not so
much a Government program, as a Govern-
ment responsibility. The Secretary of Defense
requested this $150 million in fiscal year 1995
for a reason. It is not frivolous or unimportant
spending.

Without funding, DOD is left with what |
term an unfunded liability. They are still re-
sponsible for cleanup and the condition of

years have relied on local bases for an eco-
nomic stimulus will be left without the re-
sources to affect their economic future.

There are programs in the fiscal year 1995
budget that the Secretary of Defense did not
request. It is his job to decide what our Na-
tion's defense priorities should be. Why don’t
we let him decide these matters instead of
having 435 Secretaries of Defense in Con-
gress step in.

| urge my colleagues to reject the approach
taken in H.R. 889 and instead vote for the
Obey amendment that would leave the rescis-
sions up to the discretion of the Secretary of
Defense, where the authority should rest.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, in the next few weeks
I want to promise all my friends who
worry about not making real cuts that
this committee will in fact be back on
the floor with approximately $15 billion
in real cuts. So if the other side is con-
cerned we are not seeing sufficient
numbers of cuts today, | hope they will
stick with me, shoulder-to-shoulder, as
these new cuts come to the floor. | look
forward to their enthusiastic support,
and | promise the House that they are
coming.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time, and inform the Chair |
only have one additional speaker, and
we would ask that he close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has
19% minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
14%> minutes remaining. Under the
rule, the gentleman from Louisiana has
the right to close.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, one key advantage of
the Obey amendment is that it will
allow the Secretary of Defense to de-
cide what to cut and what not to cut in
order to pay for this supplemental. In
particular, this is why | rise to speak
in support of it, it will allow the Sec-
retary to avoid some $250 million in re-
scissions from environmental restora-
tion and waste cleanup accounts, $150
million off the DOD account and $100
million off the DOE account.

Now, | know there is a widespread
notion in this body and outside this
body that somehow or another these
appropriations do not really belong in
the defense spending bill anyway, that



quired by law. They are imposed on the
Department by regulations, by court
decrees that they have entered into in
State after State. And we are not just
skimming these accounts, $150 million
off DOD, $1.78 billion seems like it is
not that big a hit, $100 million does not
sound like much when DOE gets about
$3 billion for this particular type of ac-
tivity. But they are already at the
margin because DOD has already
squeezed these accounts and so has
DOE.

And do not take my word for it. Let
me quote the eloquent words of Gov.
Pete Wilson of California in a letter he
wrote to the Secretary of Defense
dated January 25, 1995.

The recent decision by Congress to cut en-
vironmental restoration for 1995 continues a
disturbing trend begun last year when Con-
gress rescinded 507 million from the BRAC
account. California was reassured that this
rescission would not affect environmental
work at closing military bases, but work was
indeed scaled back at several California mili-
tary bases due to the cut. If the Federal Gov-
ernment will not keep its cleanup obliga-
tions, how can we expect private industry to
do the same?

California expects DOD to comply with the
federal/state cleanup agreements it has
sighed at California military bases. DOD is
contractually obligated to seek sufficient
funding to permit environmental work to
proceed according to the schedule contained
in those agreements. California will not hesi-
tate to assert its rights under those agree-
ments to seek fines and penalties and judi-
cial orders compelling DOD to conduct the
required environmental work.

If we pass this supplemental, we will
in effect say that DOD is not subject to
the same laws as other businesses.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ACKERMAN].

(Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the bill and
in support of the Obey substitute.

The bill rescinds more than $500 mil-
lion from the Technology Reinvest-
ment Program and would Kill the TRP
which leverages commercial tech-
nology in a way that benefits both the
Defense Department and the private
sector.

The TRP’s mission is to maintain our de-
fense industrial and technological base by pro-
moting an integrated, national industrial capa-
bility which provides the most advanced, af-
fordable military systems and the most com-
petitive commercial products.

The defense industry on Long lIsland has
been hard hit by downsizing and TRP has pro-
vided opportunities to develop dual use tech-
nologies that contribute to our national de-

ments in order to prevent health and safety
threats due to radiation contaminated mate-
rials. The system is also valuable for low-cost
development of defense weapon systems and
surveillance of nuclear sites for treaty verifica-
tion applications. Comparable systems are not
currently available.

Target Rock Corp., Peerless Instruments
Co. of Elmhurst, NY, and MPR Associates of
Alexandria, VA, have collaborated on a pro-
posal to develop zero emissions control
valves. These valves are hermetically sealed
and prevent inadvertent leakage of hazardous
material. The valves are designed to help U.S.
manufacturing companies cost effectively meet
the fugitive emissions requirements for volatile
organic compounds defined in the Clean Air
Act and the current EPA and OSHA regula-
tions for personnel safety from these emis-
sions. The valves are a direct technology spin-
off from the valve technology that is critical to
the U.S. Navy’s nuclear fleet.

Mr. Chairman, the TRP has come under in-
tense criticism that it does not have military
applications. These are but two of many ex-
amples that show that dual-use technology
can and does work. There are similar exam-
ples nationwide.

| believe that it is too early to judge the
TRP. Even when research and development
programs are focused entirely on military ap-
plications, it can take many years before such
programs actually produce technology that can
be incorporated into battlefield weapons.

Mr. Chairman, the Appropriations Commit-
tee should have considered alternative cuts.
The thousands of defense workers who
helped us win the cold war deserve our sup-
port during the transition to a civilian economy.
The TRP provides that support.

| urge my colleagues to support the Obey
substitute and save the TRP.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO], the distinguished
ranking Democrat on the Committee
on the Budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] for yielding time to me.

I rise in support of the Obey amend-
ment. This bill clearly increases the
deficit over the next year and over 5
years. Clearly, the House has spoken
and said that emergency supplementals
should be a thing of the past.

Personally, | do not agree with that
judgment. | think the Federal Govern-
ment should be able to respond to
emergencies, both international and
domestically, at times of great need.

However, the House overwhelmingly
said ‘““no’” when we passed the balanced
budget amendment. We said that the
Congress would need to live within cer-
tain limits regardless of what happened
internally or externally and that we
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priating process.

The Obey amendment lets the De-
partment make its judgments on pro-
grams that they deem to be of lower
importance and of lower priority to
pay for the bill.

It is an amendment that is thor-
oughly consistent with what the House
has done in recent weeks, and | urge its
adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 9 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STuDDS], the distin-
guished former chairman of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I rise in support of his amendment.

I would like to say a brief word, if I
may, about the rescission of $150 mil-
lion in the environmental restoration
account. There is a lot of talk these
days about contracts. Let me suggest
to Members that if they support this
rescission we will be violating a very
important contract. | site a place in
Cape Cod because |1 know it best, but
there are dozens replicated all over the
country.

A military installation, Otis Military
Reservation, has polluted the ground-
water of four communities, poisoned
the drinking water of thousands and
thousands of people. There is an obliga-
tion, a contract, if you will, to clean
that up. It is an obligation dictated by
common sense. It is an obligation dic-
tated by common sense. It is an obliga-
tion dictated by the requirements of
the public health and dictated by the
law.

If we refuse to give the Defense De-
partment this money, that obligation
stands, that mandate stands. It is, hor-
ror of horrors, at that point an un-
funded mandate. And that work will
stop. Whether it will stop at Cape Cod
or the other installations around the
country, | do not know, but it will
stop.

The problem will not go away. The
obligation will not go away. The man-
date will not go away. But the funds to
fulfill it will.

I urge Members to think very, very
carefully about that before voting for
this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS], the distinguished
former chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services.
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ministration presented a $2.6 billion
supplemental request. The Committee
on Appropriations chose to fund $2.5
billion of that $2.6. Then on top of that
added $670 million for so-called readi-
ness enhancement. So what we are
looking at now is not a $2.6 billion but
a rather $3.2 billion bill.

We raided $1.5 billion of a number of
domestic programs. It is a Robin Hood
in reverse, as it were. The military
budget is huge, some $200 billion. Many
of these domestic programs have been
scraped to the bone. There is no need,
it seems to me, to do that. The Penta-
gon was about the business of finding
the necessary dollars to fund these 670
million dollars’ worth of programs that
are high priority. It seems to me what
the Committee on Appropriations did
was inappropriate at this time.

Finally, the authorization process is
just going forward, Mr. Chairman. All
of us, the dance that is going to be
done is fiscal 1996, I call it the ‘“‘readi-
ness dance. Everybody is going to try
to “‘out readiness’ each other.

The one account that probably will
end up overfunded is the readiness ac-
count. We do not need to do it in the
supplemental.

For those reasons, let us bring back
some reason and sanity to this process.
In that regard, | would rise in support
of the Obey amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 1%> minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill has two fun-
damental flaws, both of which my
amendment attempts to correct. The
first is that despite the fact that the
gentleman from Louisiana has indi-
cated that $15 billion in domestic cuts,
rescissions, will be provided in the next
2 weeks, they still insist on digging
into the domestic side of the budget for
an additional $700 million. Why do they
do it? So that they shield low priority
pork in the defense budget from scrub-
bing by the Secretary of Defense. That
is why it is done.

The second problem is that even after
they do that, even after they pretend
that their bill is paid for, they still
wind up with $640 million being added
to the deficit over 5 years and $284 mil-
lion being added in this year alone.
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Mr. Chairman, | would simply say to
my friends on the other side of the
aisle, if they are going to vote for the
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget, then they should not tell
the American people that the first time
they actually have an opportunity to
produce on that promise by actually
doing something real, on a real bill,
which spends real dollars or cuts real

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today to urge my colleagues to re-
ject this defense supplemental and to
vote for the Obey substitute. | urge all
of us to step back for a moment and
take a step back from the technical de-
tails of the bill, and to realize that we
are voting today on something much
larger and much more important than
the details of this bill.

This vote is about the trust of the
American people. It is about a Congress
that keeps its promises, and is not
afraid to match rhetoric with reality.

Last month, Mr. Chairman, we
passed a balanced budget amendment.
Now we are being asked to approve our
first spending bill since passing that
amendment, our first opportunity to
make good on that commitment.

However, the defense bill that has
been offered by the majority does not
honor that commitment, it corrupts it.
It does not draw down the Federal defi-
cit, it increases it by $645 million over
the next 5 years. In my opinion, Mr.
Chairman, it does not preserve the
trust of the American people, it trades
it away in a flash of red ink.

Mr. Chairman, | ask Members this
question: Can we afford to say one
thing and then a few days later do the
opposite? Is that really our idea of
leadership? This is not serious public
policy, Mr. Chairman, it is bold-faced
hypocrisy. | may not have agreed with
the final language of the balanced
budget amendment, but | believed my
colleagues when they said they would
lay out a diet of fiscal responsibility.
However, this spending bill is not a
diet, it is a spending binge.

Thankfully, there is a choice. We can
support the Obey substitute, which
meets America’s needs without busting
the budget. This substitute provides
every penny our Defense Department
needs to maintain readiness, and it ac-
tually cuts the deficit by $128 million
next year alone, without increasing the
deficit at all over the next 5 years.

Best of all, if we choose this sub-
stitute, we choose serious policy over
hypocrisy.

Mr. Chairman, whether we like it or
not, this first opportunity after the
balanced budget amendment sends a
powerful message. | urge Members to
make it a message of responsibility, a
message of commitment, a message of
reason, not one of recklessness.

There can be no good reason to bust
this budget after the balanced budget
amendment. Vote for the Obey sub-
stitute, vote for a bill that will balance

such an outstanding job on this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to respond to
something the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STuDDS] mentioned about
environmental cleanup. The decision
we take here on the environmental
issue here does not have a thing to do
with moneys appropriated for environ-
mental cleanup. To the contrary, we
still leave about $1.65 billion available
for cleanup.

There is a fund of $400 million for the
study of potential future cleanups, po-
tential future cleanups. Of that $400
million, we ask to rescind $150 million.
It will not have an adverse effect on en-
vironmental cleanup.

Mr. Chairman, the issue seems to be
whether or not the bipartisan bill pre-
sented by the subcommittee and the
full committee is baloney, as the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
said, and | understand what baloney is;
or that it is a charade, as the gen-
tleman said, and | understand what a
charade is; or that it is a red herring,
as the gentleman suggested, and | do
understand what a red herring is; or
that we are posing for holy pictures.

Here is where | have a little problem,
because | do not know what a holy pic-
ture is. | do not know what it means to
pose for holy pictures. | have heard
that statement an awful lot, Mr. Chair-
man, from the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, but | do not really understand
what posing for holy pictures means.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin for 20 sec-
onds for a response as to what a holy
picture is.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, it is obvi-
ous that the gentleman is not Catholic.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, there is a strong debate here
today about whether or not the biparti-
san committee bill is paid for, but we
believe that it is paid for, honestly,
sincerely. We have reason to believe
that it is paid for, because the numbers
add up. We have been very specific.

Now, if we want to compare, we are
dealing now with the Obey substitute,
compare the Obey substitute with the
bipartisan committee bill and we can-
not do it. The reason we cannot do it is
that the Obey substitute does not have
any specifics in the area of rescissions,
no specifics. How do we compare?

The Obey substitute may never pay
out in outlays, because we do not know
and he does not know today what the
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more powerful, because he could veto
whatever and it would not have to
come back to Congress for a reconsid-
eration, or a re-vote, where a line-item
veto would have to.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield 20 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to make the point that the amend-
ment provides the Secretary cannot
make those cuts until it gives Congress
30 days’ notice, which is the normal no-
tice during the reprogramming process,
so if we object, we can work it out with
him.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. However, Mr.
Chairman, the procedure for overriding
a veto in the line-item veto is nonexist-
ent in the Obey substitute. The point
is, we are specific. If we read the re-
port, we can see exactly what we are
providing money for and exactly what
we are rescinding.

I want to repeat something | said
earlier. A reporter asked me about
“You guys spending this money.” We
did not spend this money. This money
was spent by the President of the Unit-
ed States when he sent about 100,000
American troops around the globe in
the last year to Bosnia, Somalia,
Rwanda, Cuba, Haiti, Southwest Asia,
Korea, and the list goes on and on.

He did not come to Congress to get
authority for those contingencies or
for those deployments, but now we
have a bill and we have to pay for it.
The responsible position is to pay for
it.

Mr. Chairman, | just suggest that
Congress has that responsibility, and
not the Secretary of Defense. If the
Secretary of Defense had authority to
rescind programs, let me tell Members
one of the things that is in this bill for
1995 that they wanted to get rid of, and
it was made very public. That was the
money we put in there for breast can-
cer research. That was suggested to us
at the subcommittee, and we said no,
we are not going to rescind the breast
cancer research money.

Shortly thereafter, the President is-
sued a directive to the Secretary, ‘““No,
you cannot rescind it, either.”

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman from Missouri
will let me finish what | have to say,
and then if | have time, | will be glad
to yield to him. He is a very strong
proponent of the national defense, and
we know that.

Mr. Chairman, the question of hous-
ing has come up, housing for the sol-

ing in the military are having to live in
substandard housing.

We want to correct that, Mr. Chair-
man. We want to make the money
available to pay for the 2.6-percent pay
increase for members of the military.
If Members will check with the com-
missaries and the bases where Members
might reside, in their districts, find out
how many young soldiers—sailors, air-
men, marines, male or female—how
many of them are coming with food
stamps. Over 11,000 of our young troops
are eligible for food stamps, because of
their expenses and their low incomes.

O 1500

We provide in our package, our en-
hancement package, for the additional
0.6 percent of the pay raise.

I made a commitment, as many of us
have many times, that | would not vote
to send an American soldier into com-
bat or a hostile situation without
knowing that | had done the very best
to provide them with the best training
and the best technology possible before
sending them into a hostile situation. |
am going to stick by that commitment
and this bill that we consider today is
a part of that commitment.

I want to speak for some of these
people who are going to be affected by
this bill and their training, or their
morale, their readiness, their quality
of life.

I want to speak in behalf of the Ma-
rine gunnery sergeant and all of his
colleagues who are on the U.S.S. Essex
off Somalia today.

Or the wife and kids of the Army
Special Forces lieutenant who are left
behind in Fort Bragg, NC, while he
works the countryside in Haiti.

Or the Air Force reservist flying air-
lift missions in support of operations
around Bosnia.

The Navy families left behind in San
Diego as their loved ones are deployed
on the aircraft carrier Constellation in
the Persian Gulf.

The AWACS crews flying over Saudi
Arabia checking on Saddam Hussein.

The Marine F-18 pilot flying out of
Aviano, Italy enforcing the no-fly zone
over Bosnia in Operation Deny Flight.

The Army personnel manning the Pa-
triot missile battalion we sent to
Korea because of the increased tensions
there.

The fighting unit at Twenty-nine
Palms where they are forced to live in
barracks that were damaged by the
Joshua Tree earthquake and never re-
paired.

The 10th Mountain Division from
Fort Drum which has been deployed
over the past 2% years to Florida for

What | am saying is this bill is ad-
dressing those types of issues, and it is
important that we pass this bill with
its specifics and not take a pig in the
poke as offered by the Obey substitute.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. My friend, the gen-
tleman from Florida, will recall on two
occasions last week, | spoke as strong-
ly as | possibly can in favor of taking
care of the troops. | think that your
measure today is a giant step in that
direction.

One of the items that you could have
very well mentioned is the fact that
several hundred millions of dollars was
taken out of training for the Army in
Europe and put into family housing, in
taking care of the troops there. But
when we cut back on training, that
cuts back on readiness. | think that
this is a measure in the right direction.
I wish the gentleman well.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | thank the
gentleman for his comments. | can say
that no one has a higher credibility in
this House of Representatives than the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SKEL-
TON].

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. May | inquire
of the Chair how much time we have
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida has 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I simply want to again point out that
this bill has nothing whatsoever to do
with whether servicemen will or will
not get their pay raise. As the gen-
tleman knows, they will get their pay
raise whether the Obey amendment
passes or not. They have already got-
ten it. The only question is, Will the
money to reimburse the Pentagon for
that pay raise come from low-priority
defense  projects, including pork
projects, or will it come from other do-
mestic programs which are cut?

They already have their pay raise.
Your bill does not change that, my
amendment does not change that, and
we both know it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | have to say
to the gentleman that | disagree, that
in our additions for readiness, we spe-
cifically mention the amount of money
that would pay for the .6 percent of the
pay raise that we did not fund.

If we do not appropriate this money
and fund that additional amount, then



grant that the troops already have
their pay raise and will continue to get
their pay raise? Is that not the truth?
It is and you know it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. But it has
come at the expense of training, which
is readiness.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. We are trying
to be honest with the Pentagon and
honest with the troops and appropriate
the money that we have directed the
Pentagon to spend for pay increases.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the gentleman for
making that clear. They are getting
the pay raise.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to repeat that the Obey
amendment does not specify any of
this. We are up front. We are honest.
We have given you the target to look
at. We have listed item by item by
item for rescission, we have listed item
by item for inclusion in the bill. This is
an up-front, genuine, sincere effort to
make sure that our military forces
have what they need for quality of life
and to be trained for readiness.

The minority leader spoke eloquently
here on the floor just a few minutes
ago and he says we are not voting on
the details of this bill today. | disagree
with that. We are going to vote here in
a few minutes on the details of the
Obey substitute. Following that, we
are going to vote on the details of this
bill.

Do not try to read anything else into
it. We have been up front, we have been
very specific. You know what the de-
tails are.

He mentioned also that this has come
after passing the balanced budget
amendment, and that is true, but what
he failed to say was this money was
spent before this Congress ever con-
vened. This money was spent. We are
paying it back. That is the only re-
sponsible thing to do.

We could have sat back and waited
and not done anything, let the admin-
istration push and cry and shove. We
decided that was not the responsible
way to do this. In fact, we had to pull
them to get them to send down their
requests for the supplemental. In fact,
we marked this up on the 27th day of
January and did not get their request
until February 6. So we are pulling and
expediting this emergency supple-
mental.

The minority leader also mentioned
corrupting the system. | am not ex-
actly sure what he meant there. |
think that fits into the category of
holy pictures. He talked about a flash
of red ink. Our numbers again are spe-
cific. The numbers of the gentleman

ers, the regimental commanders, the
colonels and the generals and you ask
them what is the problem with readi-
ness and they will give you a many-
page report on where readiness is
short. We have denied readiness re-
quirements dealing with flying hours
and training and steaming and spare
parts and ammunition accounts and
things of this nature. The fact is we
could spend a lot more to make our
readiness more ready.

I want to make this last point. Read-
iness today is one issue. Readiness this
time next year is something else, and
readiness this time 5 years from now is
something else again. What we do
today not only deals with today’s read-
iness but also next year and 5 years
down the road and maybe even 10 years
down the road.

We have an important responsibility
today. | am satisfied that we are going
to do it properly and we are going to
vote against the unspecific Obey sub-
stitute and we are going to vote for the
bipartisan committee bill.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield briefly
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Let me just simply ask a
question. Clearly there are many of us
who think the Federal Government
should be able to respond to emer-
gencies, whether they are international
or domestic. Clearly the House said
““no” when we adopted the balanced
budget amendment. I am just curious
what your judgment is for the future.
We are wrapped up in this discussion
now in its consistency, and | clearly
think the Obey amendment is consist-
ent with the balanced budget amend-
ment. But let us project to the future.
Let us assume that the decision is
made that we need to deploy troops,
whether it is made by the President as
Commander in Chief or whether it is
made by Congress.

How will that deployment be paid for
in the future and what kind of proce-
dure does Congress have to do to make
that decision in the future under that
amendment?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. As the gen-
tleman well knows, there is a proposal
from the Department of Defense that
we should consider that would deal
with that very issue, how do you give
the Pentagon flexibility to pay for
these kind of contingency operations.
But the best answer is this. If there is
going to be a major contingency oper-
ation, a deployment of U.S. troops, the
President should consult with the Con-
gress and the Congress should be a
player, because now we are having to
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Now as far as the gentleman’s sug-
gestion that there might be a better
way, there might be. We will monitor
that very closely as we go through the
fiscal year 1996 process.

Mr. SABO. Would | not be right in
saying that if we follow that amend-
ment, 50 percent of the Congress could
choose to deploy troops but it would
require 60 percent of the House and the
Senate to raise the debt ceiling to pay
for the deployment of those troops.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. That is a hy-
pothetical question, and what 1 am
saying to the gentleman is we do not
affect the balanced budget with this
bill because we are paying for the bill
with specifics. | realize there are dis-
agreements, but tell me how many out-
lays would we save with the Obey sub-
stitute next year or the year after, can
the gentleman tell me?

Mr. SABO. The Obey substitute re-
quires, Mr. Chairman, the Obey sub-
stitute requires that the outlays be
there to pay for it. The amendment
clearly increases outlays by about $288
billion in the current fiscal year and
about $600 billion over 5 years.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield back
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. | thank the gen-
tleman. | think that the gentleman has
explained his case. | would hope that
we could break this off and get to a
vote.

| yield back to the gentleman to
wrap it up.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
commend the gentleman from Florida.
We have a crisis here. We have to re-
plenish these accounts or we are not
going to have money in the fourth
quarter for the readiness of our troops.
Anybody can vote whatever way they
want on the Obey amendment, but we
have to pass this supplemental. So we
will have our vote on Obey. But | want
to compliment the gentleman for being
out in front trying to get this thing
done, because if we do not get it done
by the end of this, we are in serious
trouble in terms of readiness of our
troops. The Comptroller called me this
morning and said, NORM, we have got
to get this thing through the House. So
let us vote on this after we vote on the
Obey substitute.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for his
comments and commend him for his
support.



pired.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY].

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 167, noes 260,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No 152]

AYES—167
Abercrombie Gutierrez Olver
Ackerman Gutknecht Orton
Andrews Hall (OH) Owens
Baesler Hamilton Pallone
Barcia Harman Pastor
Barrett (WI) Hastings (FL) Payne (NJ)
Becerra Hefner Payne (VA)
Beilenson Hilliard Pelosi
Bentsen Hinchey Peterson (FL)
Berman Holden Peterson (MN)
Bevill Hoyer Pomeroy
Bishop Jackson-Lee Poshard
Bonior Jacobs Rahall
Boucher Jefferson Rangel
Brown (CA) Johnson (SD) Reed
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Reynolds
Brown (OH) Johnston Rivers
Bryant (TX) Kanjorski Roemer
Cardin Kaptur Rose
Chapman Kennedy (MA) Roybal-Allard
Clay Kennedy (RI) Sabo
Clayton Kildee Sanders
Clyburn Kleczka Sawyer
Coleman LaFalce Schroeder
Collins (IL) Lantos Schumer
Collins (MI) Levin Serrano
Conyers Lewis (GA) Skaggs
Costello Lincoln Slaughter
Coyne Lipinski Smith (MI)
Danner Lofgren Spratt
Deal Lowey Stark
DeFazio Luther Stokes
DeLauro Maloney Studds
Dellums Manton Stupak
Deutsch Markey Thompson
Dingell Martinez Thornton
Doggett Matsui Thurman
Doyle McCarthy Torres
Durbin McDermott Torricelli
Engel McHale Towns
Eshoo McKinney Traficant
Evans McNulty Velazquez
Farr Meehan Vento
Fazio Menendez Visclosky
Fields (LA) Mfume Volkmer
Filner Miller (CA) Ward
Flake Mineta Waters
Ford Minge Watt (NC)
Frank (MA) Mink Waxman
Frost Moakley Williams
Furse Moran Wise
Gejdenson Morella Woolsey
Gephardt Nadler Wyden
Gibbons Neal Wynn
Gordon Oberstar Yates
Green Obey

NOES—260
Allard Baldacci Bass
Archer Ballenger Bateman
Armey Barr Bereuter
Bachus Barrett (NE) Bilbray
Baker (CA) Bartlett Bilirakis
Baker (LA) Barton Bliley

Buyer Herger Ramstad
Callahan Hilleary Regula
Calvert Hobson Richardson
Camp Hoekstra Riggs
Canady Hoke Roberts
Castle Horn Rogers
Chabot Hostettler Rohrabacher
Chambliss Houghton Ros-Lehtinen
Chenoweth Hunter Roth
Christensen Hutchinson Roukema
Chrysler Hyde Royce
Clement Inglis Salmon
Clinger Istook Sanford
Coble Johnson (CT) Saxton
Coburn Johnson, Sam Scarborough
Collins (GA) Jones Schaefer
Combest Kasich Schiff
Condit Kelly Scott
Cooley Kennelly Seastrand
Cox Kim Sensenbrenner
Cramer King Shadegg
Crane Kingston Shaw
Crapo Klink Shays
Cremeans Klug Shuster
Cubin Knollenberg Sisisky
Cunningham Kolbe Skeen
Davis LaHood Skelton
de la Garza Largent Smith (NJ)
DelLay Latham Smith (TX)
Diaz-Balart LaTourette Smith (WA)
Dickey Laughlin Solomon
Dicks Lazio Souder
Dixon Leach Spence
Dooley Lewis (CA) Stearns
Doolittle Lewis (KY) Stenholm
Dornan Lightfoot Stockman
Dreier Linder Stump
Duncan Livingston Talent
Dunn LoBiondo Tanner
Edwards Longley Tate
Ehrlich Lucas Tauzin
Emerson Manzullo Taylor (MS)
English Martini Taylor (NC)
Ensign Mascara Tejeda
Everett McCollum Thomas
Ewing McCrery Thornberry
Fawell McDade Tiahrt
Fields (TX) McHugh Torkildsen
Flanagan Mclnnis Upton
Foglietta Mclntosh Vucanovich
Foley McKeon Waldholtz
Forbes Metcalf Walker
Fowler Meyers Walsh
Fox Mica Wamp
Franks (CT) Miller (FL) Watts (OK)
Franks (NJ) Molinari Weldon (FL)
Frelinghuysen Mollohan Weldon (PA)
Frisa Montgomery Weller
Funderburk Moorhead White
Gallegly Murtha Whitfield
Ganske Myers Wicker
Gekas Myrick Wilson
Geren Nethercutt Wolf
Gilchrest Neumann Young (AK)
Gillmor Ney Young (FL)
Gilman Norwood Zeliff
Goodlatte Nussle Zimmer
Goodling Ortiz
NOT VOTING—7
Browder Gonzalez Tucker
Ehlers Meek
Fattah Rush
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Messrs. ALLARD, SCOTT, and

DOOLEY changed their vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
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THOMAS, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
bill, (H.R. 889) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations and rescis-
sions to preserve and enhance the mili-
tary readiness of the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1995, and for other purposes
pursuant to House Resolution 92, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

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

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

IARE,y VIR -

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. OBEY. | certainly am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves to recommit the bill H.R.
889 to the Committee on Appropriations with
instructions to report the same back to the
House with amendments so as to ensure that
discretionary outlays for fiscal year 1995
that are made pursuant to new budget au-
thority in the bill do not cause discretionary
outlays for fiscal year 1995 (computed with-
out regard to any emergency designations in
the bill) to exceed the amount currently al-
located to the Committee on Appropriations
pursuant to section 602(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes in support of
his motion to recommit.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the Chair.

Mr. Speaker, the House has just re-
fused to make this bill deficit-neutral.
It has, in effect, voted to add $282 mil-
lion to the deficit in this fiscal year
and $644 million to the deficit over the
next 5 years.

Having failed at the effort to bring
this bill into neutrality on the deficit,
I am trying to do the second best
thing.*

What | am trying to do in the motion
to recommit is at least say that this
bill will not be allowed to breach the



According to CBO, the total of 1995
appropriations enacted to date is only
$135 million under the 1995 outlay cap
in the 1995 budget resolution. After
subtracting all of the cuts, this bill
still adds $282 million to outlay spend-
ing for 1995. That means it breaks the
budget resolution cap by $147 million.

All this motion does is to tell the
committee to go back and scrub the
bill to find that extra $147 million so
that you do not break the budget cap
that all of you told your constituents
in the last election was already too
high.

If you want to balance the budget, if
you have any commitment at all to
balancing the budget, you have no
choice but to vote for this recommittal
motion. Otherwise you will not be bal-
ancing the budget, you will be busting
the budget.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota, the former chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

Mr. SABO. | thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, is the gentleman from
Wisconsin telling me that the bill in its
current form would spend $147 million
more than the discretionary spending
caps we set in 1995?

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman is correct.
It breaks the budget to the tune of $147
million.

Mr. SABO. So, the first spending bill
which this new Congress is considering
will exceed the discretionary spending
caps in the budget resolution of 1995?

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman has got it.

Mr. SABO. | am surprised.

Mr. OBEY. | am not.

Let me simply say: What this means
is that in the very first financial bill
that you are voting on, after you told
the country you were going to balance
the budget by voting for a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, you are going to vote to bust the
budget and add $147 million to our
spending for this fiscal year.

If this is what you are going to do in
the first bill that you vote on after you
have voted for that constitutional
amendment, | am very interested to
see what the deficit is going to look
like after you vote on the rest of the
items in the contract.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] is recognized for 5 minutes in op-
position to the motion to recommit.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

But of we agreed with him, if his mo-
tion to recommit passed the House,
this would effectively send this bill
back to committee to find an addi-
tional $282 million in cuts. Never mind
that we have come up with $1.46 billion
in defense cuts, never mind that we
have come up with $1.4 billion in for-
eign aid and domestic cuts, all in budg-
et authority. Mr. OBEY says that he is
not satisfied. He is not satisfied even
though most of the people that are vot-
ing for his motion to recommit, most
of the people that voted for his sub-
stitute, voted to put our troops into
Haiti, and most of us on this side voted
against it. Now they do not want to re-
store the money that was expended in
Haiti and all of those other places
where this President detailed our
troops, and this now has cut short our
ability to train and maintain the forces
of the United States.

Mr. Obey’s own substitute—

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield for a correction on one
number?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
want to complete my statement.

The fact is we have come up with a
bill that has $14 million more in cuts
compared to the amount of money we
want to spend. We are rescinding in
budget authority an amount equal, and
then some, compared to the amount we
are spending. Mr. OBEY’s motion to re-
commit, does not do this.

Now look at the calendar. The fact is
that within a couple of weeks we are
going to be asking for some monu-
mental rescissions, and we will hope
that all of the people who have sounded
so interested in balancing the budget
will join with us and vote for all of the
cuts that are coming out of the sub-
committees today, tomorrow, and Fri-
days. Some $10 billion, perhaps $15 bil-
lion, in rescissions are coming out of
those subcommittees, and | hope that
all of my colleagues will vote for every
one of those cuts.

| say to my colleagues, ‘“Whether you
do that or not, sending this bill back to
the committee puts it off the table for
now. It denies the Defense Department
the needed funds for operations, and
I'm sorry that it gives Mr. OBEY an-
other bite at the apple because we
would have to revisit this bill in the
context of a larger rescission bill.”

This is an emergency, and the motion
to recommit is a bad idea. It is bad for
the national security of the Nation. It
undercuts the responsible cuts the
committee has made to pay for this
bill, it ties the needed supplemental
funds up unnecessarily, and | urge ev-

question is on the motion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 264,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 153]
AYES—163
Abercrombie Gordon Pastor
Ackerman Green Payne (NJ)
Andrews Gutierrez Payne (VA)
Baesler Hall (OH) Pelosi
Barcia Hamilton Peterson (FL)

Barrett (WI) Hastings (FL) Peterson (MN)
Becerra Hilliard Pomeroy
Beilenson Hinchey Poshard
Bentsen Holden Rahall
Berman Jackson-Lee Rangel
Bishop Jacobs Reed
Bonior Jefferson Reynolds
Borski Johnson (SD) Richardson
Boucher Johnson, E. B. Rivers
Brown (CA) Johnston Roemer
Brown (FL) Kaptur Rose
Brown (OH) Kennedy (MA) Roybal-Allard
Bryant (TX) Kennedy (RI) Sabo
Cardin Kildee Sanders
Chapman Kleczka Sawyer
Clay LaFalce Schroeder
Clayton Lantos Schumer
Clement Levin Serrano
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Skaggs
Coleman Lincoln Slaughter
Collins (IL) Lipinski Spratt
Collins (MI) Lofgren Stark
Conyers Lowey Stenholm
Costello Luther Stokes
Coyne Maloney Studds
Danner Manton Stupak
Deal Markey Thompson
DeFazio Martinez Thornton
DeLauro Matsui Thurman
Dellums McCarthy Torres
Deutsch McDermott Torricelli
Dingell McKinney Towns
Dixon McNulty Traficant
Doggett Meehan Tucker
Doyle Menendez Velazquez
Durbin Mfume Vento
Engel Miller (CA) Visclosky
Eshoo Mineta Volkmer
Evans Minge Ward
Fazio Mink Waters
Fields (LA) Moakley Watt (NC)
Filner Moran Waxman
Flake Nadler Williams
Ford Neal Wise
Frank (MA) Oberstar Woolsey
Frost Obey Wyden
Furse Olver Wynn
Gejdenson Orton Yates
Gephardt Owens
Gibbons Pallone

NOES—264
Allard Bass Brewster
Archer Bateman Brownback
Armey Bereuter Bryant (TN)
Bachus Bevill Bunn
Baker (CA) Bilbray Bunning
Baker (LA) Bilirakis Burr
Baldacci Bliley Burton
Ballenger Blute Buyer
Barr Boehlert Callahan
Barrett (NE) Boehner Calvert
Bartlett Bonilla Camp
Barton Bono Canady
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Cox Inglis Roberts
Cramer Istook Rogers
Crane Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher
Crapo Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Cremeans Jones Roth
Cubin Kanjorski Roukema
Cunningham Kasich Royce
Davis Kelly Salmon
de la Garza Kennelly Sanford
DelLay Kim Saxton
Diaz-Balart King Scarborough
Dickey Kingston Schaefer
Dicks Klink Schiff
Dooley Klug Scott
Doolittle Knollenberg Seastrand
Dornan Kolbe Sensenbrenner
Dreier LaHood Shadegg
Duncan Largent Shaw
Dunn Latham Shays
Edwards LaTourette Shuster
Ehrlich Laughlin Sisisky
Emerson Lazio Skeen
English Leach Skelton
Ensign Lewis (CA) Smith (MI)
Everett Lewis (KY) Smith (NJ)
Ewing Lightfoot Smith (TX)
Fawell Linder Smith (WA)
Fields (TX) Livingston Solomon
Flanagan LoBiondo Souder
Foglietta Longley Spence
Foley Lucas Stearns
Forbes Manzullo Stockman
Fowler Martini Stump
Fox Mascara Talent
Franks (CT) McCollum Tanner
Franks (NJ) McCrery Tate
Frelinghuysen McDade Tauzin
Frisa McHale Taylor (MS)
Funderburk McHugh Taylor (NC)
Gallegly Mclnnis Tejeda
Ganske MclIntosh Thomas
Gekas McKeon Thornberry
Geren Metcalf Tiahrt
Gilchrest Meyers Torkildsen
Gillmor Mica Upton
Gilman Miller (FL) Vucanovich
Goodlatte Molinari Waldholtz
Goodling Mollohan Walker
Goss Montgomery Walsh
Graham Moorhead Wamp
Greenwood Morella Watts (OK)
Gunderson Murtha Weldon (FL)
Gutknecht Myers Weldon (PA)
Hall (TX) Myrick Weller
Hancock Nethercutt White
Hansen Neumann Whitfield
Harman Ney Wicker
Hastert Norwood Wilson
Hastings (WA) Nussle Wolf
Hayes Ortiz Young (AK)
Hayworth Oxley Young (FL)
Hefley Packard Zeliff
Hefner Parker Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7
Browder Fattah Rush
Ehlers Gonzalez
Farr Meek
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Mr. HOKE changed his vote from
‘‘aye’ to “‘no.”

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia changed his
vote from ‘‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON). The question is on the passage
of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly

Abercrombie
Ackerman

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)

NAYS—165

Baesler
Baldacci

Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz

Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

Barrett (WI)
Becerra
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Sawyer

Clayton Klug

Coble LaFalce Schroeder
Coburn Lantos Schumer
Coleman Largent Sensenbrenner
Collins (IL) Lewis (GA) Serrano
Collins (MI) Lincoln Shadegg
Condit Lipinski Shays
Conyers Lofgren Skaggs
Costello Lowey Slaughter
Coyne Luther Smith (MI)
Danner Maloney Souder
Deal Markey Spratt
DeFazio Martinez Stark
DelLauro Matsui Stenholm
Dellums McCarthy Stokes
Deutsch McDermott Studds
Dingell McKinney Thompson
Dixon Menendez Thornton
Doggett Mfume Thurman
Doyle Miller (CA) Torres
Duncan Mineta Torricelli
Durbin Minge Towns
Engel Mink Traficant
Eshoo Moakley Tucker
Evans Mollohan Upton
Farr Nadler Velazquez
Fazio Neal Vento
Fields (LA) Neumann Visclosky
Filner Oberstar Volkmer
Flake Obey Ward
Ford Olver Waters
Frank (MA) Orton Watt (NC)
Franks (NJ) Owens Waxman
Furse Pallone Williams
Gephardt Pastor Wise
Graham Payne (NJ) Woolsey
Green Payne (VA) Wyden
Gutierrez Pelosi Wynn
Gutknecht Peterson (MN) Yates
Hall (OH) Pomeroy Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7

Blute Fattah Rush
Browder Gonzalez
Ehlers Meek
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoidably
detained during the vote on final passage of
H.R. 889, making emergency supplemental
appropriations and rescissions. Had | been
present | would have voted “aye.”

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

O 1620
PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT OF
1995

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call



consideration or the DIl (A.K. odU) TO amend
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code, to
further the goals of the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act to have Federal agencies become
more responsible and publicly accountable
for reducing the burden of Federal paper-
work on the public, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The bill and the amendments
recommended by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight now printed in
the bill shall be considered as read. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAzi0). The gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 91 is a
completely open rule providing for the
consideration of H.R. 830, legislation
that is designed to reduce the informa-
tion collection burdens on the public,
maximize the utility of Government
information, and assure a more effi-
cient and productive administration of
information resources. In short, this
legislation reasserts and enhances the
commitment of Congress to uphold the
principles of the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1980.

This rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, after which
time any member will have the oppor-
tunity to offer an amendment to the
bill under the 5-minute rule. Finally,
the rule provides for one motion to re-
commit. Under this rule, members may
offer amendments to H.R. 830 at any
time, regardless of whether they have
been preprinted in the RECORD.
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and offer significant amendments on
every piece of legislation considered
this year.

It has been a busy 50 days with more
to come, and | believe that the efforts
by every member of the Rules Commit-
tee to open the process have empow-
ered us all to work in bipartisan fash-
ion.

I am pleased this bill will be consid-
ered under an open rule, which was
unanimously approved by the Rules
Committee yesterday. While the chair-
man and the ranking minority member
of the Government Reform and Over-
sight Committee testified to the Rules
Committee that they do not expect
many amendments, there were a num-
ber of amendments that were either
withdrawn or not approved during com-
mittee consideration of H.R. 830. Hope-
fully, this rule will provide these Mem-
bers and the entire House with suffi-
cient time to review these amendments
and express any persisting apprehen-
sion about the bill.

I strongly support the goals and pur-
pose of the 1980 Paperwork Reduction
Act. However, it is clear the bill was
not entirely effective in reducing the
paperwork burden, as the total pages of
rules printed in the Federal Register
increased from an average of 50,618 dur-
ing President Reagan’s terms, to an av-
erage of 53,596 during President Bush’s
term, to an average of 61,000 pages dur-
ing President Clinton’s term.

The 1995 Paperwork Reduction Act is
designed to reduce these paperwork
burdens, and H.R. 830 has received con-
siderable support. | believe that the
Government Reform and Oversight
Committee has crafted a good piece of
legislation, and the members of the
Rules Committee simply want to en-
able any member to offer perfecting
amendments to the whole House that
may enhance the benefits of legislation
to the American people.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 830 was favorably
reported out of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight by a
vote of 40 to 4, and this rule received
unified support from the Rules Com-
mittee. | urge my colleagues to support
this rule, and | look forward to a
thoughtful and deliberative debate on
H.R. 830.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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fact, it is exactly the kind of rule that
we all think of when we hear the term
open rule: There is no limit on the time
for considering amendments; there are
no waivers of rules; there are no
preprinting provisions; there are no
conditions or requirements of any
kind.

This is a completely unrestricted
open rule, and it has our full support.

Furthermore, the bill which this rule
makes in order, the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act of 1995 is, itself, relatively
noncontroversial and has substantial
support on both sides of the aisle. The
one provision in the bill that is a major
point of contention for Members on our
side will be debated when the gentle-
woman from Illinois, the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight,
Mrs. CoLLINS, offers her amendment.

The Collins amendment would strike
the provisions of H.R. 830 that allow
the Office of Management and Budget
to review and reject Federal regula-
tions that require businesses to dis-
close information to third parties, in-
cluding their employees and the public.

This amendment would preserve the
1990 Supreme Court decision in the case
of Dole versus the United Steelworkers
of America, which held that OMB did
not have the authority to review OSHA
requirements that companies post safe-
ty notices in the workplace. In other
words, the amendment would prevent
the Paperwork Reduction Act from
being used as a mechanism to deny
workers the right to know about haz-
ards they face in the workplace.

Other amendments we are anticipat-
ing include: one to be offered by the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] which would place a priority on
reducing paperwork for very small
businesses; one to be offered by the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CrRAPO] ad-
dressing the right of private citizens to
seek court actions challenging Federal
agency information collection activi-
ties that have not been cleared by
OMB; and one to be offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York [Mrs.
MALONEY] which would sunset this bill
after 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, again, the rule before us
is a completely unrestricted open rule,
and | urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
material for the RECORD:

Bill No.

Title Resolution No.

Amendments

Process used for floor consideration in order

HR. 1
H. Res. 6

Compliance

Opening Day Rules Package

Closed
Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. 1 within the closed rule .

None
None




H.R. 668 The Criminal Alien Deportation Impi 1t Act H. Res. 69 Open; Pre-printing gets preference; Contains self-executing provi-  N/A
sion.

H.R. 728 Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants ... H. Res. 79 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets N/A
preference.

HR. 7 National Security Revitalization ACt ........ccccccoeeueummminininennnncnrrcncrisinins H. Res. 83 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets N/A
preference.

HR. 729 Death Penalty/Habeas N/A Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on N/A
amendments.

S.2 Senate Compliance N/A Closed; Put on suspension calendar over Democratic objection ... None

HR. 831 To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the H. Res. 88 Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; waives 1D

Self-Employed. all points of order; contains self-executing provision.
H.R. 830 The Paperwork Reduction Act H. Res. 91 Open N/A
HR. 889 Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority ... H. Res. 92 Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey Substitute ................... 1D
71 percent restrictive; 29 percent open. These figures use Republican scoring methods from the 103d Congress. Not included in this chart are three bills which should have been placed on the Suspension Calendar. H.R. 101, H.R. 400,
and H.R. 440.

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON], the chairman, for reporting
this unrestricted rule to the House
floor and | want to acknowledge the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] for his support of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 91 and rule
XXII1, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 830.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 830) to
amend chapter 35 of title 44, United
States Code, to further the goals of the
Paperwork Reduction Act to have Fed-
eral agencies become more responsible
and publicly accountable for reducing
the burden of Federal paperwork on the
public, and for other purposes, with Mr.
COMBEST 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. CLINGER] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to bring
to the floor today the first reauthoriza-
tion of the Paperwork Reduction Act
since it expired in 1989. This bill con-
tinues the very long tradition of seek-

ing to reduce the burdens of Federal
regulations on individuals and busi-
nesses which first began with the Com-
mission on Federal Paperwork in 1977.
The report of that Commission, chaired
by our former good friend and col-
league, Frank Horton, led to the estab-
lishment of the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs at OMB, or
IRA, and the passage of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980.

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
was reported out of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight on
February 10 of this year with an over-
whelming 40-to-4 vote, obviously a very
broad bipartisan vote. | am here today
to encourage all of my colleagues to
support the passage of this important
measure today.

As | say, the legislation is premised
on the continuing belief in the prin-
ciples and requirements of the Paper-
work Reduction Act of 1980. All of the
legislation’s amendments to the 1980
act, as amended in 1986, are intended to
further its original purposes, to
strengthen OMB and agency paperwork
reduction efforts, to improve OMB and
agency information resources manage-
ment, including in specific functional
areas such as information dissemina-
tion, and to encourage and provide for
more meaningful public participation
in paperwork reduction and broader in-
formation resources management deci-
sions.

O 1630

With the regard to the reduction of
information collection burdens, the
legislation increases the act’s 1986 goal
of an annual 5 percent reduction in
public paperwork burdens to a full 10
percent. OMB is required to include in
its annual report to Congress, rec-
ommendations to revise statutory pa-
perwork burdens. The legislation in-
cludes third-party disclosure require-
ments in the definition of collection of
information to overturn the Supreme
Court’s decision, Dole versus United
Steelworkers of America. This will en-
sure that collection and disclosure re-
quirements are covered by the OMB pa-
perwork clearance process, and this

will be the subject of an amendment
later in this debate. The Act is also
amended to require each agency to de-
velop paperwork clearance process to
review and solicit public comment on
proposed information collections be-
fore submitting them to OMB for re-
view. Public accountability is also
strengthened through requirements for
public disclosure of communications
with OMB regarding information col-
lections—with protections for whistle-
blowers complaining of unauthorized
collections—and for OMB to review the
status of any collection upon public re-
quest. In combination with more gen-
eral requirements, such as encouraging
data sharing between the Federal Gov-
ernment and State, local, and tribal
governments, the legislation strives to
further the act’s goals of minimizing
government information collection
burdens, while maximizing the utility
of government information.

The legislation also adds further de-
tail to strengthen other functional
areas, such as statistical policy and in-
formation dissemination. The dissemi-
nation provisions, for example, delin-
eate clear policies that were not ar-
ticulated in the act’s previous ref-
erences to dissemination. These provi-
sions require OMB to develop govern-
mentwide policies and guidelines for
information dissemination and to pro-
mote public access to information
maintained by Federal agencies. In
turn, the agencies are to: First, ensure
that the public has timely and equi-
table access to public information; sec-
ond, solicit public input on their infor-
mation dissemination activities; and
third, not establish restrictions on dis-
semination or redissemination of gov-
ernment information. Emphasis is
placed on efficient and effective use of
new technology and a reliance on a di-
versity of public and private sources of
information to promote dissemination
of government information, particu-
larly in electronic formats.

With regard to over-arching informa-
tion resources management [IRM] poli-
cies, the legislation charges agency
heads with the responsibility to carry
out agency IRM activities to improve



lection burdens on the public.

To improve accountability for agen-
cy IRM responsibilities, as well as re-
sponsibilities for paperwork reduction,
the agency responsibilities provided in
the act are amended to complement
and more directly parallel OMB’s func-
tional responsibilities.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | want to
comment on a very minor section of
the bill that was later removed during
the committee’s consideration which
would have codified OMB circular A-
130, a long-standing executive branch
policy which states that the govern-
ment should not compete with the pri-
vate sector in using public informa-
tion.

Single issue interest groups have dis-
torted, | think, and misrepresented
this provision to suggest that it was in-
cluded in this bill solely to benefit one
specific company. And | agreed to re-
move this provision from the bill, and
it is not in the bill, and would consider
it at another time, but | do want to
state for the RECORD that as a matter
of policy Congress should not condone
the Government competing against the
private sector, which was the concern
raised in this amendment. But because
it became extraordinarily controver-
sial and because it was presented and
seen as benefiting one company, al-
though that was not the purpose, it has
been deleted from this measure.

I am aware that a number of amend-
ments will be offered to this bill. While
many of these amendments were of-
fered and defeated in the committee, |
appreciate all of the constructive ef-
forts that have been made by Members
on both sides to improve this bill.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that |
have given what is contained in the
bill, but the bottom line is when you
forget all about the technicalities of
the bill, the effort here is to reduce the
paperwork burden which has pro-
liferated over the years the incredible
mountain of information that the gov-
ernment demands be collected and re-
ported and recorded. Very, very, many
of these requirements are necessary,
many of them are clearly not. And the
bottom line is we are attempting to
bring some sort of reasonable re-
straints on the ability and the power of
the Federal Government to impose
these burdens on the private sector and
on local and State governments.

So at the end of the amendment proc-
ess, which we will hopefully begin soon,
I hope all Members will join what has
really been a very long and bipartisan
effort to minimize Federal paperwork
requirements imposed on American
citizens and taxpayers. This bill, |

of Independent Business for the 104th
Congress.

So we have an opportunity to do
something here this afternoon and
evening on a very bipartisan basis,
which is good government, not very ex-
citing, not very sexy issue, but it is one
that | think is extraordinarily impor-
tant for every small and large business,
every household, every municipality in
this country, and that is to reduce the
crushing burden of paperwork require-

ments the Federal Government im-
poses.

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, today we are considering the re-
authorization of the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act. For many years, this act, and
its subsequent reauthorizations, have
been bipartisan.

Similarly, this bill contains many
provisions of bipartisan agreement.
However, a problem continues with
this act, becuase it expands the author-
ity of OMB to interfere with agency de-
cisions for reasons other than paper-
work reduction.

Over the years of Republican admin-
istrations, OMB became a haven for
special interests to quietly plead for
lesser regulations than those imposed
by the Federal agencies. This back-
door special interest access came after
these business lobbyists failed to get
their way at the agencies.

No records were kept of these meet-
ings. No one knew what went on behind
those closed doors. However, we did
witness the OMB cancellation of regu-
lation after regulation. We also saw
White House officials stonewall all
questions about who came to the Office
of Management and Budget, and what
was said.

Let me give you an example of OMB’s
interference with agency regulations.
In one case, it blocked regulations that
required companies to post a notice to
their workers of any toxic chemicals
used at the work site, after companies
complained about the posting require-
ments, even though OMB did not have
the authority to do so.

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

When the case reached the Supreme
Court, it ruled that OMB did not have
the authority to act. This bill would
overturn that Supreme Court decision
known as Dole versus Steelworkers of

and Regulatory Affairs. That is also a
mistake. Without the threat of reau-
thorization, agencies grow complacent.
Without the need for reauthorization,
it is too easy for agencies to ignore
congressional  oversight. Congress-
woman MALONEY will offer an amend-
ment to sunset this bill after 5 years,
and | support her amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there are some good
provisions in H.R. 830, but | urge my
colleagues to consider our amendments
carefully, and give them your support.
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Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH].

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

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, 1
wanted to rise today in support of this
legislation.

Let me explain that it was my expe-
rience working with Vice President
Quayle at the Competitiveness Council
that this paperwork act is vitally im-
portant in reducing the amount of pa-
perwork burden that the Federal Gov-
ernment puts on private employers and
ultimately, therefore, consumers and
workers.

The legislation that we have before
us today does several very important
things. Chief among them is the perma-
nent reauthorization of that act so
that we will be assured that all Gov-
ernment paperwork is reviewed by
OMB in a central reviewing process to
make sure we do not place unnecessary
burdens, that we do not have forms
that are duplicative, that we do not
ask people to fill out forms for no good
reason, if the Federal Government is
involved.

The second very important provision
in this bill is to close one of the loop-
holes created by a Supreme Court case
called the Steelworkers’ case which
said that if the Government required
people to fill out a form or disclose a
particular form to another party but
not send that form back to Washing-
ton, then it would be exempt from this
review process. The problem with that
particular loophole is that we have
seen a mushrooming of paperwork that
fits that description.

In our subcommittee we held hear-
ings on this bill. One of my constitu-
ents who is from Shelbyville, IN, a gen-
tleman named Bob Stolmeier, came
and talked about the duplicative paper-
work he has to fill out in his small
business.

In particular he talked about the
hazard notification forms that he has



the potential hazards related to these
plastic bags. It is something he says
nobody has ever asked him to take a
look at. It is not a hazardous material
the way we think of a chemical or nu-
clear materials that could be threaten-
ing to health and safety, but the Gov-
ernment regulations require him to go
through that each time he sets up busi-
ness and every time he ships his prod-
uct. It is an enormous cost. It is a self-
imposed cost that affects our competi-
tiveness. He is in direct competition
with manufacturers of the same prod-
uct overseas and says they do not have
to supply that same paperwork.

Those are some of the things that
this bill would accomplish for men and
women around the country. Let me say
in general that if you stop and take a
look at the magnitude of the problem,
the Federal Government requires so
much paperwork to be filled out that it
would take over a million people work-
ing full time at entire year to fill out
all of the forms that are required by
the Federal Government. That is a mil-
lion people doing nothing more than
filling out forms and sending them in
to Washington or having them there in
their worksite.

We need to cut back on this unneces-
sary paperwork, free up our workers,
free up our farmers, reduce prices for
the consumers, and help to eliminate
unnecessary paperwork and redtape.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this bill. I am glad to see that it has
broad bipartisan support and is not a
huge controversial measure. The Amer-
ican people can rest assured that this
change will do us a lot of good.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | have no further requests for
time, and | yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, we had
a couple of other requests, but | do not
see them on the floor. | think this is
evidence of what a bipartisan bill this
is and how Members are convinced that
we have a good piece of legislation
here.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, 50 days
ago | was a county prosecutor in Lake County,
OH, so I'm somewhat new at this job. | am not
new, however, at hearing people gripe about
the Federal Government, Washington, DC.,
and the Congress.

It has been my experience that when folks
are not chastising us for being a group of self-
serving politicians, they are blasting us for
being a part of the place that reeks of ineffi-
ciency and waste. Washington could literally
bury itself under the mountain of paperwork it
insists others complete. And do not for a mo-
ment think that thought has not crossed the
minds of many a business owner.

Regulatory Affairs Committee.

Mr. Koeblitz, the CEO of a Cleveland-area
company, explained how during each Con-
gressional cycle the Chamber surveys its
Members and asks them to rank issues of im-
portance to them. Of the 64 issues identified
for this Congress, paperwork reduction was
No. 3, ranking behind only unfunded man-
dates and welfare reform.

Mr. Koeblitz and Chamber officials were
kind enough to provide my office with the fol-
lowing examples of paperwork nightmares, all
from the same Pennsylvania independent lab-
oratory—a company with just 10 full-time em-
ployees. If these examples do not convey the
message that paperwork reduction is nec-
essary, nothing will.

The company had to establish an entirely
new and separate bookkeeping system just to
keep up with the paperwork required by the
Family and Medical Leave Act.

To comply with a routine Affirmative Action
Audit in 1988, the company had to expend ap-
proximately 600 hours of staff time to prepare
and facilitate the process. And when we say
“mountain of paperwork” it is no exaggeration.
The completed paperwork package to comply
with this, again—routine audit, weighed 13
pounds.

| ask you, how much does the paperwork
from an audit weigh when it is not routine?
Thirty-seven pounds? One hundred and four-
teen pounds? It is one thing to comply with
regulations, but quite another to bury compa-
nies under excessive and needlessly complex
documentation.

| applaud Mr. Koeblitz for bringing this prob-
lem to the attention of the Congress and con-
cur with the message he gave to the commit-
tee:

We should let the American business com-
munity get back to the business of running
their companies rather than spending ridicu-
lous amounts of time complying with federal
government edicts.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 830.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 830, the Paper-
work Reduction Act of 1995.

| am pleased to be a cosponsor of this leg-
islation. Much work has gone into this legisla-
tion during the past two Congresses by the
Small Business Committee and the Committee
on Government Reform. This bill has been de-
veloped on a bipartisan basis and has re-
ceived considerable bipartisan support. | want
to particularly acknowledge the work of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER]
and of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SisI-
SKY] who as a member of my Small Business
Committee, has been most persistent on this
legislation.

Both gentlemen sponsored similar legisla-
tion last Congress, H.R. 2995, which had over
100 cosponsors, evenly split between Repub-
licans and Democrats. | also want to acknowl-
edge the support of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE] who as the ranking mem-
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ing amendments to the Regulatory Flexibility
Act we will be considering next week, are pre-
cisely the kind of commonsense regulatory re-
forms that this Congress can enact for the
benefit of small businesses and all the Amer-
ican people.

On January 27, the Small Business Commit-
tee held a hearing on legislative proposals for
paperwork reduction. The Administrator of the
White House Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs [OIRA], Mrs. Sally Katzen, indi-
cated the administration fully supported the bill
we have before us today. After describing
problems this administration has in implement-
ing the Act as a result of the 1990 Supreme
Court decision in Dole versus Steelworkers of
America, she specifically stated the Clinton
administration supports overturning that deci-
sion. She further echoed the testimony of our
small business witnesses that strengthening
amendments to the Paperwork Reduction Act
are needed.

Authorization for appropriations to OIRA ex-
pired in 1989. The Supreme Court decision
followed in 1990. Our small business wit-
nesses noted that the Act's promise to protect
them from bureaucratic excesses and unnec-
essary regulations has significantly eroded
during the past 5 years. They gave three rea-
sons: The Court decision which gave agencies
an excuse to avoid the Act’s requirements, the
growing tendency of agencies to ignore the
Act’s requirements, and the inability of the Ex-
ecutive branch and the Congress to come to
an agreement during the past three Con-
gresses on what amendments are needed to
the Act.

Put simply, this legislation needs to be en-
acted to strengthen the tools in the Act that
encourage small businesses to participate in
reducing the cumulative burdens of regulatory
paperwork. The Act needs to be strengthened,
corrected, and renewed, not weakened by
time and neglect.

One of our witnesses estimated that 510 bil-
lion dollars worth of time and effort are spent
by the American public meeting the Federal
Government's information needs. Those are
the hidden taxes, the off-budget costs of gov-
ernment programs. We need to be sure that
we keep these costs to a minimum. The ability
of small businesses, for example, to create
new jobs and retain existing ones, depends on
keeping the costs to a minimum.

| believe H.R. 830 will reverse the erosion
that has occurred in recent years. It will
strengthen the small business community’ abil-
ity to reduce unnecessary regulations.

Let me point to the strong support within the
small business community for this legislation.
This bill has a broad base of support from a
Paperwork Reduction Act Coalition, which in-
cludes some 75 trade, professional, and citi-
zen associations. Small business organiza-
tions such as National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses, National Small Business
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day for small business. And it is—just as sure-
ly—a great day for this House.

Today we have a chance to really change
the way Government does business. Paper-
work reduction is not something that only aca-
demics and bureaucrats care about. It is a re-
form that will have a direct impact on millions
of people—and especially small businesses—
on a day-to-day basis.

If we really want to reinvent Government,
we must constantly be thinking of ways for
Government to perform its necessary functions
without imposing a crushing burden on small
businesses.

This administration has received praise from
many quarters for its reinventing Government
initiative. I, for one, think this praise is well-de-
served. The National Security Committee, on
which | serve, worked hand in hand with the
administration last year to craft sweeping leg-
islation to reinvent the Government procure-
ment system.

However, despite this and other successes,
much more remains to be done. If you ask
small businesses how they think Government
should be reinvented, | think most would say
paperwork reduction is a good place to start.
As a senior member of the Small Business
Committee, | know that small businesses rank
paperwork reduction as one of their highest
priorities.

Small firms are forced to spend billions of
dollars each year filling out Government pa-
perwork. We sometimes forget that many
small businesses, especially the smallest of
the small, have a hard time just keeping their
heads above water. Government paperwork is
really a hidden tax on small business, and it
makes it that much harder for them to survive.

Since small businesses are responsible for
creating most new jobs in today’s economy, it
only makes sense to do what we can to elimi-
nate this impediment to small business job
creation. Paperwork reduction is a reform that
both Democrats and Republicans can enthu-
siastically support.

We can be proud that the original Paper-
work Reduction Act, as well as H.R. 830, have
been genuinely bipartisan efforts. In the last
Congress, Mr. CLINGER joined me in introduc-
ing a very similar bill, cosponsored by a bipar-
tisan group of 120 Members. In this Congress,
| had the pleasure of joining with Mr. CLINGER
in renewing this effort. Both H.R. 830 and its
Senate counterpart enjoy the backing of the
Clinton administration.

| think that this legislation is an encouraging
example of how Members of both parties can
put aside partisan differences when it comes
to small business and job creation, and | hope
it can serve as a model for constructive bipar-
tisan cooperation in the future.

Mr. Chairman, today we have a chance to
help small businesses in America do what
they do best—create more jobs. | strongly
urge my Democratic and Republican col-
leagues to give their wholehearted support to
H.R. 830.

H.R. 830

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

This Act may be cited as the
Reduction Act of 1995”.
SEC. 2. COORDINATION OF FEDERAL INFORMA-

TION POLICY.

Chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

“CHAPTER 35—COORDINATION OF
FEDERAL INFORMATION POLICY
““Sec.
“3501.
*3502.
¢3503.

“Paperwork

Purposes.

Definitions.

Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs.

Authority and functions of Director.

Assignment of tasks and deadlines.

Federal agency responsibilities.

Public information collection activi-
ties; submission to Director;
approval and delegation.

Determination of necessity for infor-
mation; hearing.

Designation of central
agency.

Cooperation of agencies in making in-
formation available.

Establishment and operation of Gov-
ernment Information Locator
Service.

Public protection.

Director review of agency activities;
reporting; agency response.

Responsiveness to Congress.

Administrative powers.

Rules and regulations.

Consultation with other agencies and
the public.

Effect on existing laws and regula-
tions.

*3519. Access to information.

*“3520. Authorization of appropriations.

“§3501. Purposes

““The purposes of this chapter are to—

““(1) minimize the paperwork burden for in-
dividuals, small businesses, educational and
nonprofit institutions, Federal contractors,
State, local and tribal governments, and
other persons resulting from the collection
of information by or for the Federal Govern-
ment;

““(2) ensure the greatest possible public
benefit from and maximize the utility of in-
formation created, collected, maintained,
used, shared and disseminated by or for the
Federal Government;

““(3) coordinate, integrate, and to the ex-
tent practicable and appropriate, make uni-
form Federal information resources manage-
ment policies and practices as a means to
improve the productivity, efficiency, and ef-
fectiveness of Government programs, includ-
ing the reduction of information collection
burdens on the public and the improvement
of service delivery to the public;

““(4) improve the quality and use of Federal
information to strengthen decisionmaking,
accountability, and openness in Government
and society;

““(5) minimize the cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment of the creation, collection, mainte-
nance, use, dissemination, and disposition of
information;

*3504.
*3505.
*3506.
*3507.

£¢3508.
*£3509. collection
“¢3510.
3511.
3512.
“3513.
3514.
*¢3515.
3516.
3517.

*3518.

makes effective use of information tech-
nology;

““(8) ensure that the creation, collection,
maintenance, use, dissemination, and dis-
position of information by or for the Federal
Government is consistent with applicable
laws, including laws relating to—

“(A) privacy and confidentiality, including
section 552a of title 5;

““(B) security of information, including the
Computer Security Act of 1987 (Public Law
100-235); and

““(C) access to information, including sec-
tion 552 of title 5;

““(9) ensure the integrity, quality, and util-
ity of the Federal statistical system,;

““(10) ensure that information technology is
acquired, used, and managed to improve per-
formance of agency missions, including the
reduction of information collection burdens
on the public; and

“(11) improve the responsibility and ac-
countability of the Office of Management
and Budget and all other Federal agencies to
Congress and to the public for implementing
the information collection review process,
information resources management, and re-
lated policies and guidelines established
under this chapter.

“8§3502. Definitions

“As used in this chapter—

‘(1) the term ‘agency’ means any executive
department, military department, Govern-
ment corporation, Government controlled
corporation, or other establishment in the
executive branch of the Government (includ-
ing the Executive Office of the
President), or any independent regulatory
agency, but does not include—

““(A) the General Accounting Office;

““(B) Federal Election Commission;

““(C) the governments of the District of Co-
lumbia and of the territories and possessions
of the United States, and their various sub-
divisions; or

“(D) Government-owned contractor-oper-
ated facilities, including laboratories en-
gaged in national defense research and pro-
duction activities;

““(2) the term ‘burden’ means time, effort,
or financial resources expended by persons to
generate, maintain, or provide information
to or for a Federal agency, including the re-
sources expended for—

“(A) reviewing instructions;

“(B) acquiring, installing,
technology and systems;

““(C) adjusting the existing ways to comply
with any previously applicable instructions
and requirements;

““(D) searching data sources;

“(E) completing and reviewing the collec-
tion of information; and

“(F) transmitting, or otherwise disclosing
the information;

“(3) the term ‘collection of information’
means the obtaining, causing to be obtained,
soliciting, or requiring the disclosure to
third parties or the public, of facts or opin-
ions by or for an agency, regardless of form
or format, calling for either—

“(A) answers to identical questions posed
to, or identical reporting or recordkeeping
requirements imposed on, ten or more per-
sons, other than agencies, instrumentalities,

and utilizing



tures Ilrading Commission, the Consumer
Product Safety Commission, the Federal
Communications Commission, the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, the Federal
Housing Finance Board, the Federal Mari-
time Commission, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, the Mine Enforcement Safety and
Health Review Commission, the National
Labor Relations Board, the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, the Occupational Safety
and Health Review Commission, the Postal
Rate Commission, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, and any other similar
agency designated by statute as a Federal
independent regulatory agency or commis-
sion;

‘“(6) the term ‘information resources’
means information and related resources,
such as personnel, equipment, funds, and in-
formation technology;

“(7) the term ‘information resources man-
agement’ means the process of managing in-
formation resources to accomplish agency
missions and to improve agency perform-
ance, including through the reduction of in-
formation collection burdens on the public;

““(8) the term ‘information system’ means a
discrete set of information resources and
processes, automated or manual, organized
for the collection, processing, maintenance,
use, sharing, dissemination, or disposition of
information;

““(9) the term ‘information technology’ has
the same meaning as the term ‘automatic
data processing equipment’ as defined by
section 111(a)(2) of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 759(a)(2));

‘“(10) the term ‘person’ means an individ-
ual, partnership, association, corporation,
business trust, or legal representative, an or-
ganized group of individuals, a State, terri-
torial, or local government or branch there-
of, or a political subdivision of a State, terri-
tory, or local government or a branch of a
political subdivision;

““(11) the term ‘practical utility’ means the
ability of an agency to use information, par-
ticularly the capability to process such in-
formation in a timely and useful fashion;

““(12) the term ‘public information’ means
any information, regardless of form or for-
mat, that an agency discloses, disseminates,
or makes available to the public; and

““(13) the term ‘recordkeeping requirement’
means a requirement imposed by or for an
agency on persons to maintain specified
records, including a requirement to—

“(A) retain such records;

“(B) notify third parties or the public of
the existence of such records;

““(C) disclose such records to third parties
or the public; or

“(D) report to third parties or the public
regarding such records.

“8§3503. Office of Information and Regulatory

Affairs

““(a) There is established in the Office of
Management and Budget an office to be
known as the Office of Information and Reg-
ulatory Affairs.

“(b) There shall be at the head of the Office
an Administrator who shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and

“(a)(1) The Director shall—

““(A) develop, coordinate and oversee the
implementation of Federal information re-
sources management policies, principles,
standards, and guidelines; and

*“(B) provide direction and oversee—

‘(i) the review and approval of the collec-
tion of information and the reduction of the
information collection burden;

‘(i) agency dissemination of and public
access to information;

‘“(iii) statistical activities;

““(iv) records management activities;

“(v) privacy, confidentiality, security,
disclosure, and sharing of information; and

““(vi) the acquisition and use of informa-
tion technology.

‘“(2) The authority of the Director under
this chapter shall be exercised consistent
with applicable law.

“(b) With respect to general information
resources management policy, the Director
shall—

‘(1) develop and oversee the implementa-
tion of uniform information resources man-
agement policies, principles, standards, and
guidelines;

““(2) foster greater sharing, dissemination,
and access to public information, including
through—

“(A) the use of the Government Informa-
tion Locator Service; and

“(B) the development and utilization of
common standards for information collec-
tion, storage, processing and communica-
tion, including standards for security,
interconnectivity and interoperability;

“(3) initiate and review proposals for
changes in legislation, regulations, and agen-
cy procedures to improve information re-
sources management practices;

‘“(4) oversee the development and imple-
mentation of best practices in information
resources management, including training;
and

““(5) oversee agency integration of program
and management functions with information
resources management functions.

““(c) With respect to the collection of infor-
mation and the control of paperwork, the Di-
rector shall—

““(1) review and approve proposed agency
collections of information;

““(2) coordinate the review of the collection
of information associated with Federal pro-
curement and acquisition by the Office of In-
formation and Regulatory Affairs with the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy, with
particular emphasis on applying information
technology to improve the efficiency and ef-
fectiveness of Federal procurement and ac-
quisition and to reduce information collec-
tion burdens on the public;

““(3) minimize the Federal information col-
lection burden, with particular emphasis on
those individuals and entities most adversely
affected;

““(4) maximize the practical utility of and
public benefit from information collected by
or for the Federal Government; and

‘“(5) establish and oversee standards and
guidelines by which agencies are to estimate
the burden to comply with a proposed collec-
tion of information.

“(d) With respect to information dissemi-
nation, the Director shall develop and over-

coordination, the Director shall—

‘(1) coordinate the activities of the Fed-
eral statistical system to ensure—

“(A) the efficiency and effectiveness of the
system; and

“(B) the integrity, objectivity, impartial-
ity, utility, and confidentiality of informa-
tion collected for statistical purposes;

““(2) ensure that budget proposals of agen-
cies are consistent with system-wide prior-
ities for maintaining and improving the
quality of Federal statistics and prepare an
annual report on statistical program fund-
ing;

““(3) develop and oversee the implementa-
tion of Governmentwide policies, principles,
standards, and guidelines concerning—

““(A) statistical collection procedures and
methods;

““(B) statistical data classification;

“(C) statistical information presentation
and dissemination;

‘(D) timely release of statistical data; and

“(E) such statistical data sources as may
be required for the administration of Federal
programs;

‘“(4) evaluate statistical program perform-
ance and agency compliance with Govern-
mentwide policies, principles, standards and
guidelines;

“(5) promote the sharing of information
collected for statistical purposes consistent
with privacy rights and confidentiality
pledges;

‘“(6) coordinate the participation of the
United States in international statistical ac-
tivities, including the development of com-
parable statistics;

“(7) appoint a chief statistician who is a
trained and experienced professional statisti-
cian to carry out the functions described
under this subsection;

““(8) establish an Interagency Council on
Statistical Policy to advise and assist the
Director in carrying out the functions under
this subsection that shall—

“(A) be headed by the chief statistician;
and

““(B) consist of—

‘(i) the heads of the major statistical pro-
grams; and

“(ii) representatives of other statistical
agencies under rotating membership; and

““(9) provide opportunities for training in
statistical policy functions to employees of
the Federal Government under which—

“(A) each trainee shall be selected at the
discretion of the Director based on agency
requests and shall serve under the chief stat-
istician for at least 6 months and not more
than 1 year; and

“(B) all costs of the training shall be paid
by the agency requesting training.

“(f) With respect to records management,
the Director shall—

““(1) provide advice and assistance to the
Archivist of the United States and the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to promote
coordination in the administration of chap-
ters 29, 31, and 33 of this title with the infor-
mation resources management policies, prin-
ciples, standards, and guidelines established
under this chapter;

“(2) review compliance by agencies with—

“(A) the requirements of chapters 29, 31,
and 33 of this title; and



(1) develop ana oversee the Implementa-
tion of policies, principles, standards, and
guidelines on privacy, confidentiality, secu-
rity, disclosure and sharing of information
collected or maintained by or for agencies;

““(2) oversee and coordinate compliance
with sections 552 and 552a of title 5, the Com-
puter Security Act of 1987 (40 U.S.C. 759
note), and related information management
laws; and

“(3) require Federal agencies, consistent
with the Computer Security Act of 1987 (40
U.S.C. 759 note), to identify and afford secu-
rity protections commensurate with the risk
and magnitude of the harm resulting from
the loss, misuse, or unauthorized access to or
modification of information collected or
maintained by or on behalf of an agency.

““(h) With respect to Federal information
technology, the Director shall—

“(1) in consultation with the Director of
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology and the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services—

“(A) develop and oversee the implementa-
tion of policies, principles, standards, and
guidelines for information technology func-
tions and activities of the Federal Govern-
ment, including periodic evaluations of
major information systems; and

‘“(B) oversee the development and imple-
mentation of standards under section 111(d)
of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 759(d));

““(2) monitor the effectiveness of, and com-
pliance with, directives issued under sections
110 and 111 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C.
757 and 759);

““(3) coordinate the development and re-
view by the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs of policy associated with Fed-
eral procurement and acquisition of informa-
tion technology with the Office of Federal
Procurement Policy;

““(4) ensure, through the review of agency
budget proposals, information resources
management plans and other means—

“(A) agency integration of information re-
sources management plans, program plans
and budgets for acquisition and use of infor-
mation technology; and

“(B) the efficiency and effectiveness of
inter-agency information technology initia-
tives to improve agency performance and the
accomplishment of agency missions; and

““(5) promote the use of information tech-
nology by the Federal Government to im-
prove the productivity, efficiency, and effec-
tiveness of Federal programs, including
through dissemination of public information
and the reduction of information collection
burdens on the public.

“83505. Assignment of tasks and deadlines

“(a) In carrying out the functions under
this chapter, the Director shall—

“(1) in consultation with agency heads, set
an annual Governmentwide goal for the re-
duction of information collection burdens by
at least five percent, and set annual agency
goals to—

““(A) reduce information collection burdens
imposed on the public that—

“(i) represent the maximum practicable
opportunity in each agency; and

““(it) are consistent with improving agency
management of the process for the review of

dures to fulfill the purposes of this chapter,
particularly with regard to minimizing the
Federal information collection burden; and

“(3) in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of General Services, the Director of
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology, the Archivist of the United
States, and the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, develop and maintain a
Governmentwide strategic plan for informa-
tion resources management, that shall in-
clude—

““(A) a description of the objectives and the
means by which the Federal Government
shall apply information resources to improve
agency and program performance;

““(B) plans for—

‘(i) reducing information burdens on the
public, including reducing such burdens
through the elimination of duplication and
meeting shared data needs with shared re-
sources;

‘(i) enhancing public access to and dis-
semination of, information, using electronic
and other formats; and

“(iil) meeting the information technology
needs of the Federal Government in accord-
ance with the purposes of this chapter; and

““(C) a description of progress in applying
information resources management to im-
prove agency performance and the accom-
plishment of missions.

““(b) For purposes of any pilot project con-
ducted under subsection (a)(2), the Director
may waive the application of any regulation
or administrative directive issued by an
agency with which the project is conducted,
including any regulation or directive requir-
ing a collection of information, after giving
timely notice to the public and the Congress
regarding the need for such waiver.

“83506. Federal agency responsibilities

“(a)(1) The head of each agency shall be re-
sponsible for—

““(A) carrying out the agency’s information
resources management activities to improve
agency productivity, efficiency, and effec-
tiveness; and

“(B) complying with the requirements of
this chapter and related policies established
by the Director.

“(2)(A) Except as provided under subpara-
graph (B), the head of each agency shall des-
ignate a senior official who shall report di-
rectly to such agency head to carry out the
responsibilities of the agency under this
chapter.

‘“(B) The Secretary of the Department of
Defense and the Secretary of each military
department may each designate a senior offi-
cial who shall report directly to such Sec-
retary to carry out the responsibilities of the
department under this chapter. If more than
one official is designated for the military de-
partments, the respective duties of the offi-
cials shall be clearly delineated.

““(3) The senior official designated under
paragraph (2) shall head an office responsible
for ensuring agency compliance with and
prompt, efficient, and effective implementa-
tion of the information policies and informa-
tion resources management responsibilities
established under this chapter, including the
reduction of information collection burdens
on the public. The senior official and em-
ployees of such office shall be selected with

mation needs and develop strategies, sys-
tems, and capabilities to meet those needs.

“(b) With respect to general information
resources management, each agency shall—

““(1) manage information resources to—

“(A) reduce information collection burdens
on the public;

““(B) increase program efficiency and effec-
tiveness; and

“(C) improve the integrity, quality, and
utility of information to all users within and
outside the agency, including capabilities for
ensuring dissemination of public informa-
tion, public access to government informa-
tion, and protections for privacy and secu-
rity;

““(2) in accordance with guidance by the Di-
rector, develop and maintain a strategic in-
formation resources management plan that
shall describe how information resources
management activities help accomplish
agency missions;

““(3) develop and maintain an ongoing proc-
ess to—

“(A) ensure that information resources
management operations and decisions are in-
tegrated with organizational planning, budg-
et, financial management, human resources
management, and program decisions;

“(B) in cooperation with the agency Chief
Financial Officer (or comparable official),
develop a full and accurate accounting of in-
formation technology expenditures, related
expenses, and results; and

““(C) establish goals for improving informa-
tion resources management’s contribution to
program productivity, efficiency, and effec-
tiveness, methods for measuring progress to-
wards those goals, and clear roles and re-
sponsibilities for achieving those goals;

““(4) in consultation with the Director, the
Administrator of General Services, and the
Archivist of the United States, maintain a
current and complete inventory of the agen-
cy’s information resources, including direc-
tories necessary to fulfill the requirements
of section 3511 of this chapter; and

“(5) in consultation with the Director and
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, conduct formal training programs
to educate agency program and management
officials about information resources man-
agement.

““(c) With respect to the collection of infor-
mation and the control of paperwork, each
agency shall—

‘(1) establish a process within the office
headed by the official designated under sub-
section (a), that is sufficiently independent
of program responsibility to evaluate fairly
whether proposed collections of information
should be approved under this chapter, to—

“(A) review each collection of information
before submission to the Director for review
under this chapter, including—

“(i) an evaluation of the need for the col-
lection of information;

“(ii) a functional description of the infor-
mation to be collected;

“(iii) a plan for the collection of the infor-
mation;

““(iv) a specific, objectively supported esti-
mate of burden;

““(v) a test of the collection of information
through a pilot program, if appropriate; and



person receiving the collection of Intorma-
tion—

“(1) the reasons the information is being
collected;

“(I1) the way such information is to be
used;

“(11) an estimate, to the extent prac-
ticable, of the burden of the collection; and

“(1IV) whether responses to the collection
of information are voluntary, required to ob-
tain a benefit, or mandatory; and

““(C) assess the information collection bur-
den of proposed legislation affecting the
agency;

““(2)(A) except for good cause or as provided
under subparagraph (B), provide 60-day no-
tice in the Federal Register, and otherwise
consult with members of the public and af-
fected agencies concerning each proposed
collection of information, to solicit com-
ment to—

‘(i) evaluate whether the proposed collec-
tion of information is necessary for the prop-
er performance of the functions of the agen-
cy, including whether the information shall
have practical utility;

““(ii) evaluate the accuracy of the agency’s
estimate of the burden of the proposed col-
lection of information;

“(iii) enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be collected;
and

““(iv) minimize the burden of the collection
of information on those who are to respond,
including through the use of automated col-
lection techniques or other forms of informa-
tion technology; and

“(B) for any proposed collection of infor-
mation contained in a proposed rule (to be
reviewed by the Director under section
3507(d)), provide notice and comment
through the notice of proposed rulemaking
for the proposed rule and such notice shall
have the same purposes specified under sub-
paragraph (A) (i) through (iv); and

““(3) certify (and provide a record support-
ing such certification, including public com-
ments received by the agency) that each col-
lection of information submitted to the Di-
rector for review under section 3507—

“(A) is necessary for the proper perform-
ance of the functions of the agency, includ-
ing that the information has practical util-
ity;

““(B) is not unnecessarily duplicative of in-
formation otherwise reasonably accessible to
the agency;

““(C) reduces to the extent practicable and
appropriate the burden on persons who shall
provide information to or for the agency, in-
cluding with respect to small entities, as de-
fined under section 601(6) of title 5, the use of
such techniques as—

“(i) establishing differing compliance or
reporting requirements or timetables that
take into account the resources available to
those who are to respond;

“(ii) the clarification, consolidation, or
simplification of compliance and reporting
requirements; or

“(iii) an exemption from coverage of the
collection of information, or any part there-
of;

“(D) is written using plain, coherent, and
unambiguous terminology and is understand-
able to those who are to respond;

the processing of the information in a man-
ner which shall enhance, where appropriate,
the utility of the information to agencies
and the public;

““(H) uses effective and efficient statistical
survey methodology appropriate to the pur-
pose for which the information is to be col-
lected; and

“() to the maximum extent practicable,
uses information technology to reduce bur-
den and improve data quality, agency effi-
ciency and responsiveness to the public.

““(d) With respect to information dissemi-
nation, each agency shall—

““(1) ensure that the public has timely,
equal, and equitable access to the agency’s
public information, including ensuring such
access through—

““(A) encouraging a diversity of public and
private sources for information based on gov-
ernment public information,

‘“(B) in cases in which the agency provides
public information maintained in electronic
format, providing timely, equal, and equi-
table access to the underlying data (in whole
or in part); and

““(C) agency dissemination of public infor-
mation in an efficient, effective, and eco-
nomical manner;

““(2) regularly solicit and consider public
input on the agency’s information dissemi-
nation activities;

““(3) provide adequate notice when initiat-
ing, substantially modifying, or terminating
significant information dissemination prod-
ucts; and

““(4) not, except where specifically author-
ized by statute—

““(A) establish an exclusive, restricted, or
other distribution arrangement that inter-
feres with timely and equitable availability
of public information to the public;

““(B) restrict or regulate the use, resale, or
redissemination of public information by the
public;

““(C) charge fees or royalties for resale or
redissemination of public information; or

‘(D) establish user fees for public informa-
tion that exceed the cost of dissemination,
except that the Director may waive the ap-
plication of this subparagraph to an agency,
if—

‘(i) the head of the agency submits a writ-
ten request to the Director, publishes a no-
tice of the request in the Federal Register,
and provides a copy of the request to the
public upon request;

‘“(ii) the Director sets forth in writing a
statement of the scope, conditions, and dura-
tion of the waiver and the reasons for grant-
ing it, and makes such statement available
to the public upon request; and

““(iii) the granting of the waiver would not
materially impair the timely and equitable
availability of public information to the pub-
lic.

‘“(e) With respect to statistical policy and
coordination, each agency shall—

‘(1) ensure the relevance, accuracy, timeli-
ness, integrity, and objectivity of informa-
tion collected or created for statistical pur-
poses;

“(2) inform respondents fully and accu-
rately about the sponsors, purposes, and uses
of statistical surveys and studies;

‘“(6) make data available to statistical
agencies and readily accessible to the public.

“(f) With respect to records management,
each agency shall implement and enforce ap-
plicable policies and procedures, including
requirements for archiving information
maintained in electronic format, particu-
larly in the planning, design and operation of
information systems.

““(g) With respect to privacy and security,
each agency shall—

“(1) implement and enforce applicable poli-
cies, procedures, standards, and guidelines
on privacy, confidentiality, security, disclo-
sure and sharing of information collected or
maintained by or for the agency;

““(2) assume responsibility and accountabil-
ity for compliance with and coordinated
management of sections 552 and 552a of title
5, the Computer Security Act of 1987 (40
U.S.C. 759 note), and related information
management laws; and

““(3) consistent with the Computer Security
Act of 1987 (40 U.S.C. 759 note), identify and
afford security protections commensurate
with the risk and magnitude of the harm re-
sulting from the loss, misuse, or unauthor-
ized access to or modification of information
collected or maintained by or on behalf of an
agency.

““(h) With respect to Federal information
technology, each agency shall—

“(1) implement and enforce applicable Gov-
ernmentwide and agency information tech-
nology management policies, principles,
standards, and guidelines;

““(2) assume responsibility and accountabil-
ity for information technology investments;

““(3) promote the use of information tech-
nology by the agency to improve the produc-
tivity, efficiency, and effectiveness of agency
programs, including the reduction of infor-
mation collection burdens on the public and
improved dissemination of public informa-
tion;

“‘(4) propose changes in legislation, regula-
tions, and agency procedures to improve in-
formation technology practices, including
changes that improve the ability of the agen-
cy to use technology to reduce burden; and

““(5) assume responsibility for maximizing
the value and assessing and managing the
risks of major information systems initia-
tives through a process that is—

“(A) integrated with budget, financial, and
program management decisions; and

“(B) used to select, control, and evaluate
the results of major information systems ini-
tiatives.

“§3507. Public information collection activi-
ties; submission to Director; approval and
delegation

‘(@) An agency shall not conduct or spon-
sor the collection of information unless in
advance of the adoption or revision of the
collection of information—

““(1) the agency has—

“(A) conducted the
under section 3506(c)(1);

“(B) evaluated the public comments re-
ceived under section 3506(c)(2);

““(C) submitted to the Director the certifi-
cation required under section 3506(c)(3), the
proposed collection of information, copies of
pertinent statutory authority, regulations,

review established



“(I1) a briet description ot the need Tor the
information and the proposed use of the in-
formation;

“(IV) a description of the likely respond-
ents and proposed frequency of response to
the collection of information;

“(V) an estimate of the burden that shall
result from the collection of information;
and

“(VI) notice that comments may be sub-
mitted to the agency and Director;

“(2) the Director has approved the pro-
posed collection of information or approval
has been inferred, under the provisions of
this section; and

““(3) the agency has obtained from the Di-
rector a control number to be displayed upon
the collection of information.

““(b) The Director shall provide at least 30
days for public comment prior to making a
decision under subsection (c), (d), or (h), ex-
cept for good cause or as provided under sub-
section (j).

“(c)(1) For any proposed collection of in-
formation not contained in a proposed rule,
the Director shall notify the agency involved
of the decision to approve or disapprove the
proposed collection of information.

““(2) The Director shall provide the notifi-
cation under paragraph (1), within 60 days
after receipt or publication of the notice
under subsection (a)(1)(D), whichever is
later.

“(3) If the Director does not notify the
agency of a denial or approval within the 60-
day period described under paragraph (2)—

“(A) the approval may be inferred;

“(B) a control number shall be assigned
without further delay; and

“(C) the agency may collect the informa-
tion for not more than 1 year.

“(d)(1) For any proposed collection of in-
formation contained in a proposed rule—

“(A) as soon as practicable, but no later
than the date of publication of a notice of
proposed rulemaking in the Federal Reg-
ister, each agency shall forward to the Direc-
tor a copy of any proposed rule which con-
tains a collection of information and any in-
formation requested by the Director nec-
essary to make the determination required
under this subsection; and

““(B) within 60 days after the notice of pro-
posed rulemaking is published in the Federal
Register, the Director may file public com-
ments pursuant to the standards set forth in
section 3508 on the collection of information
contained in the proposed rule;

“(2) When a final rule is published in the
Federal Register, the agency shall explain—

“(A) how any collection of information
contained in the final rule responds to the
comments, if any, filed by the Director or
the public; or

““(B) the reasons such comments were re-
jected.

““(3) If the Director has received notice and
failed to comment on an agency rule within
60 days after the notice of proposed rule-
making, the Director may not disapprove
any collection of information specifically
contained in an agency rule.

““(4) No provision in this section shall be
construed to prevent the Director, in the Di-
rector’s discretion—

“(A) from disapproving any collection of
information which was not specifically re-
quired by an agency rule;

approved under the standards set forth In
section 3508; or

“(D) from disapproving any collection of
information contained in a final rule, if—

(i) the Director determines that the agen-
cy has substantially modified in the final
rule the collection of information contained
in the proposed rule; and

““(ii) the agency has not given the Director
the information required under paragraph (1)
with respect to the modified collection of in-
formation, at least 60 days before the issu-
ance of the final rule.

““(5) This subsection shall apply only when
an agency publishes a notice of proposed
rulemaking and requests public comments.

‘“(6) The decision by the Director to ap-
prove or not act upon a collection of infor-
mation contained in an agency rule shall not
be subject to judicial review.

““(e)(1) Any decision by the Director under
subsection (c), (d), (h), or (j) to disapprove a
collection of information, or to instruct the
agency to make substantive or material
change to a collection of information, shall
be publicly available and include an expla-
nation of the reasons for such decision.

“(2) Any written communication between
the Administrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs, or any em-
ployee of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs, and an agency or person not
employed by the Federal Government con-
cerning a proposed collection of information
shall be made available to the public.

““(3) This subsection shall not require the
disclosure of—

““(A) any information which is protected at
all times by procedures established for infor-
mation which has been specifically author-
ized under criteria established by an Execu-
tive order or an Act of Congress to be kept
secret in the interest of national defense or
foreign policy; or

““(B) any communication relating to a col-
lection of information, the disclosure of
which could lead to retaliation or discrimi-
nation against the communicator.

“(fH)(1) An independent regulatory agency
which is administered by 2 or more members
of a commission, board, or similar body, may
by majority vote void—

“(A) any disapproval by the Director, in
whole or in part, of a proposed collection of
information that agency; or

‘“(B) an exercise of authority under sub-
section (d) of section 3507 concerning that
agency.

““(2) The agency shall certify each vote to
void such disapproval or exercise to the Di-
rector, and explain the reasons for such vote.
The Director shall without further delay as-
sign a control number to such collection of
information, and such vote to void the dis-
approval or exercise shall be valid for a pe-
riod of 3 years.

‘“(g) The Director may not approve a col-
lection of information for a period in excess
of 3 years.

“(h)(1) If an agency decides to seek exten-
sion of the Director’s approval granted for a
currently approved collection of informa-
tion, the agency shall—

“(A) conduct the review established under
section 3506(c), including the seeking of com-
ment from the public on the continued need
for, and burden imposed by the collection of
information; and
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the Director disapproves a collection of in-
formation contained in an existing rule, or
recommends or instructs the agency to make
a substantive or material change to a collec-
tion of information contained in an existing
rule, the Director shall—

“(A) publish an explanation thereof in the
Federal Register; and

“(B) instruct the agency to undertake a
rulemaking within a reasonable time limited
to consideration of changes to the collection
of information contained in the rule and
thereafter to submit the collection of infor-
mation for approval or disapproval under
this chapter.

“(3) An agency may not make a sub-
stantive or material modification to a col-
lection of information after such collection
has been approved by the Director, unless
the modification has been submitted to the
Director for review and approval under this
chapter.

“(i)(2) If the Director finds that a senior of-
ficial of an agency designated under section
3506(a) is sufficiently independent of program
responsibility to evaluate fairly whether pro-
posed collections of information should be
approved and has sufficient resources to
carry out this responsibility effectively, the
Director may, by rule in accordance with the
notice and comment provisions of chapter 5
of title 5, United States Code, delegate to
such official the authority to approve pro-
posed collections of information in specific
program areas, for specific purposes, or for
all agency purposes.

“(2) A delegation by the Director under
this section shall not preclude the Director
from reviewing individual collections of in-
formation if the Director determines that
circumstances warrant such a review. The
Director shall retain authority to revoke
such delegations, both in general and with
regard to any specific matter. In acting for
the Director, any official to whom approval
authority has been delegated under this sec-
tion shall comply fully with the rules and
regulations promulgated by the Director.

“@)(1) The agency head may request the
Director to authorize collection of informa-
tion prior to expiration of time periods es-
tablished under this chapter, if an agency
head determines that—

““(A) a collection of information—

“(i) is needed prior to the expiration of
such time periods; and

““(ii) is essential to the mission of the agen-
cy; and

““(B) the agency cannot reasonably comply
with the provisions of this chapter within
such time periods because—

‘(i) public harm is reasonably likely to re-
sult if normal clearance procedures are fol-
lowed; or

“(ii) an unanticipated event has occurred
and the use of normal clearance procedures
is reasonably likely to prevent or disrupt the
collection of information related to the
event or is reasonably likely to cause a stat-
utory or court-ordered deadline to be missed.

“(2) The Director shall approve or dis-
approve any such authorization request
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““‘Before approving a proposed collection of
information, the Director shall determine
whether the collection of information by the
agency is necessary for the proper perform-
ance of the functions of the agency, includ-
ing whether the information shall have prac-
tical utility. Before making a determination
the Director may give the agency and other
interested persons an opportunity to be
heard or to submit statements in writing. To
the extent, if any, that the Director deter-
mines that the collection of information by
an agency is unnecessary for any reason, the
agency may not engage in the collection of
information.

“§3509. Designation of central
agency

“The Director may designate a central col-
lection agency to obtain information for two
or more agencies if the Director determines
that the needs of such agencies for informa-
tion will be adequately served by a single
collection agency, and such sharing of data
is not inconsistent with applicable law. In
such cases the Director shall prescribe (with
reference to the collection of information)
the duties and functions of the collection
agency so designated and of the agencies for
which it is to act as agent (including reim-
bursement for costs). While the designation
is in effect, an agency covered by the des-
ignation may not obtain for itself informa-
tion for the agency which is the duty of the
collection agency to obtain. The Director
may modify the designation from time to
time as circumstances require. The author-
ity to designate under this section is subject
to the provisions of section 3507(f) of this
chapter.

“83510. Cooperation of agencies in making in-
formation available

‘“(a) The Director may direct an agency to
make available to another agency, or an
agency may make available to another agen-
cy, information obtained by a collection of
information if the disclosure is not incon-
sistent with applicable law.

“(b)(2) If information obtained by an agen-
cy is released by that agency to another
agency, all the provisions of law (including
penalties which relate to the unlawful dis-
closure of information) apply to the officers
and employees of the agency to which infor-
mation is released to the same extent and in
the same manner as the provisions apply to
the officers and employees of the agency
which originally obtained the information.

“(2) The officers and employees of the
agency to which the information is released,
in addition, shall be subject to the same pro-
visions of law, including penalties, relating
to the unlawful disclosure of information as
if the information had been collected di-
rectly by that agency.

“§3511. Establishment and operation of Gov-
ernment Information Locator Service

“In order to assist agencies and the public
in locating information and to promote in-
formation sharing and equitable access by
the public, the Director shall—

““(1) cause to be established and maintained
a distributed agency-based electronic Gov-
ernment Information Locator Service (here-
after in this section referred to as the ‘Serv-
ice’), which shall identify the major informa-

collection

merce on the development of technical
standards for the Service to ensure compat-
ibility, promote information sharing, and
uniform access by the public;

‘“(4) consider public access and other user
needs in the establishment and operation of
the Service;

““(5) ensure the security and integrity of
the Service, including measures to ensure
that only information which is intended to
be disclosed to the public is disclosed
through the Service; and

‘“(6) periodically review the development
and effectiveness of the Service and make
recommendations for improvement, includ-
ing other mechanisms for improving public
access to Federal agency public information.

“§3512. Public protection

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no person shall be subject to any pen-
alty for failing to maintain, provide, or dis-
close information to or for any agency or
person if the applicable collection of infor-
mation—

‘(1) does not display a valid control num-
ber assigned by the Director; and

““(2) fails to state that the person who is to
respond to the collection of information is
not required to comply unless such collec-
tion displays a valid control number.

“83513. Director review of agency activities;

reporting; agency response

‘““(@) In consultation with the Adminis-
trator of General Services, the Archivist of
the United States, the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, and the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, the Director shall peri-
odically review selected agency information
resources management activities to ascer-
tain the efficiency and effectiveness of such
activities to improve agency performance
and the accomplishment of agency missions.

“(b) Each agency having an activity re-
viewed under subsection (a) shall, within 60
days after receipt of a report on the review,
provide a written plan to the Director de-
scribing steps (including milestones) to—

““(1) be taken to address information re-
sources management problems identified in
the report; and

““(2) improve agency performance and the
accomplishment of agency missions.

“§3514. Responsiveness to Congress

““(a)(1) The Director shall—

““(A) keep the Congress and congressional
committees fully and currently informed of
the major activities under this chapter; and

““(B) submit a report on such activities to
the President of the Senate and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives annually and
at such other times as the Director deter-
mines necessary.

*“(2) The Director shall include in any such
report a description of the extent to which
agencies have—

““(A) reduced information collection bur-
dens on the public, including—

“(i) a summary of accomplishments and
planned initiatives to reduce collection of in-
formation burdens;

“(ii) a list of all violations of this chapter
and of any rules, guidelines, policies, and
procedures issued pursuant to this chapter;

cordance with that section;

“(B) improved the quality and utility of
statistical information;

““(C) improved public access to Government
information; and

“(D) improved program performance and
the accomplishment of agency missions
through information resources management.

““(b) The preparation of any report required
by this section shall be based on performance
results reported by the agencies and shall
not increase the collection of information
burden on persons outside the Federal Gov-
ernment.

“83515. Administrative powers

“Upon the request of the Director, each
agency (other than an independent regu-
latory agency) shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, make its services, personnel, and fa-
cilities available to the Director for the per-
formance of functions under this chapter.

“8§3516. Rules and regulations

“The Director shall promulgate rules, reg-
ulations, or procedures necessary to exercise
the authority provided by this chapter.

“§3517. Consultation with other agencies and
the public

“(@ In developing information resources
management policies, plans, rules, regula-
tions, procedures, and guidelines and in re-
viewing collections of information, the Di-
rector shall provide interested agencies and
persons early and meaningful opportunity to
comment.

“(b) Any person may request the Director
to review any collection of information con-
ducted by or for an agency to determine, if,
under this chapter, the person shall main-
tain, provide, or disclose the information to
or for the agency. Unless the request is frivo-
lous, the Director shall, in coordination with
the agency responsible for the collection of
information—

““(1) respond to the request within 60 days
after receiving the request, unless such pe-
riod is extended by the Director to a speci-
fied date and the person making the request
is given notice of such extension; and

“(2) take appropriate remedial action, if
necessary.

“§3518. Effect on existing laws and regula-
tions

““(a) Except as otherwise provided in this
chapter, the authority of an agency under
any other law to prescribe policies, rules,
regulations, and procedures for Federal in-
formation resources management activities
is subject to the authority of the Director
under this chapter.

““(b) Nothing in this chapter shall be
deemed to affect or reduce the authority of
the Secretary of Commerce or the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget pur-
suant to Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1977
(as amended) and Executive order, relating
to telecommunications and information pol-
icy, procurement and management of tele-
communications and information systems,
spectrum use, and related matters.

““(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
this chapter shall not apply to obtaining,
causing to be obtained, soliciting, or requir-
ing the disclosure to third parties or the pub-
lic, of facts or opinions—



“(C) by compulsory process pursuant to
the Antitrust Civil Process Act and section
13 of the Federal Trade Commission Im-
provements Act of 1980; or

‘(D) during the conduct of intelligence ac-
tivities as defined in section 4-206 of Execu-
tive Order No. 12036, issued January 24, 1978,
or successor orders, or during the conduct of
cryptologic activities that are communica-
tions security activities.

“(2) This chapter applies to obtaining,
causing to be obtained, soliciting, or requir-
ing the disclosure to third parties or the pub-
lic, of facts or opinions during the conduct of
general investigations (other than informa-
tion collected in an antitrust investigation
to the extent provided in subparagraph (C) of
paragraph (1)) undertaken with reference to
a category of individuals or entities such as
a class of licensees or an entire industry.

““(d) Nothing in this chapter shall be inter-
preted as increasing or decreasing the au-
thority conferred by Public Law 89-306 on
the Administrator of the General Services
Administration, the Secretary of Commerce,
or the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

““(e) Nothing in this chapter shall be inter-
preted as increasing or decreasing the au-
thority of the President, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget or the Director thereof,
under the laws of the United States, with re-
spect to the substantive policies and pro-
grams of departments, agencies and offices,
including the substantive authority of any
Federal agency to enforce the civil rights
laws.

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this chapter or any other law—

‘(1) any public information that an agency
discloses, disseminates, or makes available
to the public may be used by any person for
profit or nonprofit activities; and

““(2) if any person adds value to the public
information, the Federal Government shall
not have any right to obtain, collect, ac-
quire, disseminate, use, or convert—

“(A) the resulting data, database, or other
information product, or

“(B) any method used by the person to
identify such resulting data, database, or in-
formation product,
except under terms that are expressly agreed
to by such person.

“§3519. Access to information

““Under the conditions and procedures pre-
scribed in section 716 of title 31, the Director
and personnel in the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs shall furnish such in-
formation as the Comptroller General may
require for the discharge of the responsibil-
ities of the Comptroller General. For the
purpose of obtaining such information, the
Comptroller General or representatives
thereof shall have access to all books, docu-
ments, papers and records, regardless of form
or format, of the Office.

“8§3520. Authorization of appropriations

“There are authorized to be appropriated
to the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs to carry out the provisions of this
chapter such sums as may be necessary.”.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect October 1, 1995.

The first committee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the remaining
committee amendments be considered
en bloc.

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, and
I will not object, it is correct that this
en bloc amendment is solely in compli-
ance with the amendments adopted in
committee?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr.
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Further re-
serving the right to object, | yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, that is
correct. This just incorporates those
amendments which were adopted in the
committee.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the remaining committee
amendments.

The text of the remaining committee
amendments is as follows:

Committee amendments: On page 12, line
22, insert ‘*, and payment” after ‘‘acquisi-
tion”’.

In the proposed section 3505 (page 19, line
18), strike “‘five’” and insert ““10”.

In the proposed section 3514 (page 51, line
14), strike ‘5" and insert “*10”.

In the proposed section 3518 strike sub-
section (f).

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the remaining committee amendments.

The remaining committee amend-
ment were agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. COLLINS OF

ILLINOIS

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. CoLLINS of 1lli-
nois: Page 6, beginning at line 23, strike ‘‘so-
liciting, or requiring the disclosure to third
parties or the public,” and insert “‘or solicit-
ing,”.

Page 9, beginning at line 18, strike
““records,”” and all that follows through page
10, line 2, and insert “‘records.”.

Page 49, beginning at line 12, strike ‘““main-
tain, provide, or disclose information to or
for any agency or person’ and insert ‘“main-
tain or provide information to or for any
agency’’.

Chairman, will

conslaerea as read and printed In the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment would strike from
the bill those provisions giving the Of-
fice of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs authority to block regulations
concerning so-called third-party com-
munications. These regulations involve
requirements for companies to provide
notifications to third parties, for exam-
ple, their workers, about matters such
as safety problems in the workplace.

Let me discuss the history of this
issue and explain why it is so impor-
tant. OSHA issued a rule in 1987 to pri-
vate companies requiring that they
post signs in the workplace to notify
workers of the chemical hazards that
they may face. After some companies
complained to OMB, its Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs, using
the Paperwork Reduction Act as its au-
thority, overturned the rule. OMB
claimed that the signs posted for the
workers were covered by the act, and
thus were a paperwork burden.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about a
small poster telling workers of the haz-
ards in the workplace. Removing these
warnings is not paperwork reduction,
it is safety reduction. Yet OMB, in the
name of paperwork reduction, said that
employers do not have to warn workers
about the hazards they face at work.

The Steelworkers, on the other hand,
believe workers have a right to that in-
formation, and challenged that author-
ity in court. The Supreme Court in 1990
agreed in a decision known as Dole ver-
sus the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica and found that OMB had no author-
ity over these notifications. Now, this
bill overturns that hard fought victory
of the workers.

Overturning Dole, as this bill does,
says to workers that relieving the pa-
perwork burden on business is more
important than their health and safety
on the job. Overturning Dole opens the
door for political influence to prevail
over scientific judgment within the
corridors of the Office of Management
and Budget. Overturning Dole opens
the door for political favoritism over
common sense.

A number of justifications are given
for overturning Dole, but each is a
smoke screen to hide the fact that the
back door has been opened for busi-
nesses to plead their case in private
after losing before an agency. The issue
in this case was not the paperwork, but



this authority be used to cancel notifi-
cation on the safety of children’s toys?
Will it be used to remove the hazard
warnings from packs of cigarettes? If
the safety of the work place is not be-
yond reach, then very little is.

Of course, others greet this expanded
authority with gusto. They have some-
thing to gain. If the government re-
quires something of you, and you have
the necessary political clout, you
needn’t worry. A brief visit to the prop-
er officials by the appropriately con-
nected lobbyists will relieve your bur-
den. There will be no questions about
scientific evidence. There will be no
public forum in which the ideas must
be defended. Instead there will be a
quiet meeting in a room off to the side
where deals are struck. No records will
be kept, and there will be no paper
trail. After all, we’re reducing paper-
work here.

The pesticides and herbicides that
farmers use are labeled to warn of the
hazards of exposure to the skin or by
breathing. Are we going to put farmers
at risk in the name of paperwork re-
duction?

Day-in and day-out the American
worker is exposed to hazards at the
work place. And as manufacturing gets
more complicated those hazards in-
crease. The process of refining petro-
leum, making plastic, etching silicon
chips for computers each involve po-
tentially toxic chemicals. The workers
in these industries have a right to
know what risks surround them.

Let there be no mistake about it.
Overturning the Dole decision creates
the opportunity for OMB to keep work-
ers in the dark about those dangers.
My amendment merely preserves the
current law on this issue. History has
taught us that despite the many bene-
fits of the Paperwork Reduction Act, it
can be abused. There is no reason to
overturn the Supreme Court decision
that ensured workers the right to know
about hazards at the workplace.

Mr. Chairman, | urge support for my
amendment.
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Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, regrettably, | must
oppose the gentlewoman’s amendment.

One of the really important accom-
plishments, | think, of H.R. 830 is that
it overturns the Dole decision and in-
cludes third-party disclosure require-
ments within the provisions of the bill.

The basic reasons, the fundamental
reasons for insuring that third-party
disclosure requirements are clearly

self, they have increasingly turned to
require third parties to collect that in-
formation and transmit it. Third-party
disclosure has increased partly because
agencies which have had limited re-
sources to collect and analyze informa-
tion—and | think that capability clear-
ly is going to be even less in the future;
they will have even more limited re-
sources to collect and analyze informa-
tion—these agencies have discovered
that their program objectives can be
met by requiring private parties to pro-
vide information directly to the in-
tended beneficiary or to the enforcer,
which, in effect, totally eliminates the
Federal middle man in this operation.
It becomes a federally directed, un-
funded mandate by saying, ‘““We don’t
have the resources to collect this infor-
mation and transmit it, so we are
going to impose that requirement on
you to collect it and transmit it be-
cause we don’t have to be concerned
where you get the resources to do this
with.”

So in order to decrease the direct
cost of government services, agencies
may also adopt third-party disclosure
in the form of self-certification and
recordkeeping by private entities to re-
place extensive information collec-
tions.

And the third reason, Mr. Chairman,
why | think this reversal of the Dole
decision is important to be included in
this legislation is that the Federal
Government has dramatically in-
creased the use of third-party disclo-
sure by having private institutions and
individuals report to State and local
governments, again totally leaving the
Federal Government out of the loop.

States, for example, are often
charged with the responsibility for im-
plementing and enforcing Federal pro-
gram requirements with extensive in-
formation collection. In such situa-
tions, the Federal agency may not ac-
tually receive the information that is
collected, but require the States to re-
tain the reports and the public for pos-
sible State or Federal inspection or
having States send the Federal agency
only a summary of the information re-
ported to them.

So, we have really gotten this whole
process fairly far distantly removed
from the actual Federal involvement,
processing, evaluating of the informa-
tion that is being collected.

So, Mr. Chairman, Federal paperwork
burdens, as we all agree, are skyrocket-
ing and the language contained in this
bill is designed to close a very, very
wide loophole, one that, as | say, we
have not reauthorized this whole bill

B D

ment

and urge a vote against the
amendment.
Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Chairman, |1

move to strike the required number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this important amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Illinois
[Mrs. COLLINS].

As | mentioned during committee
consideration of this amendment, |
know first-hand the importance of en-
forcing health and safety laws which
protect workers from dangers on the
job.

My father was a steel worker who
died as a result of a work-related in-
jury. And | represent thousands of
workers who toil daily in the steel in-
dustry and mining industries.

These are dangerous jobs and these
workers face many hazards. They de-
serve laws that protect, not the provi-
sions contained in H.R. 830 which would
deny them their right to know and be
informed about safety and health haz-
ards in the workplace.

The language contained in H.R. 830
would in a few lines overturn an impor-
tant worker-safety decision handed
down by the Supreme Court in 1990 in
Dole vs. The United Steelworkers of
America.

After 9 years of struggle, the steel-
workers urged and got the top Court in
this land to agree that companies had
to provide so-called third party notices
to their workers to make them aware
of potential exposure to chemical and
safety hazards in the workplace.

I find it amazing that in an effort to
ensure that every last collection and
disclosure requirement is covered by
the Office of Management and Budget,
the committee’s bill so blatantly
throws out this important protection
for workers.

Most of the notifications involved
here, Mr. Chairman, are simple notices
posted on worker bulletin boards. We
are not talking about any great or bur-
densome requirements. We are simply
telling workers “‘beware.”

In his opinion on Dole, Justice Bren-
nan wrote, ‘‘Disclosure rules protect by
providing access to information about
what dangers exist and how they can be
avoided.”

Let us not take this important pro-
tection away from workers. | urge
those who say they care about working
men and women to support the Collins
amendment.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and | rise in opposition to this
amendment.



unnecessary and burdensome disclo-
sures to third parties.

I received a letter from the National
Federation of Independent Businesses,
who have indicated that they strongly
oppose this amendment. They believe
that the requirements for unchecked
disclosure and paperwork fall dis-
proportionately upon small businesses
in this country and that on behalf of
their 600 members they are urging
Members of Congress to vote against
this amendment and have indeed indi-
cated that they would have it as a key
vote in their ratings of how Congress
Members vote in support of small busi-
nesses.

Mr. Chairman, | urge us to vote
against this amendment and retain the
bill in its full form.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentlelady
from Illinois. This amendment will re-
move from the bill the provision which
would overturn the 1990 Supreme Court
decision in the Dole versus United
Steelworkers case.

The Paperwork Reduction Act can be
an appropriate response to the problem
of excess government forms, surveys,
and paperwork collected by govern-
ment for its own use. | support the
ability of OMB to develop uniform in-
formation policies for government
agencies in order to reconcile unneces-
sary and redundant information re-
quests. However, the dissemination of
vital information from private entities
to the public is a completely different
matter.

Without this amendment we will be
expanding the powers of the federal
government, specifically OMB, to regu-
late non-governmental third parties.
Prior to the Dole decision, OMB was
able to function as a ‘‘super regu-
lator’—utilizing ideologically-driven
actions to override the scientific and
technical determinations of regulatory
agencies. In one case, OMB sought to
diminish the worker safety require-
ments of the Hazard Communications
Standard which had been promulgated
by OSHA. The Hazard Communications
Standard required that companies com-
pile “material safety data sheets’” to
disclose what hazardous materials are
present in the workplace.

It was because of the MSDS require-
ment that employees of a small metals
processor were able to correct a dan-
gerous situation in their workplace.
This company used a variety of chemi-
cals, including potassium cyanide,
which was stored in close proximity to
acidic cleaning solutions. When cya-

lish OMB as a federal ‘‘superagency’’,
able to indiscriminantly use
nonscientific political or economic
judgments with little or no account-
ability. | support real regulatory re-
form, but giving OMB arbitrary power
over all regulatory agencies is not my
idea of reform.

0 1700
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | move to strike the reqg-

uisite number of words.

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | voted for this bill in com-
mittee, and this amendment corrects
one of the oversights that | noticed in
the bill that we lost on it in commit-
tee. | support the amendment offered
by my distinguished ranking member,
the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs.
COLLINS].

As currently written, the bill will
overturn a 1990 Supreme Court decision
that assures workers of their right to
know about hazards in the workplace.

In the Dole versus U.S. Steelworkers
case the Supreme Court said that the
OMB had no authority to block an-
other agency’s decision that businesses
disclose information on health and
safety to their employees or the public.

The specific matter in the Dole case
was an OSHA regulation that required
employers to make sure that their em-
ployees were told of potential hazards
posed by chemicals in the workplace.

Justice William Brennan wrote:

Because Congress expressed concern only
for the burden imposed by requirements to
provide information to a federal agency, and
not for any burden imposed by requirements
to provide information to a third party, OMB
review of disclosure rules would not further
this congressional aim.

By a 7-2 margin the Court upheld the
agency’s right of action in this case.
Among those supporting the decision
were Justices Scalia, O’Connor, and
Kennedy.

Supporters of this provision will
argue that the existence of question-
able regulations prove that the right-
to-know is an outmoded concept. | do
not believe that protecting the safety
of workers in the refineries in my dis-
trict is an outmoded concept.

I do not believe that protecting the
safety of the workers and the retirees
in my district is an outmoded concept.
These employees and these workers
have a right to know, and | would hope
that in—to sacrifice them in this bill in
the reduction of paperwork that we
could really have both ways. We can

peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, |

mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 254,
not voting 10, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

[Roll No. 155]
AYES—170

Gibbons
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler

Neal

Ney
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

NOES—254

Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Brownback

de-

Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot



il et S T

Ros-Lehtinen

Crapo Johnson, Sam
Cremeans Jones Rose
Cubin Kasich Roth
Cunningham Kelly Roukema
Danner Kim Royce
Davis King Salmon
Deal Kingston Sanford
DeLay Klug Saxton
Diaz-Balart Knollenberg Scarborough
Dooley Kolbe Schaefer
Doolittle LaHood Schiff
Dornan Largent Seastrand
Dreier Latham Sensenbrenner
Duncan LaTourette Shadegg
Dunn Laughlin Shaw
Ehrlich Lazio Shays
Emerson Leach Shuster
English Lewis (CA) Sisisky
Ensign Lewis (KY) Skeen
Everett Lightfoot Skelton
Ewing Lincoln Smith (Ml)
Fawell Linder Smith (NJ)
Fields (TX) Livingston Smith (TX)
Flanagan LoBiondo Smith (WA)
Foley Lofgren Solomon
Forbes Longley Souder
Fowler Lucas Spence
Fox Manzullo Stearns
Franks (CT) Martini Stenholm
Franks (NJ) McCarthy Stockman
Frelinghuysen McCollum Stump
Frisa McCrery Talent
Funderburk McDade Tanner
Gallegly McHugh Tate
Ganske Mclnnis Tauzin
Gekas Mclintosh Taylor (MS)
Geren McKeon Taylor (NC)
Gilchrest McNulty Thomas
Gillmor Metcalf Thornberry
Gilman Meyers Tiahrt
Goodlatte Mica Torkildsen
Goodling Miller (FL) Upton
Goss Molinari Vucanovich
Graham Montgomery Waldholtz
Greenwood Moorhead Walker
Gunderson Morella Walsh
Gutknecht Myers Wamp
Hall (TX) Myrick Watts (OK)
Hamilton Nethercutt Weldon (FL)
Hancock Neumann Weldon (PA)
Hansen Norwood Weller
Harman Nussle White
Hastert Oxley Wicker
Hastings (WA) Packard Wolf
Hayes Parker Young (AK)
Hayworth Paxon Young (FL)
Hefley Payne (VA) Zeliff
Heineman Peterson (FL) Zimmer
Herger Petri
NOT VOTING—10
Browder Gonzalez Rush
Dickey Hall (OH) Whitfield
Ehlers Meek
Fattah Radanovich
0 1722
Mr. WICKER and Ms. DANNER

changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

Mr. NEY changed his vote from ‘‘no”’
to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair an-
nounces that future votes will be lim-
ited to 17 minutes.
Are there further amendments to the
bill?
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Redesignate the subsequent subparagraphs
of the proposed section 3506(c)(3) accord-
ingly.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, | would like to speak just very
briefly about the importance of this
bill to small business.

(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, | am very pleased to be a cospon-
sor of this legislation. Much work has
gone into this legislation during the
past two Congresses by the Committee
on Small Business and the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.
This bill has been developed on a bipar-
tisan basis and has received consider-
able bipartisan support.

I would like to point out particularly
the strong support within the small
business community for this legisla-
tion. We have had several hearings on
this legislation, and this bill has a
broad base of support from the Paper-
work Reduction Act Coalition, which
includes some 75 trade, professional,
and citizen associations.

Small business organizations, such as
the National Federation of Independent
Business, National Small Business
United, the Small Business Legislative
Council, U.S. Chamber, and the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
all of whom are members of this coali-
tion, have independently indicated
they will highlight a vote for this bill
as an important pro-business, pro-
small business vote.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to pro-
pose an amendment today that | think
will improve this legislation. The
amendment that | propose regards rec-
ordkeeping requirements. Simply put,
my amendment would require all rec-
ordkeeping requirements to indicate
how long records must be kept. Section
3506(c) of the bill states what agencies
must do to check the need and prac-
tical utility of a proposed collection of
information by a Federal agency before
the public is asked to maintain or pro-
vide information.

What my amendment does is explic-
itly add the requirement that all rec-
ordkeeping requirements, which are
elsewhere in the bill defined as a type
of collection of information, contain
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cializing in the management of
records, has suggested that this re-
quirement will save taxpayers billions
of dollars in wasted storage and main-
tenance costs.

The failure to make clear how long
records must be kept causes everyone
to hold on to records way past their
usefulness. This is particularly true of
small businesses who often do not have
the resources to hire accountants and
lawyers or professional managers to de-
termine how long their records must be
kept and frequently they do not have
the space to keep them.

This amendment is supported by the
Paperwork Reduction Act Coalition, a
broad-based coalition of some 75 busi-
ness, professional, and citizen associa-
tions. The coalition includes a number
of small business groups, which | have
previously named.

I believe this amendment is non-
controversial. It will save taxpayers
money. | understand the administra-
tion has no objection to it, and | urge
my colleagues to adopt it.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment | propose re-
gards recordkeeping requirements. Simply put,
my amendment will require all recordkeeping
requirements to indicate how long records
must be kept.

Section 3506(c) of the bill states what agen-
cies must do to check the need and practical
utility of a proposed collection of information
by a Federal agency before the public is
asked to maintain or provide information. What
my amendment does is explicitly add the re-
quirements that all recordkeeping require-
ments, which are elsewhere in the bill defined
as a type of collection of information, contain
how long the specified records are to be kept.

This is a commonsense step. Witnesses be-
fore the Small Business Committee have re-
peatedly recommended that the Paperwork
Reduction Act be explicit on this point. Testi-
mony on behalf of the Association of Records
Managers and Administrators, a professional
association specializing in the management of
records, has suggested that this requirement
will save taxpayers billions of dollars in wasted
storage and maintenance costs. The failure to
make clear how long records must be kept
causes everyone to hold on to records way
past their usefulness. This is particularly true
of small businesses who often do not have the
resources to hire accountants, lawyers, or pro-
fessional managers to determine how long
their records must be kept.

| believe H.R. 830 will reverse the erosion
that has occurred in recent years. It will
strengthen the small business community’s
ability to reduce unnecessary regulations.

Let me point to the strong support within the
small business community for this legislation.
This bill has a broad base of support from a



portant pro-small business vote.

| want to again commend the work of Chair-
man CLINGER on this legislation. | urge my col-
leagues to vote in support of H.R. 830.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. | yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | want
to commend the gentlewoman for this
amendment. We have had a chance to
review the amendment. | think it
makes a valuable addition to the meas-
ure.

As the gentlewoman indicated, the
administration has no objection and
actually would support this. | know
that the gentlewoman held hearings
and this amendment was fashioned out
of the hearings that were held on this
matter. So we would be pleased to ac-
cept the amendment of the gentle-
woman.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. | yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, the minority has reviewed
the amendment. We have no objection,
and we support the amendment. We
think it is a good amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any further
debate on the amendment?

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Kan-
sas [Mrs. MEYERS].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: On
page 13, after line 9, add:

(6) Place an emphasis on minimizing the
burden on small businesses with 50 or fewer
employees.

On page 30, after line 16, add:

(4) Place an emphasis on minimizing the
burden on small businesses with 50 or fewer
employees.

Mr. SANDERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment was brought up at the
committee level. | believe it now has
the support of the majority.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is entirely
consistent with the overall purpose of updating
and revising the Paper Work Reduction Act. It
is time for us to revisit and strike a new bal-
ance between the collection of vital informa-

quirements.

My amendment does just that. It requires
the Director of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs within OMB to make it a pri-
ority to first consider the adverse effects on
the smallest of small businesses—those em-
ploying 50 or fewer employees—when direct-
ing and overseeing efforts to cut Federal pa-
perwork and information reporting. Currently,
the Small Business Administration typically de-
fines a small business as one that employs
500 or fewer employees.

This amendment also makes helping the
smallest of small businesses a priority for vol-
untary pilot projects when OMB, other Federal
agencies and non-Federal entities test alter-
native policies, practices, regulations, and pro-
cedures to reduce the Federal paperwork bur-
den.

A few weeks ago | met with small business
leaders from all across Vermont where most
businesses have 10 or fewer employees. Re-
peatedly they expressed two overriding con-
cerns: First, SBA and other Federal agencies
don't appreciate the different problems and
comparative risks confronting different-sized
small businesses, and second, Uncle Sam
does not pay his bills on time, thus making it
very hard for small businesses with limited
cashflow to sell goods and services to the
Federal Government.

With this amendment and other provisions
in this bill we can tackle both of these prob-
lems.

In conclusion, we live in a time when the
Federal Government must learn to do more
with less. Therefore, in setting out to cut Fed-
eral regulatory costs and paperwork for Amer-
ican businesses, we should first strive to help
the truly vulnerable small enterprises who op-
erate mush closer to the margin and whose
survival is always in greater jeopardy.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANDERS. | am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, indeed,
I would confirm what the gentleman
from Vermont said. | think it is a good
amendment. It did arise during our
hearing, during the markup. We have
worked with the gentleman on crafting
the language, which | think now is a
valuable addition. We are pleased to
accept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the chairman of the committee
very much, and | thank his staff for
their support as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill?

Chairman, will
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
chapters at the beginning of title 44, United
States Code, is amended by striking the item
relating to chapter 35.

(c) EFFecTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect 5 years after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

Mrs. MALONEY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, the
Paperwork Reduction Act provides for
permanent authorization for the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs.

My amendment will place a limit on
this authorization, by sunsetting the
agency after 5 years. This should not
be a controversial amendment. Both
Democrats and Republicans support
the intent of this legislation: to reduce
the unnecessary paperwork for busi-
nesses, citizens, and government.

My amendment would force Congress
to re-evaluate the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs by a date
certain. After 5 years, Congress could
decide if it, too, is creating unneces-
sary paperwork. We should force the
agency to prove to Congress and the
American taxpayer that it is actually
meeting its objective, and based on our
conclusions, we could reauthorize it, or
decide that the agency has completed
its mission and is no longer needed.

Or decide that it is just another Fed-
eral bureaucracy in need of a mercy
killing. This body should have the op-
tion to make those decisions. But if we
give this agency a permanent author-
ization, we will make it more difficult
to make those decisions.

And if proponents of term limits have
their way, many of us may not be here
to participate in those decisions.

If some of my colleagues support
sunsetting a Member’s elected service
after 6 years, why wouldn’t that person
support sunsetting a Federal bureauc-
racy after 5 years?

Mr. Chairman, sunsetting this agen-
cy will also allow Congress to take into
account new technologies developed
over the next 5 years. Information
technology is moving very quickly. It’s
impossible for us to anticipate the new
means by which data will be collected
and made available to the public.

Five years from now, the technology
that we use today might be obsolete. It
might even make paperwork obsolete.
Consider how out-of-date technology
from 1990 appears today.



outlived their usefulness.

The administration received biparti-
san praise for trying to get rid of the
useless redtape. On the House floor, my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
insist there is too much Government,
and too many Government bureauc-
racies.

So | ask my colleagues, why create
yet another Federal agency with a per-
manent authorization?

It just does not make sense.

I’'ll give you an example: In the com-
ing weeks and months, my Republican
colleagues may promote legislation to
abolish enormous Federal agencies,
like the Department of Education.
They might win. They might lose. But
either way, they are going to have a ti-
tanic battle on their hands.

All my amendment says is let us in-
stall a simple mechanism to make
eliminating this new Federal agency
much easier.

If my Republican colleagues truly be-
lieve in reducing the Federal bureauc-
racy, they should welcome this amend-
ment with open arms. | urge my col-
leagues—on both sides of the aisle—to
support it.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I must rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment of the gentle-
woman from New York. | think as a
general proposition, Mr. Chairman, | do
support limited authorizations, but |
think for every rule there has to be an
exception. | would submit that this is
one of those times.

The Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs, as we are hearing during
this debate, performs a very, very vital
service. Beyond implementing the Pa-
perwork Reduction Act, which is a pri-
mary part of its responsibility, they
also are charged with bringing a degree
of sanity to the rulemaking process of
the Federal Government. Basically, it
is the nerve center of the regulatory
control process in the Federal Govern-
ment.

Like its counterpart, the Office of
Federal Procurement Policy, OIRA
needs a permanent authorization, and |
would say that when we had a hearing
on this matter the director of OIRA
testified in support of a permanent au-
thorization for that agency. Those
Members who support strong efforts to
limit Government regulatory burdens |
would suggest should vote no on this
amendment.

| also oppose the amendment due to
the fact that, really, there has been a
lack of comity that the House has
shown in reauthorizing this important
agency. Since the authorization ex-

unanimously passed by the other body.

An identical bill was introduced in
this House with over 120 bipartisan co-
sponsors of that measure, and the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]
who was a prime cosponsor of that
measure, and | tried to move that piece
of legislation through the House, and
not a single hearing was held on the
matter.

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

Mr. CLINGER. | am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, if I
understand the distinguished gentle-
man’s statement in support of not
sunsetting this, it is that the head of
the agency involved here does not
think the agency should have tem-
porary authorization?

Mr. CLINGER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, | recognize that the di-
rector of an agency would have a spe-
cial interest, but | think she also does
reflect why there is a need for a perma-
nent authorization, because there
needs to be some sort of continuity in
the regulatory control process.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, | was just
curious as to whether the gentleman
had ever met a head of an agency or
Government bureau anywhere that did
not think it should be permanent.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for his comment,
but I would say that the director of the
agency also, I think, is entitled to have
her opinion considered as to why it is
necessary that she have that perma-
nent authorization.

Mr. Chairman, if limited authoriza-
tion means that the House can vir-
tually ignore the subject of reauthor-
ization, which | think is what we are
dealing with here, then I must support
permanent authority for this most im-
portant agency, and | would urge my
colleagues to oppose this amendment.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. COLEMAN].

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

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 830 carries the benign
title of the Paperwork Reduction Act. In many
respects, the legislation is crafted to achieve
the important goal described by that title. It re-
authorizes the paperwork review and approval
activities of the Office of Information and Reg-
ulatory Affairs in the Office of Management
and Budget. Furthermore, it amends the 1980

offered in tandem with provisions that amend
the Paperwork Reduction Act's definition of
“collection of information” to include “disclo-
sure to third parties or the public” of informa-
tion. This unreasonably expanded definition
would have the practical result of overturning
the 1990 Supreme Court Case Dole versus
United Steelworkers of America, which pro-
hibits the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs from reviewing proposed Federal regu-
lations requiring businesses to disclose certain
information to parties other than the Govern-
ment agency collecting the information. Under
the definition of “collection of information” pro-
posed in H.R. 830, the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs would be allowed to re-
view, and possibly reject, regulations that re-
quire businesses and Government agencies to
disclose information to affected parties, includ-
ing their own employees or the public.

This portion of the bill may indeed serve to
reduce the amount of paperwork that a busi-
ness or local government has to do. But it also
has the potential to expose workers and the
public to untold dangers. Indeed, as the Dole
case vividly illustrates, such instances have
occurred in the past. H.R. 830 is supposed to
be aimed at eliminating unnecessary paper-
work. Unfortunately, this provision will result in
the elimination of paperwork that is very nec-
essary to the protection of employees and the
pubic.

Representative COLLINS has proposed an
amendment that would strike provisions of the
bill that extends the definition of the phrase
“collection of information” to subsume require-
ments for third party disclosures. Because the
Collins amendment thereby eliminates the un-
necessary dangers posed by certain provi-
sions of H.R. 830, it deserves strong biparti-
san support. If the bill passes without this
amendment, H.R. 830 will jeopardize workers
and the American public. Countless individuals
will not be informed about dangerous working
conditions or the safety threats posed by a
product should such warnings be deemed bur-
densome paperwork requirements by the
OIRA. Therefore, | urge support for the Collins
amendment. Without that amendment, this bill
is no longer a good idea; it is a dangerous
one.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the Paperwork Reduction
Act. | think it is a good step forward,
but I also rise in support of the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as | listen to the dis-
tinguished chairman argue against the
amendment, | heard not one argument
that was any different than that that
comes from any government bureau-
crat in his commitment or her commit-
ment to the permanence of the Govern-
ment agency.

There are some of us who think that
just because a government bureaucrat
thinks that a bureau should go on for-
ever, that that is not reason enough.



continuation. It makes sense that
when we have these new Government
initiatives, whether they are good ini-
tiatives like this one or not so good
initiatives, that we set up a process as
the gentlewoman would do through her
amendment to automatically review
every one of these programs.

There are unintended consequences
of the best-intentioned government
program. It is just the nature of life
that events change, that consequences
that were never anticipated occur, and
sunset is a way to ensure that we ad-
dress these matters.

There are a couple of ways that we
can handle this. The approach ad-
vanced, which is the traditional ap-
proach of this Congress against sunset,
is that, “Well, we’ll put the burden on
the people that are against a new gov-
ernment program to come in and con-
vince us to abolish it.”

Under sunset under the approach ad-
vocated by the gentlewoman, the ap-
proach shifts the burden where it
should be. The burden to keep Govern-
ment going forever ought to be on the
people that want the Government, not
the people that want less Government.

Under the sunset amendment that is
advanced here today, we would shift
the burden to where it rightfully be-
longs. Sunset will build into the proc-
ess a scheduled time at which the Con-
gress will review this program and de-
termine if it sounds as good then after
we have seen it in practice as it sounds
today.

If the Government initiative fails, we
will not be stuck with it forever, re-
gardless of whichever bureaucrat is in
charge of the agency thinks it is a good
idea at that time or not. Sunset will
compel this Congress to automatically
review this program or it will expire.

I find it not a little bit ironic, Mr.
Chairman, that the only sunset initia-
tives that have been advanced in this
Congress have been rejected by those
who are today celebrating that they
have a contract for a less burdensome,
less intrusive, and more limited Gov-
ernment. What on this 50th day of the
Congress could be more consistent with
that than the whole approach of sun-
set, that government bureaus ought
not to last forever, that these new ini-
tiatives, no matter how well-inten-
tioned, ought not to last forever and
that we ought to put a fixed life after
which they will be reviewed.

We think of Government on this side
of the aisle as not being in permanent
terms but being limited and that is
what the sunset process is all about.
That is what this amendment will ac-
complish.

Act, would be the best way to apply it
not only here but to set a precedent
today in applying it to this act that
every time we have new Government
initiatives, every time we have new
Government regulations, they will not
go on forever, we will review them, we
will concentrate on the laws we pass,
not just on passing more laws.

I urge a vote for the Paperwork Re-
duction Act but to improve it with the
Maloney amendment. | congratulate
the gentlewoman on the excellent work
that she has done on this amendment.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the Maloney amend-
ment would place a 5-year authoriza-
tion on OMB’s Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, or IRA, which
is the key agency charged with imple-
menting the regulatory reduction goals
of the Contract With America. Not a
single hearing has been held on reau-
thorization of IRA since its current au-
thority expired in 1989. We are making
sure it does continue. Even the Clinton
administration supports permanent au-
thority for IRA.

| appreciate the fine work of the gen-
tlewoman from New York and what she
has done in committee. But we need to
ensure that the paperwork reduction
reforms that we have here in this bill
continue unimpeded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-

woman  from New  York [Mrs.
MALONEY].
The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 17-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 156, noes 265,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 156]
AYES—156

Abercrombie Brown (FL) DelLauro
Ackerman Brown (OH) Dellums
Baesler Bryant (TX) Deutsch
Baldacci Clay Dingell
Barcia Clayton Dixon
Barrett (WI) Clement Doggett
Becerra Clyburn Doyle
Beilenson Coleman Durbin
Bentsen Collins (MI) Engel
Berman Condit Eshoo
Bevill Conyers Evans
Bishop Costello Farr
Bonior Coyne Fazio
Borski Danner Fields (LA)
Boucher de la Garza Filner
Brown (CA) DeFazio Flake

Hinchey
Holden

Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)

Johnson, E. B.

Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks

Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Murtha
Nadler

Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Rangel

Reed

NOES—265

Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter

Dl
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Yates

Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
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Regula Smith (NJ) Weldon (FL)
Richardson Smith (TX) Weldon (PA)
Riggs Smith (WA) Weller
Roberts Solomon White
Roemer Souder Whitfield
Rogers Spence Wicker
Rohrabacher Stearns Wolf
Ros-Lehtinen Stockman Wyden
Roth Stump Wynn
Roukema Talent Young (AK)
Royce Tanner Young (FL)
Salmon Tate Zeliff
Sanford Tauzin Zimmer
Sawyer Taylor (MS)
Saxton Taylor (NC)
NOT VOTING—13
Browder Gonzalez Rush
Coburn Kleczka Stenholm
Collins (IL) Meek Waxman
Ehlers Payne (VA)
Fattah Radanovich
0 1801

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr.

Radonovich against.

Mr. SHAYS changed his vote from
‘‘aye’ to “‘no.”

Mr. SCHUMER changed his vote from
‘N0’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, what | would like to
do is engage in a colloquy with the
chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER.]

Mr. Chairman, | want to commend
you for all of your fine work on H.R.
830, the Paperwork Reduction Act.
Your leadership on this issue is much
appreciated especially by those of us on
the committee where you have listened
to all of the amendments and discus-
sions.

Mr. Chairman, again, to the chair-
man of the committee, we really are
grateful for the courtesy extended to
all of the members of the committee
and the suggestions that he has re-
sponded to.

I would like to engage in a colloquy
about one section of the bill that has
been brought to my attention by some
of my constituents, section 3506(d)(4).
As you know, Mr. Chairman, this sec-
tion of the bill would permit the Office
of Management and Budget to waive
the cost of dissemination rule regard-
ing information dissemination to the
public. I know that you share my belief
that the Federal Government should
not be in the business of profiting from
its information resources and that the
report language in H.R. 830 reflects
your convictions in this regard and,

pelling need, and that compelling need,
Mr. Chairman, is to be directly related
to the information in question rather
than to any fiscal motivation on the
part of Federal agencies.

Is that your understanding of the
provision, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MORELLA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman is absolutely correct.

Mrs. MORELLA. And also, in other
words, Mr. Chairman, the committee is
in no way authorizing the Office of
Management and Budget to routinely
permit the levying of broad user fees
aimed at earning revenues for the Fed-
eral Government and, on the contrary,
the committee has specifically stated
in its report that the granting of waiv-
ers will be rare and that the authorized
terms and conditions will narrowly cir-
cumscribe any waivers? Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. CLINGER. If the gentlewoman
will yield further, that is absolutely
correct. This is not a fundraising de-
vice. This is purely a very rare and
probably exceptional kind of situation
that might arise where an agency
would be entitled to retain some of the
funds, but it requires a very difficult
procedure to get that approval and
would be used in only exceptionally
rare circumstances.

Mrs. MORELLA. | appreciate the
gentleman stating this for the RECORD,
and | know that you are committed to
aggressively pursuing the intent of this
bill with regard to this section and
that the committee will act swiftly to
curb any abuses of the provision.

I thank the gentleman very much for
this very important clarification.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAPO

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CRAPO: Page 48,
strike line 24 and all that follows through
line 8 on page 49, and insert the following:

*“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, no person shall be subject to any pen-
alty for failing to maintain or provide infor-
mation to any agency if the collection of in-
formation involved was made after December
31, 1981, and at the time of the failure did not
display a current control number assigned by
the Director, or fails to state that such re-
quest is not subject to this chapter.

*“(b) Actions taken by agencies which are
not in compliance with subsection (a) of this
section shall give rise to a complete defense
or bar to such action by an agency, which
may be raised at any time during the agency
decision making process or judicial review of
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Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman and Mem-
bers of the House, we have heard a lot
about the important need for the Pa-
perwork Reduction Act in the legisla-
tion we are considering today. This
amendment will give that legislation
and that law some teeth to truly pro-
tect the private citizens in the United
States.

Currently section 3512 of the act re-
quires that before a regulation involv-
ing the collection of information can
be effective that it must be submitted
to the Office of Management and Budg-
et and receive an OMB control number.
When Congress enacted this legislation
in 1981, it specifically included this
public protection provision to prevent
the unauthorized regulatory require-
ments from being imposed on the pub-
lic. It was bipartisan legislation.

I would like to quote to you what its
lead sponsors at that time said about
it. Senator Danforth said if an informa-
tion request goes out of Washington
without being approved by the paper-
work watchdog, the person who gets it
does not have to answer it. Senator
Chiles said a properly cleared form will
have an Office of Management and
Budget number in the right corner and
if it is not there, it is going to be a
bootleg form and everybody should be
on notice that they can throw out that
form, that they would not have to fill
it out.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to clarify that when an
agency does not comply with the provi-
sions of this act that its failure to com-
ply is a complete defense to the en-
forcement of the regulations that vio-
late the act.

The National Federation of Independ-
ent Businesses has been strongly in
support of this approach. We would like
to have inserted a private cause of ac-
tion, but since that was not relevant to
the germaneness of this bill, we have
created a defense or a bar to action by
the agency.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAPO. | yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
would commend him on his effort. |

Chairman, will

think it does represent an improve-
ment to the bill. It strengthens the
bill. It recognizes that small business

is particularly impacted by this over-
kill that we have on regulations and
gives them some protection against
this kind of activity.

So we are pleased to accept the
amendment on behalf of the majority.



thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the minority has re-
viewed the amendment, and we have no
objections.

Mr. CRAPO. | thank the gentleman. |
appreciate that.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment
passes, then it will make it clear to the
agencies, the regulators and the courts
in this country, that we must start
taking this act seriously.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill? If not, under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. NEY)
having assumed the chair, Mr. Cowm-
BEST, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 830) to amend chapter 35 of title
44, United States Code, to further the
goals of the Paperwork Reduction Act
to have Federal agencies become more
responsible and publicly accountable
for reducing the burden of Federal pa-
perwork on the public, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
91, he reported the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments adopt-
ed by the Committee of the Whole.

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

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on 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.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, on that |
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 418, noes 0,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 6, not voting 11, as
follows:

[Roll No 157]
AYES—418
Abercrombie Allard Archer
Ackerman Andrews Armey

el
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn

ravweis
Fazio

Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner

Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley

Forbes

Ford

Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon

Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Holden

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis

Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich

Kelly
Kennedy (MA)

alivuu
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)

Waldholtz

Rangel Slaughter
Reed Smith (MI) Walker
Regula Smith (NJ) Walsh
Reynolds Smith (TX) Wamp
Richardson Smith (WA) Ward
Riggs Solomon Waters
Rivers Souder Weldon (FL)
Roberts Spence Weldon (PA)
Roemer Spratt Weller
Rogers Stark White
Rohrabacher Stearns Whitfield
Ros-Lehtinen Stockman Wicker
Rose Stokes Williams
Roth Studds Wilson
Roukema Stump Wise
Royce Stupak Wolf
Sabo Talent Woolsey
Salmon Tanner Wyden
Sanders Tate Wynn
Sanford Tauzin Yates
Sawyer Taylor (MS) Young (AK)
Saxton Taylor (NC) Young (FL)
Scarborough Tejeda Zeliff
Schaefer Thomas Zimmer
Schiff Thompson
Schroeder Thornberry

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—6
Becerra Owens Velazquez
Coleman Roybal-Allard Watt (NC)

NOT VOTING—11
Browder Gonzalez Volkmer
Collins (IL) Meek Watts (OK)
Ehlers Rush Waxman
Fattah Stenholm
O 1833

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ
changed their vote from ‘‘aye” to
“‘present.”’

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, | inadvertently missed a vote on the
Paperwork Reduction Act. Had | been
present, | would have voted “‘yes.”

GENERAL LEAVE; AUTHORIZATION

FOR THE CLERK TO MAKE
CHANGES IN ENGROSSMENT OF
H.R. 830

Mr. GOODLING. 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. 830 and that the Clerk
be allowed to make conforming and
technical changes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
NEY]. Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
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the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: Committee on Agriculture; Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices; Committee on Commerce; Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight; Committee on International
Relations; Committee on the Judici-
ary; Committee on National Security;
Committee on Resources; Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure;
and Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

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

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, and 1
will not object, we have consulted with
the Members on our side of the aisle on
the committees that the gentleman
just mentioned, and we have no objec-
tion to the unanimous consent request.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for carrying on the com-
ity of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]?

There was no objection.

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM-
BER AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE
JOINT RESOLUTION 2

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor of House Joint
Resolution 2.

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

There was no objection.

REVISED DEFERRAL AND REVISED
RESCISSION PROPOSALS—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 104-40)

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

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, | herewith report one revised
deferral, totaling $7.3 million, and two

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND
COOPERATION IN EUROPE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of section 3 of
Public Law 94-304, as amended by sec-
tion 1 of Public Law 99-7, the Chair,
without objection, appoints to the
Commission on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe the following Members
of the House: Mr. PoRTER of lllinois;
Mr. WoLF of Virginia; Mr. FUNDERBURK
of North Carolina; Mr. SALMON of Ari-
zona; Mr. HoYER of Maryland; Mr. MAR-
KEY of Massachusetts; Mr. RICHARDSON
of New Mexico; and Mr. CARDIN of
Maryland.

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
UNITED STATES GROUP OF THE
NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of 22 U.S.C. 1928a,
the chair, without objection, appoints
to the United States Group of the
North Atlantic Assembly the following
Members of the House: Mr. ROsSg of
North Carolina; Mr. HAMILTON of Indi-
ana; Mr. CoOLEMAN of Texas; and Mr.
RusH of Illinois.

There was no objection.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 4, 1995, and under a
previous order of the House, the follow-
ing Members are recognized for 5 min-
utes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TORKILDSEN] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. TORKILDSEN 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 Tennessee [Mr. BRYANT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

previous order or tne rnouse, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEwIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
today marks the midway point in NEwWT
GINGRICH’s Contract With America. It
is an extremist document which sets
back the clock. It is a contract which
rewards the wealthy at the expense of
our children, our senior citizens, the
poor and hard working class Ameri-
cans. Let’s look back over the past 50
days and review what this band of ex-
tremists has done.

The new majority has reduced the
number of police that were to patrol
our city streets through their crime
bill—this is their Contract With Amer-
ica. They have proposed denying food
to hungry school children through
elimination of the School Lunch Pro-
gram—this is their Contract With
America. The Republican majority has
passed a bill which will make it more
difficult to protect our air and keep
our water clean. They would cut nutri-
tion programs for our senior citizens—
these, too, are the Contract With
America. The Republicans seek to gut
the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing which through its PBS stations
provides educational television for us
and our children—this is the Contract
With America. And the Republicans
have vowed “‘to fight with all their
being”” a small increase in the mini-
mum wage, a wage which provides
those who receive it a living standard
30% below the poverty level—alas, this
also is the Contract With America.

And the new, extreme, Republicans
have done all this while advocating tax
cuts for the top 1% of Americans. This,
my friends, all of this, is their Contract
With America.

Of course, not everything they have
done these 50 days has been bad. The
Congress did pass the Congressional
Accountability Act which makes the
Congress live by the same Labor and
Civil Rights laws as those in the pri-
vate sector. Of course, the last Con-
gress, the Democratic Congress, passed
the same bill with more than 400 votes.

Mr. Speaker, if these are the accom-
plishments of the Republican Congress,
if this is what they’ve done to us in the
first 50 days, imagine what they’ll do
to us in the next 50 days and in the
next two years.

We need a government that is leaner,
not a government that is meaner. We
need a federal government that is less
bureaucratic, not one that is less com-
passionate.

NEwWT GINGRICH and his Republican
colleagues have gone too far. In their
rush to the right, they have forgotten
not just those on the left, but those in



They want to earn a decent wage and
be able to save a little money at the
end of each month. All of these things,
Mr. Speaker, all of these are what the
American people want. The Republican
Contract With America does none of
them.

The American people deserve better
than this extreme Contract With
America. And the time has come that
we not just pray and we not just speak.
The time has come for action. | did not
sign this contract. The American peo-
ple did not sign this contract. The time
for action is now.

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA NOT
FOR MIDDLE-CLASS FAMILIES

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, if the
Contract With America was a song, it
would be ‘50 Ways to Leave the Middle
Class.” How is it possible that we have
been in session 50 days, we have cast
150 votes, yet we have not passed one
single amendment, not one, that ad-
dresses jobs, incomes, health, edu-
cation, job training? You cannot send
your kid to school on an unfunded
mandate, Mr. Speaker.

On the issues more important to
working middle class families, this
contract has been silent for 50 days.
And you know what, it is going to be
silent for the next 50 days as well.

Instead, Republicans have voted to
pull 100,000 police officers off the beat.
They have said no to protecting Social
Security, and they have said yes to
Star Wars, a $50 billion project, and on
top of that, they want to balance the
budget. But yet, what do they do? They
go and vote for renewing Star Wars at
a $50 billion price tag. And, of course,
today we saw in the supplemental, they
busted the budget by voting for that.
They said no to many things that are
necessary for middle income people.

Now we read that in the next 50 days,
they intend to cut the student lunch
program.

Mr. Speaker, you cannot renew
American civilization by making Kkids
in America go hungry. Republicans
may be in a rush to ditto every single
bill, but in this rush to extremism, the
Gingrich revolution is leaving the val-
ues of working families behind in this

country.
We will meet them, as we discuss
these issues that are important to

working families over the next 50 days,
and they will know and the American
people will know that when it comes to
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utes.

[Mr. KLINK addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. HILLEARY]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. HILLEARY 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 California [Mr. BECERRA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BECERRA 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 Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

THE 104TH CONGRESS DELIVERS
THE LEGISLATION AMERICA HAS
WANTED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, |
do agree with the previous speakers
that now is the time for action, and
that is exactly what we have been
doing. | heard a previous speaker tell
us that this Contract With America
was a rush to extremism, | don’t under-
stand that, and a rush away from the
middle class. | don’t understand that.

When we look at poll after poll, sur-
vey after survey, everybody out there
is agreeing on the very concepts that
we are bringing to the floor these first
50 days.

We have pushed through a balanced
budget amendment that the middle
class wanted. We have pushed through
a line-item veto. We have pushed
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have been wanting. We have been deliv-
ering it for the first 50 days, and for
anybody to stand up here and say that
it is a rush to extremism ignores politi-
cal reality in this country.

It has been a rush to the middle
class, a rush back to the values that
Americans have been begging for in
their leadership, a rush back to the
type of principles that Americans have
been begging for.

Just imagine it, in 50 days we now
have a Congress that has to abide by
the same laws that they make all of
American abide by. Just imagine, in
the first 50 days, we now have a bal-
anced budget amendment that has been
passed from this House that requires
the Federal Government to abide by
the same laws that Americans have to
abide by in writing their checks.

We cannot spend more money than
we take in, according to our balanced
budget amendment. What is so extreme
about that? What is so extreme about
cutting committee staff by one-third?
What is so extreme about cutting con-
gressional staff from 21 down to 167
There is nothing extreme about it.

This is what America has demanded.
This is what America has asked for.
This is what liberals have denied Amer-
ica from so long, and this is what we
are delivering on. There is nothing ex-
treme about the Contract With Amer-
ica, or this legislation that has been
passed.

For all those pollsters and pundits
and political experts out there that are
trying to figure out why there was a
conservative landslide on November 8,
all you have to do is look at the leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle and
listen to what they have been talking
about, saying that these measures are
extremism. Come on, who are they
fooling?

They are saying that they have noth-
ing to do with jobs or income or health.
Who do they think they are fooling?
Anybody knows that when you cut reg-
ulations, when you put the type of reg-
ulatory reform on the table that we
have put on the table, you are going to
save jobs. You are going to create jobs.
You are going to take the handcuffs off
of small business men and women
across this country, and allow them to
create jobs.

When you pass a taxpayer protection
plan that we passed the first day of
Congress, that requires this body to
pass new tax increases by a three-fifths
vote in the 104th Congress, you are sav-
ing jobs and you are saving income
from a middle class and a lower class
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the table, back to Congress, that actu-
ally make a difference.

To say that this is a rush to extre-
mism, or to say that this is NEWT GING-
RICH’s radical Contract With America,
simply is not true, and denies reality
in this country. This is not a rush to
extremism, this is a recognition of
what America has so sorely needed for
40 years. We have had real leadership,
we have had real change, and we have
a real reason to tell America that Con-
gress again works.

If we were so off the beaten path, if
we were being so radical, then why
would the country’s approval rating of
Congress storm up from 18 percent to
almost 50 percent today, on the 50th
day? The reason why is obvious, be-
cause we are doing what Americans
have elected us to do. We are making a
difference.

This is not about ideology, it is about
what works, and just wait for the sec-
ond 50 days. You ain’t seen nothing
yet.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
FROM H.R. 867

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 867.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York.

There was no objection.

220 MEMBERS OF THE MAJORITY
PARTY VOTED TO DENY AMERI-
CANS CONTINUATION OF HEALTH
INSURANCE COVERAGE

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

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, | happened to hear the com-
ments of the gentleman before me,
about all the things that the new Re-
publican majority has done for the peo-
ple of America. Last night they had an
opportunity to do one of the greatest
things they could have done for the
people of America, and they did not.

They did not give the people of Amer-
ica the same protection that every
Member of Congress has, should we de-
cided to leave Congress, or should the
voters decide for us that we should
leave.

Mr. Speaker, if a Member of Congress
wishes to leave or gets fired by the
American people, he can buy back into
the House insurance by paying the full
cost of the premium. Unfortunately for
most Americans, if they lose their job,
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mia, or any other horrible disease, they
are then locked to their job for life, be-
cause when they go to apply to a new
employer for a better job, that em-
ployer is going to find out that they
have cancer, they have leukemia, or a
family member has it, and they will ei-
ther be told they cannot take the job,
or they cannot get insurance at any
price.

Mr. Speaker, last night this body,
this Contract With America, had the
opportunity to change that for 4 mil-
lion American people; nothing special,
just give them the same breaks that
you and | have, Mr. Speaker, you and |
who have families, you and | who have
kids that can get sick.

The same good deal for a Congress-
man ought to be a good deal for the
rest of the people of America, but it
was not included in the Contract With
America. We did not even give 4 mil-
lion people the opportunity to just buy
their own insurance policy through
their former employer. That is wrong.

So for all the talk of accountability,
for all the talk of putting people first,
the bottom line is that only 4 Members
of the majority party voted for the mo-
tion to recommit, but 222 of the major-
ity party thumbed their noses at the
people of America.

I would really like to hear of any
Member of this body on either side of
the aisle explain why it is OK for them
to have permanent coverage under
health insurance, to be able to buy into
this policy, pay 100 percent of the cost
when you leave, but it is not OK for the
people we represent to have that same
privilege.

Last night, 220 Members of the ma-
jority party, almost all of them, said
that is not right, they would not do it.
That is not fair, that is not account-
able, and that is not putting Congress
under the same laws as the American
people.

This is going to be a long session. We
should be here at least until Thanks-
giving. 1 want to encourage especially
the newer Members of the majority
party, who are most likely to want to
change things, to take a second look at
this. Let us try to be as fair to the
American people as Congress is to it-
self.

AT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MiIcA] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MICA addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

CONGRESS, 50 DAYS INTO THE

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, what a
day it was today. Fifty days into the
session, and we have had much to re-
joice about and celebrate about. Today
we had a news conference and talked
about some of the things we have ac-
complished. Today America faces a
brighter future because of what we
have done in the first 50 days.

We have passed the balanced budget
amendment, and not only does that
make sense for us as we live our lives
out today, but it also makes sense for
my children and my grandchildren,
who | do not even know yet, because
they have not been born, but I know
that we are not going to pass on a debt
to them.

We are going to keep our spending in
line. We are on a plan to balance the
budget by the year 2002.
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It is a good plan, we are holding to it,
and we are doing it because it is impor-
tant to the people of America. That is
why we face a brighter future.

We are also regaining trust in Amer-
ica, because we have changed Congress.
We have changed the way we are doing
business here in Washington.

On opening day, we required Congress
to live under the same laws as the rest
of America does. We limited committee
chairmanships, we eliminated proxy
voting, we in fact changed the way
business is done. It is something that
has been called for for a long time. And
we finally accomplished that in the
first 50 days.

We are also now more accountable as
a Federal Government than we were 50
days ago. We passed unfunded mandate
reform that makes Congress account-
able for the actions. When we impose
unfunded mandates, we are going to
try and eliminate that because we
know what they will cost now and we
will understand what we are passing on
to local governments.

I think it is very evident that Con-
gress is listening more now than it did
50 days ago. We have a crime package
that addresses the real true problem.
We are not doing midnight basketball,
we are not having dance lessons for
Federal inmates. What we are doing is
block grants to local communities, be-
cause they are the ones that can deter-
mine best how to spend their money.
Do they need new computer systems?
Do they need new troopers, new cars
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they match with Federal funds to get
more police on the street? It does not
make sense.

That is why the crime package that
was passed by this Congress is more
sensitive to what the real true needs
are in America.

We are restoring common sense to
Washington. It was very evident in our
National Security Revitalization Act.
Right now we have made it harder for
the President to put U.S. troops under
U.N. control. We have had terrible in-
stances of abuse, where
miscommunication has cost the lives
of American troops overseas and we are
going to stop that. We are going to do
only our fair share of funding with the
U.N. Those are important issues that
people in the Fourth District of Kansas
have called out for time and time
again.

Those were the first 50 days, we have
accomplished that and more. Now we
are looking forward to the next 50
days. Welfare reform, regulatory and
legal reform, our first ever vote on
term limits, family tax relief, eco-
nomic growth tax measures. We have a
lot to do.

How are we going to get it done?
Well, it is going to require, just like
out in America, individual support, in-
dividual effort, teamwork, team sup-
port, and also the support of the public.

As a Member of the freshman class, |
have joined with us and we have
formed a group called the New Federal-
ists. The New Federalists believe in
limited government. Our goal is to
make a smaller, more economical,
more friendly government for the peo-
ple of this Nation. We have developed
four teams and those four teams are in
the process of trying to eliminate four
government agencies. It is not because
we dislike bureaucrats or we think
that there are some things that should
just be totally eliminated. We are try-
ing to find those parts of government
which are effective. And we are going
to keep those on board. We may put
them in different compartments, but to
remove the duplication and bureauc-
racy is a very important issue and a
very important message and a very im-
portant task.

The four teams are to eliminate the
Department of Education, the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
the Department of Energy. | am head-
ing up the task force to do away with
the Department of Energy. We have
found out in looking through what has
been going on through the DOE that it
is really a gas guzzler.

work.

In the early 1980’s we eliminated the
controls, we eliminated the allocation
controls, and we in fact removed the
crisis. So now it is time to turn the
lights out on the Department of En-
ergy. In looking at the Department of
Energy, it has reinvented itself so that
it can continue as a bureaucracy. Sixty
percent of what it does now is a bomb
factory and should be in the DOD. Only
20 percent is related to energy issues.
There have been widespread contract-
ing abuses that have been uncovered by
the GAO. We have one instance in
which the security guards at a labora-
tory in New Mexico are being paid
overtime while they exercise in the
gymnasium.

Now, most people in America think it
is important to be fit and a lot of them
work out in gymnasiums but none of
them that | know except for these
guards get paid overtime to do this. |
think this is a travesty and those types
of abuses need to be uncovered and
they need to be stopped.

But once you start a bureaucracy, it
is very difficult to get rid of. So this
task force has seven other Congress-
men on it. We are going through the
different parts of the DOE. We have
made assignments, we are making as-
signments to go and uncover the parts
of the bureaucracy that do not work ef-
fectively and eliminate them. We are
incorporating help from past secretar-
ies. We have former Secretary Don
Hodel who has been helping us. We are
joining together with upper classmen
in Congress to do away with this agen-
cy.

Tbere is a new Congress in town. We
have a new voice. The first 50 days
have proved it. We have made this Gov-
ernment more responsive to the Amer-
ican people. We have made our work-
ings here on the Hill more efficient. We
have downsized our staffs and we are
doing what | think the American peo-
ple told us.

In this one respect, we are trading in
the gas guzzler of the Department of
Energy for a more efficient govern-
ment.

RECOGNIZING NATIONAL
ENGINEERS WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. KiM] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | rise before
the House floor today to recognize Na-
tional Engineers Week which is cele-
brated from February 19 through the
25th. Engineers are hardworking people

What many people do not know is
that engineering is our Nation’s second
largest profession. According to the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, there are
more than 1.8 million engineers in the
United States.

National Engineers Week is also cele-
brated at the time of George Washing-
ton’s birthday. Many people do not
know, but George Washington was also
an engineer himself. He was a civil en-
gineer, as a matter of fact. Also he was
a land surveyor. And he was considered
our Nation’s first engineer.

As President, Washington led a grow-
ing society toward technical advance-
ments, invention and education. He
promoted the construction of roads, ca-
nals, docks and ports, and development
of manufacturing resources.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Washington
led the cornerstone of the construction
of this Capitol Hill building right here,
the United States Capitol building.

There is no question that America
has the best highway system, best
water system, best sewer system, best
airports, and the best electrical sys-
tem.

National Engineers Week has been
celebrated annually since 1951. It is
sponsored by the National Engineers
Week Committee, a coalition of 64 en-
gineering societies, corporations and
government agencies. This year, the
event is being chaired by the American
Institute of Chemical Engineers and
the Fluor Corp.

In addition, the national finals of the
National Engineers Week Future City
Competition are held during National
Engineers Week.

The competition features seven
teams of seventh and eighth grade stu-
dents presenting their designs, their
imagination for cities of the 21st cen-
tury, using computer simulations and
scale models. The teams were selected
in regional competitions around the
Nation.

I must say that | have personally
found engineering to be an intellectu-
ally challenging and professionally ful-
filling career.

Mr. Speaker, | salute all engineers
nationwide who have contributed their
ingenuity and their ideas that has
made America the best place to live.

EFFECTIVE CHILD SUPPORT EN-
FORCEMENT: ADMINISTRATIVE
LIENS AND FULL FAITH AND
CREDIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
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supporting dependent children may flee
one State for another. While the law
allows for the attachment of wages, it
does nothing to allow a custodial par-
ent to place a lien on real property.
Thus, a parent can avoid paying sup-
port payments simply by keeping his
or her wealth tied up in real estate,
fancy cars, boats, and the like.

Under current law, the only solution
would be for a custodial parent to trav-
el to the other State to place a lien.
This is not a realistic solution for most
custodial parents.

Imposing liens on the properties of
delinquent parents can be a highly ef-
fective means of forcing payment of
child support. States already allow the
use of liens within their own States,
but few States coordinate this process
between States.

My bill would establish full faith and
credit for liens imposed in other
States.

For example, my home State of Mas-
sachusetts currently has this arrange-
ment with neighboring Vermont. If a
delinquent parent flees to Vermont
from Massachusetts, Vermont will en-
force the Massachusetts lien on real
property in Vermont, without forcing
the custodial parent to travel to Ver-
mont to fight a legal fight there.

If every State had this type of agree-
ment, delinquent parents would have
no place in the United States to run.

They would be unable to hide their
wealth in expensive cars, boats or real
estate while neglecting their children
and asking the taxpayers to pick up
the support payments.

Massachusetts has been using admin-
istrative liens since 1992. Since then,
90,000 liens have been placed, with $13
million collected in past due support.

The Massachusetts Child Support En-
forcement Division estimates that
about one third of delinquent parents
own property eligible for a lien.

The booklet, with the 10 most wanted
list of child support enforcement re-
forms, can serve for a model for child
support enforcement efforts.

| urge my colleagues to support this
legislation to allow the placement of
administrative liens for the enforce-
ment of child support payments. This
is only one step to increase child sup-
port payments.

Unpaid child support payments
amount to $34 billion or more. Many
children denied these legally owed pay-
ments turn to the taxpayers for sup-
port. We need this type of common
sense reform in overhauling our wel-
fare system, and forcing delinquent
parents to support their children.
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THE ““DO SOMETHING”
REPUBLICAN MAJORITY

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, it is
an honor to stand here in the well of
the Congress of the United States in
the People’s House and to have my
good friend from Ohio chair and to look
around and take stock, Mr. Speaker, of
what has transpired in these first 50
days of the 104th Congress.

History reminds us that the last time
the Republicans held the majority of
the seats in this Chamber, a President
of the other party, President Truman,
called that Republican-controlled Con-
gress the ““Do Nothing” Congress. And
yet, as we take a look today in terms
of more recent history, that descrip-
tion defies reality with reference to the
104th Congress.

As they might say in sports parlance,
look it up. We have bothered to check
the numbers and it is very interesting
to take a look at this new Congress,
this 104th Congress, and the flurry of
activity that has transpired, simply in
terms of numbers. For example, Mr.
Speaker, the number of hours in ses-
sion, heading into day 50 of this new
104th Congress, 236 hours in session,
doing the people’s business in the peo-
ple’s House.

Now we also compiled numbers over
the previous 12 years, in the 97th Con-
gress all through the 103d Congress, to
really try to assess how the guardians
of the old order were involved in busi-
ness as usual.

Here is what we found. The number
of hours in session through the first 50
days for the previous 12 years, just a
little better than 41. Compare this
work of the 104th Congress. The num-
ber of votes on the House floor heading
into this 50th day, in our new Congress,
already 145 votes on this floor, in the
People’s House, about the people’s
business.

During the previous 12 years, the av-
erage number of votes, just a little bet-
ter than 14.

The number of committee sessions in
this new republican Congress, heading
into this 50th day, 313. The previous av-
erage over 12 years, 121.

But more than quantity, Mr. Speak-
er, it is quality of work, work that is
being done by this Congress, because
people come into this Chamber not to
score debating points, not to take a va-
cation at taxpayers’ expense, but to be
about the work of this Congress and to
honor the commitment of the voters of
our respective districts.

It has been chronicled before but it
bears repeating because it is important
to take stock of what has transpired.

tion, but it is not a radical revolution.
Instead, it is a reasonable revolution.
The notion that may seem radical to
guardians of the old order is what is
reasonably expected by the bulk of
Americans, this simple notion that
Congress people live under the laws
that everyone else lives under. The
Shays Act incorporated into our House
rules in this 104th Congress, and then a
notion that this legislative branch
should lead by example. We have done
so, cutting committee staffs by one-
third, calling for an independent audit
of this body to understand where the
people’s money has gone, to make sure
that the people’s money has been used
for the people’s business.

Working in so many ways with the
adoption of new rules to really be in-
volved in the House cleaning, to open
the windows of this institution and
allow for open debate and a dialog and
a new partnership with the American
people.

So much has transpired, from a bal-
anced budget amendment to a line-
item veto to a meaningful crime con-
trol package, to eliminate the notion
of hug-a-thug, to get away from the
concept that we would do things to
make us feel good but really not influ-
ence what transpires in the cities and
counties and towns of America, making
a difference. That is what these first 50
days have been about.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYWORTH. | am glad to yield
to my good friend from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. | thank the gen-
tleman very much for yielding. Let me
tell you one of the things | have
learned during my tenure in politics. |
think it is important. This is not just
patting each other on the back, but it
is a different way of thinking, because
I was in the State legislature and have
lots of friends who are in elected office,
and it is generally the accepted rule
that you run for office, you pass out a
brochure that says how tough you are
going to be on crime, how strict you
are going to be on welfare, how tight
you are going to be about the people’s
money. As soon as you get elected, you
put the brochure on the shelf and do
not worry about it. You basically han-
dle an agenda already in progress,
many items set by special interest
groups.

So | think what is so different, you
were talking about the Republican
Congress during Truman’s days and
here we have a Speaker who has an
agenda that was introduced on the
steps of the Capitol to the American

Speaker, will



prom-
ises, that is a very clear signal to the
rank and file membership, completely
different. | have not forgotten my bro-
chure, the boss is the folks back home.
Here is my brochure, | carry it with
me. | am going to be accountable to
these promises, passing or not passing
them, | will be accountable, and he
pulls it out on a regular basis to the
American people.

Mr. JONES. If the gentleman will
yield, | thank the gentleman from
Georgia and the gentleman from Ari-
zona. | would just like to add to the
statement by the gentleman from
Georgia that each time | go home to
my district, and as you know, | am
from the Third District of North Caro-
lina, | spend a great deal of the time
walking in the malls stopping people to
say | am your Congressman, WALTER
JoNES, Jr. | would like to know what
you think about this Congress.
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And to add to what you have said and
the gentleman from Georgia, | cannot
adequately express to you the encour-
agement that | receive from the people
as we are helping to rebuild the
public’s trust. The public has lost faith
in the Congress, but finally,because of
what has been said by you two gentle-
men tonight, they are seeing that a
campaign promise is being kept, and
they believe that with the help of God
that we will change the direction of
this Nation in which the majority of
people in my district at least in North
Carolina think that the liberals have
taken this Nation down the wrong road
for too long. So it is an exciting time
and a great time and a great change for
America.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Following up on
that, | think the gentleman’s experi-
ence is indicative of what has tran-
spired nationally, because the gen-
tleman from North Carolina has the
great name, WALTER JONES. He has
worked very, very hard, and he had a
gentleman precede him in this body of
another persuasion and another party,
and | think it is very, very interesting
to see the change that has come about
with our friends on the other side of
the aisle with many folks joining the
Republican Party, as was your personal
experience. | also know the gentleman
from North Carolina, you have been
working very hard in terms of keeping
our promises and our commitments to
the men and women in uniform and
certainly the Third District of North
Carolina that is very important with a
number of military bases.

tesy.

Mr. KINGSTON. My jogging buddy
from the Northeast who has to come to
Washington for warm weather these
days, we will yield.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. What-
ever time you have, | would like to ad-
dress some of the comments. | cer-
tainly will stick around.

Mr. JONES. Let me tackle this, be-
cause so many good things have hap-
pened with the contract. Having three
military bases in my district, Cherry
Point Marine Air Station, Premier Air
Station from the Marine Corps, Camp
Lejeune in Jacksonville, well known
for the great service they have ren-
dered to our Nation, and Seymour
Johnson Air Force Base. We passing
the National Security Revitalization
Act, what we are doing is what the
military needs done is to get support
from the United States Congress and
this Government, and with the passage
of that act, H.R. 7, what we have done,
just three or four points, | want to
make this quick, first, demands that
U.S. troops be commanded by U.S.
commanders and not placed under for-
eign commanders; second, reduce the
cost to the United States of United Na-
tions peacekeeping missions and de-
mands that the United States mission
to the U.N. press for reforms in the no-
torious U.N. management practices;
tightens controls and reporting re-
quirements for sharing of U.S. intel-
ligence information with the United
Nations; and expresses the sense of
Congress that firewalls be restored be-
tween defense and discretionary domes-
tic spending for budget years 1996, 1997,
and 1998.

And very quickly, the gentleman
from Arizona and the gentleman from
Georgia, let me show you, last August
during the campaign, the Cherry Point
pilots for about 5 weeks, the fighter pi-
lots that are there to defend our Na-
tion and to fight for us overseas, could
not train because of the moneys that
had been spent on these overseas
projects by this liberal administration,
in Haiti and elsewhere.

So we are trying to restore the integ-
rity of the defense budget so that our
men and women will be ready to defend
this Nation.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. The gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman from
Arizona controls the time. We do want
to yield to the gentleman. We do want
to make one point from the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES].

I represent the 24th Infantry. | had
the great honor of doing that. We hope
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can for the United States Government.
They do not want a French military
commander telling them to go up and
take the hill.

I do not think that is too much to
ask. That is a very important point
which is what we have done.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | will be happy to
hear from our good friend from Wiscon-
sin whom 1 have seen in the hall and I
guess the gentleman from Georgia
needs to jog with. My goodness, | need
a chance to go out and jog with the
gentleman from Wisconsin. We wel-
come him to the dialog.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. You are
welcome to join us on our jogging. The
gentleman from North Carolina, too.

I hope I am not raining on your pa-
rade. | was sitting in my office listen-
ing to your very compelling discussion
of the first 50 days, and | felt compelled
to come over.

Mr. HAYWORTH. We welcome you
here to engage in the dialog.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. My re-
action was, again, | certainly agree
with your comments that this has been
a very busy first 50 days. It certainly,
in terms of committee meetings, in
terms of votes taken, in terms of time
spent on the floor, is far busier than it
was 2 years ago when | was a freshman
in Congress.

As | was listening to you talk, it re-
minded me of the three little pigs.
That is no reflection on the three of
you, but in particular, in all serious-
ness, one character in particular, |
have a 2-year-old son, and so we asked
him what the wolf says. The wolf says,
as my 2-year-old son says, “‘I will huff
and | will puff and | will blow your
house in,”” which is not that dissimilar
to what many of the new Members said
when they were elected to Congress
this fall.

But the point | want to make is even
though we have been very, very busy,
the first 50 days, | certainly do not
mind being busy, | think what the
American people want, and | think all
of us would agree to this, the American
people want action. They want us to
complete things, and it is smart to talk
about all the time we spent here.

But | think if you look at what we fi-
nally accomplished in the first 50 days,
we have passed and signed into law the
grand total of one bill. So | think we
have to keep things in perspective.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my
time, the gentleman from Wisconsin,
let me yield then to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. I want to also ask if
your children are familiar with the
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And, you know, we are hoping, as you
know, that the bipartisan spirit that
passed the bill that put Congress under
the same laws as the American people
and that passed the balanced budget
amendment and that passed the na-
tional security bill that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES]
talked about, and the unfunded man-
dates bill, we hope that that bipartisan
spirit goes on in the next body, and
then the President has the great
unique opportunity to say, ‘“You know,
some of this | can live with.”” And we
hope that does happen.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think it is a valid
point. I will yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina in just a second.

But again to follow up on what our
friend from across the aisle has come
down to talk about tonight, in dealing
with fairy tales, it is no fairy tale, as
the gentleman from Georgia points
out, there are different instruments of
government with different jobs, and |
am sure certainly not in the position of
pretending to lecture the gentleman
from Wisconsin, but the fact is the
other body is hard at work given its
special set of rules, given its special set
of priorities and, of course, as the gen-
tleman from Georgia mentions, there is
another gentleman ensconced at the
other end of Pennsylvania Ave., our
Chief Executive, who has a chance to
sing into law the different provisions,
and we welcome the involvement of the
other body and of the Chief Executive.

But what we have been doing is ful-
filling the promises we made to the
American public and working very
hard to do so, and to use a line almost
Shakespearean in its resonance, it cer-
tainly is not, as some might suggest,
much ado about nothing. We are very
hard at work.

The gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONES. If | may very briefly and
quickly thank the gentleman from Ari-
zona for yielding, | would like to re-
mind the gentleman from Wisconsin
that our Contract with America came
from extensive national polling of the
people to find out their many concerns
and to find out their 10 top concerns.
And what we have done is that we can-
not speak for the Senate, but we prom-
ised the American people that we
would get these 10 bills to the floor for
a vote, and we are accomplishing that
promise to the American people. So we
are keeping our promise.

We cannot promise what the Senate
will do. Hopefully | believe that the
Senate will follow suit on most of these
bills.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. If the
gentleman will yield further, | recog-

Paul Harvey would say, let us tell the
rest of the story. | think in this case
the rest of the story is we have had one
bill that passed | think it is an excel-
lent bill. I was a cosponsor for the con-
gressional accountability bill when |
was first elected to Congress 2 years
ago, and | was proud to be an original
cosponsor this year. It is a good bill, a
bill overdue. My only concern with it,
and we have talked about it before, we
did not have the language in there ban-
ning the use of frequent fliers. Perhaps
we will get an opportunity to deal with
that issue as well.
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But again you are having a fine dis-
cussion, and | wanted to stop by and
say hello.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. 1
tleman.

I think the important thing is | know
that you have been with us on many of
these votes, and we appreciate your
joining us tonight. The thing to also
remember, though, the balanced budget
amendment does not even have to have
President Clinton’s signature. He is
against it, which is fortunate. But
what it does need to have—l am not
sure what the count is right now, I
think it is two Democratic Senators
who have not voted. So | hope the peo-
ple from Wisconsin, Arizona, Georgia,
and North Carolina and anywhere else
in between who are listening tonight,
will pick up their phone and call their
Democratic Senators and say, ‘‘Pass
that balanced budget amendment. Run
your household in Washington or our
country the way we have to have our
households in America.” | think it is a
good point.

The Democratic Party in the Senate
is just bogging down the balanced
budget. Let us get it passed. Let us get
on to other things.

Also, on things that we do not need
Senate approval, for example, cutting
committee staff by one-third, limiting
the term of committee chairmen and
eliminating some of the committees;
we eliminated about 25 subcommittees.
We have done that without having to
have Senate approval for it. So there
are many things that were in the con-
tract that were done within our power
that we could do within these walls, in
this Chamber, without having the
other body sign off on it and slow us
down.

Mr. HAYWORTH.
tleman from Georgia.

I think the gentleman from Georgia,
having served in this Congress and the
103d Congress, as has my friend from

thank the gen-

I thank the gen-
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cratic Republic and our constitutional
form of government because, unlike
what had transpired in previous years,
we did not move to cut off our friend.
We were happy to welcome him. Per-
haps it is a departure from special or-
ders in the strictest sense, but we are
very happy. | think it is indicative of
this new partnership and this new dia-
log.

Will there be points of disagreement?
Certainly. But this is indicative of the
change in the way we are doing busi-
ness.

| yield to the gentleman from Geor-
gia.

Mr. KINGSTON. Does the gentleman
from Wisconsin see what he has done
now? The gentleman from Arizona is
an old sportscaster, and he is getting
wound up. He knows politics is a con-
tact sport, and that is good to have the
contact, and | am glad the gentleman
is here.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONES. | just wanted to say that
what has been exciting about the first
5 weeks is that we have had on these
major votes to help make this a better
country, to help small business, help
people as it relates to crime, we have
had quite a few of the Democrats come
in, percentages of up to 60 percent who
have joined us in passing this legisla-
tion.

And that bipartisan effort in coming
together for America is what the
American people wanted. | am de-
lighted, | say to the gentleman from
Wisconsin, that we are working to-
gether in a bipartisan way to make
this a better country.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. In clos-
ing, again | thank you for the oppor-
tunity to spend some time this
evening. | felt compelled to point out
that only one bill has become law,
though | trust the Senate will look at
some of the bills that we have passed.
My hunch is that those that will pass
will be those that actually passed the
House in the past. The Congressional
Accountability Act, which passed the
House last year. And now it passed
both Houses.

My only request that | have been
making, in closing, is that the gentle-
men also are sensitive to some of the
needs that are expressed in the con-
tract that | think are bad for America,
in particular, things like the school
lunch program. My wife is a school
teacher. | asked her about the school
lunch program. She said—she is criti-
cal of the current welfare system, that
they could use some changes, but she



insinuation that by trying to offer
block grants to the States, by trying to
streamline and rethink delivering serv-
ices, certainly the gentleman from
Wisconsin is not implying those of us
in the new majority who are trying to
open this process up are trying to take
food out of the mouths of children, be-
cause | think that is a very, very seri-
ous accusation.

| yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Again, |
am reporting to you what my wife, as
a school teacher, said. She said, “Why
do they want to change this program?
The school lunch program is not like
the welfare program, where people are
abusing it. Frankly, it is not even like
the food stamp program, where people
can take the food stamps and maybe
have a black market. But what the
school lunch program is all about is ap-
ples and milk for kids who may have
that as their only meal of the day.”

And | think, in all candor, | think to
serve the American people, which we
all want to do, | think we have to be
very, very sensitive that we do not in-
advertently, perhaps—so | do not mean
to imply to the gentleman from Ari-
zona that | think he is doing this in-
tentionally—but only | don’t think any
of us, as a result of our actions, want
to make it more difficult for children.
Again, | think what our goal is for all
of us is that children in America learn
and they certainly learn better when
they have food in their stomachs.

Again, | ask the gentleman to be sen-
sitive to that. | have to close.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. One of the sad
things about Washington is when you
do not have the facts, you kind of rat-
tle a little emotionally and say this
and that. | will not accuse my friend
from Wisconsin of that, but | would say
there are Members in the Democrat
Party who have school nutrition as
their Social Security issue that, first,
we scare the senior citizens, now we go
after the hungry 6-year-old.

The fact is there are 16 different
school nutrition programs. We talk
about these school lunch programs.
There are 16 of them.

What we are trying to do is eliminate
them so that we can feed the children
and let the bureaucrats go out and find
other work, other things to do.

Eleven different bureaucracies are
trying to be consolidated, as | under-
stand it, by the Opportunity Commit-
tee, and then four by the Agriculture
Committee.

All we want to do is say, ‘“Hey, there
are too many people feeding at the

teach them about math, English,
prepositions, adjectives, and all that
sort of stuff.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

I appreciate the comments of the
gentleman from Wisconsin, and wel-
come him to this dialogue during this
special order. | think it speaks volumes
about the fact that we have opened up
the windows of this Congress and just
as we engage in a dialog here in the
well of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, so too do we seek that di-
alog, Mr. Speaker, with the American
people. That is the difference.

To our friend from Wisconsin, even as
he departs, and others who may be
viewing these proceedings on television
and at home, | think it is important as
the gentleman from Georgia points
out, the idea is to make services more
efficient. According to some estimates,
for every dollar in social spending, 80
cents of that dollar goes to the delivery
of that program. In other words, the
money is not a straight transfer from
the pockets of the taxpayers to the
kids at school. It goes through so many
different middlemen, if you will, and
what we are trying to do is reduce the
number, reduce the amount of middle-
men and make sure that in these pro-
grams that have great import to the
children of this country, to the seniors
of this country, to the hardworking
men and women of the 6th District of
Arizona and beyond, that we have a
practical, efficient way to do so. That
not always is it more money and more
programs and more centralized bu-
reaucracy here in the Nation’s Capital.

| yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina.

Mr. JONES. Just very briefly, the
gentleman from Arizona and the gen-
tleman from Georgia are absolutely on
target. This is exactly why people back
home understand what we are trying to
do as the new majority. We are trying
to streamline government. We are try-
ing to make sure that the majority of
the dollar gets to those who need the
dollar and cut through these layers of
bureaucracy that keep, as the gentle-
men said, the gentleman from Georgia
and the gentleman from Arizona, from
absorbing most of the money.

So we are on target. The people of
America, the people in my district, say
to us, ““Keep going forward like we are
doing.”” We are going to make govern-
ment less intrusive into the lives of
people, make sure those who need the
help get the help, but it will be done in
a very efficient way.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

i

support on average from our friends in
the new minority who are coming with
us on these programs, there are many
measures that have a bipartisan na-
ture.

I know my friend from Georgia would
like to speak about the balanced budg-
et amendment and talk about that
very real accomplishment.

Mr. KINGSTON. | thank the gen-
tleman. Absolutely, as we speak about
senior citizens programs, balanced
budget, programs for the disabled, we
have to keep in mind, when we are
going broke it does not matter.
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Remember when you were Kkids, if
you found out your dad might have a
charge at the local drugstore, you go
down and you get you a soda pop, and
you just sign his name. You did not
have to pay the 35 cents for the Coca
Cola, and you thought you were getting
something. You were charging it to
your dad.

Well, little did we know that, when
we were grown-ups, we would be charg-
ing things to our children, and you
would not dream of going to a drug-
store and charging a sandwich to your
8-year-old, but that is what we are
doing. We are doing it in Congress, and,
if we are going to be worrying about
kids’ nutrition programs, and senior
citizens, and so forth, we are talking
about compassion. We better talk
about paying down this debt that we
have, this $4.5 trillion debt that we
have.

That balanced budget amendment, it
is critical because, if there is anything
that our history has proven since 1969,
Congress cannot say, ‘“No.” We have
got to have the constraint, the dis-
cipline, that a balanced budget amend-
ment forces on us.

I wish everyone would call their Sen-
ator tonight and say, ‘“Where are you
standing, and why aren’t you for it?”’

As my colleagues know, a friend of
mine, John Carswell, a farmer, told me
something interesting last week, and
he said a guy went down to farm and
wanted to borrow another farmer’s ax.
He said, “I'm not going to lend you
your ax—my ax. You can’t use my ax.”

And he said, ‘“Why not?”’

He said, ‘“‘Because I'm making soup
tonight.”

He said, ““Soup? What does that have
to do with me borrowing your ax?”’

He said, ‘“Nothing, but, if you don’t
want to do something, any excuse is a
good one.”

That is what the U.S. Senate is doing
to the balanced budget amendment.



folks in the other body would also be
interested in hearing from the people
as the other body approaches this very
real vote on a balanced budget amend-
ment. It is important for the people of
this country, Mr. Speaker, to be heard.
They were heard November 8, but what
I think we are trying to say tonight is:

Just as this continues through the
Contract with America over the next 50
days, it is an ongoing process, and cer-
tainly the American people should not
think it is a fait accompli, that we
have already done it. It is continually
evolving. The other body has a major
role to play, and just as we welcome
calls, I am sure the Members of the
other body welcome them, too.

Mr. KINGSTON. Absolutely, and on
top of the balanced budget amendment
we have that very important line item
veto which we, the majority party in
the House, are willing to give to a
Democrat President. We might be the
ones who—that might be just like a
boomerang to us. It is going to come
back and cut projects in our own dis-
tricts, but it is more important than
any single congressional district. It
will help attack that deficit, and |
know that the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. JoNES] has worked hard
on the balanced budget amendment and
the line-item veto.

Mr. JONES. Thank you, the gen-
tleman from Georgia and the gen-
tleman from Arizona. | will always re-
member during this campaign for Con-
gress information | received from the
majority leader, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARMEY], during the cam-
paign that said, ‘““As you’re talking
about line item veto, and you’re talk-
ing about balanced budget, that in
America today the average working
family will spend more on paying taxes
than the average working family will
spend on clothing, housing or food
when half of what they are making is
going to paying taxes. How can they
realize the American dream? When you
have a government that is bloated and
taking more and more out of the pay-
check, that’s what all this is all about.
That’s why we are the majority party.”’

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JoNES] makes a very important point
that can be restated in the following
way:

Certainly the gentleman from Geor-
gia has also seen the figures, and ac-
cording to some estimates, if we fail to
rein in this runaway government
spending, if we fail with a balanced
budget amendment or some other
mechanism to restore fiscal sanity at
the Federal level, or children unfortu-

Federal levels now outstrips manufac-
turing as the Nation’s No. 1 employer
by 600,000 jobs.

It is a fair question to ask, ‘““Does the
Federal Government need to operate in
such a pervasive fashion?” | believe
not, and | believe that is why we are
taking the important steps.

Mr. KINGSTON. | think also, if you
look and consider that the third larg-
est spending item in our entire budget
is the interest on the debt, which is
about $20 billion each month, it is
money we do not ever get back. We
talk about investing in education. We
talk about investing in our Nation’s
economically disadvantaged so they
can join the mainstream. We cannot do
that when we are spending $20 billion a
month, and | can promise you that this
year you will have requests from your
congressional district, folks back
home, worthy projects perhaps in Ari-
zona, North Carolina. They will not
come to $20 billion, and yet that is
what is spent each month just on the
interest, and that money is gone. We
have got to do this.

Now, one of the things we are trying
to do in the contract is the welfare re-
form so that people who are able to
work will be required to work. We are
going to try to make it so dads do not
have this alley cat mentality that they
can go off and just get a woman, or a
girl in many cases, pregnant and not
have any more responsibility than an
alley cat. We are trying to say, ‘“‘Look,
you’re on the hook, you have got to
raise that child,” because those chil-
dren now are becoming welfare recipi-
ents themselves, in many cases drug
addicts, in many cases high school
dropouts and so forth, but they need to
have dads back home, and our welfare
reform plan works on restoring the
family, and that is something so very
important.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think it is very
important. The gentleman from Geor-
gia makes an extremely valid point,
and so there is no mistake, Mr. Speak-
er, let us try to explain we are not here
to demonize, or castigate, or point fin-
gers at anyone in our society. But in-
stead we are taking a look at the sim-
ple facts.

Indeed, from the time 30 years ago,
when President Johnson stood at the
podium behind me here and declared
war on poverty, by some estimates we
have spent in excess of $5 trillion on so-
cial spending programs. Let me repeat,
$5 trillion, government at all levels in-
volved in social engineering, and, when
you consider our national debt and the
problem we have there, by recent esti-
mates being $4.8 trillion, our spending

welfare reform we have to look at this
very simple concept. Some of my
friends from the other side talk about
budget formulations, and they talk
about the dollars that will be lost, the
Federal dollars that may be lost in
their congressional district, and to me
it fails to take into account this very
valid and irrefutable fact, the money is
not the Federal Government’s money
to begin with. It is wealth created by
hard work in the business community,
by people earning their paychecks and
then paying their taxes. That is the
part of this process that we cannot for-
get about, and, even as we talk about
runaway spending, we must also talk
about this excessive burden of taxation
and why it is so important to make
sure that parents have money to spend
on their children.

The Family Restoration Act makes
sure that parents have additional mon-
eys, a $500 tax break or an increase on
deductions per dependent to make sure
that families can spend money on
members of that family. That is what
is so important.

Mr. KINGSTON. And if the gen-
tleman would yield, 1 think we have
proven under Ronald Reagan and John
F. Kennedy, who frankly did not have
many successes while he was President,
but one of the things that he did was he
gave a tax cut in the early 1960’s.
Reagan did one in the early 1980’s. In
both cases it brought about economic
growth and economic prosperity be-
cause the American people know how
to spend their money better than the
United States Congress: more clothes,
more hamburgers, more records, more
cars, more houses are bought by them
which creates jobs, and that has a mul-
tiplier effect for more revenues.
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Mr. HAYWORTH. | think we learn
from the example of the late President
Kennedy, and indeed the example of
President Reagan, that a tax cut really
does reinvigorate the economy. That is
what we seek to do. Certainly the gen-
tleman from North Carolina has lived
this, being part of a family that has
made the transition. | know certainly
he champions the actions of President
Kennedy and certainly looks back to
those actions as a vibrant, market-ori-
ented, new frontier Democrat looked at
it 30-some years ago, and we share in
that tragedy and our sorrow for the
Kennedy family and for this Nation.
But certainly you have seen the change
and | know that you join us in this idea
of tax breaks.

Mr. JONES. | could not agree more
with what the gentlemen have said. |



place for 30 years has perpetuated itself
to help keep people down in back. What
we want to do, we want to see welfare
become a trampoline, not be a ham-
mock. We want to see people have an
opportunity to join the productive
work force of America. That is what
the Republican party stands for and
that is what our welfare legislation
would be about, helping people get off
welfare.

Mr. KINGSTON. Part of this getting
folks to work, we have got to make
sure that the jobs are out there. | think
by giving middle class families this
$500 per child tax break will help em-
power consumers and stimulate the
economy through more consumer
spending and create jobs. | think the
other part of it is to get the Govern-
ment off of the backs of business. Re-
quirement of risk assessments: When
EPA and OSHA and all the other thou-
sands and thousands of government
agencies and bureaucracies come and
harass mom and pop businesses on
Main Street, Arizona, North Carolina,
Georgia, all over the country, let them
make it harder to pass regulations on
businesses, because if businesses do not
have to pay so much time, effort and
energy and money to Uncle Sam, they
can expand. They can take that little
lawn mower store and build a branch
on the south side of town and create
jobs that way. Remember, 70 percent of
America is still working for small busi-
nesses.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think the gen-
tleman from Georgia again is right on
the money when he talks about these
issues of money and taxation, and |
think it is very, very interesting to see
how the debate has transpired in the
wake of the mandate of November 8th.
The liberal media talks about anger
and hostility and as if there is some
sort of latent hostility about the Fed-
eral Government. | will let folks in on
a little secret. It is not that much of a
secret. It is not a visceral dislike for
any segment of our society. No, it is
simply this notion: Why should people
who work hard and play by the rules
and try to create jobs be subjected to
unreasonable, excessive, overregula-
tion. Certainly we would all agree that
there is a valid place for a modicum of
regulation within the workplace, a
modicum of regulation even in our free
market economy, but not to the point
where it retards the growth of busi-
ness, where it holds back our economy.
What we need to do is unshackle the
chains and let this market move for-
ward with a dynamic, free enterprise
system. That is what is so vitally im-
portant.

cies Act because the bureaucrats, if
you will, have taken these regulations
and these acts and have extended it to
interpret it as they see fit.

What we need to do, as you and the
gentleman from Georgia are saying, we
have to bring a balance between busi-
ness and the environmentalists. We
have to bring a balance, because obvi-
ously the regulations have gone too
far, created too many problems for
business owners, property owners and
business itself. So again, this is part of
the Republican majority. We are going
to make the changes that can bring the
balance that | think would be great for
this Nation.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think it is very,
very important to take a look beyond
the contract, and we will continue to
do so, not only on the Resources Com-
mittee, but in so many other avenues.
Because this does not stop at day 100.
Yes, we are stopping here at day 50 to
take stock of what has been accom-
plished, and we will do so during the
continuation of this special order. But
it is an ongoing process and a national
dialog and a new partnership with the
people of America, Mr. Speaker, that
we hope to foster.

Certainly we encourage their input,
especially as tomorrow we move to this
whole concept of overregulation and we
move to a concept of a moratorium on
regulations, to stop that and take
stock of what has transpired thus far.

Mr. KINGSTON. | think it is impor-
tant also for us to keep in mind that
we do not want to lose species when we
talk about the Endangered Species Act.
We do not want to lose wetlands when
we talk about wetlands. What we do
want to do is bring some sanity in.

For example, 1 had a gentleman, a
businessman in my district, send me a
stack of papers about a half an inch
thick. He said ‘I have got to do this to
get a permit to dig a hole because there
is questions about the wetlands.”” The
hole was 3 feet deep. He has to fill out
what | can only say would be about a
half an inch of paperwork, and it would
probably take a half a day to do it, to
dig a 3 foot hole. Not three foot long or
wide, just 3 foot normal size hole.

Cases like that we hear right and
left. There is a road contractor in
Georgia, and | know you know what a
silt fence is, when you are building a
new road that now they build these
fences to help stop erosion, and that is
the kind of wavy fence that you see on
sticks. | have never seen one, frankly,
do much good.

But | asked the contractor, how
much did that silt fence cost you on
widening this road project? The total
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need a silt fence. If you need one, you
do not need one the entire length ever
the road. In north Georgia where it is
hilly, you need it, and in south Georgia
where it is hilly you need it.

But he can’t have that flexibility to
decide. What he says is let me decide
when to use a silt fence or not, and, if
I am wrong, fine me. Eat up all my
profit on the job. Take away my trac-
tor. | promise you I am not going to let
any dirt move from the site.

What we are talking about is let’s do
not micromanage everything out of
Washington. Let the Georgia DOT or
the county commissions make these
decisions along with the road contrac-
tor. You might not need it on every
single project.

Mr. HAYWORTH. The point of the
gentleman from Georgia is well taken
again, and indeed the experience of his
constituent serves as a metaphor. One
thing we understand certainly is that
in a nation this vast, in a nation that
differs from region to region, while we
may speak with a united voice within
terms of political philosophy, why do
not we try to reach consensus with our
friends across the Hill? In this Cham-
ber the biggest misguided notion is this
concept that one size fits all. Washing-
ton can decree what works in Philadel-
phia will work in Phoenix. What is
good until Athens, GA, is also good in
Athens, OH.

What we find is it is better and truly
a form of federalism to let cities,
towns, counties, and States deal with
problems where they are on the front
lines everyday as opposed to a bureauc-
racy in Washington dictating to those
groups what should transpire.

We see it very clearly in what we
were able to do in terms of putting
some meaningful legislation together
on the problem of crime, the notion of
block granting and giving those items
back to the States and those people on
the front lines fighting crime, so vital
to our situation.

Mr. JONES. Just to add to your com-
ments, because today at the news con-
ference celebrating the end of the first
50 days, | do not think | have ever
heard a more meaningful talk than the
lady who had been raped from Ohio and
how much she supported and felt that
the legislation that we passed with this
tough crime bill, how much it would
help other people throughout America.
And | thought that what she shared
with us and the press being there today
made us all realize the importance of
what we had done to help protect
America. | just thought that was a
very special event this morning.



in a direction where hardened crimi-
nals could use technicalities, could try
and trample upon the Constitution,
and, in my humble opinion, to try and
take away the legitimate rights of vic-
tims of crime.
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So this Congress, again, is not radi-
cal, it is reasonable, recognizing that
the pendulum needs to be dead center;
that we have to respect individual
rights and the rights of the accused,
but just as the lady from Ohio told us,
we can never have those rights come at
the sacrifice of the law-abiding and
those who are victimized by crime in
our society.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield further, he is right. We have
protected the rights of the individual,
which is extremely important, if not
sacred, but at the same time, we can-
not compromise the safety of the soci-
ety.

Yet, we have done that. Criminals on
an average serve 35 percent of their
time, which means our streets are full
of people who have been arrested not
once or twice but 7, 8, 9, 10 different
times. The block grant concept says to
States that ““If you have truth-in-sen-
tencing, meaning if you sentence some-
body for 10 years, he or she serves 10
years, we will give you block grants for
new prison construction.”

We hear so often about overcrowding
in prisons, and what this will do is
make our streets safe by taking that
element off the street, which is what
the victim who was raped needs, what
people in Arizona need, what people all
over the country need.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think, again, the
lady from Ohio, as the gentleman from
Georgia made a very vital point and
very meaningful point today about the
whole notion of crime and punishment,
because her attacker, her assailant,
was able to take advantage of prison
programs to get an education, and no
one would deny that benefit, but also
taking advantage of free weights and
building his body so he could go back
out and commit other crimes.

We are not saying that those who
meaningfully choose a route of reha-
bilitation should be stifled, but those
who look at their time incarcerated as
free time at a health club or self-im-
provement to go out and perpetrate
criminal acts, clearly that must stop.

What this Congress is trying to do,
by engaging in debate with our friends
from the other side of the aisle, by
hammering out these programs, by en-
gaging in a new dialog with the Amer-
ican public, is to deal directly with
those problems, because we believe
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Mr. BENTSEN. As to yourself, as
well.
Mr. Speaker, | will only take a

minute of the gentleman’s time. I am
actually waiting here for another spe-
cial order.

The gentleman talked about the
block grants, and | would like to ask
the other gentleman as well, there are
a couple of things that | have concerns
about the block grants that affect my
State of Texas.

My State has been on a prison build-
ing program for quite some time, and
yet, according to the Justice Depart-
ment, while we have reformed our
penal code, we are building more pris-
ons at an extremely fast pace, we are
selling bonds and raising millions of
dollars in capital in order to do this,
we still will not qualify to meet that 85
percent in sentencing the way that it is
calculated under the bill.

The problem that | see is that we are
sort of caught between a rock and a
hard place, because as we try and build
our way out of it into the capacity that
we can raise capital, and then we look
to the Federal Government for some of
the tax dollars that we send up, and we
send a lot of tax dollars to Washington
from Texas, the Congress is saying in
this legislation ‘“We are sorry because
you are not quite there yet,” and try as
we might, we may not be there. | have
a problem with that.

That is one. The other question |
would ask relates to the other block
grant, which is a concern that | have.
Isn’t it true under the law enforcement
block grant program that replaced the
100,000 police, isn’t it true that if a
State or a city wanted to, that they in
fact could spend all that money on
midnight basketball or some other pro-
gram that some of us might feel is not
proper?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my
time, | yield to the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask the gen-
tleman a question, first. Although 1
was born in Texas, | do not claim to
know all the politics there for 1995. |
would say to the gentleman, with the
majority leader, Dick ARMEY, with the
majority whip, Tom DELAY, and | un-
derstand there is a gentleman named
PHIL GRAMM who may be the next
President, | do not think we would pass
a bill that is punitive to the State of
Texas prison program.

The Department of Justice, as you
know, was against this crime bill.
Janet Reno fought it every inch of the
way. | suspect that information is not
100 percent accurate. | will follow up

not there.

I trust my city police in the First
District of Georgia, all over the State
of Georgia, as | know you do in Texas,
to make the right decisions. I'm not
afraid of them taking that money and
building midnight basketball domes. I
just do not believe they will do it.

They may say ‘“We do not need police
officers, but we need a police car, we
need some radio and we need some
other drug interdiction equipment,”
but I think they are going to be able to
make that decision better than Con-
gressmen and women from New York
City and from California and else-
where.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my
time, | have a couple of questions for
my good friend, the gentleman from
Texas. | appreciate the gentleman
being here, but | think the point is
very valid that the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] makes.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BENTSEN] outlined what | believe to be
in one sense the worst case scenario,
and yet even with that type of con-
struct that he offers us, should it not
really be left up to local governments
in that regard if law enforcement offi-
cials who ultimately are accountable, |
would imagine, to the voters, or to the
city councils and city managers of re-
spective localities in Texas? If they
were to spend that money in an ill-ad-
vised way, from my point of view, | be-
lieve they would be directly account-
able to the people of those areas. | do
not believe it should really be under
my purview to make that change.

With reference to the prison system
in Texas, and | will defer to my friend’s
knowledge of Texas politics, and what
transpires at the State capitol in Aus-
tin, but let me ask this simple ques-
tion: is there a truth-in-sentencing pro-
vision under Texas State law?

Mr. BENTSEN. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, in
Texas, and | will take the opportunity,
in fact, to ask my good friend, the
State Senator, John Whitmire, who led
the effort to reform the penal code in
Texas, to come up here and talk to
Members of the House about what we
have done in Texas to ensure that in
Texas, if you do the crime, you serve
the time. 1 will bring him up, so we are
trying to make this.

Mr. HAYWORTH. You have passed
the truth-in-sentencing provision out
of both houses?

Mr. BENTSEN. We have passed our
version of it, yes, which | think is a
very tough bill, and | will be glad to
get the gentleman the information on
it.



However, let me say, my point really
comes down to where people have ar-
gued, and I was not here, like the gen-
tleman, | was not here last year, | was
in the private sector.

Mr. HAYWORTH. You were
real world?

Mr. BENTSEN. As opposed to the
unreal world, yes, whatever we deter-
mine that is. But | was watching what
was going on up here. Last year we
were saying that we didn’t want block
grants. Last year we were saying we
didn’t want midnight basketball.

Now we turn around and we do this.
Mr. Speaker, | have a disagreement
with that structure of the block
grants. | have people who come back,
some people from your party, who
come around and say ‘““Well, Mr. BENT-
SEN supports midnight basketball.”
That is not exactly accurate, because
the bill as it is drafted would allow it.

| disagreed with that, so | bring that
up as a matter of debate, that some of
us do believe if we are going to fund
things for police and that is what we
want to do, that is an issue of debate,
but | would say some in your party, po-
litical operatives, et cetera, would
come back and accuse people such as
myself, to say that | am for something
when in fact 1 am making the point
that I’'m not.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | appreciate the
gentleman from Texas and his point of
view, and in fact welcome him to this
special order, as we did the gentleman
from Wisconsin preceding him.

If the intent is to decry the theatrics
and the hyperbole of politics, let me as-
sure the gentleman from Texas that
certainly those of us involved in the
campaign in 1994 were subjected to the
same unfair scare tactics, and | guess
it is a simple situation that what is
good for the goose is good for the gan-
der, but | think it is only a small part
of the larger questions that delivered
the mandate on November 8. | welcome
the gentleman from Texas, who was
elected November 8 as well.

But what we see nationwide is a con-
cept of accountability and responsibil-
ity, while at the same time we move to
ensure constitutional rights and estab-
lish this new dialog with the American
public.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, | think it is im-
portant to remember that this bill
takes the power away from Washington
bureaucrats, and it puts it back in the
hands of the Houston police depart-
ment and the folks in Atlanta and Sa-
vannah and Brunswick and Statesboro
and Waycross that | represent, where |

in the

were committed, or people in the shel-
tered Washington, DC world.

I know the gentleman will agree with
us, that the decisions are better made
locally.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | think we are all
in agreement that it is marvelous to
have this time together, even under the
guise of a special order, to actually en-
gage in this meaningful, | believe, de-
bate, because | believe this Nation is
better for it.

To be certain, we may be of two
minds, we may be of 435 minds in this
august Chamber, as to how to redress
the problems of our society, but it is
helpful to have a chance to represent
our districts.
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Mr. KINGSTON. There is another im-
portant subject that is in the contract,
and that is term limits. | know the
State of Texas, the legislature only
meets every other year, and that gen-
erally you are in the real world as a re-
sult of that. In the State of Georgia, we
meet 40 days a year, but the represent-
atives on the State level and the coun-
ty commission and so forth are gen-
erally not full-time. They are involved
in making an honest living in the real
world, and one of the things that we
need in Congress is more people like
you who have been in the real world,
more people who have a frame of ref-
erence of business, of education, of
being a police officer, and so forth. We
need to have that element to get away
from the professional politicians.

One of the things the Contract With
America calls for is an involvement on
term limits.

Mr. BENTSEN. If the gentleman will
yield.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | will be happy to
yield. I know our time is almost up. |
know you are here to be part of a spe-
cial order, in keeping with the spirit of
this open time, if you just have a ques-
tion.

Mr. BENTSEN. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding and his courtesy.

One quick question: Does the con-
tract, or would you support retroactive
term limits? Because as newer Mem-
bers, 1 think that without retro-
activity, and the city of Houston has
retroactive term limits, by the way,
because the voters passed that, without
that that puts the newer Members at
an uneven keel compared to the Mem-
bers who have been here for a while.

Mr. HAYWORTH. That is a very in-
teresting question. During the course
of this debate as we continue along,
certainly that amendment may come

that time, he said, ““Son, | didn’t do a
very good job of raising you.” Of
course, he had been here again for 26
years, but | am a strong proponent of
term limits, and | hope that both sides,
as you feel strongly about term limits
apparently, that we will gather the 290
votes that we need to pass this part of
the Contract With America, because
the American people throughout every
poll that | have seen for the last year
and a half, and | used to be in the
North Carolina General Assembly; 1
served for 10 years; the people of Amer-
ica want the right to see term limits
come to the Congress of the United
States.

| hope that both sides in a bipartisan
way will come together and work to-
gether to get the 290 votes, because we
apparently right now, the gentleman
from Arizona, it is my understanding
we are anywhere from 30 to 40 short.

BLACK HISTORY MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 4, 1995, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE] is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, thank you very much for giv-
ing us this opportunity to speak this
evening. | would like to thank my col-
leagues who are here for taking time in
their busy schedule to join us, join us
in this special order.

First of all, let me acknowledge the
true sponsor of the special orders dur-
ing Black History Month, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], from
Cleveland. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES] for a number of years has
taken time out in special orders, and
although he is currently in committee
where he is conducting some very im-
portant business, he will be here at the
first opportunity that he gets.

As you know, the Stokes family real-
ly rewrote history in the middle 1960’s
when Carl Stokes became the first Af-
rican-American to become elected to a
major city, and it sort of set the trend
and the tone through the 1960’s, and up
to the current time where we have
close to 9,000 African-American elected
officials. But it was Carl Stokes, led by
Louls STOKES, who was able to finally
break through and to be a real hero. He
is currently serving as United States
Ambassador, and we are very pleased
at his great achievement, a judge re-
cently also.



to pause and remember the dreams and
visions of these three men as well as
thousands of other African-Americans,
men and women, who championed the
cause for freedom through vigilance
and aggressive action.

I would like to take a few minutes to
honor an individual out of these three
that 1 will talk about for a few mo-
ments. Frederick Douglass is one of the
three that we are reflecting on and oth-
ers in our history, but Frederick Doug-
lass was an accomplished author, he
was a journalist, he was a statesman,
he was an orator, he was a publisher,
he was a Presidential adviser, he was
fluent in many languages, he was an
abolitionist, he was an activist for
women’s rights, he was an internation-
ally celebrated leader.

Born into slavery, he was self-edu-
cated. Frederick Douglass was being
taught by his slaveowner’s wife, Mrs.
Old, who had a young son and taught
both Frederick Douglass and the young
son to read at the same time. When the
slavemaster heard what was occurring,
he demanded that his wife stop teach-
ing Frederick Douglass how to read
and said that a slave is no good if he is
educated.

Frederick Douglass though, being
creative as an 8- or 9-year-old, found
several neighborhood young boys who
could read. They were not African-
American youngsters. They were poor
youngsters, but he was able to strike a
deal with them that he would give
them food that he would slip out of the
house if they would teach him how to
read. So Frederick Douglass continued
to learn how to read and really moved
into being one of the most outstanding
men this Nation has ever had.

Abraham Lincoln, a contemporary of
Douglass, once referred to him as the
most meritorious man of the 19th cen-
tury. Frederick Douglass became a
spokesman for the abolitionist move-
ment. He also, in 1848, decided that he
would attend the Seneca, NY, con-
ference on women where he was one
that pushed women'’s rights, one of the
first men in the Nation to speak out
for women'’s rights. He was in full sup-
port of the Declaration of Rights and
Sentiments which demanded equal suf-
frage for women.

In 1848, he became the editor and
publisher of the North Star, which was
a newspaper that was the truth squad
of the Nation, and he went out defend-
ing the rights of women, defending the
rights of the abolitionists who had a
forum and a platform.

As | sort of conclude on Frederick
Douglass, he directed his talents to the
abolitionist movement. It was Fred-

War.

At that time slaves were supporting
the Confederacy. They were doing work
that made the Confederacy strong, and
what happened was that when the
Emancipation Proclamation occurred,
not only did Frederick Douglass en-
courage Lincoln to do that, but he en-
couraged Lincoln to allow freed slaves
to fight in the Civil War, and two of
Douglass’ sons, Louis and Charles, were
among the first to enlist in the 54th
Massachusetts VVolunteers. | think that
was something that we saw in the
movie “Glory.”

It was Frederick Douglass who told
Lincoln and urged him to use these
freed slaves, because these slaves then
fought for their freedom. There were
over 180,000 African-Americans who
fought in the Civil War, and at that
time, the Civil War was at a stalemate,
and it was the infusion of the African-
Americans into the Civil War that
tipped, totally tipped, the scale to-
wards the North, and in the Navy there
were 30 percent of the persons in the
Navy at that time in the Civil War that
were African-Americans.

And so we saw that Frederick Doug-
lass was a real hero. He became a U.S.
marshal in 1872. He became the Reg-
istrar of Deeds and Mortgages for the
District of Columbia in 1881, and the
Counsel General to Haiti in 1889.

He also said that he was not going to
abide by a white-only covenant in
housing, and he purchased a home in
Cedar Hill here in Anacostia.
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He was a person who had the first
Colored Person’s Day, which was held
at the 1883 World Columbian Expo-
sition. The World Columbian Expo-
sition was celebrating the 400th anni-
versary of the discovery of the New
World. At that particular meeting that
was held on August 25, 1893, over 2,000
people came, mostly African-Ameri-
cans. That was a time when Frederick
Douglass was being interrupted by
white hecklers. That is when he finally
become annoyed and angry at his tor-
mentors, and he gave the speech. Once
again, the old lion roared:

Men talk of the Negro problem. There is no
Negro problem. The problem is whether
American people have loyalty enough, honor
enough, patriotism enough to live up to the
Constitution. We Negroes love our country.
We fought for it. We ask only that we be
treated as well as those who fought against
it.

At that great first African-American
Day on August 25, 1893, Paul Lawrence
Dunbar was at that meeting, lda B.
Wells was there, James Weldon John-
son was there. Many of the African-

talk about the debate between Du Bois
and Booker T. Washington, we needed
both. It was a great debate as to which
way should we go. The majority people
made those two great heroes conflict
with each other, but we needed both
Booker T. Washington, who said you
should train and learn and stand in
rural areas and have trades and be
farmers, and then you will earn your
respect. Du Bois, who was tired of
lynching, went on the 1909 Niagara con-
vention where the NAACP was founded,
and he said, ‘““We should be scientists,
and they could help the rest.” So we
needed both, we needed Washington
and we needed Du Bois. We saw in the
1960’s the same argument whether it
should be Malcolm or Martin. That was
a time when both were necessary.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for giving me the
opportunity to speak this evening. | want to
thank my fellow colleagues who have taken
time from their busy schedules to join us for
this special order. We take pride in the oppor-
tunity to highlight our heritage and honor the
many African-Americans who have contributed
so much to this great Nation.

The 1995 National Black History Month
theme, “Reflections of 1895—Douglass,
DuBois, and Washington,” marks a milestone
in the life struggle of Black America. It causes
us to pause and remember the dream and vi-
sions of these three men, as well as thou-
sands of other African-American men and
women who championed the cause for free-
dom through vigilant and aggressive action.

| would like to take a few minutes to honor
an individual who was probably the foremost
voice in the abolitionist movement of the 19th
century. Frederick Douglass was an accom-
plished author, journalist, statesman, orator,
publisher, Presidential adviser, multilingual,
activist in women’s rights, and an international
celebrated leader.

W.E.B. DuBois and Booker T. Washington
had the same inspiring effect on their listen-
ers. These two men had completely different
approaches, but the same determination and
commitment to solving the same problem—
freedom and better quality of life for African-
Americans.

Washington was an advocate for industrial
education and vocational training for Southern
blacks, and founded Tuskegee Institute. He
believed that blacks should remain in the rural
areas and work the land, rather than migrate
to the city.

DuBois was displeased with the compromis-
ing attitude of Washington and advocated that
blacks study many different disciplines.
DuBois began to speak out on civil rights for
African-Americans through the Niagara Move-
ment, which became the NAACP.

What these three great leaders advocated
then, still applies today. Many problems con-
tinue in our communities, tarnishing the ideal
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we can begin a new era of healing and hope.
So, as | yield to the gentleman, who
I will ask to, temporarily for me as | go
back to the committee, handle the pro-
ceedings until 1 or Mr. Louls STOKES
returns, | yield to the gentleman from
Louisiana, Representative FIELDS.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. | thank
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Let me commend the gentleman from
New Jersey for calling this special
order tonight and also commend the
gentleman for being a chairman, and a
very good chairman, | may add, of the
Congressional Black Caucus, because
he indeed will go down in history
today.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN].

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

Mr. BENTSEN. |
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to join our Nation
in celebrating Black History Month.
The theme of this year’s special order
observance is ‘‘Reflections on 1895:
Douglas, DuBois, Washington.”” How-
ever, | would also like to take this op-
portunity to highlight and pay tribute
to the vast accomplishments and con-
tributions of African-Americans in all
facets of our Nation’s history.

In particular, I want to recognize and
pay tribute to the late John Wesley
Peavy, Sr., and the late Judson Robin-
son, Jr. They are not household names
and you may never find them men-
tioned among the great African-Ameri-
cans of our time. However, in Texas,
especially in Houston, these two men
were in the forefront of the civil rights
movement at a time when such activi-
ties were much less accepted than they
are today.

The late Mr. John Wesley Peavy, Sr.,
a labor and civic leader in Houston,
was born November 22, 1906, in Bethel
Grove, TX. He received many accolades
and awards during his lifetime, and was
recognized locally in Houston and na-
tionally as a political leader. Under
President Roosevelt, he was appointed
political action chairman of the AFL-
CIO. The late Mr. Peavy served as pre-
cinct judge and executive committee
chairman for precinct 48 in Houston’s
fifth ward from 1942 to 1994. As the
chair of the Democratic executive com-
mittee | had the great honor of work-
ing with him. He was an original mem-
ber of Houston’s NAACP chapter. He
was the first African-American Texas
elector in this century and the first
black Texan to attend a State Demo-
cratic Convention.

thank the gen-

and cared about the city of Houston
and worked to make it a better place
to live. His deeds were appreciated by
the residents, and the love he had for
the community was reciprocated by
them in their efforts.

That is why today, if you are travel-
ing to Houston going to the ship chan-
nel, there is a possibility that you will
travel on John Wesley Peavy, Sr. Drive
to get there.

Additionally, if you traveled down
Market Street in Houston, there is a
good chance you may pass the J.W.
Peavy Senior Citizens Center. These
and many other honors were awarded
to the late John Peavy by the residents
of Houston for his tireless efforts in de-
voting over 50 years of community
service and making a difference. |
might also add that among Mr. Peavy’s
children is the Honorable John Peavy,
Jr., a former Harris County district
judge and recently elected member of
the Houston City Council. Mr. Peavy
has left us a living legacy in his son,
Councilman Peavy.

The second person that | am going to
pay tribute to is the late Judson W.
Robinson, Jr. The late Mr. Robinson
was a distinguished graduate of Hous-
ton’s Jack Yates High School, where he
was active in football, debate, and
drama. After completing college at
Fisk University, he returned to Hous-
ton where he joined the family real es-
tate business and began devoting him-
self to breaking barriers and expanding
opportunity for African-Americans in
the business arena.

Mr. Robinson’s commitment to the
Pleasantville community, which is on
the east side of Houston, ignited his
flame of political involvement. He was
elected president of the Pleasantville
Civic Club and later became precinct
judge of precinct 259. In 1971, he became
the first African-American elected to
the Houston City Council and held a
councilman-at-large position for five
terms. Additionally, Mr. Robinson was
nominated and unanimously confirmed
by his city council colleagues as a
mayor pro tem, a position he held until
his death.

Mr. Robinson promoted educational
and enrichment opportunities for
youth. The late Mr. Robinson was an
exemplary public servant and an advo-
cate for racial equality, and served as a
role model for all children in the Hous-
ton community. Like Judge Peavy, Sr.,
Mr. Judson Robinson left a living leg-
acy in his son Councilman Judson W.
Robinson Il1.

Judson Robinson, Jr.’s years of pub-
lic service left its mark on Judson 111
and thus he decided to run for city

tion in the legacy of many black Amer-
icans before them. This endless honor
roll includes the late Supreme Court
Justice, Thurgood Marshall; some com-
pelling speakers and leaders like So-
journer Truth; educators and intellec-
tuals like Mary MclLead Bethune and
W.E.B. DuBois; and giants of the civil
rights movement like Rosa Parks and
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and other
great Houstonians such as Mickey Le-
land and Barbara Jordan.

The people | just named contributed
substantially to the history of this
country. However, we should not forget
those less prominent who worked just
as hard to open the doors of oppor-
tunity for all Americans, let’s not for-
get the John W. Peavy, Sr.’s and the
Judson Robinson, Jr.’s of the world.
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Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman from Texas
for his dissertation.

I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD].

Mr. HILLIARD. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker, and let me thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. FIELDS], for getting us together on
a magnificent program. But before the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]
goes, | would like to say to him that |
had a very wonderful opportunity of
getting to know Mr. John W. Peavy,
Sr., and | met him through his son. His
son and | were classmates at Howard
University School of Law, and we grad-
uated in 1967, and | was there to cele-
brate his victory when he became, | be-
lieve, the first judge in the State, the
first African-American judge elected in
the State of Texas. That was a wonder-
ful honor that the people bestowed
upon him, but he has the ability, he
has the tenacity, and it was well de-
served for him, and I am very happy
that the gentleman had an opportunity
to get to know such a magnificent indi-
vidual as John Wesley Peavy, Sr., and
I am also happy that he had an oppor-
tunity, and my colleague has an oppor-
tunity, to interact with his son, John
Peavy, Jr., and | would like to say that
I was elated to learn that he has won a
seat on the city council in Houston. I
am certain that he will do a fantastic
job, and, as the gentleman said, he is
carrying on in the footsteps of his fa-
ther. It is a beautiful legacy, it is a
lovely story, and it is one that should
be told over and over again, and | say
to the gentleman, “The next time you
see him, please give him my regards.
Thank you very much.”

Mr. Speaker, today | rise also in ob-
serving Black History Month, and |



University Institute while working as a
janitor, and as a janitor he got to know
the instructors there, he got to know
the students there, and he built on
that, and later he moved to Alabama,
and he believed truly in education. So
in 1881 he founded Tuskegee Institute,
and, as a result of his belief in edu-
cation, he trained since that time more
than a hundred thousand students who
have passed through Tuskegee Univer-
sity, and once again he set the stage
for them to have an opportunity to be
educated. This man, with limited fi-
nancial resources, began Tuskegee In-
stitute with only 40 students. He did
not see the lack of finances, nor the
lack of students, as an inopportunity,
but he saw it as an opportunity to
move forward and to take care of the
business of educating the Negro.

Tuskegee was founded in a dilapi-
dated shanty near the Negro Methodist
Church of Tuskegee, and it was a very
small shotgun house, but it has grown
now to over 80 buildings and is a mag-
nificent institution. | have the honor
and pleasure of serving as one of the
trustees of that famed university. |
would like to say that by the time of
Booker T. Washington’s death in 1915,
Tuskegee Institute had grown to an en-
rollment of over 2,000 students, and it
had accumulated a yearly budget in
the millions of dollars.

However more important than the in-
tellectual legacy that Booker T. Wash-
ington was known for, he was known
for his use of words, and one phrase
still stands before us, and it is one that
we all remember. He said, “There are
two ways of exerting one’s strength.
One is pushing down, and the other is
pulling up.” And | would like to say to
all Americans today that it is time
that we all began pulling up. In a time
when African-Americans were not edu-
cated, this African-American stepped
forth. He took a challenge, and he per-
formed as a pioneer, magnificently.

In 1860, the Civil War was fought, it
was won, and in 1960 the civil rights
struggle was fought, and it was won,
and | would like to think that edu-
cation made the difference, and be-
cause Booker T. Washington, through
the famed Tuskegee Institute, helped
educate hundreds of thousands of Afri-
can-Americans, the civil rights strug-
gle did not have the casualties that the
Civil War had, and it was because of
Booker T. Washington.

In 1895 African-Americans fought to
make sure that all the rights that had
been won by the Civil War would not be
undone. In 1995, we still have that
struggle. We will struggle now to make
sure that all the affirmative rights

a leader for yesterday and one whose
legacy | share today.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. HiLLIARD] for his moment in
black history and tell the gentleman
he himself will go down as a moment in
black history, not only today, but in
the future as well.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
to revise and extend their remarks on
the subject of this special order to-
night.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. CLYBURN] to give us his
moment in black history.
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(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, as | rise
today in honor of Black History
Month, | rise to look back on the his-
tory of a proud people, who despite
seemingly insurmountable odds, made
a way out of no way, and made their in-
delible mark on American history and
culture. The names are familiar to us:
Frederick Douglass, the great aboli-
tionist; George Washington Carver, the
brilliant scientist and inventor; Har-
riet Tubman, a feisty former slave who
led hundreds of slaves to freedom;
Booker T. Washington; W.E.B. DuBois,
and hundreds, yes, thousands of others.
There are some more recent names, of
course: The great civil rights leader
and Noble Prize winner, Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., and many others during
his period. And today, in my native
State of South Carolina, Judge Mat-
thew Perry, Judge Ernest Finney; and
civil rights activists Septima Clark
and Majestica Simkins. All of these
have made significant contributions
toward the development of African-
Americans in our great Nation.

I would like to pause here at the
mention of these illustrative South
Carolina trail blazers, because | would
like to talk for a few minutes about
South Carolina history; to be more spe-
cific, a particular timeframe in South
Carolina history.

The period is 1868 to 1878, that brief
time just after the Civil War, during
which black South Carolinians held
Federal and State public offices in
numbers approximately close to their
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time is 1868, just a few years after th

Civil War. The Black Code, a set of
State laws restricting the rights of
newly freed slaves, had been deemed
null and void 2 years earlier in 1866. A
year later, in 1867, blacks in South
Carolina registered to vote. In 1868,
South Carolina adopted a new State
constitution which among other things
provided for equal rights for Negroes,
abolished property qualifications for
holding office, and established a free
public school system. And | might add,
Mr. Speaker, the general assembly that
gave us all of that was two-thirds
black.

In 1873, the State university opened
to blacks. A black man, Pennsylvanian
Jonathan Jasper Wright, sat on the
South Carolina Supreme Court from
1870 to 1877. Blacks served in the State
legislature, including Francis L.
Cardoza, a Charleston, SC-born educa-
tor, who served as Secretary of State
and State treasurer, and later served
here in Washington, DC as principals of
various DC schools. In fact, today one
of those schools, Cardoza High School,
bears his name.

South Carolina had its share of black
representatives in Congress, the first
one being Joseph H. Rainey, and then
George Washington Murray, who
served from 1893 to 1895, and again from
1896 to 1897. Murray was the last black
Congressman to serve the State before
I was elected in 1992, 95 years later.

Why did it take so long to elect an-
other black representative? What hap-
pened in South Carolina and other
places throughout the country just
after Reconstruction?

Here is where parallels can be drawn
between then and now. South Caroli-
na’s political climate shifted, along
with its economic climate, in the
1870’s. Cotton was no longer king. In-
dustrial technology had yet to make
its big debut in the South. And both
blacks and whites were going hungry
as a result. Enter into this unstable
economy the likes of ‘““Pitchford Ben”
Tillman, who became Governor of
South Carolina in 1890, and later a U.S.
Senator in 1894. By playing on the fears
of hungry and angry white farmers,
who, looking for a scapegoat for their
plight, immediately pointed the finger
at what they called uppity free blacks.

Tillman was successful in revising
the State constitution, and by 1895, al-
most all blacks were disenfranchised
and a rigid policy of racial segregation
was developed that would last until the
civil rights movement of the 1960’s.

Now, let us draw some parallels to
what is happening today. Let us look



of the Nation’s budget woes on every-
thing from welfare mothers to affirma-
tive action, to crime prevention pro-
grams.

As | watch the witch hunt on Afri-
can-American office holders and poten-
tial political appointees that we are ex-
periencing today, as | hear the lopsided
debates for abolishing affirmative ac-
tion, as | see the legal maneuvers in-
volved in countering what some have
labeled bizarre-shaped congressional
districts, |1 cannot help but wonder in
which direction are we headed?

Mr. Speaker, | close by saying as |
used to say to my students when |
taught in the Charleston, SC public
schools, if a thing has happened before,
it can happen again.

As | close, | want to say in this cur-
rent political climate, I want to ap-
plaud all of the black Americans who
were pioneers, as well as those here
this evening carrying on their legacy. |
want to applaud all of our fellow white
Americans who understand this his-
tory, who know what it means, and
who are working with us to make sure
that the clock is not turned back, to
make sure that we do not repeat that
period of our history, and | want to say
to all of them, good luck and Godspeed,
and | know what the apprehensions
are.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | want to thank the gentleman from
South Carolina for adding to this spe-
cial order tonight, and also want to
thank the gentleman for bringing more
insight as it relates to the State of
South Carolina and its participation
and contribution to black history.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the great gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FILNER].

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman and thank the members
of the Black Caucus for organizing this
very special special order.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to partici-
pate in this historic celebration we
have appropriately named Black His-
tory Month. Black History Month is a
time of reflection and a time to gain
insight from the past and to help our
continual striving for equality for all.

Today, Mr. Speaker, | want to under-
line the importance of the continued
fight for freedom for Africa-Americans,
because that fight is in reality a fight
for freedom for all Americans. It is a
fight that has seen many victories and
overcome many obstacles, only to be
faced with more challenges.

In Germany during the 1940’s repres-
sion was called fascism. In the 1960’s,
during the civil rights movement, we
called it racism. Now in the 1990’s, re-
pression has a new face. We do not have

Navy’s elite Blue Angles; Miss Regina
Petty, the first African-American ever
to be named president of the San Diego
County Bary Association; the Montford
Point Marine Association, the Historic
African-American Marine  fighting
force from World War Il; Bethel Afri-
can Methodist Episcopal Church, the
oldest African-American Church in San
Diego County; the Neighborhood
House, an organization that originated
the Head Start Program in San Diego;
the San Diego Urban League, an orga-
nization that has served as a leader,
mentor and an instructor for the Afri-
can-American community. The list
goes on and on.

These individuals and organizations
have served as role models not only for
the African-American community, but
for all residents in the San Diego area,
and | am honored to serve as a rep-
resentative of these outstanding Amer-
icans and organizations.

But, Mr. Speaker, if we are not force-
ful in our efforts to combat racism, we
will destroy these achievements in the
legacy of the civil rights movement
and thrust our country backward into
hostility and animosity. We know, of
course, due to these celebrations, the
name of African-American heroes,
W.E.B. DuBois, Frederick Douglas,
George Washington Carver, Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., Rosa Parks, Fannie
Lou Hamer, Thurgood Marshall, and
many, many others who dedicated
their lives to the fight for equality and
justice.

But even as we celebrate the progress
African-Americans have made in our
lifetime, we cannot become com-
fortable with what has been achieved.
The torch must be passed to each gen-
eration and the responsibility to con-
tinue the fight rests on our shoulders.
Yes, we must reflect on the past as we
are doing tonight, but, more impor-
tantly, we must organize and work in
the present and plan for the future.

As we go through the new majority’s
100 days, we need to understand that
today’s actions have consequences for
our Nation. We must work together to
ensure that our policies are based on
hope, optimism, equality and justice.

So | stand to honor African-Ameri-
cans for their culture and achieve-
ments on this occasion tonight, but let
us never forget we are all writing the
next chapter in this important history.
Let us make sure that our chapter is
read by our children with price.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia for adding to this particular special
order, and particularly talking about
those African-Americans in the State
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tleman from Ohio, for taking this spe-
cial order to reflect upon the great con-
tributions that African-Americans
have made to our society.

One of my constituents, Mrs. Daisy
Bates of Little Rock, deserves special
recognition, not only for her coura-
geous and inspiring role in encouraging
and supporting the nine African-Amer-
ican students who enrolled in Central
High School in 1957, but also for a life-
time of advancing the cause of racial
justice.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Louisiana and | had the privilege just a
few short months ago of visiting in
Mrs. Bates’ home, and | am glad to re-
port that she is doing well and in great
spirits, as always.

I had the privilege, as president of
the University of Arkansas, to write
the forward to her book, the Long
Shadow of Little Rock, which was re-
printed by the University of Arkansas
Press in 1986. In that foreword | wrote:

During a critical period in the history of
our state, Daisy Bates charged into the heart
of a gathering storm of intolerance and prej-
udice, armed only with principles of justice,
of reason, of compassion, and of tolerance.
Her leadership, her vision, and her courage
have lifted all of us to a clearer understand-
ing of the dignity and ultimate value of the
human spirit. This book should be read by
all who celebrate those virtues.

Mr. Speaker, I am also very proud
that the University of Arkansas, long
before the decision, the United States
court decision in Brown against Board
of Education, became the first South-
ern state to voluntarily admit African-
American students to prev