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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of May 12, 1995, the
Chair will now recognize Members from
lists submitted by the majority and
minority leaders for morning hour de-
bates. The Chair will alternate recogni-
tion between the parties, with each
party limited to not to exceed 30 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority and minority leaders limited to
not to exceed 5 minutes.

NINE STEPS TO FISCAL
RESPONSIBILITY—SPENDING CUTS

The SPEAKER. Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is
recognized during morning business for
5 minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, everyone
knows that our national debt is spiral-
ing out of control, passing the $5 tril-
lion mark earlier this year. To put this
incredible number in some kind of per-
spective, the Washington Times last
week gave a particularly timely anal-
ogy. It noted, just in time for the St.
Patrick’s Day weekend, that just the
one day’s increase that day in the na-
tional debt, which was around $8 bil-
lion, would be enough money to pur-
chase 8 pints of beer at $3.75 each for
every citizen of the United States and
Ireland for St. Patrick’s Day. That
would be quite a celebration, a pretty
big party.

Of course, the bill for that party is
going to be paid for by the children
who are not old enough to drink beer
yet, because we are going to have to
send the bill to them. What | am say-
ing is if we do not address this addic-
tion to debt spending, it is our children
and our grandchildren who are going to
be stuck with the budgetary hangover.

Most know that the first step to re-
covery from any kind of an addiction is
to admit to the problem. The St. Pat-
rick’s Day free beer scenario under-
scores the need for the Federal Govern-
ment to recognize and treat its addic-
tion to deficit spending.

For that reason, | rise again today to
offer my annual list of specific discre-
tionary spending cuts which, if enacted
into law, could save the American tax-
payer more than $300 billion over the
next 5 years.

The cuts provided fall into nine gen-
eral categories, a nine-step program to-
ward fiscal responsibility. These cuts
dramatically demonstrate the hun-
dreds of billions of waste that still
exist in nearly all areas of the Federal
Government, from social programs, to
corporate welfare, to congressional and
governmental operations. There is not
a citizen in this country who thinks
every single tax dollar that we have
spent is well spent.

The 104th Congress has taken on the
challenges of balancing the budget
with an aggressive plan to eliminate
our deficit by the year 2002. Unfortu-
nately, while Congress has made the
tough choices inherent in balancing
the budget, the President has mostly
stayed on the sideline, playing what I
think | can fairly call partisan games
for short-term political gain.

President Clinton has thwarted the
responsible attempts to rein in spend-
ing and eliminate wasteful programs.
While he has insisted that the era of
big Government is over, he said it right
here, his actions hardly complement
that declaration. Highlights of Mr.
Clinton’s irresponsibility include
bringing about the defeat of the bal-
anced budget amendment. You all re-
member, that died by one vote, and the
defeat of the Penny-Kasich spending
cuts bill, and vetoing the first balanced
budget plan in over a generation, which
we sent to him and he vetoed.

In fact, even when he finally agreed
to offer a balanced budget using real
numbers, he relied on accounting gim-
micks, and ignored out-of-control enti-
tlement programs. Specific recent rev-
elations about the Medicare Trust
Fund suggest the administration has
been playing a shell game with seniors’
health care and other mandatory pro-
grams. Even more incredibly, more
than 95 percent of his discretionary
cuts would not have taken place until
after the year 2000.

The beat goes on, and it goes on
today as the President announces that
he is urging Congress to increase, in-
crease, Commerce Department funding
at a time when we are moving to elimi-
nate this wasteful agency altogether.
He is also threatening to shut down the
Government again, unless Congress
ponies up a handsome ransom of $8 bil-
lion more for his pet projects in fiscal
year 1996 spending. That is today. That
is this year.

While the President is quite vocal as
to which programs should be expanded
and increased, he has given us very few
details about which should be cut or
terminated. If he is truly serious about
ending the era of big Government, he
should get specific on what programs
he would cut to pay for his priorities.

As the President releases his budget
today, | remain hopeful, not particu-
larly optimistic, but hopeful, that it
will contain the type of real fiscal dis-
cipline this country needs. | hope that
he has a list of spending cuts that re-
flect his priorities and his desire to
eliminate deficit spending.

Mr. Speaker, my list is certainly not
exhaustive, nor is it noncontroversial.
There are several items on the list
about these cuts that | am not particu-
larly happy about, but | do not think
they are high enough priority.

Still, it begins to frame the debate in
terms of our priorities and it elimi-
nates those programs, agencies and ini-
tiatives that fail these three simple
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tests that we should all ask ourselves.
First of all, is this a Federal respon-
sibility? Second of all, does it work?
And, third of all, can we afford it?

If we do not ask those three simple
questions about every program that
comes forward in our budget process,
we simply are not doing our job. If we
could afford the luxury of endless
spending, perhaps we would not have to
do that. We cannot afford that any-
more, and, besides, it is just good prac-
tical business, taking care of the Amer-
ican taxpayers’ dollars, to ask those
simple questions: Is this something
Government should do, can we afford
it, and does this thing work, is it on
target? That is pretty simple. | think
we can even get that message here.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
nine-step program for fiscal respon-
sibility for the RECORD.

A NINE STEP PROGRAM FOR FISCAL
RESPONSIBILITY

All savings are over a five year period, cal-
culated in millions of dollars and based on
best official estimates.

LEADING BY EXAMPLE: CONGRESSIONAL AND

EXECUTIVE BRANCH REFORM

Savings and description

2,200—Reduce the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations by 20 percent

284—Reduce the Executive Office of the
President Appropriation by 20 percent

85—Reduce the ‘‘franking” allocation to
Members of Congress by 50 percent

118—Roll back the Congressional Pay Raise
to $89,500

2.5—Reduce the Attending Physician’s Office
by 33 percent

1.1—Privatize the House and Senate Gym-
nasiums

FREE MARKET AGRICULTURAL REFORM
Savings and description

12,700—Abolish the Cotton Price Support and
Loan Programs

11,000—Lower target prices for subsidized
crops 3 percent annually

5,000—Eliminate the Dairy Subsidy Program

3,950—Merge the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice, the Cooperative Research Service
and the Agricultural Extension Service;
cut funding by 50 percent

1,660—End the Federal Crop Insurance Pro-
gram and replace with standing author-
ity for disaster assistance

660—Reduce Commodity Credit Corporation
Subsidies to those with off-farm incomes
over $100,000

200—End the Peanut Subsidy Program

100—Eliminate the Tobacco Price Support
Program
GOVERNMENT FOR THE PEOPLE, NOT THE

BUREAUCRATS

Savings and Description

64,000—Lower by 10% per annum the pro-
jected growth rate of non-postal, civilian
agencies overhead (excluding travel)
14,740—Eliminate DOD payments for indirect
Research & Development; substitute di-
rect R&D
8,850—Continue the partial
freeze at DOD
6,000—Defense Acquisition Reform
3,080—Repeal the Davis-Bacon Act
2,550—Reduce DOE energy technology spend-
ing
1,900—Fully implement H.R. 2452 (102nd) to
provide additional conservation meas-
ures for federal agencies
1,500—Strengthen and restructure
(NPR proposal)

civilian hiring

NASA
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1,000—Reduce overhead in federally-spon-
sored university research
900—Service Contract Act reform
858—Lower the travel budgets of all non-
postal civilian agencies by 15 percent
540—Reform vacation and overtime for the
Senior Executive Service
PRIVATIZING AND DOWNSIZING GOVERNMENT
Savings and description

9,000—corporatize the Air Traffic Control
System

4,170—Facilitate contracting out and privat-
ization of military commissaries

2,000—Privatize the Government
Mortgage Association

1,900—Eliminate the Legal Services Corpora-
tion

1,522—Eliminate the Economic Development
Administration

913—Eliminate Rural Economic and Commu-
nity Development (RCED) duplication
with the Small Business Administration

690—Eliminate the Appalachian Regional
Commission

580—End funding for all non-energy Ten-
nessee Valley Authority (TVA) activities

174—Eliminate the Rural Utilities Service
(formerly the Rural Electric Administra-
tion)

140—Close the Bureau of Mines and merge its
data gathering activities with other Inte-
rior research agencies

56—Eliminate the Arms
mament Agency

10—Phase out the U.S. Fire Administration

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE THAT PUTS AMERICAN
TAXPAYERS FIRST

Savings and description

13,125—Cut the foreign aid budget (150 Ac-
count) by 15 percent and make all ear-
marks in that account subject to a two-
thirds vote for passage

National

Control Disar-

8,100—Eliminate the Agency for Inter-
national Development
1,510—Eliminate Public Law 480 Inter-

national Assistance Program

150—Phase out the Foreign Agricultural
Service Cooperation Funding

ATTACKING CORPORATE WELFARE

Savings and description

3,388—Eliminate Export Enhancement Pro-
gram

3,372—Sell the Power Marketing Administra-
tions

2,660—Phase out subsidies for AMTRAK

2,000—End postal subsidies to not-for-profit
organizations (excluding blind and handi-
capped individuals)

1,002—Eliminate Travel, Tourism and Export
Promotion Administration (as a tax-
payer supported entity)

692—Sell the National Helium Reserves

660—Phase out ACTION (umbrella organiza-
tion for domestic volunteer activities) as
a tax supported program

500—Eliminate the Market Promotion Pro-

gram

195—Eliminate Essential Air Service sub-
sidies

121—Terminate Dairy Export Incentive Pro-
gram

PRIORITIZING OUR SOCIAL SPENDING
Savings and description

27,000—Prohibit direct federal benefits and
unemployment benefits to illegal aliens

6,300—Consolidate the administrative costs
of the AFDC, Food Stamps and Medicaid
programs

5,700—Freeze the number of rental assistance
commitments

5,400—Increase Medicare safeguard funding
by $540 million over 5 years

4,900—Reduce NIH funding by 10 percent,
concentrating on overhead

3,850—Eliminate ‘““‘impact aid’’ to school dis-
tricts with military bases
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3,400—Eliminate non-targeted vocational
state funding

3,060—Eliminate AmeriCorps

2,930—Eliminate the William D. Ford pro-
gram (direct student lending)

2,600—Cut the National Endowment for Arts
by 50 percent

2,060—Eliminate the Goals 2000 program

1,400—Scale back Rural Rental Housing As-
sistance program

1,400—Eliminate Office of the Surgeon Gen-
eral

1,000—Consolidate social services programs

990—Eliminate HUD special-purpose grants

883—Cut funding for the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting by 50 percent

610—Replace new public housing construc-
tion with vouchers

144—Streamline HUD

ENDING TAXPAYER SUBSIDIES THAT DEGRADE
OUR ENVIRONMENT

Savings and description

7,400—End all new Bureau of Water Reclama-
tion water projects

2,200—End Irrigation Subsidies

1,100—Privatize the U.S. Enrichment Cor-
poration

1,000—Reduce the fill rate for the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve

1,000—1872 Mining Law Reform

880—ENnd the ‘““Corridor H”’ program

912—Eliminate the Clean Coal Program

250—Grazing Reform

235—Eliminate below-cost timber sales from
national forests

80—End the Boll Weevil
gram

Eradication Pro-

CUTTING OUT THE PORK
Savings and description

8,850—Limit federal highway spending to the
amount brought in by motor vehicle fuel
taxes

6,250—Reduce mass transit grants; eliminate
operating subsidies

5,150—Scale back Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Grants

2,590—Terminate all highway demonstration
projects

1,380—Eliminate Rural Development Asso-
ciation loans and guarantees

250—Eliminate redundant polar satellite pro-
grams

0.3—Close under-utilized black lung offices

THE DIRTY LITTLE SECRET OF
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION FOES:
THEY GET BY WITH A LITTLE
HELP FROM THEIR FRIENDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized during morning busi-
ness for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
have the great honor of serving on the
House Committee on the Judiciary,
and this has been a very, very difficult
year, because we have had incoming
missiles from every which way attack-
ing affirmative action. | for one have
been a believer in affirmative action,
because | remember | could not get
into a lot of schools I wanted to get
into as a young woman, because even
though | passed all the tests, they
would say ““Whoops, wrong chro-
mosomes; have a nice day,” and you
went right out the door. So | have been
very interested in this debate on af-
firmative action.
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Well, 1 am going to do today what
one of the ex-mayors of New York used
to do. Mayor LaGuardia used to read
the newspaper to people, and | think it
is time to start reading the newspaper
to people, because one of these incom-
ing missiles against affirmative action
came in the form of a vote by the Uni-
versity of California regents. That dis-
tinguished panel voted aggressively to
back off of affirmative action. To end
affirmative action as we know it, and
now we know why that group wanted
to.

They believe in the old Beatles song,
“You get by with a little help from
your friends.”” Remember that? “‘lI get
by with a little help from my friends.”
Well, this is what they are all singing.

This Saturday’s Los Angeles Times
did a wonderful job of exposing these
regents, who are so pure and want a
level playing field and all of this other
stuff that you have heard about affirm-
ative action. And what you really find
as you read this newspaper, which is
absolutely fascinating, because they go
further and document all of the politi-
cians, from Governor Pete Wilson, who
led the antiaffirmative action charge
in his now historic run for President,
and he is no longer there, but from
Governor Pete Wilson to many of the
regents who voted for this, all the dif-
ferent people that they insisted that
the University of California put at the
front of the line, even though their
grades happened to be lower than many
others that they shut the door on be-
cause of this, their scores turned out to
be lower. It is very interesting reading,
and | hope people will look at this.

When some of these young students
who got moved to the front of the line
because their dad or mom knew the re-
gent or they were business associates
or whatever, when they would inter-
view some of these young students,
some them said very clearly, “But, of
course, that is what is going on. This is
America. It is who you know, not what
you know.”’

Now, most minorities and women
knew that. They knew that if they did
not know somebody big, they were not
going to get in. Actually some of them,
they did not even need bother apply,
because they were not going to get
through the barrier. People could not
look beyond their skin color, religion
or sex.

So we are working hard to try and
have a wakeup call to people, to say
look, affirmative action is not perfect,
but we ought to fix it, and we ought to
be working on what you know, not who
you know. But when you look at these
regents, it is so clear by this record
that special privilege is something that
they want to continue. They want to
continue with it, and they see affirma-
tive action challenging that.

One of the regents who aggressively,
aggressively fought affirmative action,
was a man named Leo Kolligan. Now,
this guy got in over 35 different young
people, according to the L.A. Times,
that were not as qualified. One score
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was lower than 6,000 other young peo-
ple who were turned away, but he got
in. It is who you know, not what you
know.

When you look at all of the others,
they all happen to be sons and daugh-
ters of very prominent folks in the
community that these different regents
knew, or relatives, it is amazing how
thick blood can run, or prominent poli-
ticians or relatives of prominent politi-
cians or large fund raisers or whatever.

But that is not what we have said the
American dream is about. So as you
listen to this raging debate about af-
firmative action, we really ought to
put it into some kind of context. What
we really want to make sure is that the
dream Is attainable for everyone, no
matter what their background, and it
is really honest-to-goodness attainable.
And if we go back to this who you
know, it is not. You cannot say it is
one thing, and then have it operating
in an entirely different way.

The young people of America know
that, and they know how fraudulent it
is. You have so many students protest-
ing in California on the campuses on
this. 1 hope everybody pays serious at-
tention to this, and we do not get
caught up in undoing something so im-
portant.

GOOD NEWS AND BAD NEWS ON
THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. SMITH] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, there is good news and bad news in
the President’s budget that we received
today. Let me go with some of the bad
news first. Some of the bad news is
that he has greater tax increases and
that he has more spending for the Fed-
eral Government. In other words, some
of the same old policy of tax and spend.
In fact, on taxes, even though he has a
temporary tax cut, the tax cut is done
away with by the year 2002, and he has
actually a tax increase of over $10 bil-
lion by the time he gets to 2002.

Now, | think that old tax and spend
and borrow philosophy is the bad news.
Here is the good news. It is the Repub-
licans, by hanging tough, have now
changed the frame of the debate in
Washington, so the President’s budget
still says through their figuring that
this budget balances by the year 2002.
And that is good news.

Let me point out why | think it is
such good news. It is because borrow-
ing has obscured the true size of Fed-
eral Government. If the American peo-
ple had to pay the taxes that are re-
quired for this huge overbloated, over-
regulating Government that we have
now, they would not stand for it. They
would say, ‘““Wait a minute. Get rid of
that fraud and abuse. Get rid of some
of these programs, because we do not
like you talking 50 percent of every
dollar we earn for taxes at the local,
State, and national level.”
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Let me display this chart a little bit
that shows the pie of the way we divide
up Federal expenditures. Now, for this
current fiscal year, it is a little over
$1.5 trillion. The blue portion of this
pie that now represents about 50 per-
cent of total government spending is in
the so-called welfare entitlement
spending. That means if you achieve a
certain criteria of age or poverty, the
money is automatically going to be
there. The Congress does not appro-
priate that money every year. The only
way we can reduce the cost of these
welfare entitlement programs is having
the President sign a bill, or override
his veto.

So if we are going to achieve a bal-
anced budget, that means that we are
going to have to achieve some changes
in the welfare and entitlement pro-
grams. Some of the welfare recipients
are going to have to start working. Our
welfare programs have been successful
in transferring wealth, but, too often
in the process, we have taken away
their self-respect. We have taken away
their drive to get up every morning,
even when they do not feel like it, and
go to work and contribute to the econ-
omy of the United States. So they have
been recipients of other taxpayer
spending.

That has to be changed. We have sent
one bill to the President. He has vetoed
it. We sent another welfare reform bill
to the President, and he has vetoed it.
What we have got to start doing is hav-
ing cooperation, or the kind of a Presi-
dent that is going to say yes, some of
these changes need to be made.

Let me just briefly go around the
rest of this pie chart. We have got in-
terest on the Federal debt. The Federal
debt is now about $5 trillion. That in-
terest is also on automatic pilot. We
have got the defense in green. The de-
fense programs now, even the hawks
and the doves, the Republicans and
Democrats, the liberals and conserv-
atives, only disagree on about plus or
minus 8 percent deviation. In other
words, everybody agrees we need a cer-
tain amount of defense in this country,
so there is very little flexibility.

What is left? What is left for Con-
gress, what they have control of, is the
12 appropriation bills that represent
the discretionary spending outside of
defense.

In this little red pie chart area, we
have been successful in the last 14
months of cutting $40 billion out of
spending. That is a good start. And the
reason we have accomplished this, the
reason the President and the Demo-
crats and the liberals are now at least
saying we need a balanced budget, is
because we have changed the frame of
the debate by saying look, we are not
going to pass this kind of increase.
Even if you veto it, Mr. President, even
if you shut down Government. And are
not going to give you a clean debt ceil-
ing increase, because we are concerned
with the debt of this country going
over $5 trillion, unless we make some
of those changes.
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Here is my point, Mr. Speaker: If we
continue to stick to our guns, if we
continue to hang tough, using the le-
verage that we have of increasing the
debt limit, of being very frugal in the
appropriation bills that we pass, we
can achieve it. We can do it. It is not
this overspending and overborrowing.
Borrowing has obscured the true size of
Government. It needs to be changed.
Let us hang tough, let us stick in
there, let us do it.

UNITED STATES-TAIWAN-CHINA
RELATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Guam [Mr.
UNDERWOOD] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker,
today the House will take up later on
House Concurrent Resolution 148, a
concurrent resolution expressing the
sense of Congress that the United
States is committed to the military
stability of the Taiwan Straits and to
the defense of Taiwan against invasion,
missile attacks, or blockade by the
People’s Republic of China. The
House’s consideration of this resolu-
tion is timely. It coincides with meet-
ings today between United States and
Taiwanese officials to discuss Taiwan’s
defense needs and possible United
States weapons sales in a regularly
scheduled annual consultation.

Consideration of this resolution also
comes at a time of increased military
maneuvers by the People’s Republic.
Over the past few months, China has
conducted missile tests off the coast of
Taiwan, including missile firings which
have landed adjacent to Taiwanese
major ports and live ammunition fire
operations in the Straits.

Yesterday China upped the ante by
declaring that they will go forward
with planned war games around islands
it controls and ordered residents to
evacuate. The PRC also announced a
new series of exercises in a large part
of the Taiwan Straits and has warned
international shipping and aviation to
stay away from the region.

The reason for the PRC’s escalation
is clear: It is an orchestrated campaign
to intimidate Taiwanese voters and to
influence the outcome of Taiwan’s first
direct Presidential elections this com-
ing Saturday. The resolution under
consideration today rejects this type of
coercion and supports the historic
democratic election in Taiwan this
weekend. It reinforces the Clinton ad-
ministration’s support for democracy
and stability in the region and peaceful
resolution of the current dispute.

As the Member of Congress whose
district is closest to this conflict and
directly impacted by the outcome, |
am mindful of its implications for
Guam. While some have argued that
my islands could benefit by some of
this instability, | reject this line of
thinking. Even though some short-
term economic gain may result from
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capital diverted from the region to
Guam, our long-term economic growth
will suffer without economic prosperity
in Pacific Rim and Pacific Basin na-
tions and territories.

Guam’s economy is tourist driven,
roughly 1 million of whom arrive from
the Asia Pacific region. Tourist arriv-
als have increased over 180 percent in
10 years, with Korea and Taiwan re-
cently leading the way as the fastest
growing visitor markets. Increasingly
our economy also depends on invest-
ment from Japan, Taiwan, the Phil-
ippines and South Korea. A blockade,
invasion or missile attack on Taiwan
would not only affect Taiwan, but also
the United States and the rest of the
region.

Economic growth throughout the
United States would be jeopardized if
the flow of exports to the region is dis-
rupted in any way. Over 40 percent of
all United States trade involves the
Asia-Pacific region. U.S. trade in the
region now exceeds $370 billion, which
is 76 percent greater than U.S. trade
with Europe. An estimated 2.6 million
American jobs depend on United States
exports to Asia.

Taiwan has become a major trading
partner of the United States and all
the major economies in the region.
Taiwanese two-way trade with the
United States is roughly $43 billion.
Furthermore, United States, Japan,
and Hong Kong account for more than
60 percent of Taiwanese exports. We
can only imagine what would happen if
the 19th largest economy in the world
was cut off from the rest of the world
by an invasion, blockade or missile at-
tack. When the peso collapsed in Mex-
ico last year, shock waves went
throughout economies and stock mar-
kets as far away as Asia. A disruption
of trade in and out of Taiwan could
have even greater consequences.

Over the past 50 years, U.S. engage-
ment in Asia and the Pacific has en-
sured a stable political and military
environment and made possible the tre-
mendous economic growth in the Pa-
cific region. We should welcome the
Clinton administration’s dispatch of
the Nimitz and the Independence. It
sends Beijing a strong signal that the
United States is committed to regional
stability and economic growth. The
resolution before the House only
strengthens this commitment.

It is my hope that when the current
dispute is resolved, Congress and the
administration and the American peo-
ple will wake up to a very new geo-
political reality. The Asia-Pacific re-
gion has become the most dynamic re-
gion in the world, and all major indica-
tors point to the Asia-Pacific region as
the most vibrant region in the next
century. The region is home to the
seven largest armies in the world, the
largest population, and the greatest
volume of trade.

Let us not turn our back on Taiwan.
Let us support them, and let us support
the resolution.
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SUPPORT THE TRAVEL AND
TOURISM PARTNERSHIP ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. ROTH] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to urge support for the travel and tour-
ism industry; that is, the Travel and
Tourism Partnership Act. Travel and
tourism is America’s and the world’s
largest industry, or it will be in 4
years. Today, travel and tourism em-
ploys some 7 million people directly,
and some 6.5 million people indirectly
in the United States.

In the next 2 months, before the
Travel and Tourism Administration
closes down at the Commerce Depart-
ment, | encourage my colleagues to
focus on this industry and the jobs it
creates, what it does to keep our taxes
lower for all Americans, and what it is
doing for America as far as our econ-
omy is concerned.

The travel and tourism industry is
one that has been neglected too long by
this Congress. Mr. Speaker, Members
debate frequently here on the floor on
what we can do to promote good paying
jobs, to keep our economy strong, how
to revitalize our cities, and how to cre-
ate the opportunities that our young
people need and how to rejuvenate our
local economies. The question always
comes down to what can we do as a
Congress to create more jobs?

One of the problems, of course, in the
inner cities, is that businesses are clos-
ing down, opportunities have been lost,
and neighbors are packing up and mov-
ing away. But today it is not only a
problem for inner cities, it is also a
problem for small towns.

In rural communities all across
America where farms and industries
once supported a main street bustling
with restaurants, hardware stores, five-
and-dimes, grocery stores, service sta-
tions, hotels, you name it, some of
these small towns have been very hard
hit.

But what has kept our hometowns
and small towns from fading away in
America has been one industry; it has
been the travel and tourism industry.
The travel and tourism industry many
times has kept alive our small towns,
our rural towns.

Tourism is today America’s second
largest employer. When we help tour-
ism, it is like starting a downtown re-
vitalization project or helping a small
town anywhere in America.

With less than 2 months to go before
the USTTA shuts its doors forever, it is
time for Members to do two things, and
I think it is imperative for us to do
that: One is to recognize the vital role
that tourism plays in our districts, and
to commit becoming a new catalyst for
further growth by helping travel and
tourism.

We have a bill before Congress that is
an outgrowth of the travel and tourism
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White House conference that we had
here in October. We had some 1,700
leading people in travel and tourism
come to Washington at the end of Octo-
ber, and they asked Congress for legis-
lation dealing with a partnership act
which allows the government and in-
dustry to work together. This would be
really a prototype for legislation in the
future.

We have the bill before us, H.R. 2579.
This bill allows America to compete
not only in our country, but also inter-
nationally in the travel and tourism
industry. Again, it is the outgrowth of
the White House Conference on Travel
and Tourism. It is a real job creator.
There is not a bill before Congress that
will create as many jobs as the Part-
nership Act, H.R. 2579, so | am asking
Members to sign on. It is a real eco-
nomic stimulus, especially for our
local communities.

We now have 195 cosponsors. We want
to do what is said to be impossible. We
want to reach 218. So, you see, we are
in striking distance. We are striving to
achieve the ultimate goal, which is 218
cosponsors. | am asking all Members to
become involved.

We have come a long way. We have
made strides that others have said
would be unachievable. But with all
our success, we have a long trail ahead
of us. We must get the job done. Time
is of the essence.

Mr. Speaker, | ask all Members to
focus on travel and tourism, because of
what it means to our economy and
what it means to jobs for all Ameri-
cans. It is time for us to focus on this
emerging industry. After all, travel
and tourism, telecommunications, and
information technology are the three
greatest job producers of the 1990’s and
the 21st century. If we in Congress are
forward looking and if we in Corning
are going to focus on what has to be
done for our economy and for the fu-
ture of this country, then we have got
to focus on travel and tourism, and we
have got to do that today, because we
have only 2 months before USTTA
closes down.

So | ask all Members to focus on
travel and tourism. Let us complete
the big job we started. | ask all Mem-
bers to help by cosponsoring this legis-
lation today.

Mr. Speaker, | thank you for giving
me the time to express my concerns
about travel and tourism this after-
noon.

CUTS IN EDUCATION ARE HITTING
HOME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | want-
ed to focus on education this after-
noon, because | am very concerned
about the consequences of the House
Republican leadership and their spend-
ing proposals with regard to education,
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the cuts that they have implemented
or they are trying to implement in edu-
cation.

Essentially what we are seeing now is
that these cuts are hitting home. | am
going back to my district, and | know
others have heard from their districts
and their hometowns, are hearing back
from the school boards and from local
residents about the fact that teachers
now have to be laid off or taxes have to
be raised in order to provide for edu-
cation programs that the Federal Gov-
ernment will no longer fund under
these Republican proposals.

I have said before that education is
one of the priorities that the President
and the Democrats in Congress have
stressed should not be severely im-
pacted during these constant budget
battles on the floor. Yet once again we
face the situation where the House
passed a spending bill a few weeks ago
for the remainder of this fiscal year
that would severely cut, provide the
largest cut in educational programs in
the history of the Federal Government.

This is basically amounting to a 13-
percent reduction from the last fiscal
year, a $3.3 billion cut in education
programs. The Senate, fortunately, as |
have mentioned before, when this bill
went over to the Senate, tried to re-
store most of this, about $2.5 billion in
education funds. However, the Senate
bill will not prevail if Speaker GING-
RICH and the Republican extremists,
the Republican leadership, do not go
along with the Senate version. So we
have to constantly push to say that the
House version that makes all these
cuts in education funding is not the
way to go, and that we as Democrats
support the Senate version and the
President supports the Senate version
to put back a lot of this education
money.

Now what does this all mean? A lot
of times on the floor of the House we
talk about money or about amounts of
money or percentages, and some people
wonder what does it mean to me lo-
cally back at home? Well, it means a
lot. I think we have got a very good
glimpse of that today, or | should say
yesterday, in the New York Times. The
New York Times had an article in yes-
terday’s paper, ‘“‘Federal Budget Im-
passe Hits Home With the Threat of
Layoffs in School Districts.”’

It takes us to a relatively small town
in upstate New York, Schenectady.
There they are starting to send out no-
tices to the teachers to tell them they
are going to be laid off because of the
cutbacks in Federal funding. | just
wanted to read some sections of this
article, if | could, because | think it is
so indicative of what the impact is of
these House Republican cuts in edu-
cation funding. It talks about Teresa
McAnaney and her colleagues at the
Pleasant Valley Elementary School in
Schenectady who:

. . . have tended to view the budget stale-
mate in Washington as a distant drama that
has mainly led to the periodic closing of the
nation’s parks and museums and a handful of
Government agencies.
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But earlier this month, this faraway crisis
hit home: the superintendent’s office noti-
fied Ms. McAnaney that she would be among
16 teachers and aides in the city school dis-
trict at risk for layoffs in the fall because
the district had no idea how much money it
would receive from the Federal or state gov-
ernments.

She says that “The uncertainty is
the most frustrating part of this whole
thing.”

This is what we are talking about.
This week, this Federal Government is
operating with a stopgap funding meas-
ure that extends for 1 week. This Fri-
day again the Government or certain
agencies of the Government, including
the Education Department, will close
down if we do not pass another bill ex-
tending funding for another week or
another month. The process has to
stop, because with these stopgap meas-
ures and taking the education funding
from week-to-week, which is what the
Republican leadership has been doing,
there is so much uncertainty back in
our hometowns and throughout this
country about education funding that
they do not know what to do. What
they have to do is essentially plan for
the worst, lay off teachers, particularly
those funded through title | for various
programs, and tell them and assume
they are not going to have the money
for the next fiscal year. The only way
that they can avoid that is if they go
and take their local property taxes in
order to keep some of these teachers
and some of these programs going.

I went on further in the article, I
thought it was particularly interest-
ing, because further on in this New
York Times article they have another
individual who is also from Schenec-
tady, who talks about how Congress
and the Federal legislators are not
paying attention to what is happening
in the small towns. This gentleman is
quoted as saying that ““I don’'t think
those people realize how their fighting
is hurting ordinary people like
myself * * * Maybe they should come
into a school to see the problems they
are creating every day.”

He says, “‘It has reached the point
that people cannot even plan.”

Once again, | think that is the prob-
lem here. We keep talking about this
Federal budget and the Republican
leadership keeps saying that if we cut
this money out of education programs,
it will not matter. Let me tell you, it
does matter. We are going to see more
and more that it matters in coming
weeks if the Republican leadership
does not turn around and restore this
education funding.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2745

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that my name
be removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2745.

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

There was no objection.
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HEALTH CENTERS CONSOLIDATION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. RICHARDSON] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 5 minutes.

TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE JIM BUNNING

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, |
am going to talk about a bill I have in-
troduced to reauthorize community
health centers. Before | do that, there
are three brief items | wanted to make

Hall of Fame for years. They finally
rectified that. About time. A great
pitcher. For 11 years, he never missed a
start.

Now, our hope, especially the demo-
cratic baseball team, is that Jim
BUNNING will now see fit to pitch in the
annual game. Jim did so 3 years ago. |
am proud to announce that the great
JiM BUNNING has lost his fast ball. Of
course, he is in his fifties or sixties. We
hope JiM is encouraged to play ball
again. But congratulations to the great
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Xavier School grad and 1953 Xavier U. grad
with B.S. Degree in economics . . . Traded
by Detroit to Phillies 12/5/63 with Gus
Triandos for Don Demeter and Jack Hamil-

ton . . . Traded to Pirates 12/16/67 for Woodie
Fryman, Hal Clem, Don Money, and Bill
Laxton . . . Traded to Dodgers 8/15/69 for in-

fielder Chuck Coggins, outfielder Ron Mitch-
ell and cash . .. Released by Dodgers and
signed by Phillies 10/28/69, after unclaimed in
major league waivers.

ALL-STAR GAMES

W-L 1P H R ER BB SO ERA
my colleague aware of. JimM BUNNING. ) .
1 would also like to join in congratu- Mr. Speaker, | include for the 137 American ey SO SR T Y
lating our colleague from Kentucky, RECORD the following statistics: 1959 American (2nd ga.) 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 000
1961 American (st ga. -0 2 0 0 0 0 2 000
JiM BUNNING, recently elected to the 14—BUNNING, JAMES PAUL (JIM) RHP 1961 American Eangga?) 00 3 0 0 0 0 1 000
Baseball Hall of Fame. It is about time. . 1962 American (Ist ga.) 00 3 1 0 0 0 2 000
3 B K litici Born—Covington, Ky., 10/23/31 . . . Home— 1963 American 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 000
V\m L'J]NN'NG’ arg OUESFI)IO ?n po |rt]|C|an. Southgate, Ky. . . . B—R, T-R, . .. 6-3, 200 1gs4 National . 00 2 2 0 0 0 4 000
en he was a baseball player, he was Married Mary Theis; 9 children; Barbara, 1966 National 00 2 1 0 0 0 2 000
outspoken, too. He told it like it is. twins Jimmy and Joan, Cathy, Bill, Bridget, ol 3 7 3 2 2 B 1w
The sports writers kept him off the Mark, and twins Dave and Amy . . . 1949 St. __ % = -
Relief Pitching ~ BATTING
Year and club W L PCT ERA G G C6 P H BB SO ShO — BA
W oL SV A H HR
1955 DET A 3 5 37563 15 8 0 51 5 32 3 0 2 0 1 15 3 0 .20
1956 5 1 83371 15 3 0 531 5 28 3 0 4 0 1 18 6 0 .333
1957 20 8 714 269 45 30 14 2671 214 72 18 1 2 1 1 94 20 1 213
1958 14 12 538 352 35 34 10 2192 188 79 177 3 0 0 0 75 14 0 187
1959 17 13 567 389 40 35 14 2492 220 75 201 1 0 1 1 89 17 1 .91
1960 1 14 440 279 36 34 10 252 217 64 200 3 0 0 0 8 13 0 .160
1961 17 11 607 319 38 37 12 268 232 71 194 4 0 0 1 100 13 0 130
1962 19 10 655 359 41 35 12 258 262 74 184 2 0 0 6 95 23 1 242
1963 12 13 480 388 39 35 6 2481 245 69 196 2 0 O 1 84 13 0 .155
1964 PHI N 19 8 704 263 41 39 13 2841 248 46 219 5 0 0 2 99 12 0 121
1965 19 9 679 260 39 39 15 291 253 62 268 7 0 O 0 103 22 1 214
1966 19 14 576 241 43 41 16 314 260 55 252 5 1 0 1 106 19 0 179
1967 17 15 531 229 40 40 16 3021 241 73 253 6 0 O 0 104 17 2 163
1968 PIT N 4 14 222 388 27 26 3 160 168 48 95 1 0 O O 5 5 0 098
1969 2 teams—totals for PIT N (256 10-9) and LA N (96 3-1) 13 10 565 369 34 34 5 2121 212 59 157 0 0 O 0 65 4 0 062
1970 PHI N 0 15 400 411 34 33 4 219 233 5 147 0 0 0 0 71 9 0 127
1971 5 12 204 548 29 16 1 110 126 37 58 0 0 2 1 25 3 1 120
17 y1s 224 184 549 327 591 519 151 37601 3433 1000 2855 40 9 4 16 1275 213 7 167

JIM DANDY DATES

April 19, 1955—Baltimore Orioles’ catcher
Hal Smith becomes second-inning strikeout
victim, the very first in Jim’s glorious ca-
reer.

1957-67—In eleven straight seasons Jim did
not miss a start. Starting 399 games and
completing 134—2953 innings pitched—184 W
127 L.

July 20, 1958—Jim becomes third pitcher in
Detroit Tigers history to pitch a no-hitter,
3-0, at Boston’s Fenway Park in the first
game of a doubleheader. Only two walks and
a hit batter keep him from a perfect game.

June 21, 1964—The father of seven children
then, Jim pitches the major league’s first
regular season perfect game in 42 years, 6-0,
against New York Mets on Father’s Day at
Shea Stadium, also the first game of a Sun-
day doubleheader. Wife, Mary and oldest
daughter Barbara, were in attendance.

April 14, 1968—Side-armer strikes out
Claude Osteen to become only second pitcher
in baseball history to reach 1,000 strikeouts
in both leagues. Cy Young was the first.

August 11, 1970—Move over again, Cy
Young. Jim stops Houston Astros, 6-5, at
Houston’s Astrodome for his 100th National
League victory, tying Young for 100 wins in
both leagues.

April 10, 1971—Jim goes into record book as
winning pitcher in first game ever at Veter-
ans Stadium as he beats Montreal Expos, 4-
1, before 55,352 fans.

May 31, 1971—At San Diego, Clarence Gas-
ton becomes strikeout victim 2,820, moving
Jim ahead of Young into second place on the
all time strikeout list behind Walter John-
son with 3,508.

HANDLING THE TAIWAN-CHINA CRISIS
Mr. Speaker, | also hope that today
we are very cautious in this Taiwan-

China resolution. | think the last thing
we want to do is send a signal to China
and Taiwan that the United States has
a firm, no-holds-barred policy toward
averting conflict. | think here is a clas-
sic case where ambiguity and flexibil-
ity is our best policy tool as we deal
with China and as we deal with Taiwan
in these very critical times.

What we do not want to do is give the
President and the Secretary of Defense
less flexibility in the way they are re-
sponding to this crisis. We should not
be having this bill on the floor. We
should support the Taiwan Relations
Act, the Shanghai communique which
President Nixon and Henry Kissinger
very artfully put together.

Mr. Speaker, | believe that we have
to be very careful and the signal we
send. Of course we support Taiwan. of
course we believe that their freedom is
important. But the last thing we need
is 435 Secretaries of State telling the
President what he or she should do.

Mr. Speaker, on community health
centers, | would urge my colleagues to
join me in helping more than 9 million
people in 2,400 communities across this
country to continue to have a cost-ef-
fective source of quality primary
health care.

Last week | introduced H.R. 3081, the
Health Centers Consolidation Act, a
bill already introduced in the other
body by Senator KASsSeBAUM. The
Kassebaum-Richardson bill consoli-
dates, streamlines, and reauthorizes

four health centers: Migrant health
centers, community health centers,
health care centers for the homeless,
and health centers for residents of pub-
lic housing. It basically reauthorizes
these critically important community
health centers that are right now hang-
ing on the vine.

This consolidation is going to reduce
paperwork and administrative costs,
while still maintaining community-
based systems of health care to address
the needs of medically underserved
communities in vulnerable popu-
lations.

Federal health center programs have
been highly successful in treating some
of the most needy populations still at
risk today. Although this body and the
President are committed to making
health insurance more accessible
through the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill,
we must still face the fact that mil-
lions of Americans cannot afford
health care insurance or basic health
care. In fact, an estimated 43 million
Americans will be without health care
coverage this year.

Community health centers provide
service to those needy Americans who
have no other source of health care;
21.2 million people live in rural areas
that lack access to any primary health
care provider. Private practice in these
underserved areas is not economical
because of low incomes and low popu-
lation density.
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In my State of New Mexico, Federal
health centers serve 156,000 patients
each year. My State has 56 clinics in 27
of the State’s 33 counties. Many of the
States in this country that are rural
probably have a similar percentage.

In most areas these clinics are the
sole providers of health care in the
county. These clinics are usually also
the only providers with a sliding fee
scale, which means they provide both
geographic and economic access to
health care for many uninsured or geo-
graphically isolated New Mexicans.

Although they serve much smaller
populations, community health centers
for migrant populations, the homeless
and public housing residents, provide
necessary services to many medically
underserved populations.

Last year a network of 122 migrant
health centers across the country pro-
vided basic health care services to
600,000 migrant and seasonal farm
workers. Mr. Speaker, this a good bill.
It should be reauthorized. | invite co-
sponsors to the Kassebaum-Richardson
bill.

UNITED STATES MUST BE CLEAR
ABOUT ITS POSITION REGARD-
ING DEMOCRACY IN TAIWAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. Cox] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to respond to the preceding
speaker’s remarks concerning the
events now taking place in the Taiwan
Strait. It is very, very important that
this Congress is treating this issue
today on the floor. It is very, very im-
portant that the United States of
America make clear to the People’s
Republic of China that a war of aggres-
sion waged against the democracy on
Taiwan will not be accepted, not by the
United States, not by the free world,
and that is the world that Taiwan is
joining, because right now, in the days
ahead, Taiwan is preparing for the first
ever free, fair, open, and democratic
elections of a head of government in
nearly 5,000 years of Chinese history.

This is an extraordinary achievement
which all of us applaud, and we should.
Communism, which continues to reign
in the People’s Republic of China, is
the antithesis of democracy. Wei
Jingsheng, who was recently sentenced
again to prison for his role as a democ-
racy activist in the People’s Republic,
is recent testimony to how stark that
difference is.

The People’s Republic of China is free
to maintain its Communist dictator-
ship. It is free to abuse human rights.
It is free to in every respect, economic
and political, differ from the free peo-
ple on Taiwan and do all of this with-
out military threat from the United
States or anyone. In fact, we openly
trade with the People’s Republic of
China.

But what they are not free to do,
what they have no right to do, in na-
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ture or in law, is to mount an
unprovoked military assault against
the island democracy on Taiwan.

Right now, the People’s Republic of
China is threatening freedom in the
world because they are threatening
this military invasion. The United
States policy has been and shall re-
main that we will trust any outcome
peaceably achieved through diplomatic
negotiations and ongoing discussions
and all other peaceful meetings be-
tween the Government on Taiwan and
the Government in Beijing, the Com-
munist Government of the People’s Re-
public of China.

Unilateral imposition of a solution,
least of all by military force, is not ac-
ceptable. in the Shanghai Commu-
nique, which the preceding speaker re-
ferred to, in 1982, the People’s Republic
of China agreed that they would seek a
peaceful resolution of any disagree-
ments they have with Taiwan. That is
what everyone in the world should sup-
port.

Naked military aggression targeted
against a democracy is something that
everyone here should understand
threatens each of us. What we want in
that region is peace. What we do not
want is inadvertent war.

Right now the Communist leaders in
Beijing are pushing and pushing and
pushing as hard as they can, competing
in fact with one another, to see which
of them is going to succeed to the head
of that dictatorship, and they are try-
ing to show who is the most muscular,
who is the most Communist, who is the
most opposed to democracy.

As they push and push and push, they
must understand that there is a line
beyond which they must not go, and
that is launching a military assault
against Taiwan. If the United States is
ambiguous on this point, we risk war
through weakness. We will not have
war. We will have peace if we are quite
clear in this aspect of our foreign pol-
icy. But there is nothing to be gained
and everything to be lost from saying
we are not sure what would happen if
the People’s Republic of China were to
launch a military invasion of Taiwan,
because the truth is we do know the
answer to that, and we ought to tell
Beijing first before it happens. The
People’s Republic of China is our sixth-
largest trading partner. Taiwan is
America’s seventh-largest trading part-
ner. Because the PRC runs a huge trade
deficit with America, it is true that
Taiwan actually buys more from the
United States than does the Com-
munist government in China. Because
they are respectively our sixth- and
seventh-largest trading partners, we
have nothing to gain from a war in the
Taiwan Strait.

We in America must be the peace-
makers, and there is only one way for
the world’s only superpower to main-
tain peace here, and that is to be clear.
We have no diplomacy that can help us
once there is a war that is started on a
mistaken premise that the United
States will not respond. But we do have
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a means—because of our relationship
with both Taiwan and the People’s Re-
public of China—have a means to keep
the peace, and that is to let them know
that America stands by its friendship
with the peaceful government on Tai-
wan. Taiwan is not a threat to the
PRC. The PRC, the People’s Republic
of China, must not be a threat to the
free government on Taiwan.

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.

SUMMER JOBS PROGRAM CRITI-
CAL FOR OUR YOUNG PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, there
are some in this House who would want
to require young people of America to
bear the additional burden of being de-
nied and deprived of a job and of a
chance. These Members talk about the
dilemma of teenagers, teenage preg-
nancy. They talk about the horror of
teen violence. They talk about the
plague and the scourge of drugs in our
communities. Yet those same Members
in the House Labor-HHS appropriation
bill voted to eliminate the very pro-
gram that serves to help prevent those
problems, summer jobs. If those Mem-
bers have their way, some 615,000 youth
will not have a work experience, nor
will they have educational assistance,
in some 650 communities across the
United States.

Recently, however, the Senate, by an
overwhelming majority, some 84 to 16,
Republicans and Democrats alike,
voted to continue the Summer Youth
Employment Program by restoring $635
million in funds. The House should fol-
low the Senate in this critical matter.

While funding under the Senate pro-
gram obviously is at 75 percent of the
level it was when George Bush was
President, nevertheless our youth in-
deed would have jobs, and that is the
critical point.

Mr. Speaker, the Summer Youth Em-
ployment Program has worked, has
served youths very well since 1964. This
is not a perfect program, but it is a
program that should be made stronger,
not necessarily ended. It has been
going on for 30 years, and it has meant
the difference in the lives of millions of
young people.

This program does not provide char-
ity; it provides a chance. Very often
this is the first opportunity young peo-
ple have to get a job, to obtain employ-
ment experience, to learn the work
ethic through summer jobs programs.
A job gives an individual dignity, a
feeling of contributing, pride in one-
self, and the resources to purchase
needed goods and services. A job gives
an individual worth and value.
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On the other hand, Hippocrates rec-
ognized some 400 B.C. that ‘“‘ldleness
and lack of occupation tend toward
evil.”

Unemployment rates among our
youth is at 17.5 percent. That is three
times as large as is in our general pop-
ulation. The unemployment rate for
African-American teenagers is almost
at 40 percent, and without the summer
program, it would be almost 50 percent.
If some in Congress have their way, Mr.
Speaker, for every employed African-
American youth, there would be one
unemployed African-American teen-
ager. Surely in 1996 Congress could rec-
ognize the wisdom of Hippocrates,
which has survived throughout the
years.

Also, Mr. Speaker, it costs so little
to give a youth a chance, but it costs
society so much when we do not give
the youth a chance. Last year, the
summer program cost less than $1,500,
less than $1,500. In contrast, conserv-
ative estimates are that it costs $70,000
in prison construction and welfare
spending when you have a student
dropping out of high school from the
ages of 18 to 54. Contrast that, $70,000
with $1,500. It cannot be disputed that
there is a link between poverty and
joblessness, and there is a link between
joblessness and those who wind up in
prison and those who wind up on our
welfare rolls.

If we really want to move from wel-
fare to work, let us give our young peo-
ple a chance. Let them work. If you
really want to fight criminal behavior,
let us give our young people an alter-
native. Let them work. They want to
work.

Last year there were two applica-
tions for every job available, and there
were not enough jobs to go around. The
summer employment program is broad-
based, both in urban and rural commu-
nities. Indeed, there are more youth in
rural communities than in urban com-
munities. These young people use this
money for critical needs, for going
back to school, for clothing and special
school items.

Mr. Speaker, we can spend more
money to build more jails, open more
courts, incarcerate more youth, or we
can spend less money, less money,
build fewer jails, and employ our young
people and give them opportunities. We
can get less for more by ignoring the
problem, or we can get more for less by
giving young people a chance.

Charity is getting something for
nothing. A chance is an opportunity to
become something rather than noth-
ing. Most American youth | know want
to have that chance. When we decide
the spending for the rest of the year, |
hope we do not disregard our Nation’s

youth.
Mr. Speaker, remember, idleness
breeds evil.

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 21 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

0O 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HUTCHINSON) at 2 p.m.

PRAYER

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

We pray with the psalmist of old
when we ask that You would teach us,
O God, to number our days so that we
gain hearts of wisdom. As the time
goes by and the days become years and
we add so many experiences to our
life’s work, may we learn discernment
and sagacity in the ways of the world
and may we foster patience and com-
prehension in our own hearts, and so
make judgments of justice and mercy.
Bless us, O God, this day and every
day, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
ForBES] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance

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

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

THREAT OF A GOVERNMENT
SHUTDOWN

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton is fighting, threatening a Gov-
ernment shutdown, for $7 million more
to send to foreign countries to educate
their students on the environment and
rainfall measurement techniques. He
wants to give $10 million more to the
National Endowment for the Arts. He
wants more money to establish a new
Federal program to help guide people
through the 160 Federal job training
programs. Only the Clinton adminis-
tration would want to create a new
program to make the maze of 160 over-
lapping programs understandable. Fur-
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ther, Clinton wants $2 million for the
Ounce of Prevention Council which in a
year and a half has produced one glossy
magazine and administered zero
grants. White House Chief of Staff
Leon Panetta’s wife works for this pro-
gram and is paid $300 per day.

It is simply hypocritical to say you
are for a balanced budget and then de-
mand $8 billion for more spending. In
January, the President said, “The era
of Big Government is over.” He also
vowed to never shut down the Govern-
ment again. Unfortunately, he has
abandoned these pledges already to re-
turn to the traditional liberal tax and
spend philosophy. That the President
would support paying Mrs. Leon Pa-
netta $300-a-day to produce one maga-
zine but is not willing to give Ameri-
cans families a $500-tax cut is the
height of arrogance.

THE COURTS IN AMERICA

(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, 10
years ago Terry Clark was sentenced to
death for Kkilling a 9-year-old girl.
Clark admitted he did it. He said, |
grabbed her from her bike. | raped her.
Then 1 shot her in the head three
times.

The death sentence was overturned
on a technicality. But now, once again,
a New Mexico jury has sentenced Clark
to death. This time Clark says, ‘Do
not Kkill me. It will serve no purpose
and you will destroy the health of my
aged mother.”’

Mr. Speaker, did Clark ever consider
the health of the victim’s family or the
victim? Unbelievable here, Mr. Speak-
er.

The father now says, lethal injection
is too good for this bum. And | agree.
When a bum like Clark, after 10 years
Killing a 9-year-old helpless victim, is
still drawing breath in America, there
is something wrong with the courts of
America.

It is time for Congress to say, good
night sweet prince, Clark. It is time for
you to meet your maker, Jack. You do
not go around Killing people in Amer-
ica.

LAST STAND FOR BIG
GOVERNMENT

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, call
it Big Government’s $8 billion last
stand. It comes right on time, less than
3 months after President Clinton de-
clared the era of Big Government is
over. Well, of course, the President’s
policies have not exactly helped end
Big Government’s reign. We cannot for-
get the President’s $16 billion pork bar-
rel stimulus package, raising taxes to
pay for more social spending. And even
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then the Democrat controlled Congress
shot that idea down. But Big Govern-
ment’s biggest supporter did not stop
there.

The President raised taxes by $260
billion and used the money to increase
spending. He vetoed the Republican
balanced budget plan, the only realistic
plan that achieved a balanced budget.
Now he wants to raise taxes by $8 bil-
lion so he can spend more money on
such important Government initiatives
as step aerobics, massage schools, and
helping kids in other countries learn
how to measure rainwater.

Mr. Speaker, the era of Big Govern-
ment may be coming to an end, but
with this $8 billion pork barrel pack-
age, the President has made it clear he
is going down fighting.

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR
EDUCATION MAKES A DIFFERENCE

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday 27 House Repub-
licans sent a letter to Chairman Liv-
INGSTON asking that the House include
additional funds for education. | want
to commend our Republican colleagues
who believe, as | do, that these massive
cuts in education will affect the future
of our children.

Education is not a waste. It is not
pork. And our young people are not ex-
pendable resources. On the contrary,
education is the key to our children’s
future and the key to our country’s fu-
ture success. Cutting our commitment
to education is the equivalent of de-
claring war on ourselves. One need only
look at our world competitors and see
who is lengthening the school year,
raising their standards and improving
the product of their school system and
adding money to education funding
rather then cutting it.

I ask my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to consider what we are doing
in our education system, both in terms
of funding and also the message we are
sending to our Nation’s children. We
hear so much about providing a better
future for our children and grand-
children. It is time to put our money
where our mouth is.

SECRETARY O’LEARY

(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, Steven
Covey has the seven habits of highly ef-
fective people. Let me propose the
seven habits of a highly ineffective En-
ergy Secretary.

First, always have Madonna’s jet on
the runway, ready to go at any time.
Second, make sure you have plenty of
champagne and caviar on ice. Third,
make sure you always have a five-star
hotel and restaurant booked. Fourth,
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always take a huge entourage with you
on your trips. Remember, the more the
merrier. Fifth, lavishly spend as much
taxpayer money as you can on those
feel-good self-help workshops.

Sixth, even if you run out of money,
you can transfer money from a nuclear
storage program or just furlough your
employees. Seventh, if you run into
any trouble, just blame Congress.

Mr. Speaker, Secretary O’Leary, the
congenital flier, has some bad travel
habits. It is time to revoke her free
ride and end the indefensible practice
of furloughing DOE workers while
spending lavishly on those feel-good
self-help workshops and on her per-
sonal travel budget.

MAHMOUD ABDUL-RAUF’S
FREEDOM OF SPEECH

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

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, the
actions of NBA basketball player, Chris
Jackson, now Mahmoud Abdul-Rauf,
are despicable. This superrich, NBA
star should be thankful for the oppor-
tunity American free enterprise be-
stowed on him. Instead he refused to
stand and show respect for the Stars
and Stripes during the national an-
them. He said he could not do so be-
cause ““Old Glory” is a symbol of tyr-
anny and oppression. He earns $2.6 mil-
lion per year—over $31,000 per game, If
that is ““tyranny and oppression’’ there
are many waiting in line to be op-
pressed. Now, Abdul-Rauf says he
wants to move to Canada. Maybe he
will be willing to pay back the cost of
his education at LSU and his salary
from the Denver Nuggets—all conspira-
tors in his ‘““tyrannical and oppressive”
United States. Mr. Speaker, | lived for
6 years in a Communist regime where
real tyranny and oppression existed.
America is paradise. Millions of Ameri-
cans have fought and died to protect
Abdul Rauf’s freedom of speech. If
Abdul-Rauf believes the flag represents
tyranny and oppression, | say let him
try Iran and see if they will tolerate
his disrespect and pay him millions to
play basketball. When this poor ‘‘op-
pressed” millionaire leaves, I'll say
good riddance.

THE PEOPLE SHOULD KNOW WHO
TRUSTS TERRORISTS

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

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
last Wednesday on this floor the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE] made the following statement,
that he had overhead a Republican
Member of this House say this, and |
quote: “‘I trust Hamas more than |
trust my own Government.”

Mr. Speaker, this has to be one of the
most morally reprehensible statements
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I have heard ever made by any public
official. For any Member of this body
to say that he would trust a terrorist
organization that proudly Kills inno-
cent women and children more than he
trusts his own Government has no
right to be a part of this Government.
I respect Mr. HYDE’s disgust at that
statement. | share that disgust. | would
like to further request that Mr. HYDE
let the American people know who this
Member of Congress is. The people of
this country have a right to know who
in this body is willing to say he re-
spects and trusts a terrorist organiza-
tion more than his own Government.

THE PRESIDENT HAS THE SAME
OLD REMEDIES ON THE BUDGET

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

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, today the Clinton administration
introduced its budget for 1997. I’'m sure
that liberals all across Washington are
pleased to see more taxes, more money
for the Federal bureaucracy, and more
of the status quo.

The rest of America, | suspect, will
not be as enthusiastic. Bill Clinton has
no plan to save Medicare, he has no
plan to reform welfare, and he offers
the same old big government remedies
that have failed for the last generation.

Mr. Speaker, just a few weeks ago,
Bill Clinton asked Congress to give him
$8 billion in additional spending for his
liberal constituencies. Now, he is ask-
ing for billions and billions more.
today, the national debt stands at 5
trillion, 35 billion, and 165 million dol-
lars. It’s time for Bill Clinton to stop
playing political games with our chil-
dren’s future. Clinton’s new budget of-
fers crystal clear proof that there is no
reason to believe that he wants to bal-
ance the budget.

FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
PERSIAN GULF WAR

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

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 5
years ago the United States fought a
war in the Persian Gulf to safeguard
our access to a plentiful supply of
crude oil in the Middle East. In 1991,
the United States had a lot at stake in
the Persian Gulf, and since then not
much has changed. This country must
make it a top priority to protect its ac-
cess to a plentiful supply of crude oil—
which is why we went to war in the
first place. This Nation will fight for
energy.

The gulf crisis prompted a need for
dramatic changes in U.S. energy pol-
icy. Since that time, we have made
some movement forward by allowing
the export of crude oil in Alaska, and
providing drilling and exploration in-
centives for offshore drilling. | applaud
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my colleagues and the leaders of this
country in the advancements we have
made to this precious industry, but we
must not stop there. We must continue
to strive toward more U.S. oil and gas
production and guard against the inter-
ruption of foreign supplies in the fu-
ture. If we fail to recognize the dangers
of an increased reliance on imported
oil, this country could once again find
itself in the same predicament we were
in with the Middle East in 1991.

At a time when Washington is trying
to balance the budget and promising
ways to stimulate the economy, Con-
gress and the leaders of this Nation
must take a hard look at the domestic
oil and gas industry for answers. In the
end, this Nation’s economy will reap
the benefits of a strong domestic indus-
try instead of suffering the con-
sequences of our dangerous dependence
on foreign oil.

PRESIDENT CLINTON SUPPORTS
BIG GOVERNMENT

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

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, less than
3 months ago President Clinton, who
brought us Goals 2000, AmeriCorps, a
$260 billion tax increase to pay for
more Federal spending, a plan for Gov-
ernment-run health care, a $16 billion
pork-barrel stimulus package, and to
cap it all off $800 billion in new debt,
stood in this room and with a straight
face spoke these words: ‘““The era of big
government is over.”

Well, well, well, and how is President
Clinton hoping to end the era of big
government today? Let us see, he is de-
manding, as his price to keep the Gov-
ernment open, $8 billion more—that is
right $8 billion—in new big government
spending.

Mr. Speaker, the President may have
declared the end of an era, but that is
about all he did. Now, do not get me
wrong, Republicans have done their
part. We have saved American tax-
payers more than $20 billion in the past
year. But make sure you look beyond
the words and observe the actions—Bill
Clinton is big government’s last line of
defense, and he has got an $8 billion
plan to prove it.
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GIVE AMERICA’S CHILDREN A 21ST
CENTURY EDUCATION

(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, yester-
day, 27 House Republicans joined
Democrats and endorsed the Senate’s
plan to add $2.6 billion back into edu-
cation.

Many of us have been urging Speaker
GINGRICH to follow the Senate’s lead
and restore these funds.
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We welcome the support from our 27
Republican colleagues. Their letter
said that education must be one of our
Nation’s top priorities and the Senate
has taken responsible action to protect
our children’s future.

| agree and | can tell you that in my
State of Connecticut, these cuts would
be disastrous. Educators in Connecti-
cut are staring down the barrel of a
gun because they face a March 30 dead-
line for notifying teachers of layoffs if
Federal funds are not available.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when Ameri-
cans are anxious about their economic
future, we should be increasing our in-
vestment in education. This crisis is
entirely preventable. Let’s pass a full-
year budget that gives our citizens the
tools they need to meet the challenges
of the 21st century.

BILL CLINTON’S VIEW OF AMER-
ICA: MORE TAXES, MORE SPEND-
ING, MORE GOVERNMENT

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, today the President is going
to release his budget. Unfortunately,
his view of America is more taxes,
more spending, and more government.

This is a fact, it is not partisan rhet-
oric, and we should not be surprised. In
the past 3 years President Clinton has
passed the largest tax increase in his-
tory, vetoed welfare reform, not once,
but twice, vetoed tax benefits for fami-
lies and businesses, vetoed the first
balanced budget in 26 years, and al-
lowed Medicare to go bankrupt.

Now he simply wants $8 billion more
in new spending this year and a 4-per-
cent increase in spending next year; all
this despite his rhetoric that the era of
big government is over. This President
has proven he cannot manage his own
bureaucracy. He has shown by his ac-
tions he is not ready to give the people
of this country the ability to achieve
their own American dream.

RESTORE FUNDING FOR
EDUCATION

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, what
the President and Democrats in Con-
gress have been saying is that prior-
ities, whether it be education, the envi-
ronment, or protecting health care,
particularly for seniors with Medicare
and Medicaid, that these priorities
should not be cut in these constant
budget battles in this House of Rep-
resentatives. That is why it is so im-
portant that we restore education
funding.

The House has passed a bill that cuts
education funding by $3.3 billion, a 13-
percent cut over the previous year.
That is going to mean layoffs in local
school districts or it is going to mean
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property taxes to those school districts
that want to keep educational pro-
grams that would otherwise be lost,
and what we are saying is that in this
budget battle education must be a pri-
ority.

The Republicans in the Senate have
already voted to restore this education
funding because they do not want to
see the teachers laid off. They want to
make sure that students in the various
school districts around the country get
a proper education, that class sizes do
not get too large, that they are able to
get textbooks, and they are able to get
the things that are necessary and pro-
vided under title | funding.

The Republicans should not sacrifice
education, and that is what they are
doing here in this House.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HuUTCHINSON) laid before the House the
following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
Washington, DC, March 19, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule 111 of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, |
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope
received from the White House on Monday,
March 18th at 2:55 p.m. and said to contain a
message from the President whereby he
transmits the text of a proposed agreement
between the U.S. Government and the Gov-
ernment of the Argentine Republic Regard-
ing the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

PROPOSED AGREEMENT FOR CO-
OPERATION BETWEEN GOVERN-
MENT OF THE UNITED STATES
AND GOVERNMENT OF ARGEN-
TINE REPUBLIC CONCERNING
PEACEFUL USES OF NUCLEAR
ENERGY—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 104-188)

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 International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress, pursuant to sections 123 b. and
123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(b), (d)), the
text of a proposed Agreement for Co-
operation Between the Government of
the United States of America and the
Government of the Argentine Republic
Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear
Energy with accompanying annex and
agreed minute. | am also pleased to
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transmit my written approval, author-
ization, and determination concerning
the agreement, and the memorandum
of the Director of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy with the Nuclear Proliferation As-
sessment Statement concerning the
agreement. The joint memorandum
submitted to me by the Secretary of
State and the Secretary of Energy,
which includes a summary of the provi-
sions of the agreement and various
other attachments, including agency
views, is also enclosed.

The proposed agreement with the Ar-
gentine Republic has been negotiated
in accordance with the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended by the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA)
and as otherwise amended. In my judg-
ment, the proposed agreement meets
all statutory requirements and will ad-
vance the non-proliferation and other
foreign policy interests of the United
States. The agreement provides a com-
prehensive framework for peaceful nu-
clear cooperation between the United
States and Argentina under appro-
priate conditions and controls reflect-
ing a strong common commitment to
nuclear non-proliferation goals.

The proposed new agreement will re-
place an existing U.S.-Argentina agree-
ment for peaceful nuclear cooperation
that entered into force on July 25, 1969,
and by its terms would expire on July
25, 1999. The United States suspended
cooperation with Argentina under the
1969 agreement in the late 1970’s be-
cause Argentina did not satisfy a provi-
sion of section 128 of the Atomic En-
ergy Act (added by the NNPA) that re-
quired full-scope International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards in
nonnuclear weapon states such as Ar-
gentina as a condition for continued
significant U.S. nuclear exports.

On December 13, 1991, Argentina, to-
gether with Brazil, the Argentine-Bra-
zilian Agency for Accounting and Con-
trol of Nuclear Materials (ABACC) and
the IAEA signed a quadrilateral agree-
ment calling for the application of full-
scope IAEA safeguards in Argentina
and Brazil. This safeguards agreement
was brought into force in March 1994.
Resumption of cooperation would be
possible under the 1969 U.S.-Argentina
agreement for cooperation. However,
both the United States and Argentina
believe it is preferable to launch a new
era of cooperation with a new agree-
ment that reflects, among other
things:

—An updating of terms and condi-
tions to take account of interven-
ing changes in the respective do-
mestic legal and regulatory frame-
works of the parties in the area of
peaceful nuclear cooperation;

—Reciprocity in the application of
the terms and conditions of co-
operation between the parties; and

—Additional international non-pro-
liferation commitments entered
into by the parties since 1969.

Over the past several years Argen-

tina has made a definitive break with
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earlier ambivalent nuclear policies and
has embraced wholeheartedly a series
of important steps demonstrating its
firm commitment to the exclusively
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In ad-
dition to its full-scope safeguards
agreement with the IAEA, Argentina
has made the following major non-pro-
liferation commitments:

—It brought the Treaty for the Pro-
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America and the Caribbean
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) into force for
itself on January 18, 1994;

—It became a full member of the Nu-
clear Suppliers Group in April 1994;
and

—It acceded to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap-
ons (NPT) on February 10, 1995.

Once Argentina’s commitment to
full-scope IAEA safeguards was clear,
and in anticipation of the additional
steps subsequently taken by Argentina
to adopt responsible policies on nuclear
non-proliferation, the United States
entered into negotiations with Argen-
tina on a new agreement for peaceful
nuclear cooperation and reached ad ref-
erendum agreement on a text on Sep-
tember 3, 1992. Further steps to con-
clude the agreement were interrupted,
however, by delays (not all of them at-
tributable to Argentina) in bringing
the full-scope IAEA safeguards agree-
ment into force, and by steps, recently
completed, to resolve issues relating to
Argentina’s eligibility under section
129 of the U.S. Atomic Energy Act to
receive U.S. nuclear exports. As the
agreement text initialed with Argen-
tina in 1992 continues to satisfy cur-
rent U.S. legal and policy require-
ments, no revision has been necessary.

The proposed new agreement with
Argentina permits the transfer of tech-
nology, material, equipment (including
reactors), and components for nuclear
research and nuclear power production.
It provides for U.S. consent rights to
retransfers, enrichment, and reprocess-
ing as required by U.S. law. It does not
permit transfers of any sensitive nu-
clear technology, restricted data, or
sensitive nuclear facilities or major
critical components thereof. In the
event of termination, key conditions
and controls continue with respect to
material and equipment subject to the
agreement.

From the U.S. perspective the pro-
posed new agreement improves on the
1969 agreement by the addition of a
number of important provisions. These
include the provisions for full-scope
safeguards; perpetuity of safeguards; a
ban on ‘“‘peaceful’ nuclear explosives; a
right to require the return of exported
nuclear items in certain cir-
cumstances; a guarantee of adequate
physical protection; and a consent
right to enrichment of nuclear mate-
rial subject to the agreement.

I have considered the views and rec-
ommendations of the interested agen-
cies in reviewing the proposed agree-
ment and have determined that its per-
formance will promote, and will not
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constitute an unreasonable risk to, the
common defense and security. Accord-
ingly, | have approved the agreement
and authorized its execution and urge
that the Congress give it favorable con-
sideration.

Because this agreement meets all ap-
plicable requirements of the Atomic
Energy Act, as amended, for agree-
ments for peaceful nuclear coopera-
tion, I am transmitting it to the Con-
gress without exempting it from any
requirement contained in section 123 a.
of that Act. This transmission shall
constitute a submittal for purposes of
both sections 123 b. and 123 d. of the
Atomic Energy Act. The Administra-
tion is prepared to begin immediately
the consultations with the Senate For-
eign Relations and House International
Relations Committees as provided in
section 123 b. Upon completion of the
30-day continuous session period pro-
vided for in section 123 b., the 60-day
continuous session period provided for
in section 123 d. shall commence.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HousE, March 18, 1996.

THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
1997—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

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:

The 1997 Budget, which | am trans-
mitting to you with this message,
builds on our strong economic record
by balancing the budget in seven years
while continuing to invest in the
American people.

The budget cuts unnecessary and
lower priority spending while protect-
ing senior citizens, working families,
and children. It reforms welfare to
make work pay and provides tax relief
to middle-income Americans and small
business.

Three years ago, we inherited an
economy that was suffering from short-
and long-term problems—problems
that were created or exacerbated by
the economic and budgetary policies of
the previous 12 years.

In the short term, economic growth
was slow and job creation was weak.
The budget deficit, which had first ex-
ploded in size in the early 1980s, was
rising to unsustainable levels.

Over the longer term, the growth in
productivity had slowed since the early
1970s and, as a result, living standards
had stagnated or fallen for most Amer-
icans. At the same time, the gap be-
tween rich and poor had widened.

Over the last three years, we have
put in place budgetary and other eco-
nomic policies that have fundamen-
tally changed the direction of the econ-
omy—for the better. We have produced
stronger growth, lower interest rates,
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stable prices, millions of new jobs,
record exports, lower personal and cor-
porate debt burdens, and higher living
standards.

Working with the last Congress in
1993, we enacted an economic program
that has worked better than even we
projected in spurring growth and re-
ducing the deficit. We have cut the def-
icit nearly in half, from $290 billion in
1992 to $164 billion in 1995. As a share of
the Gross Domestic Product, we have
cut the deficit by more than half in
three years, bringing the deficit to its
lowest level since 1979.

While cutting overall discretionary
spending, we also shifted resources to
investments in our future. With wages
increasingly linked to skills, we in-
vested wisely in education and training
to help Americans acquire the tools
they need for the high-wage jobs of to-
morrow. We also invested heavily in
science and technology, which has been
a strong engine of economic growth
throughout the Nation’s history.

For Americans struggling to raise
their children and make ends meet, we
have sought to make work pay. We ex-
panded the Earned Income Tax Credit,
providing tax relief for 15 million
working families. And we have given 37
States the freedom to test ways to
move people from welfare to work
while protecting children.

As the economy has become increas-
ingly global, prosperity at home de-
pends heavily on opening foreign mar-
kets to American goods and services.
With this in mind, we secured legisla-
tion to implement the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade and the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, and we have completed over 80
other trade agreements. Under our
leadership, U.S. exports have grown to
an all-time high.

With these policies, we have helped
pave the way for a future of sustained
economic growth, low interest rates,
stable prices, and more opportunity for
Americans of all incomes. But our
work is not done.

Looking ahead, as | said recently in
my State of the Union address, we
must answer three fundamental ques-
tions: First, how do we make the
American dream of opportunity for all
a reality for all Americans who are
willing to work for it? Second, how do
we preserve our old and enduring val-
ues as we move into the future? And,
third, how do we meet these challenges
together, as one America?

This budget addresses those ques-
tions.

CREATING AN AGE OF POSSIBILITY

I am committed to finishing the job
that we began in 1993 and finally bring-
ing the budget into balance. In our ne-
gotiations with congressional leaders,
we have made great progress toward
reaching an agreement. We have sim-
ply come too far to let this opportunity
slip away.

A balanced budget would reduce in-
terest rates for all Americans, includ-
ing the young families across the land
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who are struggling to buy their first
homes. It also would free up funds in
the private markets with which busi-
nesses could invest in factories and
equipment, or in training their work-
ers.

But we have to balance the budget
the right way—by cutting unnecessary
and lower priority spending; investing
in the future; protecting senior citi-
zens, working families, children, and
other vulnerable Americans; and pro-
viding tax relief for middle-income
Americans and small businesses.

My budget does that. It strengthens
Medicare and Medicaid, on which mil-
lions of senior citizens, people with dis-
abilities, and low-income Americans
rely. It reforms welfare. It cuts other
entitlements. And it cuts deeply into
discretionary spending.

But while cutting overall discre-
tionary spending, my budget invests in
education and training, the environ-
ment, science and technology, law en-
forcement, and other priorities to help
build a brighter future for all Ameri-
cans. We should spend more on what we
need, less on what we don’t.

PROJECTING AMERICAN LEADERSHIP

Across the globe, we live in a time of
great opportunity and great challenge.
With the end of the Cold War, the
world looks to the United States for
leadership. Providing it is clearly in
our best interest. We must not turn
away.

My budget provides the necessary re-
sources to advance America’s strategic
interests, carry out our foreign policy,
open markets abroad, and support U.S.
exports. It also provides the resources
to confront the emerging global
threats that have replaced the Cold
War as major concerns—regional, eth-
nic, and national conflicts; the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion; international terrorism and
crime; narcotics trading; and environ-
mental degradation.

On the diplomatic front, our suc-
cesses have been numerous and heart-
ening, and they have made the world a
safer and more stable place. Through
our leadership, we are helping to bring
peace to Bosnia and the Middle East,
and we have spurred progress in North-
ern lIreland. We also encouraged the
movement toward democracy and free
markets in Russia and Central Europe,
and we led a successful international
effort to defuse the nuclear threat from
North Korea.

On the military front, we have de-
ployed our forces where we could be ef-
fective and where it was in our interest
to promote stability by ending blood-
shed (such as in Bosnia) and suffering
(such as in Rwanda). We also have used
the threat of force to ease tensions,
such as to unseat an unwelcome dicta-
torship in Haiti and to stare down lraq
when it threatened again to move
against Kuwait.

This budget provides the funds to
sustain and modernize the world’s
strongest, best-trained, best-equipped,
and most ready military force.

March 19, 1996

Through it, we continue to support
service members and their families
with quality-of-life improvements in
the short term, while planning to ac-
quire the new technologies that will
become available at the turn of this
decade.

CREATING OPPORTUNITY AND ENCOURAGING

RESPONSIBILITY

The Federal Government cannot—by
itself—solve most of the problems and
address most of the challenges that we
face as a people. In some cases, it must
play a lead role—whether to ensure the
guarantee of health care for vulnerable
Americans, expand access to education
and training, invest in science and
technology, protect the environment,
or make the tax code fairer. In other
cases, it must play more of a partner-
ship role—working with States, local-
ities, non-profit groups, churches and
synagogues, families, and individuals
to strengthen communities, make work
pay, protect public safety, and improve
the quality of education.

To restore the American community,
the budget invests in national service,
through which 25,000 Americans this
year are helping to solve problems in
communities while earning money for
postsecondary education or to repay
student loans. We want to create more
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise
Communities to spur economic devel-
opment and expand opportunities for
the residents of distressed urban and
rural areas. We want to expand the
Community Development Financial In-
stitutions Fund to provide credit and
other services to such communities.
With the same goal in mind, we want
to transform the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development into an
agency that better addresses local
needs. And we want to maintain our re-
lationship with, and the important
services we provide to, Native Ameri-
cans.

In health care, our challenge is to
improve the existing and largely suc-
cessful system, not to end the guaran-
tees of coverage on which millions of
vulnerable Americans rely. My budget
strengthens Medicare and Medicaid,
ensuring their continued vitality. For
Medicare, it strengthens the Part A
trust fund, provides more choice for
seniors and people with disabilities,
and makes the program more efficient
and responsive to beneficiary needs.
For Medicaid, it gives States more
flexibility to manage their programs
while preserving the guarantee of
health coverage for the most vulner-
able Americans, retains current nurs-
ing home quality standards, and con-
tinues to protect the spouses of nursing
home residents from impoverishment.
My budget proposes reforms to make
private health care more accessible and
affordable, and premium subsidies to
help those who lose their jobs pay for
private coverage for up to six months.
It also invests more in various public
health services, such as the Ryan
White program to serve people living
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with AIDS, and research and regu-
latory activities that promote public
health.

Because American’s welfare system
is broken, we have worked hard to fix
those parts of it that we could without
congressional action. For instance, we
have given 37 States the freedom to
test ways to move people from welfare
to work while protecting children, and
we are collecting record amounts of
child support. But now, | need the help
of Congress. Together, in 1993 we ex-
panded the Earned Income Tax Credit
for 15 million working families, re-
warding work over welfare. Now, my
budget overhauls welfare by setting a
time limit on cash benefits and impos-
ing tough work requirements, and |
want us to enact bipartisan legislation
that requires work, demands respon-
sibility, protects children, and provides
adequate resources to get the job done
right—with child care and training,
giving recipients the tools they need.

More and more, education and train-
ing have become the keys to higher liv-
ing standards. While Americans clearly
want States and localities to play the
lead role in education, the Federal
Government has an important support-
ing role to play—from funding pre-
school services that prepare children to
learn, to expanding access to college
and worker retraining. My budget con-
tinues the strong investments that we
have made to give Americans the skills
they need to get good jobs. Along with
my ongoing investments, my budget
proposes a Technology Literacy Chal-
lenge Fund to bring the benefits of
technology into the classroom, a $1,000
merit scholarship for the top five per-
cent of graduates in every high school,
and more Charter Schools to let par-
ents, teachers, and communities create
public schools to meet their own chil-
dren’s needs.

As Americans, we can take pride in
cleaning up the environment over the
last 25 years, with leadership from
Presidents of both parties. But our job
is not done—not with so many Ameri-
cans breathing dirty air or drinking
unsafe water. My budget continues our
efforts to find solutions to our environ-
mental problems without burdening
business or imposing unnecessary regu-
lations. We are providing the necessary
funds for the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s operating program, for
our national parks and forests, for my
plan to restore the Florida Everglades,
and for my “‘brownfields’ initiative to
clean up abandoned, contaminated in-
dustrial sites in distressed urban and
rural communities. And we are con-
tinuing to reinvent the regulatory
process by working collaboratively
with business, rather than treating it
as an adversary.

With science and technology (S&T)
so vital to our economic future, our na-
tional security, and the well-being of
our people, my budget continues our
investments in this crucial area. To
maintain our investments, | am asking
Congress to fulfill my request for basic

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

research in health sciences at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, for basic re-
search and education at the National
Science Foundation, for research at
other agencies that depend on S&T for
their missions, and for cooperative
projects with universities and industry,
such as the industry partnerships cre-
ated under the Advanced Technology
Program.

To attack crime, the Federal Govern-
ment must work with States and com-
munities on some problems and lead on
others. To help communities, we con-
tinue to invest in the Community Ori-
ented Policing Services (COPS) pro-
gram, which is putting 100,000 more po-
lice on the street. We are helping
States build more prisons and jail
space, better enforce the Brady bill
that helps prevent criminals from buy-
ing handguns, and better address the
problem of youth gangs. At the Federal
level, we are leading the fight to stop
drugs from entering the country and
expand drug treatment efforts, and we
are stepping up our efforts to secure
the border against illegal immigration
while we help to defray State costs for
such immigration.

For many families, of course, the
first challenge often is just to pay the
bills. My budget proposes tax relief for
middle-income Americans and small
businesses. It provides an income tax
credit for each dependent child under
13; a deduction for college tuition and
fees; and expanded individual retire-
ment accounts to help families save for
future needs and more easily pay for
college, buy a first home, pay the bills
during times of unemployment, or pay
medical or nursing home costs. For
small business, it offers more tax bene-
fits to invest, provides estate tax relief,
and makes it easier to set up pensions
for employees. It also would expand the
tax deduction to make health insur-
ance for the self-employed more afford-
able.

MAKING GOVERNMENT WORK

As we pursue these priorities, we will
do so with a Government that is lean-
er, but not meaner, one that works effi-
ciently, manages resources wisely, fo-
cuses on results rather than merely
spending money, and provides better
service to the American people.
Through the National Performance Re-
view, led by Vice President GORE, we
are making real progress in creating a
Government that “‘works better and
costs less.”

We have cut the size of the Federal
workforce by over 200,000 people, creat-
ing the smallest Federal workforce in
30 years, and the smallest as a share of
the total workforce since before the
New Deal. We are ahead of schedule to
cut the workforce by 272,900 positions,
as required by the 1994 Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act that |
signed into law.

Just as important, the Government
is working better. Agencies such as the
Social Security Administration, the
Customs Service, and the Veterans Af-
fairs Department are providing much
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better service to their customers.
Across the Government, agencies are
using information technology to de-
liver services more efficiently to more
people.

We are continuing to reduce the bur-
den of Federal regulation, ensuring
that our rules serve a purpose and do
not unduly burden businesses or tax-
payers. We are eliminating 16,000 pages
of regulations across Government, and
agencies are improving their rule-
making processes.

In addition, we continue to overhaul
Federal procurement so that the Gov-
ernment can buy better products at
cheaper prices from the private sector.
No longer does the Government pay
outrageous prices for hammers, ash-
trays, and other small items that it
can buy cheaper at local stores.

As we look ahead, we plan to work
more closely with States and local-
ities, with businesses and individuals,
and with Federal workers to focus our
efforts on improving services for the
American people. Under the Vice Presi-
dent’s leadership, agencies are setting
higher and higher standards for deliv-
ering faster and better service.

CONCLUSION
Our agenda is working. We have sig-
nificantly reduced the deficit,

strengthened the economy, invested in
our future, and cut the size of Govern-
ment while making it work better for
the American people.

Now, we have an opportunity to build
on our success by balancing the budget
the right way. It is an opportunity we
should not miss.

WiLLIAM J. CLINTON.

March 1996.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I,
the Chair announces that he will post-
pone further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

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

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing committees and their sub-
committees be permitted to sit today
while the House is meeting in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House under the 5-
minute rule: The Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational
Opportunties, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight, the
Committee on International Relations,
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the Committee on National Security,
the Committee on Resources, the Com-
mittee on Science, and the 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 Texas?

There was no objection.

REIMBURSEMENT OF FORMER
WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE
EMPLOYEES

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2937) for the reimbursement
of legal expenses and related fees in-
curred by former employees of the
White House Travel Office with respect
to the termination of their employ-
ment in that Office on May 19, 1993, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2937

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

SECTION 1. REIMBURSEMENT OF CERTAIN AT-
TORNEY FEES AND COSTS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall pay, from amounts in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such
sums as are necessary to reimburse former
employees of the White House Travel Office
whose employment in that Office was termi-
nated on May 19, 1993, for any attorney fees
and costs they incurred with respect to that
termination.

(b) VERIFICATION REQUIRED.—The Secretary
shall pay an individual in full under sub-
section (a) upon submission by the individual
of documentation verifying the attorney fees
and cost.

(c) NO INFERENCE OF LIABILITY.—Liability
of the United States shall not be inferred
from enactment of or payment under this
section.

SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON FILING OF CLAIMS.

The Secretary of the Treasury shall not
pay any claim filed under this Act that is
filed later than 120 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

SEC. 3. REDUCTION.

The amount paid pursuant to this Act to
an individual for attorney fees and costs de-
scribed in section 1 shall be reduced by any
amount received before the date of the en-
actment of this Act, without obligation for
repayment by the individual, for payment of
such attorney fees and costs (including any
amount received from the funds appropriated
for the individual in the matter relating to
the “‘Office of the General Counsel’” under
the heading “‘Office of the Secretary’’ in title
I of the Department of Transportation and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1994).
SEC. 4. PAYMENT IN FULL SETTLEMENT OF

CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED
STATES.

Payment under this Act, when accepted by
an individual described in section 1, shall be
in full satisfaction of all claims of, or on be-
half of, the individual against the United
States that arose out of the termination of
the White House Travel Office employment
of that individual on May 19, 1993.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. SMITH] and the gentleman

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] will
each be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2937 would reim-
burse the legal expenses incurred by
former employees of the White House
Travel Office due to their dismissal on
May 19, 1993. The Secretary of the
Treasury would reimburse such costs
out of money not otherwise appro-
priated.

On May 19, 1993, all seven White
House Travel Office employees were
fired. We now know that the employ-
ees’ firing and the subsequent FBI in-
vestigation was actually instigated by
individuals who were pursuing travel
and aviation business controlled within
the White House. As a result of the ac-
tions of those individuals, the seven
employees suffered public and private
humiliation and incurred extensive
legal expenses in their attempt to de-
fend themselves.

Today, after the conclusion of all the
investigations, no one has been found
guilty of any of the charges. Both a
GAO report to Congress and a White
House management review acknowl-
edged that the actions of people within
the White House, the public acknowl-
edgment of a criminal investigation,
and the investigation itself tarnished
the employees’ reputations and caused
them to incur considerable legal ex-
penses.

On the bases of these facts, the com-
mittee feels that in the interest of eq-
uity, these particular individuals’ at-
torneys fees should be reimbursed.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
might consume.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the very
thoughtful manner in which the chair-
man of the subcommittee has managed
this at subcommittee. We did adopt a
few amendments to tighten it up.

I should note that this is not entirely
unprecedented. As a matter of fact,
well back in the early 1980’s the Con-
gress appropriated funds to compensate
for lawyer’s fees, Hamilton Jordan, be-
cause when he was working for Jimmy
Carter he was, wholly unfairly, accused
of things.

At the point the independent counsel
statute, then called the special pros-
ecutor statute, had a very, very low
trigger, and very irresponsible and in-
accurate accusations against Mr. Jor-
dan triggered the statute as it was then
written. He was then compensated. In-
deed, the former Member of the House
who is now the Secretary of Agri-
culture carried the bill at the time be-
cause he chaired the appropriate sub-
committee, and Mr. Jordan was com-
pensated for his attorney’s fees.

So it is not unprecedented that we
compensate people who were unfairly
put to the need to hire attorneys. In
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fact, after the Jordan situation, when
Congress reenacted the independent
counsel statute in 1982, | believe it was,
we raised the trigger because we did
not want others to have to go through
that. We also included a provision
there which had not been in the origi-
nal act, which compensates anybody
who was the subject of an independent
counsel investigation, the potential
target who is not indicated.

Indeed a great deal of money has
been paid out, and | would guess mil-
lions of dollars for that as the price of
this statute, because then under the
independent counsel statute people
find themselves investigated where
they might not otherwise have been be-
cause the trigger, although higher than
originally, is still lower than in some
cases.

Also in the course of that the late
Judge George McKinnon, who was a
very distinguished head of the special
court that appointed independent coun-
sel, developed a lot of law which we al-
luded to, | believe, in this report and in
the discussion in committee to prop-
erly distinguish between lawyer’s fees
that ought to be compensated and
other fees that should not be.

Lawyers can do a lot of things for
people. They can write articles; they
can be public relations advisers. Judge
McKinnon set down some very good
criteria for differentiating between
those properly compensable fees and
other expenses, and I am glad to say
that | think we will be building on that
in that.

O 1430

I think the precedent that, having
been set before, is useful to follow now,
and it is not a binding precedent. No
one can then come before us and say,
“You must do that.” We are not gov-
erned by the rule of stare decisis the
way the courts are.

However, 1 think reaffirming the
principle that people who have unfairly
been put to significant legal expenses,
people who were there not because they
happen to be in the way of some inves-
tigation as an ordinary citizen, but
people who because of their govern-
mental position and because of a vari-
ety of factors were put to expenses that
they should not have had to have been
put to, that it is reasonable to com-
pensate them. It is not the first time
we have done it. In my judgment it
should not necessarily be the last time,
because there are other cases where
people are involved.

I think it is appropriate to provide
the funds for these people here, and un-
derstand that we are once again affirm-
ing a principle that people who have
been unfairly put to great expenses,
particularly people of no great personal
wealth, ought to be able to look to this
Congress for some compensation.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], chairman



March 19, 1996

of the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2937, which will reimburse
the legal expenses incurred by some of
the former employees of the White
House Travel Office with respect to the
firings that took place on May 19, 1993.

Mr. Speaker, | am very pleased to say
that the White House has indicated
that President Clinton will sign this
legislation. I am particularly appre-
ciative of the extraordinary assistance
of my colleagues on the Committee on
the Judiciary and the support of my
colleagues on the minority side of the
aisle, and | urge my colleagues to sup-
port this vital legislation.

As hard as it may be to believe, near-
ly 3 years have passed since that late
morning of May 19 when five White
House Travel Office employees were
fired summarily by Mr. David Watkins
in order to be out of the White House
by noon.

Two of their colleagues were not
present for what Mr. Watkins charac-
terized as a surgical procedure. One
was on a White House advanced trip to
South Korea and learned he had been
terminated by CNN. The other, who
was on vacation, on a personal vaca-
tion in Ireland, was called by his son in
Ireland and told, ‘“Dad, Tom Brokaw
said you were fired.”” So this was really
the beginning of what was a nightmare,
really, for these seven individuals,
their families, and their friends. It was
a nightmare from which they are only
now really beginning to see the light.

I understood and | think most of us
here in the Congress understood all
along that the Travel Office employees
served at the pleasure of the President;
so, | think, did the Travel Office em-
ployees themselves, as a matter of fact,
understand that they served at the
pleasure of the President. But from the
very first, the manner in which these
men were fired raised troubling ques-
tions. In particular, the White House’s
May 19, 1993 statement that the FBI
was launching a criminal investigation
of the Travel Office was really, | think,
highly inappropriate and improper.
While that was the most troubling
issue arising from the firings, others
festered in the days and weeks which
followed.

While we are continuing to inves-
tigate the events leading up to and sur-
rounding these firings, I am pleased
there has been bipartisan support for
beginning today to right the wrongs
done to these individuals by passing
this legal expense relief bill. It is im-
possible to imagine what the fired
Travel Office employees, their families,
and friends felt, and the fear that they
had to feel as FBI agents combed their
neighborhoods and as IRS agents
threatened them with audits, as they
faced grand juries and possible prosecu-
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tion in a really Kafkaesque kind of at-
mosphere.

By May 25, 1993, the media had un-
covered strong indications of conflicts
of interest in the takeover of the White
House Travel Office, and in the wake of
media scrutiny and public outrage, the
White House backtracked on its firings
of five of the seven travel office em-
ployees and placed them on adminis-
trative leave. Those five men eventu-
ally did indeed find employment else-
where in the Federal Government, and
the Director and the Deputy Director
of the Travel Office retired.

When | introduced this bill last
month, | referred to the eloquence of
the seven Travel Office employees,
when they testified before the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight, to the pride they took in serving
the White House under Democrat and
Republican Presidents alike. | believed
then and | believe now that Mr.
McSweeney said it best when he said:

I would hope that people would understand
that for me and thousands of others, when
Air Force One would arrive, the markings on
the side were not Democratic Party or Re-
publican Party; it read, and reads, ‘““United
States of America.”” The emblem on its side
was not a political poster, it was the seal of
the Executive Office of the President of the
United States, and when the door opened,
the man or woman chosen by the people of
this country to fill that office had my com-
plete loyalty and support. | did that for 13 of
the proudest years of my life.

The eloquence of the fired Travel Of-
fice employees has resonated, | think,
across this Nation. In the wake of their
January 24, 1996 testimony before the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, | have received literally
scores of letters supporting the fired
Travel Office employees and decrying
the damage done to their reputations.
An example, a Connecticut woman
wrote saying:

My husband and | were astounded when
one night a few weeks ago we happened to
turn on C-Span right at the moment when
Billy Dale was beginning his story on what
happened to him in the matter that has now
become known as Travelgate. We listened as
each of the seven gentlemen told his story,
their opening statements. Up until that
evening we had been under the impression
that Billy Dale and possibly some of his as-
sociates had fraudulently misappropriated
funds from the travel office and we were so
thankful that your committee gave us the
opportunity to learn the truth about what
happened to these men. What our govern-
ment did to those seven men should not hap-
pen to anyone.

But it did happen, and unfortunately
the dedicated longstanding service of
those seven men throughout some of
the proudest years of their lives cost
them dearly in the end. Six of the
seven never were charged with any
crime, while the seventh, Mr. Billy
Dale, was acquitted by a jury of his
peers in 2 hours following a 30-month
investigation by the Justice Depart-
ment.

Billy Dale’s legal defense cost him
nearly $500,000. His six colleagues spent
more than $200,000 in their own defense,
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some $150,000 of which has been reim-
bursed by the 1994 Transportation ap-
propriations bill, so we have seen par-
tial compensation made to some of
these gentlemen.

This bill will never mitigate the suf-
fering of innocent men, their families
and friends. It will, however, | think,
make them whole for the legal defense
expenses still outstanding against
them, and quite rightly so.

So again, | would express my appre-
ciation for the help of the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. HYDE], the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. SMITH], my colleagues on
the Committee on the Judiciary and
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, and Members of the mi-
nority, for their bipartisan support for
this very, very humane and overdue
piece of legislation. | urge support for
this bill.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF].

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that I
have seen a great amount of testimony
and other information about the Travel
Office matter. This is because | serve
on both of the committees represented
here today, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight. Unfortu-
nately, all of the matters that exist be-
tween the administration and the Con-
gress about what happened in the Trav-
el Office, even back almost 3 years,
have not been resolved yet.

The center of contention is that the
administration believes it has fur-
nished Congress with all of the infor-
mation requested about how things
happened and how we got to this point,
and some Members of Congress believe
that is not the case, so there is still an
area of contention between the two
branches of government.

But there is no difference of opinion
between the administration and the
Congress as to the fact that these indi-
viduals, these employees of the Federal
Government, were not treated fairly; in
fact, were mistreated in this whole
process. That has been acknowledged
by the administration, | think to their
credit, to look back at it and say, ‘“We
know we didn’t handle this right.”” Mr.
Speaker, it is also my understanding
that the President does intend to sign
this bill, should it reach his desk. |
want to urge all Members to vote in
favor of this legislation.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

I commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, the
Committee on which | serve. Mr.
CLINGER pursued this matter of the un-
fair treatment of employees in the
Travel Office at the White House when
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all doors were blocked as to what real-
ly happened. Today, after several years
of pursuit of the truth, a basic char-
acteristic of the American people,
which is fairness, has finally come into
play.

I have sat for hours through the tes-
timony of those involved. Chairman
CLINGER has been a great leader in this
effort to secure long-overdue justice
for those employees who worked effec-
tively to meet the travel needs of the
various reporters who accompany the
President on domestic and inter-
national trips. A few of those employ-
ees had served both Democratic and
Republican Presidents since the early
1960s.

Suddenly, the new Clinton adminis-
tration fired them. White House em-
ployees serve at the pleasure of the
President. Instead White House agents
abused their authority and abused
these employees. This is not new. Occa-
sionally a White House aide has abused
the power of his office. Too often, im-
mature individuals who have been suc-
cessful during the campaign have been
asked to join the White House staff.
They cause Presidents a lot of dif-
ficulty. This is that kind of a case.

President Clinton was ill-served in
this matter by the aggressiveness and
eagerness of a few members of his staff.

As | noted, they misused their au-
thority. They treated the employees of
the Travel Office very unfairly. They
made false accusations about very
loyal employees. They misused the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. As
was noted, there has been a sudden loss
of records as well as memory.

Travelgate is a sordid chapter in the
history of White House staffs. Thus, I
am delighted that the Committee on
the Judiciary has reported this bill. 1
urge my colleagues in both parties to
adopt it and end this case. At least we
will have tried to make whole as to
their legal fees to defend themselves
the various persons whose lives have
been very sadly and badly disrupted by
these improper and unjustified activi-
ties.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. DAvIS].

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this bill. We had here Fed-
eral employees, career employees, who
were dismissed from their jobs, put,
sitting down, in a windowless moving
van with no seats and their belongings,
and summarily dumped onto the
Elipse, out of sight of the press corps,
where they could not comment on the
firings.

Some of these employees had worked
at the White House since the Kennedy
administration for Presidents of both
parties. Some of their families learned
about these firings through the tele-
vision, which, according to the White
House press office, told that the em-
ployees were fired due to embezzlement
and severe financial irregularities. We
know now that these career civil serv-
ants did no wrong. In fact, they were
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good at what they did. They simply got
in the way of larger political and pa-
tronage objectives of the White House.

The White House had every right to
terminate these individuals if they
wanted to. That is not the issue in this
case. The problem is that instead of
‘fessing up to the deed that this was a
political firing, documents were leaked
to the press in an attempt to create the
illusion that these firings were some-
how for cause. They even tried to
trump up criminal allegations against
one Billy Dale, who, after several
weeks of trial, was acquitted in less
than 2 hours by a jury of his peers.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is an attempt
to pay the legal bills of those wrongly
accused. It can never mitigate the suf-
fering they and their families endured,
but | ask the support of my colleagues
for this bill, and | say thank you to
these employees for a job well done.
This, in a small way, is our way of
thanking those employees for the serv-
ice they gave the Government.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. WAXxXMAN], the ranking
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I am not the ranking member, but | am
a member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

Mr. Speaker, | think we ought to put
some perspective to this debate. We are
faced with an anomalous situation. We
are singling out seven Federal employ-
ees for special and unprecedented
treatment by compensating them for
their legal expenses.

The House of Representatives has
taken great pride in the fact that we
are now going to operate under the
rules that apply to other employers.
That started in January of this year. In
December of last year, over 100 House
employees were summarily fired, and
some of them apparently were fired be-
cause they were Democrats. They were,
many of them, career people who had
been here for a very long period of
time. They are out. They do not have a
job. No one is seeking to compensate
them.

What we are faced with in this case is
not compensating people for losing
their jobs, because six of the seven
travel office employees got jobs right
away. What we are seeking to do is to
pay for their legal fees. That might be
the right thing to do, but it might have
been the right thing to do when Fed-
eral employees were targeted and
smeared by Senator McCarthy and
other investigators over the years. It
might be the right thing to do for
many in the Clinton White House, em-
ployees who face hundreds of thousands
of dollars in legal bills.

Yesterday an article in the Legal
Times noted, and | want to quote this:

At last count, nearly 40 current and former
officials of the Clinton White House alone
have found it necessary to retain counsel.
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The essential problem is that anyone taking
a senior governmental position these days,
especially in the White House, may end up in
need of legal counsel, no matter how honor-
ably she (or he) conducts herself (or himself).
That wasn’t true 20 years ago. It is a con-
sequence of our current culture, of hair-trig-
ger resort to criminal investigations as the
ultimate weapon in partisan warfare.

Mr. Speaker, there have been a grow-
ing number of investigations by ap-
pointed investigators, as well as con-
gressional ones, much of which, in my
opinion, have been motivated by par-
tisan considerations.

The White House, under President
Clinton, came in and looked at the
travel office and they had an independ-
ent review by the Peat, Marwick ac-
counting firm that said there was a
shambles in the travel office oper-
ations in terms of bookkeeping, a lot of
mismanagement. They brought this to
the attention of the people running the
internal operations of the White House.
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In fact, some of the claims about
mismanagement led to the Justice De-
partment deciding to prosecute Mr.
Dale. He was acquitted, but in this leg-
islation, the proponents seek to com-
pensate him for his attorney’s fees.

There is another former White House
aide that had something to do with the
travel office, David Watkins. He has in-
curred, according to testimony he gave
us, over $100,000 in attorney’s fees and
more bills are yet on the way. Mr. Wat-
kins has not been charged with any
crime. Should we be compensating him
for his attorney’s fees?

Many lawyers in this House know the
adage, ‘“‘tough cases make bad law.”
Unless we use H.R. 2937 as a precedent
for future Federal employees, this will
indeed be a bad law. We should never
single out one group for special treat-
ment, even if they have a meritorious
claim, while ignoring others in similar
situations.

Mr. Speaker, | hope in passing H.R.
2937 the majority will also commit to
supporting future legislation that pro-
vides such compensation to other Fed-
eral employees. That is the precedent
we are taking in adopting this legisla-
tion. It is one that | hope the Judiciary
Committee thought through quite
carefully, because it may be one that
will incur the taxpayers of this country
an enormous amount of expenses, for
not just these seven people but others
who have as meritorious, if not more
meritorious, a claim that for their
Government service and for their hav-
ing to deal with accusations and inves-
tigations, for which they had to hire
lawyers just to protect themselves in
case someone later wanted to come
back and second-guess them on any-
thing they might have said or anything
they might have done.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
for allowing me to make this state-
ment and | hope Members will be very
thoughtful about the consequences of
legislation that we are looking at
today.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF].

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

Mr. Speaker, | rise to respond briefly
to some of the comments made by the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN]. He is certainly very correct when
he said that the administration had the
power legally to discharge all of the
White House travel employees upon
their entry into the White House if
they had wanted to. If they had just
done that, we would not be here today.

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is
that in a number of positions they do
change politically, from Republican to
Democrat, from Democrat to Repub-
lican, sometimes even within a party if
different individuals take charge. That
is part of the system, whether we all
approve of it or not. The problem is
that is not what happened here.

Mr. Speaker, what happened here is
the fact that these individuals were
virtually slandered by public accusa-
tions of financial mismanagement as
the reason why they were, in fact, dis-
charged. Those have never been sup-
ported. | do not believe there was offi-
cially an audit of the White House
Travel Office.

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman will
yield, there was an official audit by
Peat Marwick.

Mr. SCHIFF. I will yield in a moment
to the gentleman. | believe it was a
management study.

Mr. Speaker, in any event, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office took a look at
the new White House Travel Office and
the first thing they found was financial
discrepancies in the sense of deposits
not being entered in the checkbook and
so forth. Nobody has been fired in the
White House Travel Office over that.
The point is that was never the reason
why these employees were discharged.
There has been ample evidence of that
throughout all of the testimony.

Mr. Speaker, | just want to say be-
fore | yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that with respect to Mr. Wat-
kins’ legal fees, | do not know what
will come out of that. Maybe at some
point Mr. Watkins can come to the
Congress also. | can say, however, be-
cause | attended the hearings that this
matter continues to be alive in the
U.S. Congress because Mr. Watkins’
memorandum, which he himself wrote
and notes that he himself wrote, con-
tradict, in my judgment at least, what
he and others told the official inves-
tigators in this case, and that is what
is keeping this matter at the center of
congressional attention, getting a
straight story on that.

With that, | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I want to point out that when the
General Accounting Office did their
evaluation, they talked to a Mr. Larry
Herman from Peat Marwick. He was a
Peat Marwick senior partner who led
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the travel office review. In Mr. Her-
man’s professional judgment, and I am
quoting from the GAO notes, the travel
office’s accounting records were, quote,
“the messiest, most illegible book-
keeping he had ever seen.” He stated
he was, quote, ““barely able to read the
writing, very sloppy, and inconsistent
with no explanations of differences,”
end quote.

Mr. Speaker, he was also frustrated
he could not obtain appropriate re-
sponses from Mr. Dale, and they fur-
ther went on that they seemed to have
no concern for recordkeeping of other
people’s money. This might just be
sloppiness, but they certainly raised a
lot of concern when this audit was pre-
sented to people in the White House as
to whether they ought to continue to
keep the travel office employees in
their jobs, and they decided eventually
not to.

Mr. Speaker, what all of the Members
here seem to be saying is that if they
simply fired them for political reasons,
that would have been OK.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume for what | believe will be
my final comments, although | make
no guarantees.

Mr. Speaker, | want to say first that
| appreciate the gentleman from New
Mexico’s point as a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. | think he
has made the only appropriate state-
ment we can make. We do not set
precedents here in the way a legal
court does. No Congress binds a future
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress retains al-
ways not the right but the responsibil-
ity to make judgments case by case,
and | think the gentleman from New
Mexico has fairly pointed out, should
some other individuals come before the
Congress and be able to make claims
that Congress finds similarly meritori-
ous, they may benefit. | do have to dif-
fer a little bit with the argument that
says, well, we should not do it for any-
body if we cannot do it for everybody.

Mr. Speaker, we unfortunately rarely
can do justice for everyone. | have my-
self, because | served on the Adminis-
trative Law Subcommittee which dealt
with claims, on the Immigration Sub-
committee, been part of bringing to
this floor legislation that made some
people whole when other people simi-
larly situated were not made whole. We
can never do it all, and | think it would
be a mistake to say either we do all of
it or we do none of it.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
from New Mexico, who | think stated it
the best way we can. This neither sets
a precedent nor precludes someone.
Any new case will be judged on the
same merits, and | must say | think
that we have dealt with this in a non-
partisan and fair manner. | believe
other people who might find them-
selves as claimants can be assured
similarly.

The one thing | would take issue
with was one of the previous speakers
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referred to this as a sordid enterprise
at the White House, and | would dis-
agree with that. | think the adminis-
tration made an error. | think it was
an error in several ways, in part be-
cause it happened early in the adminis-
tration. | am convinced that they
would know better now and would not
repeat this. But an error having been
made, then | think people ought to be
compensated, and we ought to recog-
nize that that opportunity will exist in
the future if other people can make a
similar case. We will not do justice to
everyone, but | would not let that be a
reason not to do some justice for some
people.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the bill. There is
precedent, | would tell the gentleman
from California. This legislation builds
upon an amendment that we adopted in
a 1995 transportation appropriation bill
where we provided $150,000 to defray
the cost of these individuals one other
time, and | think it was a unanimous
vote here in the Congress.

Second, it is the old saying, every-
thing that goes around comes around,
and what the Clinton administration
did was to bludgeon these people. These
were all career Federal employees, and
one of them is a constituent of mine.
Billy Dale does not have the beautiful
people to go out and put a massive
fundraiser on for him the way the
President of the United States does.
These people have been bludgeoned and
their reputations have been ruined and
financially they are in trouble. Even
after Billy Dale was acquitted, the
White House counsel came out and had
to put a dagger in him again to say
that maybe he was going to go for a
plea bargain or something like that.

Mr. Speaker, Billy Dale supported
Clinton. Billy Dale was just a career
person just trying to do his job, and I
will say the only thing | agree with
what the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN], said is this one thing.
There is too much in this town of filing
suits and charges back and forth. It
really began against Ed Meese. Ed
Meese had to pay a horrible, horrible
price. He eventually was paid for it,
and it goes on in both parties. If the
passage of this bill could be the begin-
ning of a cease-fire for that, it would be
appropriate.

Let us not forget, and | want to make
the record show, we may never know
the truth. Billy Dale was acquitted by
a jury of his peers. There is no evidence
of gross mismanagement in the offices.
There was no evidence of kickback
with regard to Ultra Air. In fact, Ultra
Air got a $5,000 benefit back from the
IRS. They got a rebate from the IRS
and the White House had to pay for the
excise fees.

Mr. Speaker, this, | think, makes
whole not only from a financial point
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of view but | think from a moral point
of view. The passage of this bill should
send a message to everyone in this city
and this country that these people
were innocent, and also for their fami-
lies and future generations know that
they were basically innocent and what
happened was absolutely wrong and
that passing it can make it as right as
we possibly can.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, contrary to the
practices and precedents of the House, the
majority of the Committee on the Judiciary
filed the report to accompany H.R. 2937 with-
out allowing the minority to opportunity to file
additional views. Unfortunately, it comes as no
surprise that the majority did not want the mi-
nority to file additional views. This breach of
the traditional comity of the House is consist-
ent with the partisan tone that has character-
ized the majority’s investigation into the Travel
Office firings from the beginnings. The major-
ity's report weaves a web of conspiracy that
would make even Oliver Stone blanche.

To hear the majority tell it, the conspiracy to
frame Travel Office director Billy Dale and
drag him through a political show trial includes
the FBI investigators and career prosecutors
who tried his case, not to mention the private
citizens on the grand jury who voted to indict
him. Cases where Congress considers provid-
ing funds to meet the legal expenses of de-
fendants should meet a threshold of prosecu-
torial misconduct or the compromising of the
criminal justice system. There is no evidence
of such misconduct in the case of Mr. Dale.
This case was investigated by career FBI
agents and prosecuted by career attorneys.
No one has suggested misconduct on their
parts as they pursued this case.

The fact is that Mr. Dale deposited $50,000
of Travel Office funds into his personal bank
account, and that became the basis for the
criminal charges of embezzlement. Mr. Dale
admitted that he deposited these funds into
his account, but denied that his intent was
fraudulent, and he was acquitted.

However, even Mr.. Dale, in sworn testi-
mony before the Government Reform Commit-
tee, acknowledged that there was no mis-
conduct on the part of the prosecutors or in-
vestigators who pursued the criminal case.
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORsKI] asked Mr. Dale:

When the allegation of criminal conduct
was referred to the Justice Department and
the public integrity section of the Justice
Department; are you suggesting in any way
that either those attorneys in the Justice
Department, the people in the grand jury,
the judge that tried the case or the people
that made up the jury were in some way
compromised?

Mr. Dale responded: “Absolutely not.”

There is no dispute that White House offi-
cials erred in the firings of the five lower level
Travel Office employees. The White House
admitted as much in its 1993 internal review,
and four officials were subsequently rep-
rimanded. It is because of this that | have not
opposed H.R. 2937. To the extent that these
individuals have legal expenses not covered
by previous appropriated sums, it may be ap-
propriate to provide this additional authoriza-
tion. However, as the majority’s report points
out, the bulk of the expenses of the Travel Of-
fice employees were incurred by Mr. Dale for
his defense to the criminal charges brought
against him.
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| do not believe this legislation provides re-
imbursement for those expenses. Because
H.R. 2937 is limited to costs associated with
the employees’ termination. Mr. Dale was in-
dicted and acquitted for activities that took
place prior to this administration, and therefore
could not be related to the termination as re-
quired by the legislation.

In fact, an examination of the facts which
are conveniently ignored by the majority sug-
gest, first improprieties in Billy Dale’s running
of the Travel Office had been rumored for
years, and the Clinton White House had plenty
of reasons to be suspicious of him; second,
the Peat Marwick review provided ample evi-
dence of financial mismanagement on Dale’s
part; and third, there were significant grounds
to suspect that he may have been embezzling
funds from the Travel Office.

REASONS TO BE SUSPICIOUS ABOUT THE TRAVEL OFFICE

Rumors about improprieties by the Travel
Office staff have been circulating since at least
1988, when allegations were made that in-
cluded Travel Office staff accepting gifts from
one airline doing business with the office,
which in turn received the Travel Office busi-
ness on a nhoncompetitive business. When the
Reagan White House questioned Dale about
these charges, he admitted that the Travel Of-
fice staff regularly accepted gifts of tickets to
sporting events and invitations to elaborate
fishing parties from contractors. Accepting gifts
from contractors doing business with the office
was against Federal regulations and may have
been a Federal criminal violation.

The Reagan White House, faced with this
admission to impropriety, did not refer the evi-
dence to the Justice Department for further in-
vestigation as required when any evidence of
a crime is uncovered. It never took any dis-
ciplinary action against the employees for im-
properly accepting gifts. And it never in-
structed that a competitive bidding process be
implemented. Instead, it swept the allegations
under the rug.

When asked about the lack of competitive
bidding, Dale stated that no one else was in-
terested in the business. Yet, during the
course of the FBI investigation into the Travel
Office, officials of a competing airline charter
company told the FBI that it “had concern as
to why the Travel Office did not have competi-
tive bidding and why a charter company would
have an exclusive contract with the Travel Of-
fice.

So when Darnell Martens, whose firm TRM
had provided some services for the Clinton
campaign, contacted Dale in early 1993 to dis-
cuss his firm's bidding on Travel Office busi-
ness, it should have come as no surprise
when Dale told him, according to Martens’
notes of the conversation, that he had no
chance of obtaining any business. Dale gave
two reasons for his response to Martens. The
first, that Martens would not be able to offer
better price than Dale was already getting,
cannot be taken seriously because Dale never
even allowed Martens to make a bid. How
could Dale possibly know Martens’ price if he
was not given a chance to bid?

The second added even more to the sus-
picions about the Travel Office under Billy
Dale. According to Martens’ notes, Dale said,
“l have been here 31 years and no one has
seen fit to replace me with commercial oper-
ations yet. So until they do, | will continue to
handle this without your help.” Does the ma-
jority, which professes to be the prophet of pri-
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vatization, see the irony in defending a career
bureaucrat fighting desperately for his job
against a competitive bid from the private sec-
tor? Nevertheless, the 1988 allegations were
known within the Clinton White House, and
coupled with Martens’ rebuke at the hands of
Dale, there was plenty of reason to suspect
that something was amiss in the Travel Office.

PEAT MARWICK FINDS FINANCIAL MISMANAGEMENT

The Majority, in the midst of its lengthy tale
of intrigue of the Travel Office, conveniently
fails to note the findings of the Peat Marwick
review, while in the same breath discounting
its conclusions. In fact, the Peat Marwick re-
view uncovered significant evidence of mis-
management in the Travel Office, evidence
that was communicated both to David Watkins
before he made the decision to fire the em-
ployees, and to the FBI.

The Peat Marwick findings, under the head-
ing of “Lack of Accountability,” included a lack
of financial control consciousness, no formal
financial reporting process, no reconciliations
of financial information other than reconcili-
ations of bank statements, and no docu-
mented system of checks and balances on
transactions and accounting decisions within
the office.

When asked to explain these findings at the
Government Reform Committee hearing, Mr.
Dale denied that the findings amounted to fi-
nancial weaknesses. However, that same day,
Larry Herman, the Peat Marwick senior part-
ner who led the Travel Office review, told the
Associated Press that he did in fact find clear
evidence of financial mismanagement which
may have warranted the firing of Mr. Dale.
“My personal assessment is that most compa-
nies today would question his management
and would include questioning whether to re-
move that person from that position.”

Mr. Herman was even more direct in an
interview he gave to the General Accounting
Office in September 1993. According to the
GAO:

In Mr. Herman’s professional judgment,
the Travel Office’s accounting records were,
the messiest, most illegible bookkeeping, he
had ever seen. He stated he was, barely able
to read the writing, very sloppy and incon-
sistent, with no explanation of differences.
He was also frustrated that he couldn’t ob-
tain appropriate responses from Mr. Dale.
Mr. Dale seemed to not understand the sig-
nificance of items such as lack of reconcili-
ations, missing pages, and lack of followup
on open billings. Mr. Herman had orally
briefed Mr. Dale on Peat’s findings and re-
peatedly asked for his assistance in locating
records. Mr. Herman believed that Mr. Dale
had no concern for record keeping of other
people’s money.

Further, Mr. Herman told GAO that “most of
his clients would react the same way as the
White House did. Mr. Herman'’s personal opin-
ion is that it was a wise course of action to
start over with [a] clean slate . . .”

THE FBI'S CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION

Information obtained during the course of
the Peat Marwick review also provided suffi-
cient evidence for the FBI of its own volition to
initiate a criminal investigation of Mr. Dale. Ac-
cording to a memorandum from David Watkins
to Mack McLarty attached to the White House
management review, when FBI officials were
briefed on the Peat Marwick findings, they be-
lieved there was sufficient cause for them to
conduct a criminal investigation.

Some of that evidence is contained in the
Peat Marwick report’s findings that of eight
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checks written against the Travel Office’s
Riggs Bank account totaling $23,000 made
out to cash and signed by Mr. Dale, only
$2,000 was reflected in the petty cash fund.
Of the $2,000 entry to the petty cash fund, the
corresponding check from the Riggs account
was for $5,000. The Peat Marwick team’s sus-
picions are further described in later interviews
they gave to the GAO and the FBI.

For example, Mr. Herman'’s interview with
the GAO provides more detail about the miss-
ing cash:

On Saturday, during the Peat Marwick re-
view, Billy Dale was asked at least twice
more about the missing $3,000. Mr. Herman
stated that Billy Dale suddenly seemed to re-
call something, then turned and opened his
desk drawer or credenza and found the enve-
lope with $2,800. This raised another red flag
to Mr. Herman. We, the GAO, questioned
whether Mr. Dale had the opportunity to
place the funds in the drawer between Friday
and Saturday. Mr. Herman stated that he
did.

The FBI later learned that late on the pre-
vious Friday, after being confronted with the
discrepancies in the petty cash log, Mr. Dale
had withdrawn $2,500 in cash from his White
House Credit Union account, and another
$400 from an automated teller machine.

Mr. Herman provided a progress report of
the Peat Marwick review to two FBI officials
that Saturday evening. According to the GAO
interview with Herman, The FBI agents were
specifically concerned with first, the eight in-
complete transactions; second, the weak con-
trols; and third, the $2,800 in Billy Dale’s cre-
denza.

MR. DALE NEVER DISCLOSED HIS SECRET DEPOSITS

The FBI found this evidence to be sufficient
to initiate a criminal investigation against Mr.
Dale. However, it should be noted that during
the Peat Marwick review, despite being inter-
viewed for more than 2 hours about his finan-
cial management of the Travel Office, Mr.
Dale never informed the Peat Marwick review-
ers that he had been depositing Travel Office
funds into his personal checking account. The
discovery that Mr. Dale deposited $50,000 of
Travel Office funds into his personal bank ac-
count became the basis for the criminal
charges against him.

When asked at the Government Reform
Committee hearing why he never told his col-
leagues or even his wife about this unusual
and ultimately disastrous, if not criminal, prac-
tice, he stated that no one ever asked him. Of
course, it would never cross most people’s
mind to ask the director of a Federal office if
he was depositing office funds into his per-
sonal bank account. Yet, the Peat Marwick
auditors, during their review, spent a consider-
able amount of time with Mr. Dale to under-
stand his accounting practices. According to
Mr. Herman'’s interview with GAO, Mr. Herman
interviewed Mr. Dale to learn how the office
worked and the flow of financial activities oc-
curring in the office, such as, files, ledgers,
details of advancing, and reimbursement by
the press.

This was the perfect opportunity for Mr.
Dale to explain to an obviously suspicious
team of reviewers a management practice that
was the very least unusual. In any case, it
was key to understanding the financial man-
agement of the Travel Office, and Mr. Dale
purposely withheld that information from the
Peat Marwick reviewers, Regardless of his ul-
timate intent, it is not in dispute that Mr. Dale
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never told anyone about this practice until the
FBI discovered it on its own after subpoenaing
his personal bank account records.

Thus, based on the information provided by
Peat Marwick and obtained during the course
of its own investigation, the FBI had many rea-
sons to suspect that Mr. Dale may have been
embezzling funds. During the course of its in-
vestigation, the FBI found that he had secretly
been depositing Travel Office funds into his
personal bank account. That evidence was re-
viewed by career attorneys in the Public Integ-
rity Section of the Department of Justice, and
presented to a Federal Grand Jury who voted
to indict Mr. Dale. As | stated earlier, there is
no evidence of either prosecutorial misconduct
or political interference with the criminal case.

For these reasons, | do not believe that Mr.
Dale under this legislation is entitled to be re-
imbursed for legal expenses stemming from
the criminal charges filed against him.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2937, the bill just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 2937, as amended.

The question was taken.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

VERMONT-NEW HAMPSHIRE
INTERSTATE PUBLIC WATER
SUPPLY COMPACT

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 129) granting the
consent of Congress to the Vermont-
New Hampshire Interstate Public
Water Supply Compact.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. 129

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

SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.

The Congress consents to the Vermont-
New Hampshire Interstate Public Water Sup-
ply Compact entered into between the States
of Vermont and New Hampshire. The com-
pact reads substantially as follows:
“VERMONT-NEW HAMPSHIRE INTERSTATE

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY COMPACT
“ARTICLE |
“‘GENERAL PROVISIONS

‘“(a) STATEMENT OF PoLicy.—It is recog-
nized that in certain cases municipalities in
Vermont and New Hampshire may, in order
to avoid duplication of cost and effort, and in
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order to take advantage of economies of
scale, find it necessary or advisable to enter
into agreements whereby joint public water
supply facilities are erected and maintained.
The States of Vermont and New Hampshire
recognize the value of and need for such
agreements, and adopt this compact in order
to authorize their establishment.

““(b) REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL AP-
PROVAL.—This compact shall not become ef-
fective until approved by the United States
Congress.

““(c) DEFINITIONS.—

“(1) The term ‘public water supply facili-
ties’ shall mean publicly owned water supply
sources, storage, treatment, transmission
and distribution facilities, and ancillary fa-
cilities regardless of whether or not the same
qualify for Federal or State construction
grants-in-aid.

““(2) The term ‘municipalities’ shall mean
cities, towns, village districts, or other in-
corporated units of local government pos-
sessing authority to construct, maintain,
and operate public water supply facilities
and to raise revenue therefore by bonding
and taxation, which may legally impose and
collect user charges and impose and enforce
regulatory control upon users of public
water supply facilities.

“(3) The term ‘water supply agency’ shall
mean the agencies within Vermont and New
Hampshire possessing regulating authority
over the construction, maintenance, and op-
eration of public water supply facilities and
the administration of grants-in-aid from
their respective State for the construction of
such facilities.

‘“(4) the term ‘governing body’ shall mean
the legislative body of the municipality, in-
cluding, in the case of a town, the selectmen
or town meeting, and, in the case of a city,
the city council, or the board of mayor and
aldermen or any similar body in any commu-
nity not inconsistent with the intent of this
definition.

“ARTICLE 11

‘“PROCEDURES AND CONDITIONS GOVERNING

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS

‘““(a) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AUTHOR-
1IZED.—Any two or more municipalities, one
or more located in New Hampshire and one
or more located in Vermont, may enter into
cooperative agreements for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of public water
supply facilities serving all the municipali-
ties who are parties thereto.

“(b) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENTS.—ANy
agreement entered into under this compact
shall, prior to becoming effective, be ap-
proved by the water supply agency of each
State, and shall be in a form established
jointly by said agencies of both States.

““(c) METHOD OF ADOPTING AGREEMENTS.—
Agreements shall be adopted by the govern-
ing body of each municipality in accordance
with statutory procedures for the adoption
of interlocal agreements between munici-
palities within each State; provided, that be-
fore a Vermont municipality may enter into
such agreement, the proposed agreement
shall be approved by the voters.

““(d) REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PLANS.—The
water supply agency of the State in which
any part of a public water supply facility
which is proposed under an agreement pursu-
ant to this compact is proposed to be or is lo-
cated, is hereby authorized and required, to
the extent such authority exists under its
State law, to review and approve or dis-
approve all reports, designs, plans, and other
engineering documents required to apply for
Federal grants-in-aid or grants-in-aid from
said agency’s State, and to supervise and
regulate the planning, design, construction,
maintenance, and operation of said part of
the facility.

‘“(e) FEDERAL GRANTS AND FINANCING.—(1)
Application for Federal grants-in-aid for the



H2340

planning, design, and construction of public
water supply facilities other than distribu-
tion facilities shall be made jointly by the
agreeing municipalities, with the amount of
the grant attributable to each State’s allot-
ment to be based upon the relative total ca-
pacity reserves allocated to the municipali-
ties in the respective States determined
jointly by the respective State water supply
agencies. Each municipality shall be respon-
sible for applying for Federal and State
grants for distribution facilities to be lo-
cated within the municipal boundaries.

““(2) Municipalities are hereby authorized
to raise and appropriate revenue for the pur-
pose of contributing pro rata to the plan-
ning, design, and construction cost of public
water supply facilities constructed and oper-
ated as joint facilities pursuant to this com-

act.

P “(f) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENTS.—Agree-
ments entered into pursuant to this compact
shall contain at least the following:

“(1) A system of charges for users of the
joint public water supply facilities.

“(2) A uniform set of standards for users of
the joint public water supply facilities.

““(3) A provision for the pro rata sharing of
operating and maintenance costs based upon
the ratio of actual usage as measured by de-
vices installed to gauge such usage with rea-
sonable accuracy.

“(4) A provision establishing a procedure
for the arbitration and resolution of dis-
putes.

“(5) A provision establishing a procedure
for the carriage of liability insurance, if such
insurance is necessary under the laws of ei-
ther State.

““(6) A provision establishing a procedure
for the modification of the agreement.

“(7) A provision establishing a procedure
for the adoption of regulations for the use,
operation, and maintenance of the public
water supply facilities.

““(8) A provision setting forth the means by
which the municipality that does not own
the joint public water supply facility will
pay the other municipality its share of the
maintenance and operating costs of said fa-
cility.

““(g) APPLICABILITY OF STATE LAws.—Coop-
erative agreements entered into by munici-
palities under this compact shall be consist-
ent with, and shall not supersede, the laws of
the State in which each municipality is lo-
cated. Notwithstanding any provision of this
compact, actions taken by a municipality
pursuant to this compact, or pursuant to an
agreement entered into under this compact,
including the incurring of obligations or the
raising and appropriating of revenue, shall
be valid only if taken in accordance with the
laws of the State in which such municipality
is located.

‘“CONSTRUCTION

“Nothing in this compact shall be con-
strued to authorize the establishment of
interstate districts, authorities, or any other
new governmental or quasi-governmental en-
tity.

“ARTICLE Il
““EFFECTIVE DATE

“This compact shall become effective when
ratified by the States of Vermont and New
Hampshire and approved by the United
States Congress.”’.

SEC. 2. RIGHT TO ALTER, AMEND, OR REPEAL.

The right to alter, amend, or repeal this
joint resolution is hereby expressly reserved.
The consent granted by this joint resolution
shall not be construed as impairing or in any
manner affecting any right or jurisdiction of
the United States in and over the region
which forms the subject of the compact.

SEC. 3. CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY.

It is intended that the provisions of this

compact shall be reasonably and liberally
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construed to effectuate the purposes thereof.
If any part or application of this compact, or
legislation enabling the compact is held in-
valid, the remainder of the compact or its
application to other situations or persons
shall not be affected.

SEC. 4. INCONSISTENCY OF LANGUAGE.

The validity of this compact shall not be
affected by any insubstantial difference in
its form or language as adopted by the two
States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] and the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. REED]
will each be recognized for 20 minutes.

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

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

This is a very dramatic moment in
the history of Vermont and New Hamp-
shire, and | am proud to take the floor
to participate in this historic time.

Mr. Speaker, as everyone knows or
should know, the Constitution itself
provides for congressional approval of
agreements reached between two or
more of the several States of the Union
in matters that if they were not ap-
proved by Congress could lead to con-
flict among States involved in or near
the problem that is solved. In this par-
ticular case, there are certain water
problems that cross boundaries be-
tween Vermont and New Hampshire.
Testimony to these problems and to
the way it was going to be solved has
been amply provided by the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] and the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
BAss].
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Testimony was received at our sub-
committee hearing, and we were all
satisfied by unanimous vote that, in-
deed, the request for congressional ap-
proval was well merited, and the sub-
committee did grant its approval as did
the full committee when its time came.

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

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume, and |
rise in support of the joint resolution.

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution
129 would grant congressional consent
to an interstate compact between Ver-
mont and New Hampshire. Congres-
sional approval is required before the
towns involved can apply for Federal
funds to upgrade a joint water-treat-
ment plant. The compact will also per-
mit future joint water-supply facilities
of the New Hampshire-Vermont border.
Compacts between Vermont and New
Hampshire are not new. In fact, there
is already one relating to sewer sys-
tems.

The towns are hoping to begin con-
struction once the weather turns warm
enough to break ground, so | urge
speedy passage of this noncontroversial
legislation.

Identical legislation has already been
passed the Senate by voice vote on De-
cember 18, 1995.

This measure was urged before the
committee very eloquently by the gen-
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tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
and the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. BAss], and | would hope that
we would all join them in supporting
this very worthy measure.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I would like to begin by thanking the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS] and the chairman of the full
Committee on the Judiciary, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], for
their assistance in ensuring this joint
resolution was passed by the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary and placed on the
Suspension Calendar in a timely man-
ner. We very much appreciate their
willingness to move this matter along
so rapidly.

Mr. Speaker, passage of this legisla-
tion is very important to the residents
of Guildhall, VT. The Vermont-New
Hampshire public water supply com-
pact is noncontroversial but it is essen-
tial. Passage will allow Guildhall to
pay its debt to New Hampshire and will
allow the village of Guildhall to update
its water transmission lines and pro-
vide adequate water services—includ-
ing fire protection—to its residents.
Right now, only one fire hydrant serves
the village of Guildhall, and more are
needed.

Mr. Speaker, Vermonters take pride
in meeting their environmental obliga-
tions and this will allow the town of
Guildhall to meet requirements under
the Clean Water Act. And, if this bill
passes under suspension today, Guild-
hall can start upgrading its water
transmission lines and provide im-
proved fire protection on schedule. 1
urge immediate approval of this resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend the
gentleman from Vermont for his very
effective advocacy for his constituents,
and also the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr. BAss] for his very ef-
fective advocacy.

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
BAss].

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

| appreciate the opportunity to ad-
dress the House on this very important
issue. It may not seem like a big issue
to most involved, but it certainly is
critical to Northumberland, also
known as Groveton, NH. I am sure my
distinguished colleague from Vermont
has discussed why this bill is so criti-
cal.

I would add at this present time the
citizens of Guildhall, VT, the town of
Guildhall owes Groveton, NH, about
$75,000 legitimately, and if this legisla-
tion does not pass as soon as possible,
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the property taxpayers of Northumber-
land or Groveton, NH, would be hit
with an unnecessary increase in their
taxes for 1996.

So | appreciate and thank the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman for
moving this bill expeditiously. | am
glad to have been able to work with my
colleague from Vermont. | hope we can
move this bill as fast as possible.

Mr. Speaker, first, | would like to thank
Chairman HYDE for bringing this legislation to
the floor so quickly. While identical language
passed the Senate by voice vote on Decem-
ber 18, 1995, the passage of House Joint
Resolution 129 is a time-sensitive matter for
the towns of Northumberland, NH and Guild-
hall, VT.

The resolution that Mr. SANDERS and | have
introduced will ratify a longstanding arrange-
ment between these two towns. Northumber-
land, which is commonly referred to as
Groveton, has been supplying drinking water
to Guildhall in at least a limited sense for gen-
erations. This relationship began with a
handfull of Guildhall's residents receiving
drinking water and has progressed to the cur-
rent situation in which a 6-inch water main
supplies clean water to the entire town.

Guildhall currently owes Groveton $75,200
for the up-front costs of constructing this water
system. Unfortunately, the lack of a resolution
to ratify the current arrangement has pre-
vented this payment. If this payment is not
made soon, the residents of Groveton will be
forced to include this cost in their tax assess-
ments, which will be decided at the town
meeting this spring.

The resolution before the House today ad-
dresses a noncontroversial, technical matter.
House Joint Resolution 129 will simply allow
the payment to be made and the current water
supply situation to be legitimized. Therefore, |
urge my colleagues to pass this resolution
today.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on House
Joint Resolution 129, the joint resolu-
tion now being considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 129.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the Judiciary be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of the Senate joint
resolution (S.J. Res. 38) granting the
consent of Congress to use the Ver-
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mont-New Hampshire Interstate Public
Water Supply Compact, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

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

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and | will not ob-
ject, but | yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] for an expla-
nation of his request.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, |
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Of course, this is simply to further
expedite the expeditious way we expe-
dited the expedition of Vermont and
New Hampshire, and that is to allow
the Senate resolution to take prece-
dence at this juncture, thus moving it
directly to the President’s desk for
final enactment and signing into law.

So it is identical. The House just
passed it now. We are doing the formal-
ity of having the Senate bill actually
take precedence, and our work has
been satisfactorily accomplished.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 38

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

SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.

The Congress consents to the Vermont-
New Hampshire Interstate Public Water Sup-
ply Compact entered into between the States
of Vermont and New Hampshire. The com-
pact reads substantially as follows:

“Vermont-New Hampshire Interstate Public
Water Supply Compact
“ARTICLE I
‘‘GENERAL PROVISIONS

‘“(a) STATEMENT OF PoLicy.—It is recog-
nized that in certain cases municipalities in
Vermont and New Hampshire may, in order
to avoid duplication of cost and effort, and in
order to take advantage of economies of
scale, find it necessary or advisable to enter
into agreements whereby joint public water
supply facilities are erected and maintained.
The States of Vermont and New Hampshire
recognize the value of and need for such
agreements, and adopt this compact in order
to authorize their establishment.

““(b) REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL AP-
PROVAL.—This compact shall not become ef-
fective until approved by the United States
Congress.

‘““(c) DEFINITIONS.—

‘(1) The term ‘public water supply facili-
ties’ shall mean publicly owned water supply
sources, storage, treatment, transmission
and distribution facilities, and ancillary fa-
cilities regardless of whether or not the same
qualify for Federal or State construction
grants-in-aid.

“(2) The term ‘municipalities’ shall mean
cities, towns, village districts, or other in-
corporated units of local government pos-
sessing authority to construct, maintain,
and operate public water supply facilities
and to raise revenue therefore by bonding
and taxation, which may legally impose and
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collect user charges and impose and enforce
regulatory control upon users of public
water supply facilities.

““(3) The term ‘water supply agency’ shall
mean the agencies within Vermont and New
Hampshire possessing regulating authority
over the construction, maintenance, and op-
eration of public water supply facilities and
the administration of grants-in-aid from
their respective State for the construction of
such facilities.

““(4) The term ‘governing body’ shall mean
the legislative body of the municipality, in-
cluding, in the case of a town, the selectmen
or town meeting, and, in the case of a city,
the city counsel, or the board of mayor and
aldermen or any similar body in any commu-
nity not inconsistent with the intent of this
definition.

“ARTICLE 11

‘“PROCEDURES AND CONDITIONS GOVERNING

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS

‘““(a) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AUTHOR-
1ZED.—ANy two or more municipalities, one
or more located in New Hampshire and one
or more located in Vermont, may enter into
cooperative agreements for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of public water
supply facilities serving all the municipali-
ties who are parties thereto.

“(b) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENTS.—ANy
agreement entered into under this compact
shall, prior to becoming effective, be ap-
proved by the water supply agency of each
State, and shall be in a form established
jointly by said agencies of both States.

““(c) METHOD OF ADOPTING AGREEMENTS.—
Agreements shall be adopted by the govern-
ing body of each municipality in accordance
with statutory procedures for the adoption
of interlocal agreements between munici-
palities within each State; provided, that be-
fore a Vermont municipality may enter into
such agreement, the proposed agreement
shall be approved by the voters.

““(d) REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PLANS.—The
water supply agency of the State in which
any part of a public water supply facility
which is proposed under an agreement pursu-
ant to this compact is proposed to be or is lo-
cated, is hereby authorized and required, to
the extent such authority exists under its
State law, to review and approve or dis-
approve all reports, designs, plans, and other
engineering documents required to apply for
Federal grants-in-aid or grants-in-aid from
said agency’s State, and to supervise and
regulate the planning, design, construction,
maintenance, and operation of said part of
the facility.

‘“(e) FEDERAL GRANTS AND FINANCING.—(1)
Application for Federal grants-in-aid for the
planning, design, and construction of public
water supply facilities other than distribu-
tion facilities shall be made jointly by the
agreeing municipalities, with the amount of
the grant attributable to each State’s allot-
ment to be based upon the relative total ca-
pacity reserves allocated to the municipali-
ties in the respective States determined
jointly by the respective State water supply
agencies. Each municipality shall be respon-
sible for applying for Federal and State
grants for distribution facilities to be lo-
cated within the municipal boundaries.

““(2) Municipalities are hereby authorized
to raise and appropriate revenue for the pur-
pose of contributing pro rata to the plan-
ning, design, and construction cost of public
water supply facilities constructed and oper-
ated as joint facilities pursuant to this com-
pact.

“(f) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENTS.—Agree-
ments entered into pursuant to this compact
shall contain at least the following:

“(1) A system of charges for users of the
joint public water supply facilities.
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“(2) A uniform set of standards for users of
the joint public water supply facilities.

““(3) A provision for the pro rata sharing of
operating and maintenance costs based upon
the ratio of actual usage as measured by de-
vices installed to gauge such usage with rea-
sonable accuracy.

“(4) A provision establishing a procedure
for the arbitration and resolution of dis-
putes.

“(5) A provision establishing a procedure
for the carriage of liability insurance, if such
insurance is necessary under the laws of ei-
ther State.

““(6) A provision establishing a procedure
for the modification of the agreement.

“(7) A provision establishing a procedure
for the adoption of regulations for the use,
operation, and maintenance of the public
water supply facilities.

““(8) A provision setting forth the means by
which the municipality that does not own
the joint public water supply facility will
pay the other municipality its share of the
maintenance and operating costs of said fa-
cility.

““(g) APPLICABILITY OF STATE LAws.—Coop-
erative agreements entered into by munici-
palities under this compact shall be consist-
ent with, and shall not supersede, the laws of
the State in which each municipality is lo-
cated. Notwithstanding any provision of this
compact, actions taken by a municipality
pursuant to this compact, or pursuant to an
agreement entered into under this compact,
including the incurring of obligations or the
raising and appropriating of revenue, shall
be valid only if taken in accordance with the
laws of the State in which such municipality
is located.

““CONSTRUCTION

“Nothing in this compact shall be con-
strued to authorize the establishment of
interstate districts, authorities, or any other
new governmental or quasi-governmental en-
tity.

“ARTICLE 111
““EFFECTIVE DATE

“This compact shall become effective when
ratified by the States of Vermont and New
Hampshire and approved by the United
States Congress.”.

SEC. 2. RIGHT TO ALTER, AMEND, OR REPEAL.

The right to alter, amend, or repeal this
joint resolution is hereby expressly reserved.
The consent granted by this joint resolution
shall not be construed as impairing or in any
manner affecting any right or jurisdiction of
the United States in and over the region
which forms the subject of the compact.

SEC. 3. CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY.

It is intended that the provisions of this
compact shall be reasonably and liberally
construed to effectuate the purposes thereof.
If any part on application of this compact, or
legislation enabling the compact, is held in-
valid, the remainder of the compact or its
application to other situations or persons
shall not be affected.

SEC. 4. INCONSISTENCY OF LANGUAGE.

The validity of this compact shall not be
affected by any insubstantial difference in
its form or language as adopted by the two
States.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a mo-
tion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 129) was laid on the table.
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SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
UNITED STATES SUPPORT OF
TAIWAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 148) ex-
pressing the sense to the Congress that
the United States is committed to the
military stability of the Taiwan
Straits and United States military
forces should defend Taiwan in the
event of invasion, missile attack, or
blockade by the People’s Republic of
China, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 148

Whereas the United States began its long,
peaceful, and friendly relationship with the
Republic of China on Taiwan in 1949;

Whereas since the enactment in 1979 of the
Taiwan Relations Act, the policy of the
United States has been based on the expecta-
tion that the future relationship between the
People’s Republic of China and Taiwan will
be determined by peaceful means and by mu-
tual agreement between the parties;

Whereas the People’s Republic of China’s
intense efforts to intimidate Taiwan have
reached a level that threatens to undermine
stability throughout the region;

Whereas, since the beginning of 1996, the
leaders of the People’s Republic of China
have frequently threatened to use military
force against Taiwan;

Whereas for the past year the People’s Re-
public of China has conducted military ma-
neuvers designed to intimidate Taiwan both
during its democratic legislative elections in
1995 and during the period preceding demo-
cratic presidential elections in March 1996;

Whereas these military maneuvers and
tests have included the firing of 6 nuclear-ca-
pable missiles approximately 100 miles north
of Taiwan in July 1995;

Whereas the firing of missiles near Taiwan
and the interruption of international ship-
ping and aviation lanes threaten both Tai-
wan and the political, military, and commer-
cial interests of the United States and its al-
lies;

Whereas in the face of such action, Taiwan
is entitled to defend itself from military ag-
gression, including through the development
of an anti-ballistic missile defense system;

Whereas the United States and Taiwan
have enjoyed a longstanding and uninter-
rupted friendship, which has only increased
in light of the remarkable economic develop-
ment and political liberalization in Taiwan
in recent years;

Whereas Taiwan has achieved tremendous
economic success in becoming the 19th larg-
est economy in the world;

Whereas Taiwan has reached a historic
turning point in the development of Chinese
democracy, as on March 23, 1996, it will con-
duct the first competitive, free, fair, direct,
and popular election of a head of state in
over 4,000 years of recorded Chinese history;

Whereas for the past century the United
States has promoted democracy and eco-
nomic freedom around the world, and the
evolution of Taiwan is an outstanding exam-
ple of the success of that policy;

Whereas the Taiwan Relations Act directs
the President to inform the Congress
promptly of any threat to Taiwan’s security
and provides that the President and the Con-
gress shall determine, in accordance with
constitutional processes, appropriate United
States action in response; and

Whereas the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979
rests on the premise that the United States
will assist Taiwan should it face any effort
to determine its future by other than peace-
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ful means, including by boycotts or embar-
goes: Now, therefore, be it;

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of the
Congress that—

(1) the People’s Republic of China should
immediately live up to its commitment to
the United States to work for a peaceful res-
olution of any disagreements with Taiwan,
and accordingly desist from military actions
designed to intimidate Taiwan;

(2) the People’s Republic of China should
engage in negotiations to discuss any out-
standing points of disagreement with Taiwan
without any threat of military or economic
coercion against Taiwan;

(3) Taiwan has stated and should adhere to
its commitment to negotiate its future rela-
tions with the People’s Republic of China by
mutual decision, not unilateral action;

(4) the United States should maintain its
capacity to resist any resort to force or
other forms of coercion that would jeopard-
ize the security, or the social or economic
system, of the people on Taiwan, consistent
with its undertakings in the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act;

(5) the United States should maintain a
naval presence sufficient to keep open the
sea lanes in and near the Taiwan Strait;

(6) in the face of the several overt military
threats by the People’s Republic of China
against Taiwan, and consistent with the
commitment of the United States under the
Taiwan Relations Act, the United States
should supply Taiwan with defensive weap-
ons systems, including naval vessels, air-
craft, and air defense, all of which are cru-
cial to the security of Taiwan; and

(7) the United States, in accordance with
the Taiwan Relations Act and the constitu-
tional process of the United States, and con-
sistent with its friendship with and commit-
ment to the democratic government and peo-
ple of Taiwan, should assist in defending
them against invasion, missile attack, or
blockade by the People’s Republic of China.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]
will each be recognized for 20 minutes.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to
commend the chairman of the Asia and
Pacific Subcommittee, Mr. BEREUTER,
and the ranking minority member, Mr.
BERMAN for bringing this important
resolution before us.

Mr. Speaker, the administration is
fond of promoting the concept that its
policy toward China is one of construc-
tive engagement and that it would be
folly to attempt to isolate or contain
China. It is true that we must engage
the dictators in Beijing. The trouble is
that the administration mistakes ap-
peasement for constructive engage-
ment.

Time and time again, the administra-
tion has ignored Beijing’s violations of
MOU’s and international agreements
on trade, human rights, and weapons
proliferation. This is not constructive
engagement. This is appeasement and
it is directly responsible for the cur-
rent crises that we face.
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The administration must stop sweep-
ing aside China’s violations of its many
agreements with the United States by
dismissing enforcement as an attempt
to isolate or contain China.

Accusations about isolation, contain-
ment, and political transition periods
avoid hard questions of how to deal
pragmatically and effectively with a
totalitarian government with enor-
mous resources to cause havoc.

If China violates an agreement it
must be held accountable. Accountabil-
ity is constructive engagement. It is
appeasement to make excuses when
Beijing does not live up to its word.

Beijing and its apologists claim that
there is a so-called cloud over United
States-Sino relations because the Con-
gress insisted that President Lee of
Taiwan be allowed into our country.
But the storm began years ago when
the Communists took control of China.

This current so-called cloud is really
a smoke ring designed to hide the root
of the problem—Democracies and dic-
tatorships are fundamentally different
and will always clash.

House Concurrent Resolution 148 is a
fundamental first step in making it
clear where the United States should
stand on the vital issue of Communist
China’s threats against democratic
Taiwan.

If the administration remains incapa-
ble of constructively engaging China
regarding other American interests
such as nuclear weapons proliferation,
human rights violations, and trade,
then the Congress will step in again so
that serious situations like the current
one do not repeat themselves.

In 1950, Secretary of State Dean Ach-
eson was Vvague about our Nation’s
commitment to South Korea, which
tempted the North to attack. The Ko-
rean war might not have occurred had
the United States been more clear
about its interests.

We now face a similar problem and a
similar solution.

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to
support House Concurrent Resolution
148.

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

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, while |1 have some
doubts about the content and timing of
this resolution, | do intend to vote for
it.

For 24 years, United States policy to-
ward Taiwan has been governed by the
one-China policy that has been enun-
ciated and reaffirmed in three commu-
niques. It is legally established in the
Taiwan Relations Act.

The essence of that policy is that the
United States acknowledges that all
Chinese on either side of the Taiwan
Straits maintain there is but one
China, and Taiwan is a part of China.
We have chosen deliberately and con-
sciously not to challenge that position.
That means that the United States has
chosen not to endorse the concept of an
independent Taiwan or the concept of
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two Chinas. That policy has been fol-
lowed by six Presidents, three Repub-
lican and three Democratic.

This is policy that has helped for the
past generation to secure peace and
stability and promote remarkable eco-
nomic growth in East Asia. It is a pol-
icy that has enabled Taiwan and China
to flourish, and it has served United
States interests well. The Taiwan Rela-
tions Act, which lays out the legal
basis for our relationship with Taiwan,
contains no commitment to come to
Taiwan’s assistance in case of military
threats or attack by the PRC.

Members should carefully note that
there is today no commitment to send
troops to defend Taiwan or otherwise
to use armed force to repel an attack
against Taiwan. The Taiwan Relations
Act was carefully written to give the
United States maximum flexibility in
dealing with Chinese threats to Tai-
wan.

The resolution before us today sends
a somewhat different signal about U.S.
policy. It may be only a sense-of-Con-
gress resolution, it may not spell out
what the United States must do to as-
sist in defending Taiwan, it may stipu-
late United States actions to assist in
defending Taiwan be in accordance
with the Taiwan Relations Act, but the
resolution appears to push American
policy further than it has ever gone be-
fore in a quarter of a century. It ap-
pears to increase the United States
commitment to defend Taiwan, and
many of the cosponsors make this
claim for the resolution. It articulates
policy in a different way than does the
President. It could confuse the people
in leadership of Taiwan, of China, and
of our many friends in East Asia.

My concern is that because its lack
of reference to the one-China policy
and because of its rephrasing of the
United States commitment to Taiwan,
the United States should assist in de-
fending Taiwan. This resolution could
be subject to misinterpretation.

Now | also have some concerns about
the resolution’s timing. We are facing a
very serious situation in East Asia.
Missiles are flying, live ammunition is
being fired, sea lanes and air corridors
have been shut down. Our friends in
Taiwan feel, with justification, that
they are being bullied and coerced. Our
relationship with China is strained.
Our friends in Tokyo and elsewhere in
Asia are alarmed by China’s provoca-
tive actions, but they also worry about
our reaction.
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This, in short, is a time for restraint
and negotiation. But, Mr. Speaker, a
vote against this resolution sends the
wrong message. A vote against this
message misleads Beijing about con-
gressional opposition to its recent out-
rageous actions in the Taiwan Strait.
A no vote on this resolution leads the
PRC leadership to the erroneous con-
clusion that the Congress is not united
in its condemnation of China’s bullying
tactics, so | plan to vote for the resolu-
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tion, but with the reservation | have
stated.

Let me also say a word to the admin-
istration. This resolution indicates
that the administration and the Con-
gress are drifting apart on China pol-
icy. This resolution illustrates that the
administration has been too timid. |
believe the President must now explain
fully the administration’s policy on
China. Now is the time for a clear, au-
thoritative statement from the Presi-
dent on what we expect of the United
States-China relationship and what we
see as China’s role in the world. The
administration should consider this
resolution a wake-up call. The long-
standing consensus on China between
the Congress and the administration is
eroding. The President and the Con-
gress must reforge a consensus policy
toward China.

I would like to ask the principal au-
thor of the resolution what it means
when it says the United States should
assist in defending Taiwan? Is that a
change in present policy? Does it mean,
for example, that we are prepared to
commit United States military forces
to defend Taiwan under any and all cir-
cumstances? | wonder if the gentleman
could give us some interpretation of
the words ‘“‘should assist in defending
Taiwan?”’

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

Mr. HAMILTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, while the
initial sponsor is not on the floor at
this time, | will attempt to answer the
gentleman’s inquiry. | believe what
this infers is that while not necessarily
sending military forces, it would mean
trying to provide essential material
and support to Taiwan in the event
that they were being invaded.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, does the gentleman
see in the resolution any extension of
our obligation beyond the Taiwan Re-
lations Act, or just a reaffirmation of
it?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, | think it
is intended to be a reaffirmation of
what is set forth in the act.

Mr. HAMILTON. | find the gentle-
man’s response reassuring, and | com-
mend the gentleman for that. | urge
the adoption of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | submit the following
letters for the RECORD:

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RE-
LATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES,

Washington, DC, March 15, 1996.
Hon. WARREN M. CHRISTOPHER,
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: | am writing to ex-
press my concerns about H. Con. Res. 148, re-
lating to U.S. policy toward Taiwan, which
was adopted yesterday by the House Com-
mittee on International Relations.

In my judgment, this resolution changes in
a substantive and obvious way the articula-
tion of a twenty-four year policy supported
by six presidents. The resolution appears to
rachet up our commitment to Taiwan and to
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promise a level of support for Taiwan that
we have declined to give for the past quarter
century. It avoids any reaffirmation of the
one-China policy. As a consequence, it ap-
pears to create a major difference between
the Congress and the executive branch.

I am writing now to ask for more details
about your views on this resolution. A rep-
resentative of the State Department has tes-
tified that the administration does not sup-
port this resolution.

Why do you not support the resolution?

Does this mean that you oppose it?

What is the difference between not sup-
porting, and opposing?

Is paragraph 7 of the resolved clause the
only provision to which the administration
objects?

What precisely is the nature of your con-
cerns about this paragraph?

Will the resolution help U.S.-China rela-
tions, or act as a hindrance?

If the latter, how much damage will it do
to U.S.-China relations?

I would appreciate an answer to this letter
by Monday, since there is a good chance the
full House will be asked to act upon this res-
olution early next week.

With best regards,

Sincerely,
LEE H. HAMILTON,
Ranking Democratic Member.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, DC, March 19, 1996.
Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON,
House of Representatives.

DEAR MR. HAMILTON: Thank you for your
letter of March 15 asking for the Administra-
tion’s position on H. Con. Res. 148 regarding
the security of Taiwan.

The Administration agrees with the objec-
tive of the resolution’s sponsors to make
clear to the People’s Republic of China that
a resort to force with respect to Taiwan
would directly involve American national in-
terests and would carry grave risks. We be-
lieve there should be no uncertainties about
this in Beijing, Taipei or anywhere else. It is
important that the Congress and Adminis-
tration speak in a unified fashion to make
clear that the United States feels strongly
about the ability of the people of Taiwan to
enjoy a peaceful future.

However, the Administration cannot sup-
port the resolution as it is currently formu-
lated. Paragraph 7 of the resolved clause uses
language that does not appear in the Taiwan
Relations Act (TRA). This passage, in stat-
ing that the United States should ‘‘assist in
defending’ Taiwan against invasion, missile
attack or blockade by the PRC, could be in-
terpreted as expressing an opinion taking us
beyond the carefully formulated undertak-
ings embodied in the TRA.

Although the PRC military exercises have
been provocative and have raised tensions in
the area, they have not constituted a threat
to the security or the social or economic sys-
tem of Taiwan. It is our understanding that
the Taiwan authorities agree with our as-
sessment of the situation. Should there be a
threat to Taiwan’s security, we would
promptly meet our obligation under the TRA
to consult with Congress on an appropriate
response.

We will continue to convey our deep con-
cern to Beijing in unmistakable fashion
through our statements and our actions. We
support a similar resolution in the Senate
which uses formulations we believe would be
more helpful to our common efforts to re-
store stability and reduce tensions in the
area.
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We hope this information is responsive to
your concerns. Please let us know if we can
be of further assistance.

Sincerely,
BARBARA LARKIN,
Acting Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the ranking member for his supportive
comments.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLomoON], the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
who has been a staunch advocate of de-
mocracy in Taiwan and one of the
major sponsors of this legislation.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
tell you exactly what it means. But,
first of all, let me say this: Why should
the United States come to the rescue of
a small island country halfway around
the world? Let me tell you why: Be-
cause we are proud Americans and we
pay our debts. For those that might
not be able to remember, because the
people of Taiwan, they came to our res-
cue. We, the United States of America,
standing shoulder to shoulder against
the Japanese imperialists that threat-
ened our freedoms. Do you remember
that in World War 11? Shoulder to
shoulder they stood with us when we
were about to lose that war. Then
standing shoulder to shoulder again,
for 40 years, they were an integral link
in the chain of defense against the
spread of deadly, atheistic com-
munism, that threatened the freedoms
of every single American in this world.
They stood as one of the strongest
links in that chain of defense against
the spread of that deadly communism.

So, yes, we have a moral obligation
to defend them against that same dead-
ly, atheistic communism that now
threatens their very freedoms, that de-
mocracy, that is similar to our own.

But, beyond that, let me tell you
something: We owe it to them because
we have to abide by U.S. law. | helped
write the Taiwan Relations Act in 1979,
along with you two gentlemen. Let me
tell you what it says. It says that we,
the United States of America, will sup-
ply the country of Taiwan with quali-
tative and quantitative weaponry to
help them defend themselves.

Let me tell you more importantly
what it says, and | will say this to my
good friend, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON], and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN]. You read
the Taiwan Relations Act. It says the
United States will stand ready and will
be prepared to help defend Taiwan, and
this answers your question, LEE,
against military attack, from whom-
ever, or economic embargo affecting
both sea and air lanes.

Every Member of this Congress has
an obligation to come over here and
obey the U.S. law and vote for it, and
then we ought to defend them against
that attack. That is what the law says.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER].
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
America is now facing a potential mili-
tary confrontation in the Straits of
Taiwan, or the Taiwan Straits as they
are called. We should all come to-
gether, and that is what this piece of
legislation does, to make certain that
the Communist regime on the main-
land understands that we are united in
our opposition to any use of force by
the mainland on Taiwan, and that the
United States will respond militarily,
if necessary, if force is used against the
Republic of China on Taiwan.

But this situation was a long time in
coming. It was a long time in the mak-
ing. Mistakes have been made, and let
us quit making those mistakes.

The official policy of this administra-
tion has been strategic ambiguity with
the Communist dictatorship on the
mainland. Ambiguity with dictator-
ships does not work. If anything is a
lesson we should have learned in the
past, it is that. The Chinese com-
munists have mistaken our ambiguity
for weakness. When this administra-
tion decoupled all consideration of
trade policy with our discussions with
the Communist regime in China on
human rights, they did not take that
as a sign of good faith from us we need-
ed to discuss human rights. They took
that as a sign of weakness.

This President proved himself the
worst enemy of human rights to ever
serve as President of the United States
by decoupling any consideration of
human rights with trade discussions
with the largest and most heinous op-
ponent and oppressor of people on this
planet, the Communist dictatorship in
China.

What we have to do now is to reassert
to those dictators on the mainland of
China that we side with the democratic
people of the world, especially in the
Republic of China, and we will not tol-
erate their expansionism or their
threats or any other activities that
threaten their neighbors. We are a
country that stands for human rights
and peace. We must be strong. That is
what Beijing needs to hear. That is
what this resolution is all about.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is important
to understand precisely the language of
the United States commitment to Tai-
wan. The Taiwan Relations Act stipu-
lates that it is United States policy to
consider any effort to determine the fu-
ture of Taiwan by other than peaceful
means, including boycotts or embar-
goes, a matter of grave concern to the
United States.

The act also promises that the Unit-
ed States “‘will make available to Tai-
wan such defense articles and defense
services as may be necessary to enable
Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-
defense capability.”

Mr. Speaker, that is our commit-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
RosE].
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(Mr. ROSE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, it is, in my
opinion, a sad day that we have come
to this. It is sad that we even have to
pass this resolution, 148.

| support it. | associate myself with
the comments of my colleague, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], and the
gentleman from California  [Mr.
RHORABACHER], for what they have ob-
served about the situation.

Unfortunately, they are correct. |
want to reflect just a moment on a few
things that | think our dear friends on
the mainland should consider, and that
is the reason America was formed as a
Nation. After the revolution, Lafayette
went back home to France and said,
“Freedom has found a home, and it is
America.”” The basic reason this coun-
try was formed was to give freedom
and liberty a home in the world. To
varying degrees, we have lived up to
that heritage, some ways, very dis-
appointing to me and many Americans,
but basically that is our heritage. And
when we give a gift like most-favored-
nation treaty status to a country
somewhere in the world, we have a
right to demand that in return for that
gift, that they respect the basic rea-
sons for the founding of our country,
the basic principles that America be-
lieves in, and it is freedom and liberty,
and it is human rights.

Unfortunately, the principles of Jef-
ferson, Madison, and Washington go
out the window when the dollar sign
appears, and good old trade has clouded
our eyes about holding people’s feet to
the fire on the principles for which this
country was founded.

| strongly support 148. | regret deeply
its necessity. But | would urge all in
this body to watch carefully at the
final vote on 148, and you will get a
clear picture of the depth of the feeling
of this Congress, of the American peo-
ple, as to how we feel about this very
important, yet symbolic issue.

Mr. Speaker, please support 148.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ].

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, in
less than 96 hours, Taiwan will hold its
first-ever direct Presidential election.
The election is a culmination of Tai-
wanese transition from 50 years of au-
thoritarian rule to full-fledged democ-
racy. Freedom and democracy in Tai-
wan, however, are apparently unac-
ceptable to the People’s Republic of
China.

Resentful of Taiwan’s growing free
market economic prosperity, Beijing
apparently fears that Taiwan will be
seen as a model for political reform on
the mainland, and in a blatant show of
intimidation the PRC is today conduct-
ing yet another in a series of military
exercises just miles from Taiwan’s
largest cities.
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House Concurrent Resolution 148
strongly, and in no uncertain terms,
condemns China’s efforts to intimidate
Taiwan. It urges peaceful relations be-
tween Beijing and Taiwan and ex-
presses the sense of Congress that the
United States should help Taiwan de-
fend itself.

Mr. Speaker, what is at stake here is
not just the viability of democracy in
Taiwan, but the peace and security of
the entire Asiatic region and the world.
Beijing’s act of aggression must not be
allowed to stand. | urge my colleagues
to support the resolution.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI].

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
Cox resolution today and commend the
gentleman for his leadership in bring-
ing this legislation to the floor and the
chairman of the full committee for ex-
peditiously getting this through com-
mittee. | think this is a very important
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | have been in serious
disagreement with the Clinton admin-
istration on its China policy in rela-
tionship to trade, human rights, and
proliferation, but | do think on the
issue of Taiwan that the administra-
tion’s actions have been prudent and
appropriate. I think they have been
completely consistent with Mr. Cox’s
resolution. | believe that we are voting
for this resolution in support of the ac-
tions of the administration that calls
for a peaceful resolution of the reunifi-
cation issue between China and Tai-
wan, and that calls for a cessation of
the intimidation of the political proc-
ess and the economic progress on Tai-
wan.

These missiles, armed missiles, that
the Chinese are lobbing at Taiwan, are
lobbed not only against Taiwan, but
against democracy, and it is important
for this body to stand firm in our sup-
port of democracy in Taiwan.

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Cox].
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. RoTH], distinguished sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, like my colleagues, |
am concerned about what is taking
place here in Taiwan. This is serious
business. This week the people of Tai-
wan will go to the polls for the first
free and open election in Taiwan’s his-
tory. It is a terrible irony that at the
very moment when democracy tri-
umphs, Taiwan is facing the greatest
threat in a generation.

This resolution that we are going to
vote on embodies a bedrock principle of
American policy, that the United
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States will assist the democracies of
the world in defending against tyranny
and oppression. My only argument
with the resolution | am going to vote
for is 1 do not think it is explicit
enough. | think when we send a mes-
sage, we should send a real message,
and | think that what we are doing is
obfuscating too much with this resolu-
tion. Either we stand with Taiwan or
we do not. If we stand with Taiwan, we
should say it forthrightly. This is
where we stand because China, the rul-
ers in China do not like vacillation.
They do not like weakness. Either we
are with them or against them. | think
they respect their friends, they respect
their enemies. But | do not think that
in between we send a strong message.

Other than that, | think it is a great
resolution. Again, the resolution em-
bodies a bedrock principle.

The leaders of Beijing should make
no mistake about it. As far as I am
concerned in voting on this, Congress
is sending a clear message that the
United States will continue to play a
role and a very active role in the future
of Taiwan and that we will stand be-
hind our commitment. At the same
time, | think Congress is sending a
message to the Clinton administration
that we need clear, consistent, and
workable strategy in working with
China.

I commend, Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues who have spoken here before on
this issue because | think they have
been right on target and focused on the
issue.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD-
SON].

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, |
am going to vote for this resolution,
but | am very troubled about it. What
we are doing is sending a variety of
messages. The situation is very, very
tense. Last time we sent a signal to
Taiwan that we should invite its Presi-
dent here, | voted for that. It caused ir-
reparable damage to our foreign policy,
especially our relationship with China.

I know that we are all concerned
about Chinese policy toward the United
States, toward human rights, toward
nonproliferation. | recognize that. But
there are 2.25 billion people there, and
we need to start getting along with
them. | found the Chinese actions out-
rageous on a number of issues, but at
the same time what we are doing here
today is possibly exacerbating an al-
ready very tense situation.

We are sending different signals
about what U.S. policy is. We have got
the executive branch policy and now
we have a new policy that the House of
Representatives is going to send. A key
clause of this resolution says, in ac-
cordance with the Taiwan Relations
Act and the constitutional process of
the United States, the United States
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should assist in defending against inva-
sion, missile attack, or blockade by the
People’s Republic of China.

It may only be a sense of Congress
resolution. It may not spell out what
the United States must do in assisting
and defending Taiwan. It might stipu-
late that United States actions to as-
sist in defending Taiwan must be in ac-
cordance with the Taiwan Relations
Act. But this resolution appears to
push American policy further than it
has ever gone in a quarter century.

President Nixon and Henry Kissinger
with the Shanghai Communique, with
the Taiwan Relations Act, spelled out
these issues rather ambiguously and
for a reason. It worked. The policy, the
two-China policy over the years has
worked.

Where we are now is in a situation
where | am very, very concerned that
we are sending a mixed message. A
vote against this resolution also sends
a wrong message as well. A vote
against  this resolution misleads
Beijing about congressional opposition
to its totally outrageous action in the
Taiwan Straits. A no vote on this reso-
lution leads the leadership in China to
the erroneous conclusion that the Con-
gress is not united in its condemnation
of China’s bullying tactics.

So for once | think the best kind of
policy that we have toward this situa-
tion is to give the President flexibility,
give the Secretary of Defense some
flexibility in dealing with a potential
contingency action but not go out
there with a dramatic House of Rep-
resentatives vote which may provoke
China into doing something irrational,
which may bring us to a situation
which, instead of lessening the tension,
we are tying the hands of the executive
branch where we are perhaps
misreading a situation with Taiwan.

Yes, we should defend Taiwan. They
are our friends. We have all been there
many times. But why do we have to
spell this out in such a dramatic way?
Why can we not let the executive
branch conduct foreign policy in a way
that does not tie their hands?

This legislation on Taiwan will create confu-
sion in our policy toward Taiwan.

The legislation never mentions the one-
China policy. It says that the United States
should assist in defending Taiwan against in-
vasion, missile attack, or blockade by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. What is different
about this legislation than the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act?

This bill, which is supposed to send a clear
signal to the Chinese, actually muddles the
signals that the Chinese will get. The Chinese
will view this as new legislation, and may see
it as unnecessarily provocative.

Reluctantly, | will vote for this bill because
the Congress should not appear split over pol-
icy toward China. A split in the Congress may
indicate to the Chinese that they can do what
they will in the region without a strong re-
sponse from the United States.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 10
seconds to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, with all
due respect to the previous speaker,
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and | do respect him, | think he over-
states the importance of the vote for
President Li’s visa. | believe the ac-
tions on the part of the Chinese Gov-
ernment would be the same with or
without the vote that the Congress
took at that time. | want the RECORD
to show that.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Cox], chairman of our Repub-
lican policy committee and the sponsor
of this resolution.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, |
want to thank all of my colleagues,
particularly on the Committee on
International Relations, the chairman,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN], the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON],
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PEeELosI], the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PAYNE], chairman of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LANTOS],
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER], the Democratic and Repub-
lican cochairs respectively of the Con-
gressional Human Rights Caucus and
all of the Members, Democrat and Re-
publican, who stand in support of the
principles of freedom and democracy
embodied in this resolution today.

This is a strongly bipartisan resolu-
tion. It is in strong support of Ameri-
ca’s longstanding foreign policy vis-a-
vis both Taiwan and the People’s Re-
public of China since 1979.

Specifically, we do and will continue
to support the peaceful dialog between
Taiwan and Communist China. We will
support whatever arrangements they
peaceably make between themselves.
We shall not impose our own view as to
their futures. But we expect the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and Taiwan to
live up to their respective commit-
ments to a peaceful process.

In the Shanghai communique of 1982,
the People’s Republic of China pledged
to the United States that they would
pursue peaceful rather than violent
means of settling the question of the
future of Taiwan. Since that time, in
fact since 1979, and the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act, this Congress and every
President has supported democracy and
its development on Taiwan. What we
will see this Saturday is the full flow-
ering of that successful policy.

We will see following last year’s free,
open, fair, and democratic legislative
elections on Taiwan, the first ever free,
fair, open, and democratic election for
the head of Government in Chinese his-
tory, in over 4,000 years of recorded
Chinese history.

Everyone in America and everyone in
this Congress applauds that develop-
ment. But the Communists who are
jockeying for position and power in
Beijing this moment feel threatened
alone by that democracy and that free-
dom and, therefore, they are using this
military campaign to influence the
vote on Saturday, to intimidate Tai-
wanese democracy and to make it plain
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that they believe they have a right, not
accorded them in law or nature, to
seize Taiwan, its people, and its Gov-
ernment by military force. If that hap-
pens, there is no question what would
be the United States response indeed
what would be the response of the free
world. We would be there to defend the
free people and the open society and
the democracy on Taiwan.

Since that is the case, it is vitally
important that we make that plain,
diplomatically, privately, and publicly
to the rulers in Beijing. They must not
wage a campaign of assault and mili-
tary aggression against Taiwan on the
mistaken premise that the United
States would not use force.

Unfortunately, some in the adminis-
tration made comments to this effect
over the period of the last year and a
half. Right now there is not much ques-
tion. The United States military Iis
present in the Taiwan Straits as we
speak, and another carrier is steaming
its way there from the Persian Gulf.
The President needs to be supported in
these communications with the P.R.C.
There cannot be any doubt. The time
for ambiguity is over and the time for
clarity is upon us.

Our friendship with the People’s Re-
public of China and Taiwan, different
in each case, based chiefly on mer-
cantile and trade interests in the one
and on our sharing of democratic val-
ues on the other, would only be dis-
rupted by war in the Taiwan Straits.
We have a strong interest in peace. The
People’s Republic of China is America’s
sixth-largest trading partner. Taiwan
is our seventh-largest trading partner.

The P.R.C. runs, in fact, the largest
trade deficit with America. It is true
that Taiwan, in fact, buys more from
the United States of America than does
the People’s Republic of China. We cer-
tainly have nothing to gain in a mate-
rial sense from war in the Taiwan
Straits.

Likewise, we have nothing to gain
from the loss of the gains of freedom
and democracy on Taiwan over these
last many years. Today we will send a
strong message of support and encour-
agement for our foreign policy of so
many administrations, so many years
and decades, of friendship toward the
democracy and free and open society
on Taiwan and of support for continued
peaceful discussions between the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and the Govern-
ment on Taiwan about their future re-
lationship.

The free world will defend democ-
racy, if it should come to that. But we
wish to have peace through clarity and
through strength rather than war
through weak negotiation. Lest we be
misjudged, we pass this resolution
today. Again, | want to congratulate
my Republican and Democratic cospon-
sors, including all of the House leader-
ship behind this resolution today.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for his very poignant
and eloquent remarks in support of the
resolution and want to commend him
for his hard work.
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Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER], chairman of
our Subcommittee on Asia and the Pa-
cific of our House Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, House
Concurrent Resolution 148 addresses
the highly volatile situation in the
Taiwan Strait as the P.R.C. has crude-
ly sought to intimidate the people of
Taiwan on the eve of national elec-
tions. China’s missile tests, live-fire
exercises, and huge amphibious force
opposite Taiwan have been quite right-
ly labeled as ‘“‘acts of terrorism’ by
Speaker GINGRICH.

This Member commends the distin-
guished member from California, Mr.
Cox for his initiative in drafting House
Concurrent Resolution 148 in consulta-
tion with this Member and others, and
the distinguished chairman of the
House International Relations Com-
mittee, Mr. GILMAN for his successful
effort to obtain quick committee ac-
tion on the resolution unanimously re-
ported from the subcommittee | chair.
The resolution passed the committee
by voice vote with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support.

At this precarious point, Mr. Speak-
er, miscalculation and recklessness by
either party could lead to catastrophe.
Many Members of this House—Repub-
lican and Democrat alike—were con-
cerned that the administration’s initial
reaction of deliberate and calculated
ambiguity did not convey an adequate
expression of U.S. resolve. This Mem-
ber and others believe it is necessary to
send an unambiguous signal that the
United States would not sit idly by
were Taiwan to be attacked. The deci-
sion to send a second Navy aircraft car-
rier group to join the one already in
the waters near Taiwan is an impor-
tant demonstration of United States
intent. House Concurrent Resolution
148 seeks to add some clarity and con-
sistency in our policy vis-a-vis Tai-
wan’s security and Chinese threats.

This Member would emphasize that it
is not the intention of House Concur-
rent Resolution 148 to be anti-P.R.C.
when it criticizes Beijing’s coercive ac-
tivities. Nor does the resolution offer
unequivocal support of all Taiwanese
policies or actions. The United States
is not seeking to create new adversar-
ies where none need exist, and we must
not be stampeded into adopting poli-
cies that are contrary to the U.S. na-
tional interest. For example, while we
enthusiastically support and congratu-
late Taiwan’s economic success and
democratic progress, the United States
is not endorsing the efforts of some
Taiwanese politicians to enhance Tai-
wan’s position in the United Nations
and other international organizations
which require statehood. Taiwan’s
leaders have been—and should continue
to be—very careful about such state-
ments. Unilateral actions to establish
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an independent Taiwan—which Tai-
wan’s leaders consistently claim they
are not seeking—would be extremely
dangerous, and would be inconsistent
with the policies of five successive
United States administrations from
both political parties.

The purpose of House Concurrent
Resolution 148 is simply to make very
clear to Beijing that the United States
is committed—consistent with the Tai-
wan Relations Act—to assist in the de-
fense of Taiwan in the event of an inva-
sion, attack, or blockade. It is hoped
that this resolution will have a salu-
tary deterrent effect by sending a clear
and unequivocal expression of support
for peaceful resolution of Taiwan’s fu-
ture status—something both sides say
they support—and reaffirming our re-
jection of any attempt to resolve the
issue through the use of force.

This Member urges all his colleagues
to support House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 148 to send a clear signal to
Beijing that the United States will not
tolerate bullying of our friends in Tai-
wan.

0O 1545

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH].

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, for the
last 2 weeks the Taiwanese people have
been under siege by Beijing’s repeated
acts of military intimidation. Beijing
has harassed, tormented, and bullied
Taiwan in an attempt to break the
spirit of the Taiwanese people. These
immoral and reckless acts are part of
Beijing’s carefully crafted strategy de-
signed to suffocate democracy in Tai-
wan, to intimidate the Taiwanese gov-
ernment, and to influence American
foreign policy.

Mr. Speaker, Beijing has failed. They
have failed to disrupt the presidential
elections, they have failed to browbeat
Taiwan into submission. They have
only lifted the masses in Taiwan to
fight harder for democracy and inde-
pendence.

As the deployment of the two air-
craft carriers shows, United States re-
solve on this issue is unwavering. The
American people will not tolerate such
a grave threat to our own national se-
curity. The resolution before us today,
written in accordance with the Taiwan
Relation Act, will send a clear message
to Beijing about our interests in a se-
cure and stable Taiwan. This resolu-
tion will affirm the American commit-
ment to the people of Taiwan.

I urge Members to vote in favor of
this bipartisan resolution which is a
continuation of American policy that
we cannot, nor can we, accept Taiwan
passing the straits, the Chinese passing
the Straits of China in an attempt of
any type of invasion.

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

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
NETHERCUTT].

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 148.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to express my
support for House Concurrent Resolution 148,
a resolution concerning the defense of Tai-
wan. This resolution is an important step in
our relationship with the People’s Republic of
China because it unambiguously proclaims our
interest in the security of Taiwan and con-
demns China’s heavy-handed efforts to intimi-
date the people of Taiwan as they enjoy their
first direct presidential election.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is necessary
because the Clinton administration has invited
continued and escalating Chinese aggression
by pursuing an inconsistent and unclear policy
toward China and Taiwan. Only by making our
priorities and interests crystal clear can we
prevent future conflict with the People’s Re-
public of China and assure the continued se-
curity and prosperity of the United States and
our Pacific allies.

Our national interests in Taiwan and the Pa-
cific should be crystal clear. Taiwan pos-
sesses the thirteenth-largest developed econ-
omy and is an important trading partner for my
district, Washington State, and America. Fur-
thermore, if China is allowed to intimidate or
attack Taiwan, our relationship with Japan,
South Korea, and other important security and
trade allies is likely to suffer.

Instead of attempting to bully Taiwan, Chi-
nese leaders should try to learn from Taiwan’s
example. Taiwan has achieved economic suc-
cess by fostering an economy that is virtually
as free as America’s. Taiwan is now prepared
to enter the ranks of truly democratic govern-
ments where the people elect their own presi-
dent, an achievement China may someday
replicate. It is right for America to defend Tai-
wan'’s progress and prevent an autocratic and
militaristic Chinese regime from threatening
Taiwan and our Pacific allies, and it is impor-
tant for this body to make that statement by
passing House Concurrent Resolution 148.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a firm
statement of support for our demo-
cratic friends on Taiwan. We need to
stand together to let Beijing know that
any military move against our friends
on Taiwan will end in a hostile situa-
tion which none of us desire or want.

Accordingly, | urge our colleagues to
support House Concurrent Resolution
148 to spell out our Nation’s commit-
ment to Taiwan.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the resolution. For beyond the immediate
threats China poses to Taiwan, | am con-
cerned about the emerging pattern of aggres-
sive Chinese behavior.

The Chinese provocation in the Taiwan
Strait is but a single, short act in what prom-
ises to be a longer drama as China forces its
way onto the global stage. At this point, we do
not yet know whether China will play a starring
role—although the pace of Chinese economic
development indicates that it will. Or whether
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China will ultimately play the villain—as its in-
ternal repression, ambitious military mod-
ernization and confrontational foreign policy
would indicate.

The United States needs to unambiguously
articulate its national security interests in Asia
and reinforce them to the point where the Chi-
nese understand that there will be con-
sequences for their actions. In this context, the
administration’s policy of strategic ambiguity
may have been counterproductive. And the
administration’s new-found acceptance of stra-
tegic clarity strikes me as a late conversion in
reaction to congressional pressure on behalf
of Taiwan.

| am convinced that China will be one of the
country’s primary security challenges as we
head into the 21st century. While China does
not yet pose the kind of threat that the Soviets
did—and talk of containment is premature—
like the Chinese we need to take the long
view. We need to continue to be a force for
security, stability, prosperity and democracy
throughout the region. Many in the region are
looking for U.S. leadership which is entirely
consistent with the protection and promotion of
our own security and economic interests.

If regional stability is to be maintained, the
United States must recognize the primacy of
our security interests in the region. Without se-
curity, there can be neither economic prosper-
ity nor political liberty. Without the United
States’ military guarantee there is unlikely to
be security.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | urge the adoption
of this resolution to reaffirm our commitment to
Taiwanese democracy, as signal of our con-
cern with a disturbing pattern in Chinese be-
havior and in recognition of our critical role in
the region.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, | would like
to commend my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle who have worked so hard to bring
this important and timely resolution so quickly
to the floor of the House of Representatives.

The recent missile maneuvers, including the
use of live-fire ammunition, by the People’s
Republic of China off the coast of Taiwan has
called for an immediate and unequivocal
American response. This resolution, devel-
oped with strong bipartisan support and input,
represent that response.

It is said that in history, great conflicts begin
more often from miscalculation than purpose-
ful design. Even in our own time, it is said that
the Korean war may have begun by the unfor-
tunate statement of Mr. Avenuees that the de-
fense perimeter of the United States began in
the Sea of Japan, and not the 38th parallel.

A few years ago the United States Ambas-
sador to Irag suggested to Saddam Hussein
that in a dispute between Kuwait and Iraq, the
United States would regard the matter as an
internal problem in the Arab world.

Today in the straits of Taiwan a foundation
may be being laid for a similar misunderstand-
ing. That is why this resolution is so important.
This strong declaration of congressional pol-
icy, coupled with the recent decision by Presi-
dent Clinton to send naval wargroups into the
region of the Taiwan Straits will send a clear
message about our policy to the Chinese.

House Concurrent Resolution 148 con-
demns the recent military exercises off the
coast of Taiwan and reiterates that the future
relationship of Taiwan and the mainland must
be decided by peaceful means. Finally it
states that the United States, in accordance
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with the Taiwan Relations Act and the con-
stitutional process of the United States, should
assist in the defense of Taiwan in the event of
invasion, missile attack, or blockade by the
People’s Republic of China.

This resolution is in accordance with Amer-
ican policy as laid out in the Taiwan Relations
Act and is supportive of actions already taken
by the Clinton administration.

As one of the principal authors of this reso-
lution, | would again like to thank all my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who made
this resolution possible.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of the resolution we are consid-
ering today—House Concurrent Resolution
148—which was introduced by my friend and
colleague from California, Mr. Cox. | am
pleased to be the first Democratic cosponsor
of this bill. | want to emphasize, Mr. Speaker,
that our resolution is a profoundly bipartisan
resolution. It reflects the concerns and inter-
ests of the vast majority of the Members of
this body of both political parties.

| would like to put this move on our part into
perspective. We do not all agree on all as-
pects of United States-China policy, but we all
agree that this saber-rattling by the “Bullies of
Beijing” is preposterous, uncalled for, and pro-
foundly destabilizing for the whole Pacific
area. It is uncalled for, it is unjustified, and it
is in response to only one act which should be
sacred to all Americans—the upcoming free
and open and democratic elections that will
take place in Taiwan in a couple of days.

Mr. Speaker, this sabre-rattling is a delib-
erate and boldfaced attempt to intimidate the
people and the leadership of Taiwan in the
crudest possible way—by firing missiles and
by holding military maneuvers near Taiwan.
The purpose is to intimidate Taiwan from tak-
ing this history-making step of holding an open
and free and democratic election.

That is what this saber-rattling is all about.
It exposes nakedly the contrast between the
free and open and democratic elections that
will take place in Taiwan in just a few days
and the dictatorial and oppressive police state
that rules the mainland of China.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is important to realize
that there are reasons why we got to where
we are today in the strained relationship with
the People’s Republic of China—to the point
that China is engaging in bullying tactics
against Taiwan and the United States is send-
ing a second aircraft carrier task force to that
part of the world.

In my judgment one of the principal reasons
was the de-linking of human rights from most-
favored-nation treatment of the People’s Re-
public. | was one of the leaders and continue
to be one of the leaders in the House of the
group that feels that most-favored-nation treat-
ment should not be extended to the People’s
Republic of China, which violates the human
rights of its own people and the people of
Tibet.

Not all of my colleagues will vote to deny
MFN to China when the President sends up
the official waiver as is required in the next
few months. But | predict that a majority of us
in the Congress will. And for the first time in
a long time MFN will be denied by the House
of Representatives to China.

The human rights considerations alone jus-
tify revoking MFN status from China. But, un-
fortunately, Mr. Speaker, there are numerous
additional reasons for not granting China fa-
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vored trading conditions. We should not ex-
tend MFN trade status to countries—like the
People’'s Republic of China—which sell to
rogue regimes—Ilike Iran—technology which
can contribute to the development of weapons
of mass destruction or which sells missiles or
the technology to develop missiles which can
deliver weapons of mass destruction. We
should not extend MFN status to a country
which routinely takes advantage of our intel-
lectual property rights and pirates the work of
American citizens and American firms.

| also think it is important to realize that this
bullying sabre-rattling against Taiwan and its
free elections is just the most recent mani-
festation of official Chinese disregard of ration-
al and civilized acts that ought to govern rela-
tions between countries. | am thinking in par-
ticular of the gracious invitation by a great
American university. Cornell University, to one
of its most distinguished alumni, President Lee
Teng-hui to visit his own alma mater.

You may recall there was a great deal of
concern on the part of the administration when
| introduced a resolution simply expressing the
sense of the Congress that President Lee
should be granted a visa to visit the United
States in order to visit Cornell University. That
resolution, which | introduced, passed the
House unanimously and passed the Senate
almost unanimously. The administration recog-
nized the strength of the views of the Mem-
bers of Congress and of the American people
and President Lee made a most successful
visit to Cornell.

It is outrageous that the Chinese Govern-
ment has taken this visit of President Lee to
the United States as a reason for recalling its
ambassador to the United States and carrying
out policies of belligerence against Taiwan
and the United States.

Finally, let me just say, Mr. Speaker, that
the appalling behavior of the Chinese Govern-
ment that we are witnessing in the Taiwan
Strait today is the precise reason why 2 years
ago | introduced a resolution expressing the
sense of the House that the Olympic games
should not be held in Beijing in the year 2000.
It was the well-grounded concern that China
was capable of precisely this pattern of irre-
sponsible and reprehensible international ac-
tion. Just imagine holding the Olympics games
in a country which is intimidating its neighbor
by firing missiles near its borders. That action
completely violates the spirit and meaning of
the Olympic games, and | am delighted that
the vast majority of my colleagues in the
House agreed with that resolution. The Inter-
national Olympic Committee responsibly de-
cided that Beijing should not be the venue of
the Olympics in the year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, we all earnestly hope that san-
ity will prevail in Beijing, that this saber-rattling
will stop. But | think it is very important to
eliminate all ambiguity. It is simply unaccept-
able on the basis of our agreements with both
China and Taiwan to have any change in their
relationship attempted or produced by military
force. We are ready to accept anything that
the people of Taiwan and China freely and
democratically agree to, but we are not pre-
pared to accept decisions that are forced by
the firing of missiles from China against Tai-
wan.

The resolution we are considering here
today makes this point. Our resolution places
the Congress on record to reaffirm our com-
mitment that international relations with Tai-
wan should be conducted only by peaceful
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means and that the threat of military or eco-
nomic coercion should not be the basis for
international decisions. The resolution calls
upon the People’s Republic of China to live up
to its commitment to work for the peaceful res-
olution of any disagreements with Taiwan and
desist from military actions designed to intimi-
date Taiwan.

This resolution also reaffirms the commit-
ment of the United States to resist any resort
to force or other forms of coercion by other
countries that might jeopardize the security, or
the social or economic system of the people
on Taiwan. We also affirm our support for the
United States to maintain a naval presence
sufficient to keep open the sea lanes in and
near the Taiwan Strait and we express our
view that the United States should assist in
defending the people of Taiwan against viola-
tion, missile attack, or blockade by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my colleagues
to support this resolution.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today on be-
half of the Chinese citizens residing in the Re-
public of China—Taiwan. | firmly believe that
the aggressive and hostile acts by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China against Taiwan must
stop. The Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 clearly
establishes that the United States of America
supports the right of Taiwan to remain autono-
mous from the authorities in Beijing.

Since the Chinese civil war in 1945, when
the Communist took control of most of China,
the former leaders of China have taken refuge
on the Island of Formosa now called Taiwan.
This civil war has not been completely con-
cluded and the leaders in both Beijing and
Taiwan claim to be the legitimate leaders of
the entire country. The United States supports
the right of self-determination for the Chinese
citizens residing in both mainland China and
Taiwan.

Over the years, the United States has de-
veloped relationships with the Chinese leaders
in Taiwan and Beijing. The United States does
not support, nor will we permit, either party to
use force, or intimidation, to impose its will on
the other, or to force reunification at the point
of a gun. Beijing’s saber rattling at this time is
particularly offensive since democratic Taiwan
is currently in the middle of an election.

| fully support this sense of Congress reso-
lution which states that the Chinese leaders in
Beijing must live up to their commitment to
work for a peaceful resolution of any disagree-
ments with their counterparts in Taiwan and to
immediately cease and desist from any and all
hostile acts designed to intimidate the resi-
dents of Taiwan. | hope and pray that the
leaders in Beijing will abide by the agreements
that they have made with the United States to
resolve any disagreements in a peaceful man-
ner.

However, as a last resort, | fully support the
provisions of this resolution which calls for the
United States to support Taiwan in its efforts
to defend itself against any hostile or aggres-
sive military threats from Beijing. | applaud the
President and our military leaders for their
commitment to a higher visibility for the United
States presence in the region.

| am confident that the Chinese citizens re-
siding in both mainland China and Taiwan
want to see this dispute resolved peacefully. |
can only hope that leaders in Beijing will abide
by the desires of the vast majority of their citi-
zens.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, | am
proud to be an original cosponsor of House
Concurrent Resolution 148, legislation stating
the House’s support for U.S. military interven-
tion to protect Taiwan against threatened mili-
tary aggression by the People’s Republic of
China [PRC]. | would strongly urge our col-
leagues to support this vitally needed meas-
ure.

Mr. Speaker, | think we all can all agree that
there is no matter more urgent in the world
than the events unfolding now in the Taiwan
Strait. Deterring conflict in the Taiwan Strait
must and should be the No. 1 priority of our
Nation.

| want to commend the chairman of the
House International Relations Committee, the
Honorable BEN GILMAN; the chairman of the
House International Relations Subcommittee
on Asia-Pacific Affairs, the Honorable Douc
BEREUTER; and the ranking Democratic mem-
bers of House International Relations Sub-
committees, the Honorable Tom LANTOS and
ROBERT TORRICELLI; and Representative COX,
the author of House Concurrent Resolution
148, for their leadership in forging the 83
member bipartisan coalition, that through the
introduction of the resolution on March 7,
1996, spoke unequivocally and with strength
as to America’'s commitment to—protect de-
mocracy, ensure freedom, and preserve
peace—in Taiwan.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to be an original
cosponsor of this legislation, which sends a
clear message that America will not stand idly
by while China commits its military forces in
an attempt to intimidate and instill fear in the
people and Government of Taiwan.

Moreover, | cannot more strongly applaud
and support the actions taken by the adminis-
tration recently. Stationing the USS Independ-
ence aircraft carrier group off Taiwan, with the
USS Nimitz carrier group to arrive shortly, has
sent a clear message to China that the Gov-
ernment and people of the United States of
America will not tolerate a military attack or
missile-enforced blockade of Taiwan by the
PRC.

The decisive action by the administration
was no doubt prompted in part by congres-
sional action calling for immediate United
States intervention to defuse the hostile envi-
ronment created by Beijing’s angry rhetoric,
missile tests and military exercises in the Tai-
wan Strait.

China’s reckless efforts are intended to in-
fluence the outcome of the democratic na-
tional elections now pending in Taiwan. As
you know, Mr. Speaker, the March 23d elec-
tion is to be the first democratic election of
Taiwan’s president.

China’s threatened use of force contravenes
the PRC’s commitment under the 1979 and
1982 joint communiques to resolve Taiwan's
status by peaceful means. The United States-
China Joint Communiques and the Taiwan
Relations Act—which govern the trilateral dy-
namic in the Taiwan Strait—fundamentally
stress that force will not be used to resolve
the Taiwan question.

Mr. Speaker, when China’s recent aggres-
sive actions evidenced their willingness to vio-
late the principle of Taiwan’s peaceful resolu-
tion—threatening the stability of the entire
Asia-Pacific region—the United States stepped
forward because no other country could do
what we did in drawing the line with China.

After discussions with ambassadors from
several nations in the region, | think it safe to
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say that much, if not all, of the Asia-Pacific is
extremely grateful for America’s bold and deci-
sive leadership in preserving stability in the re-
gion. Although their governments may not
have issued official statements to that effect, |
believe the sentiment is clearly there support-
ing America’s intervention.

Mr. Chairman, although | am a Vietnam vet-
eran, | can assure you | am no warmonger.
Having fought on the battlefield for America, |
weigh very heavily and carefully any commit-
ment of U.S. Military Forces. Having been
there myself, | do not want our servicemen
and servicewomen put in harm’'s way unnec-
essarily.

Although much attention and criticism has
been directed against Beijing for the crisis in
the strait, certainly Taipei deserves its share of
the blame for contributing to the unnecessary
escalation of tensions with China, which now
threatens our forces in the area.

For years, United States administrations,
both Republican and Democratic, have un-
equivocally supported the “One China” pol-
icy—acknowledging that there is only one
China whose government is in Beijing, and
that Taiwan is part of China. Peace in the Tai-
wan strait has been the result.

Taiwan’s actions over recent years, how-
ever, have given rise to the very real percep-
tion in Beijing and the world that this premise
is being challenged—that Taiwan’s independ-
ence is being sought.

While | support the issuance of the Visa for
Taiwan’'s President Lee to speak at his alma
mater, Cornell University, many believe that
he overplayed his hand with the media, treat-
ing his visit to the United States as that of a
head of state. Similarly, President Lee’s trips
to other Asia-Pacific nations have been ac-
companied by great fanfare. Against this back-
ground has been Taiwan’'s campaign for Unit-
ed Nation’s membership, which has materially
altered the PRC'’s perception of Taiwan's mo-
tives and conduct.

While the PRC's bellicose actions are to be
condemned, | can understand and appreciate
Beijing’s anxiety and fear that a recognized
province of China may simply choose to se-
cede while the world watches. Taiwan's ag-
gressive pursuit of independence has gone
way beyond everyone’s expectations.

Mr. Chairman, let us hope that with the
intervention of United States Military Forces in
the Taiwan Strait that this will be a stabilizing
factor for peace—allowing cooler heads to
prevail.

Mr. Speaker, no one wants a war involving
China, Taiwan, and America. It is a conflict
where everyone comes out a loser, and would
fundamentally destroy the promise of prosper-
ity for the entire Asia-Pacific region in the Pa-
cific Century.

The legislation before the House,
H.Con.Res. 148, expresses the feeling of the
House of Representatives that the United
States should commit itself to protect Taiwan
in the event of an unprovoked war or conflict
with the PRC.

Mr. Speaker, United States intervention is
clearly a stabilizing factor promoting peace in
the Taiwan Strait and | would strongly urge
our colleagues to adopt unanimously this
measure. China must know unequivocally that
the American people stand united behind Tai-
wan’s democracy, and that we will do what-
ever is necessary to ensure that the question
of Taiwan's future will be resolved through
peace, not war.
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Mr. Speaker, H.Con.Res. 148 sends that
message directly to Beijing, as well as cau-
tioning Taipei against independence initiatives
that are destabilizing, and | would strongly
urge our colleagues to adopt this well-crafted
measure.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of this resolution. | wish to congratulate Mr.
Cox both for introducing it and for his willing-
ness to perfect it further in committee.

| share the concern that we send a strong
message to both sides of the Taiwan Strait
that differences be solved peacefully.

Efforts by the People’s Republic of China in
recent days to intimidate the Taiwanese voters
in their presidential elections, | think, have
boomeranged against China.

Not only have these bellicose moves helped
President Lee in his election race but a recent
poll indicates that support for reunification with
China has dropped to 16 percent from 20 per-
cent in July when the missile tests began.

The military exercises have unsettled the
entire Asian region, calling into question Chi-
na’'s interest in regional peace and stability.

| hope that China will soften considerably its
current hardline position toward Taiwan. | note
that President Lee has already offered an
olive branch, calling recently for more trust
and personal contact between China and Tai-
wan.

A substantial basis exists for a strong rela-
tionship across the Strait. Recent official eco-
nomic figures show a 9-percent growth in Tai-
wanese investment in China in January and
February. After the Taiwanese election, | hope
more concrete steps will be taken by both
sides to strengthen their economic and other
contracts.

Finally, the Clinton administration deserves
to be congratulated for the strong and forceful
position it has taken. Characterizing the mis-
sile tests as irresponsible and reckless, the
administration has dispatched two carrier bat-
tle groups to the region. We have a clear in-
terest in securing peace and stability in Asia
and protecting the right of passage in inter-
national waters. That is the same message we
are delivering to both China and Taiwan in this
resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker,
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON).

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, House Concurrent Resolution
148, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. SOLOMON. 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. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule | and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

I yield

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
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nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 1266. An act to provide for the ex-
change of lands within Admiralty Island Na-
tional Monument, and for other purposes;
and

H.R. 1787. An act to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to repeal the
saccharin notice requirement.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AD-
MINISTRATIVE REFORM TECH-
NICAL CORRECTIONS ACT

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2739) to provide for representa-
tional allowance for Members of the
House of Representatives, to make
technical and conforming changes to
sundry provisions of law in con-
sequence of administrative reforms in
the House of Representatives, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2739

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘“‘House of Representatives Administrative

Reform Technical Corrections Act”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO AL-
LOWANCES AND ACCOUNTS IN THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND
OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

Sec. 101. Representational allowance for Mem-

bers of House of Representatives.

Sec. 102. Adjustment of House of Representa-
tives allowances by Committee on
House Oversight.

Limitation on allowance authority of
Committee on House Oversight.
Clerk hire employees of Members of

House of Representatives.

Payments from applicable accounts of
House of Representatives.

Report of disbursements for House of
Representatives.

Cafeteria plan provision.

Annotated United States Code for
Members of House of Representa-
tives to be paid for from Members’
Representational Allowance.

Sec. 109. Capitol Police citation release.

TITLE II—TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS RELATING
TO ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS IN THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Sec. 201. Provisions relating to election of Rep-

resentatives.

Sec. 202. Provisions relating to organization of
Congress.

Provisions relating to compensation
and allowances of Members.

Provisions relating to officers and em-
ployees of House of Representa-
tives.

Provisions relating to Library of Con-
gress.

Provisions relating to congressional
and committee procedure; inves-
tigations.

Provisions relating to Office of Law
Revision Counsel.

Provisions relating to Legislative Clas-
sification Office.

Provisions relating to classification of
employees of House of Represent-
atives.

Sec. 103.

Sec. 104.
Sec. 105.
Sec. 106.

107.
108.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 203.

Sec. 204.

Sec. 205.

Sec. 206.

Sec. 207.

Sec. 208.

Sec. 209.
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Sec. 210. Provisions relating to payroll adminis-
tration in House of Representa-
tives.

Sec. 211. Provisions relating to contested elec-
tions.

Sec. 212. Provisions relating to Joint Committee
on Congressional Operations.

Sec. 213. Provisions relating to Congressional
Budget Office.

Sec. 214. Provisions relating to the States.

Sec. 215. Provisions relating to Government or-
ganization and employees.

Sec. 216. Provisions codified in appendices to
title 5, United States Code.

Sec. 217. Provisions relating to commerce and
trade.

Sec. 218. Provisions relating to foreign relations
and intercourse.

Sec. 219. Provisions relating to money and fi-
nance.

Sec. 220. Provisions relating to Postal Service.
Sec. 221. Provisions relating to public buildings,
property, and works.

Sec. 222. Provisions relating to the public
health and welfare.

Sec. 223. Provisions relating to public printing
and documents.

Sec. 224. Provisions relating to territories and
insular possessions.

Sec. 225. Miscellaneous uncodified provisions
relating to House of Representa-
tives.

TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO AL-

LOWANCES AND ACCOUNTS IN THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND
OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

SEC. 101. REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCE FOR
MEMBERS OF HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established for the
House of Representatives a single allowance, to
be known as the ‘““Members’ Representational
Allowance’’, which shall be available to support
the conduct of the official and representational
duties of a Member of the House of Representa-
tives with respect to the district from which the
Member is elected.

(b) MERGER.—The Clerk Hire Allowance, the
Official Expenses Allowance, and the Official
Mail Allowance, as in effect on the day before
the effective date of this section, are merged into
the Members’ Representational Allowance.

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the
term ‘““‘Member of the House of Representatives”
means a Representative in, or a Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress.

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Committee on House
Oversight of the House of Representatives shall
have authority to prescribe regulations to carry
out this section.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall take
effect on September 1, 1995 and shall apply with
respect to official and representational duties
carried out on or after that date.

SEC. 102. ADJUSTMENT OF HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES ALLOWANCES BY
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVERSIGHT.

House Resolution 457, Ninety-second Con-
gress, agreed to July 21, 1971, as enacted into
permanent law by chapter IV of the Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1972 (2 U.S.C. 57), is
amended to read as follows:

“SECTION 1. ADJUSTMENT OF HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES ALLOWANCES BY
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVERSIGHT.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provision of
law specified in subsection (b), the Committee on
House Oversight of the House of Representatives
may, by order of the Committee, fix and adjust
the amounts, terms, and conditions of, and
other matters relating to, allowances of the
House of Representatives within the following
categories:

““(1) For Members of the House of Representa-
tives, the Members’ Representational Allowance,
including all aspects of the Official Mail Allow-
ance within the jurisdiction of the Committee
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under section 311 of the Legislative Branch Ap-

propriations Act, 1991.

““(2) For committees, the Speaker, the majority
and minority leaders, the Clerk, the Sergeant at
Arms, and the Chief Administrative Officer, al-
lowances for official mail (including all aspects
of the Official Mail Allowance within the juris-
diction of the Committee under section 311 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 1991),
stationery, and telephone and telegraph and
other communications.

““(b) PROVISION SPECIFIED.—The provision of
law referred to in subsection (a) is House Reso-
lution 1372, Ninety-fourth Congress, agreed to
July 1, 1976, as enacted into permanent law by
section 101 of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion Act, 1977 (2 U.S.C. 57a).

“‘(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the
term ‘Member of the House of Representatives’
means a Representative in, or a Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress.”’.

SEC. 103. LIMITATION ON ALLOWANCE AUTHOR-
ITY OF COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVER-
SIGHT.

House Resolution 1372, Ninety-fourth Con-
gress, agreed to July 1, 1976, as enacted into per-
manent law by section 101 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1977 (2 U.S.C. 57a),
is amended to read as follows:

“SECTION 1. LIMITATION ON ALLOWANCE AU-
THORITY OF COMMITTEE ON HOUSE
OVERSIGHT.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—AnN order under the provi-
sion of law specified in subsection (c) may fix or
adjust the allowances of the House of Rep-
resentatives only by reason of—

‘(1) a change in the price of materials, serv-
ices, or office space;

““(2) a technological change or other improve-
ment in office equipment; or

““(3) an increase under section 5303 of title 5,
United States Code, in rates of pay under the
General Schedule.

““(b) RESOLUTION REQUIREMENT.—In the case
of reasons other than the reasons specified in
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a), the
fixing and adjustment of the allowances of the
House of Representatives in the categories de-
scribed in the provision of law specified in sub-
section (c) may be carried out only by resolution
of the House of Representatives.

““(c) PROVISION SPECIFIED.—The provision of
law referred to in subsections (a) and (b) is
House Resolution 457, Ninety-second Congress,
agreed to July 21, 1971, as enacted into perma-
nent law by chapter IV of the Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1972 (2 U.S.C. 57).”.

SEC. 104. CLERK HIRE EMPLOYEES OF MEMBERS
OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Under the Members’ Rep-
resentational Allowance, each Member of the
House of Representatives may employ not more
than 18 permanent clerk hire employees and a
total of not more than 4 additional clerk hire
employees in the following categories:

(1) Interns.

(2) Part-time employees.

(3) Shared employees.

(4) Temporary employees.

(5) Employees on leave without pay.

(b) BENEFIT EXCLUSION.—For purposes of this
section, interns and temporary employees shall
be excluded from the operation of the following
provisions of title 5, United States Code:

(1) Chapter 84 (relating to the Federal Em-
ployees’ Retirement System).

(2) Chapter 87 (relating to life insurance).

(3) Chapter 89 (relating to health insurance).

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—

(1) the term ‘““Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives’” means a Representative in, or a
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Con-
gress;

(2) the term “‘intern’” means, with respect to a
Member of the House of Representatives, an in-
dividual who serves in the office of the Member
in the District of Columbia for not more than
120 days in a 12-month period and whose service
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is primarily for the educational experience of
the individual;

(3) the term “‘part-time employee’” means, with
respect to a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, an individual who is employed by the
Member and whose normally assigned work
schedule is not more than the equivalent of 15
full working days per month;

(4) the term ‘‘temporary employee’ means,
with respect to a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, an individual who is employed for
a specific purpose or task and who is employed
for not more than 90 days in a 12-month period,
except that the term of such employment may be
extended with the written approval of the Com-
mittee on House Oversight; and

(5) the term ‘‘shared employee’” means an em-
ployee who is paid by more than one employing
authority of the House of Representatives.

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Committee on House
Oversight shall have authority to prescribe reg-
ulations to carry out this section.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The following
provisions of law are repealed:

(1) The first section of the Joint Resolution
entitled ‘‘Joint resolution providing for pay to
clerks to Members of Congress and Delegates’’,
approved January 25, 1923 (2 U.S.C. 92).

(2) House Resolution 359, Ninety-sixth Con-
gress, agreed to July 20, 1979, as enacted into
permanent law by the bill H.R. 7593, entitled the
““Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1981”,
as passed by the House of Representatives on
July 21, 1980, and enacted into permanent law
by section 101(c) of Public Law 96-536 (2 U.S.C.
92 note).

(3) The first section of House Resolution 357,
Ninety-first Congress, agreed to June 25, 1969, as
enacted into permanent law by section 103 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1970 (2
U.S.C. 92 note).

SEC. 105. PAYMENTS FROM APPLICABLE AC-
COUNTS OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES.

(&) IN GENERAL.—No payment may be made
from the applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives (as determined by the Commit-
tee on House Oversight of the House of Rep-
resentatives), unless sanctioned by that Commit-
tee. Payments on vouchers approved in the
manner directed by that Committee shall be
deemed, held, and taken, and are declared to be
conclusive upon all the departments and officers
of the Government.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—ASs used in this section—

(1) the term “‘applicable accounts of the House
of Representatives’”” means accounts for salaries
and expenses of committees (other than the
Committee on Appropriations), the computer
support organization of the House of Represent-
atives, and allowances and expenses of Members
of the House of Representatives, officers of the
House of Representatives, and administrative
and support offices of the House of Representa-
tives; and

(2) the term ‘““Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives’” means a Representative in, or a
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Con-
gress.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The para-
graph beginning ‘“‘Hereafter’” under the heading
“UNDER LEGISLATIVE.” and the subheading
““HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.” in the first sec-
tion of the Act entitled ‘“An Act making appro-
priations for sundry civil expenses of the Gov-
ernment for the fiscal year ending June thirti-
eth, eighteen hundred and eighty-nine, and for
other purposes’, approved October 2, 1888 (2
U.S.C. 95), is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out *‘, or
from the contingent fund’’ and all that follows
through the end of the sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof a period; and

(2) in the second sentence—

(A) by striking out “made upon vouchers ap-
proved by the Committee on House Administra-
tion of the House of Representatives, and pay-
ments’’; and
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(B) in the proviso, by striking out ‘‘funds”
and all that follows through the end of the sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof ““fund as ad-
ditional salary or compensation to any officer or
employee of the Senate.”.

SEC. 106. REPORT OF DISBURSEMENTS FOR
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days after
the last day of each semiannual period, the
Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives shall submit to the House of
Representatives, with respect to that period, a
detailed, itemized report of the disbursements for
the operations of the House of Representatives.

(b) CONTENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include—

(1) the name of each person who receives a
payment from the House of Representatives;

(2) the quantity and price of any item fur-
nished to the House of Representatives;

(3) a description of any service rendered to the
House of Representatives, together with a state-
ment of the time required for the service, and
the name, title, and amount paid to each person
who renders the service;

(4) a statement of all amounts appropriated
to, or received, or expended by the House of
Representatives, and any unexpended balances
of such amounts;

(5) the information submitted to the Comptrol-
ler General under section 3523(a) of title 31,
United States Code; and

(6) such additional information as may be re-
quired by regulation of the Committee on House
Oversight of the House of Representatives.

(c) ExcrusioNn.—Notwithstanding subsection
(b), if a voucher is for payment to an individual
for attendance as a witness before a committee
of the Congress in executive session, the report
for the semiannual period in which the appear-
ance occurs shall show only the date of pay-
ment, voucher number, and amount paid. Any
information excluded from a report under the
preceding sentence shall be included in the re-
port for the next period.

(d) House DOCUMENT.—Each report under
this section shall be printed as a House docu-
ment.

(e) CONFORMING PROVISION.—The provisions
of—

(1) sections 60, 61, 62, and 63 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (2 U.S.C. 102, 103,
and 104); and

(2) section 105(a) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, 1965 (2 U.S.C. 104a);
that require submission and printing of state-
ments and reports are not applicable to the
House of Representatives.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall apply
to the semiannual periods of January 1 through
June 30 and July 1 through December 31 of each
year, beginning with the semiannual period in
which this section is enacted.

SEC. 107. CAFETERIA PLAN PROVISION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be es-
tablished in the House of Representatives a caf-
eteria plan (as defined in section 125(d) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986) for the benefit of
individuals whose pay is disbursed by the Chief
Administrative Officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(b) AccouNT.—There is established in the
Treasury an account which shall be available
for the payment of benefits and other expenses
of the operation of the plan referred to in sub-
section (a). The account shall consist of—

(1) amounts withheld from the pay of partici-
pants in the plan; and

(2) such other amounts as may be received
with respect to the plan.

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Committee on House
Oversight of the House of Representatives shall
have authority to prescribe regulations relating
to the plan referred to in subsection (a), includ-
ing regulations defining the nature and extent
of benefits under the plan.

(d) EFFecCTIVE DATE.—This section shall take
effect on January 1, 1996.
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SEC. 108. ANNOTATED UNITED STATES CODE FOR
MEMBERS OF HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES TO BE PAID FOR
FROM  MEMBERS' REPRESENTA-
TIONAL ALLOWANCE.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Clerk of the House of
Representatives shall, at the request of a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives, furnish to
the Member, for official use only, one set of a
privately published annotated version of the
United States Code, including supplements and
pocket parts. The furnishing of a set of the
United States Code under this section shall be in
lieu of any distribution under section 212 of title
1, United States Code, and shall be paid for
from the Members’ Representational Allowance.

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the
term ‘““‘Member of the House of Representatives”
means a Representative in, or a Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress.

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Committee on House
Oversight of the House of Representatives shall
have authority to prescribe regulations to carry
out this section.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—House Resolu-
tion 506, Ninetieth Congress, agreed to August
21, 1967, as enacted into permanent law by
chapter V111 of the Second Supplemental Appro-
priation Act, 1968 (2 U.S.C. 54), is repealed.

SEC. 109. CAPITOL POLICE CITATION RELEASE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Chief of the Capitol Po-
lice, with the approval of the Capitol Police
Board, may designate a member of the Capitol
Police to have responsibility for citation release.

(b) AUTHORITY.—(1) In the same manner as
provided for with respect to an official of the
Metropolitan Police Department of the District
of Columbia under section 23-1110(a) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Code, the Superior Court of
the District of Columbia shall have the author-
ity to appoint the member of the Capitol Police
designated under subsection (a) of this section
to take bail or collateral from persons charged
with offenses triable in the Superior Court of
the District of Columbia. Pursuant to that au-
thority—

(A) the citation power described in subsection
(b) of section 23-1110 of the District of Columbia
Code shall be exercised by such member of the
Capitol Police in the same manner as by an offi-
cial of the Metropolitan Police Department; and

(B) paragraph (4) of subsection (b) of section
23-1110 of the District of Columbia Code, relat-
ing to failure to appear, shall apply with respect
to citations under subparagraph (A) of this
paragraph.

(2) The United States District Court for the
District of Columbia shall have the power to au-
thorize the member of the Capitol Police referred
to in subsection (a) of this section to take bond
from persons arrested upon writs and process
from that court in criminal cases in the same
manner as provided for with respect to an offi-
cial of the Metropolitan Police Department of
the District of Columbia under the third sen-
tence of section 23-1110(a) of the District of Co-
lumbia Code.

TITLE II—TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS RELATING
TO ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS IN THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SEC. 201. PROVISIONS RELATING TO ELECTION
OF REPRESENTATIVES.

The provisions of law relating to election of
Representatives, as codified in chapter 1 of title
2, United States Code, are amended as follows:

The third sentence of section 22(b) of the Act
entitled ““An Act to provide for the fifteenth and
subsequent decennial censuses and to provide
for apportionment of Representatives in Con-
gress’’, approved June 28, 1929 (2 U.S.C. 2a(b)),
is amended by striking out the semicolon after
‘‘Representatives’ the first place it appears and
all that follows through the end of the sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

SEC. 202. PROVISIONS RELATING TO ORGANIZA-
TION OF CONGRESS.

The provisions of law relating to organization
of Congress, as codified in chapter 2 of title 2,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 204(a) of the District of Columbia
Delegate Act (2 U.S.C. 25b) is repealed.

(2) Section 33 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 26, third sentence) is re-
pealed.

(3) Section 2(c) of Public Law 94-551 (2 U.S.C.
28c(c)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking out
““Representives’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘“Representatives’’; and

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking out ““, to the
Sergeant’”’ and all that follows through the end
of the paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof
““and to the Sergeant at Arms of the House of
Representatives, each two sets;”".

(4) Section 202 of House Resolution 988, Nine-
ty-third Congress, agreed to October 8, 1974, as
enacted into permanent law by chapter 111 of
title 1 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1975 (2 U.S.C. 29a), is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(2), by striking out
““House Administration” each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““House Oversight’’;
and

(B) in subsection (c), by striking out ‘‘contin-
gent fund of the House is’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives are’”.

SEC. 203. PROVISIONS RELATING TO COMPENSA-
TION AND ALLOWANCES OF MEM-
BERS.

The provisions of law relating to compensa-
tion and allowances of Members, as codified in
chapter 3 of title 2, United States Code, are
amended as follows:

(1) Subsection (e) of the first section of the Act
entitled ““An Act to increase rates of compensa-
tion of the President, Vice President, and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives’, ap-
proved January 19, 1949 (2 U.S.C. 31lb), is
amended by striking out “‘(which shall be in lieu
of the allowance provided by section 601(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as
amended)”’.

(2) Section 2 of House Resolution 1238, Ninety-
first Congress, agreed to December 23, 1970, as
enacted into permanent law by chapter VIII of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1971 (2
U.S.C. 31b-2), is amended—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘contingent fund of the
House’ and inserting in lieu thereof “‘applicable
accounts of the House of Representatives’; and

(B) by striking out ‘‘base allowance’ and all
that follows through ‘“Member of the House™
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Members’ Rep-
resentational Allowance’.

(3) The first sentence of section 5 of House
Resolution 1238, Ninety-first Congress, agreed to
December 22, 1970 (as enacted into permanent
law by chapter VIII of the Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 1971, and supplemented by the
Act entitled ““An Act relating to former Speakers
of the House of Representatives’ (88 Stat. 1723))
(2 U.S.C. 31b-5), is amended by striking out ‘‘to
enable the Clerk of the House to pay’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘for payment of”’.

(4) Sections 49 and 50 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States (2 U.S.C. 38) are repealed.

(5) Section 105 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1955 (2 U.S.C. 38a) is amend-
ed—

(A) in the first undesignated paragraph, by
striking out “‘(including amounts held in the
trust fund account in the office of the Sergeant
at Arms)”’; and

(B) in the second undesignated paragraph, by
striking out ‘‘Sergeant at Arms, and received by
the Sergeant at Arms’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives and received by the
Chief Administrative Officer’.

(6) The proviso in the first paragraph under
the heading “LEGISLATIVE BRANCH” and
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the subheading ‘““HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES”
in chapter | of the Third Supplemental Appro-
priation Act, 1952 (2 U.S.C. 38b; 2 U.S.C. 125a)
is amended by striking out ‘“‘contingent fund of
the House of Representatives or’’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘applicable accounts of the
House of Representatives or the contingent
fund”’.

(7) Section 40 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 39) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘Sergeant-at-Arms of the House’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives
(upon certification by the Clerk of the House of
Representatives)’’.

(8) The proviso in the last undesignated para-
graph under the center heading ‘“‘LEGISLA-
TIVE ESTABLISHMENT” and the center sub-
heading ‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES’ in the
Deficiency Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1934 (2
U.S.C. 40a) is amended—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘Sergeant at Arms of the
House™ the first place it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof *““Chief Administrative Officer of
the House of Representatives’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘“‘Sergeant at Arms of the
House shall be paid to the Clerk of the House
and’ inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Adminis-
trative Officer of the House of Representatives
shall be”".

(9)(A) Section 43 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 41) is repealed.

(B) Section 302(c) of House Resolution 287,
Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to March 2, 1977,
as enacted into permanent law by section 115 of
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1978
(2 U.S.C. 41 note), is repealed.

(10) The first section of House Resolution 420,
Ninety-second Congress, agreed to May 18, 1971,
as enacted into permanent law by chapter IV of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972 (2
U.S.C. 42), is repealed.

(11) Section 44 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 42 note) is repealed.

(12)(A) The provisions of law specified in sub-
paragraph (B), codified as sections 42c, 42¢ note,
and 42d of title 2, United States Code, are re-
pealed.

(B) The provisions of law referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) are—

(i) the Act entitled ““An Act to provide airmail
and special delivery postage stamps for Members
of the House of Representatives on the basis of
regular sessions of Congress, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved August 27, 1958;

(ii) House Resolution 532, Eighty-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to October 2, 1963, as enacted into
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1965; and

(iii) House Resolution 1003, Ninetieth Con-
gress, agreed to December 14, 1967, as enacted
into permanent law by chapter VIII of title | of
the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act,
1968.

(13) The last paragraph under the heading
“SENATE” and the subheading ‘‘ADMINISTRA-
TIVE PROVISIONS” in the first section of the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriation Act, 1959 (2
U.S.C. 43b) is repealed.

(14) Section 2 of Public Law 89-147 (2 U.S.C.
43b-1) is repealed.

(15) Section 2 of House Resolution 10, Ninety-
fourth Congress, agreed to January 14, 1975, as
enacted into permanent law by section 201 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1976 (2
U.S.C. 43b-3), is amended by striking out
““House Administration’” each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight”.

(16)(A) The provisions of law specified in sub-
paragraph (B), codified as section 46b of title 2,
United States Code, are amended, repealed, or
affected as provided in that subparagraph.

(B) The amendments, repeals, and effects re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) are as follows:

(i) The paragraph beginning ‘‘Stationery”’
under the heading ‘““‘HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES” and the subheading ‘“CONTINGENT EX-
PENSES OF THE HOUSE”’ in the Legislative Appro-
priation Act, 1955, is amended by striking out
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“(which hereafter shall be $1,200 per regular
session)”’.

(ii) That portion of the paragraph under the
heading “HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES”
and the subheading ‘‘STATIONERY (REVOLVING
FUND)”” in the first section of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1961, that has been
interpreted as increasing the stationery allow-
ance from $1,200 to $1,800 shall have no further
force or effect.

(iii) House Resolution 533, Eighty-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to October 2, 1963, as enacted into
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1965, is repealed.

(iv) House Resolution 1029, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, agreed to October 5, 1966, as continued by
House Resolution 112, Ninetieth Congress,
agreed to March 8, 1967, as enacted into perma-
nent law by chapter VIII of the Second Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1967, is repealed.

(17) The Act entitled ““An Act to provide for a
prorated stationery allowance in the case of a
Member of the House of Representatives elected
for a portion of a term’, approved February 27,
1956 (2 U.S.C. 46b-2), is repealed.

(18)(A) The first section of the Act entitled
“An Act relating to telephone and telegraph
service and clerk hire for Members of the House
of Representatives’, approved June 23, 1949 (2
U.S.C. 46f) is repealed.

(B)(i) The provisions of law specified in clause
(ii), codified as section 46g of title 2, United
States Code, are repealed.

(ii) The provisions of law referred to in clause
(i) are—

(1) section 2 of the Act entitled ‘““An Act relat-
ing to telephone and telegraph service and clerk
hire for Members of the House of Representa-
tives™’, approved June 23, 1949;

(I1) House Resolution 735, Eighty-seventh
Congress, agreed to July 25, 1962, as enacted
into permanent law by section 103 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1964;

(I11) House Resolution 531, Eighty-eighth
Congress agreed to October 2, 1963, as enacted
into permanent law by section 103 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1965; and

(1V) House Resolution 901, Eighty-Ninth Con-
gress, agreed to June 29, 1966, as enacted into
permanent law by chapter VI of the Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1967.

(C) Section 6 of the Act entitled ‘““An Act relat-
ing to telephone and telegraph service and clerk
hire for Members of the House of Representa-
tives”, approved June 23, 1949 (2 U.S.C. 46i) is
repealed.

(19) The first section of House Resolution 418,
Ninety-second Congress, agreed to May 18, 1971,
as enacted into permanent law by chapter IV of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972 (2
U.S.C. 46g-1), is repealed.

(20)(A) Section 2 of House Resolution 418,
Ninety-second Congress, agreed to May 18, 1971,
as enacted into permanent law by chapter 1V of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972 (2
U.S.C. 56), is repealed.

(B) The section designation and subsections
(a), (b), and (d) of section 302 of House Resolu-
tion 287, Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to March
2, 1977, as enacted into permanent law by sec-
tion 115 of the Legislative Branch Appropriation
Act, 1978 (2 U.S.C. 56 note, 2 U.S.C. 122a note),
are repealed.

(21)(A) The second undesignated paragraph of
the first section of House Resolution 1297, Nine-
ty-fifth Congress, agreed to August 16, 1978, as
enacted into permanent law by section 111(1) of
the Congressional Operations Appropriation
Act, 1984 (2 U.S.C. 59d(a)), is amended by strik-
ing out “‘Clerk of the House of Representatives’’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives’.

(B) The first undesignated paragraph of the
first section of House Resolution 1297, Ninety-
fifth Congress, agreed to August 16, 1978, as en-
acted into permanent law by section 111(1) of
the Congressional Operations Appropriation
Act, 1984 (2 U.S.C. 59d(a)), is amended by strik-
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ing out ‘‘contingent fund’’ and inserting in lieu

thereof “‘applicable accounts’.

(C) The second undesignated paragraph of the
first section of House Resolution 1297, Ninety-
fifth Congress, agreed to August 16, 1978, as en-
acted into permanent law by section 111(1) of
the Congressional Operations Appropriation
Act, 1984 (2 U.S.C. 59d(a)), as amended by sub-
paragraph (A), is further amended by striking
out ‘“House Administration’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(D) Section 2(1) of House Resolution 1297,
Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to August 16, 1978,
as enacted into permanent law by section 111(1)
of the Congressional Operations Appropriation
Act, 1984 (2 U.S.C. 59d(b)(1)), is amended to read
as follows:

‘(1) the term ‘Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives’ means a Representative in, or a
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Con-
gress; and’’.

(22)(A) Section 311(a)(3) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1991 (2 U.S.C.
59e(a)(3)) is amended by striking out ‘“‘Clerk of
the House of Representatives’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘*Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives’.

(B) Section 311 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1991 (2 U.S.C. 59%) is amend-
ed—

(i) in the matter before paragraph (1) in sub-
section (a), by striking out ‘“House Administra-
tion’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““House Over-
sight’’;

(ii) in subsection (a)(3), by striking out
““House Administration’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’;

(iii) in subsection (b), by striking out ‘‘House
Administration’” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’;

(iv) in subsection (e)(1)(A), by striking out
““House Administration’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’;

(v) in subsection (e)(2)(A), by striking out
“only’”;

(vi) in subsection (e)(3)(A), by striking out
“Official Expenses Allowance and the Clerk
Hire Allowance’ and inserting in lieu thereof
““Members’ Representational Allowance’’; and

(vii) in subsection (e)(4), by striking out “*Offi-
cial Expenses Allowance” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘““Members’ Representational Allow-
ance”.

SEC. 204. PROVISIONS RELATING TO OFFICERS
AND EMPLOYEES OF HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.

The provisions of law relating to officers and
employees of the House of Representatives, as
codified in chapter 4 of title 2, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 5 of the Federal Pay Comparability
Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 60a-2) is amended—

(A) in the matter before paragraph (1) in sub-
section (a), by striking out ‘‘Clerk of the House
of Representatives’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives’’;

(B) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking out
“Clerk of the House and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“Chief Administrative Officer’’;

(C) in subsection (a)(1)(B), by striking out “‘,
including’ and all that follows through the end
of clause (ii) and inserting in lieu thereof a
semicolon;

(D) in the matter following subparagraph (B)
in subsection (a)(1), by striking out ‘““Clerk’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘Chief Administrative
Officer”’;

(E) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out
“Clerk’ each place it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“Chief Administrative Officer’’;

(F) in subsection (b), by striking out ‘‘Clerk of
the House’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““Chief
Administrative Officer’’; and

(G) in subsection (d), by striking out “‘Clerk of
the House of Representatives’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ““Chief Administrative Officer”’.

(2) Paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of section
311 of the Legislative Branch Appropriations
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Act, 1988 (2 U.S.C. 60a-2a(1)) is amended, in the
matter before subparagraph (A), by striking out
“‘Clerk of the House of Representatives’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof *““Chief Administrative Of-
ficer of the House of Representatives’.

(3) The first section and section 2 of the Joint
Resolution entitled ““Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the payment of salaries of the officers and
employees of Congress for December on the 20th
day of that month each year’, approved May
21, 1937 (2 U.S.C. 60d and 60e), are each amend-
ed by striking out *““Clerk’ and inserting in lieu
thereof **Chief Administrative Officer’’.

(4) The first section of House Resolution 732,
Ninety-fourth Congress, agreed to November 4,
1975, as enacted into permanent law by section
101 of the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1977 (2 U.S.C. 60e-1a), is amended—

(A) in the first sentence of subsection (a), by
striking out “‘Clerk’ the first place it appears
and all that follows through “‘provisions of”’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives
shall, in accordance with’’;

(B) in the second sentence of subsection (a),
by striking out ‘“‘provide that—’ and all that
follows through ‘‘shall withhold”” and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘“‘provide that the Chief Adminis-
trative Officer shall withhold’’;

(C) in subsection (b), by striking out ““Clerk or
the Sergeant at Arms”’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘Chief Administrative Officer’’;

(D) in subsection (c)(1), by striking out ““Clerk
and the Sergeant at Arms’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ““‘Chief Administrative Officer’’;

(E) in subsection (c)(2), by striking out ‘“Clerk
or the Sergeant at Arms, as the case may be,”
each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer’’; and

(F) in subsections (d) and (e), by striking out
“Clerk or the Sergeant at Arms’’ each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ““Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’.

(5)(A) The first section of House Resolution
12, Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to August 5,
1977, as enacted into permanent law by section
111 of the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1979 (2 U.S.C. 60e-1c), is amended—

(i) in subsection (a), by striking out ‘‘Clerk’’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer’’; and

(ii) in subsection (b) and subsection (d), by
striking out ‘‘Clerk’ each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative
Officer of the House of Representatives’.

(B) Section 2 of House Resolution 12, Ninety-
fifth Congress, agreed to August 5, 1977, as en-
acted into permanent law by section 111 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1979 (2
U.S.C. 60e-1d), is amended—

(i) in paragraph (1), by adding ‘“‘and’ after
the semicolon at the end;

(ii) by striking out paragraph (2);

(iii) in paragraph (3), by striking out “‘Clerk”
and inserting in lieu thereof “‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives’’;
and

(iv) by redesignating paragraph (3), as amend-
ed by clause (iii), as paragraph (2).

(6) Subsection (b) of the first section of House
Resolution 420, Ninety-third Congress, agreed to
September 18, 1973, as enacted into permanent
law by chapter VI of the Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 1974 (2 U.S.C. 60g-2(b)), is amend-
ed by striking out *““Clerk’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer’’.

(7) The first section of House Resolution 420,
Ninety-third Congress, agreed to September 18,
1973, as enacted into permanent law by chapter
VI of the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1974
(2 U.S.C. 60g-2), is amended—

(A) in the third sentence of subsection (a), by
striking out ‘‘contingent fund of the House”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘applicable ac-
counts of the House of Representatives’’; and

(B) in subsection (c), by striking out ‘‘House
Administration” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’.
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(8) Section 310(a) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, 1979 (2 U.S.C. 60j-2) is
amended—

(A) by striking out ““Clerk’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’; and

(B) by striking out “‘SEC. 310. (a)”” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ““SEC. 310.”".

(9) Section 105 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1968 is amended by striking out
subsection (j) (2 U.S.C. 61-1(g)).

(10)(A) Subsections (f), (i)(1), and (i)(3) of sec-
tion 202 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 (2 U.S.C. 72a(f), (i)(1), and (i)(3)) are each
amended by striking out ‘‘House Administra-
tion”” each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof **‘House Oversight’”.

(B) Subsection (i)(1) of section 202 of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C.
72a(i)(1)), as amended by subparagraph (A), is
further amended—

(i) by striking out ‘‘contingent funds of the re-
spective Houses pursuant to resolutions, which”’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘contingent fund
of the Senate or the applicable accounts of the
House of Representatives pursuant to resolu-
tions which, in the case of the Senate,”’; and

(ii) by striking out ‘“‘such respective Houses™
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the appropriate
House™.

(11) Subsection (j)(1) of section 202 of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C.
72a(j)(1)) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking out
““Committee on House Administration’ and all
that follows through *“‘respective Houses’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘committee involved in
the case of standing committees of the House of
Representatives, and within the limits of funds
made available from the contingent fund of the
Senate or the applicable accounts of the House
of Representatives pursuant to resolutions,
which, in the case of the Senate, shall specify
the maximum amounts which may be used for
such purpose, approved by the appropriate
House’’; and

(B) in the second sentence, by striking out
“Clerk of the House” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives’.

(12) The paragraph beginning ‘“The appro-
priation for committee employees’” under the
heading ‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES”
and the subheading ‘“CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF
THE HOUSE” in the first section of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1948 (2 U.S.C.
72b) is amended by striking out ‘“‘House Admin-
istration” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘House
Oversight™”.

(13) The last undesignated paragraph under
the center heading ““HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES” and the center subheading ‘“CONTIN-
GENT EXPENSES OF THE HOUSE™ in the first sec-
tion of the Legislative Branch Appropriation
Act, 1948 (2 U.S.C. 72c) is repealed.

(14) The first section of House Resolution 487,
Eighty-seventh Congress, agreed to January 10,
1962, as enacted into permanent law by section
103 of the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1963 (2 U.S.C. 74-1), is amended by striking out
“‘contingent fund of the House” and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘applicable accounts of the
House of Representatives’.

(15)(A) Subsection (b) of the first section of
House Resolution 393, Ninety-fifth Congress, as
enacted into permanent law by section 115 of the
legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1978 (2
U.S.C. 74a-3), is amended by striking out ‘‘con-
tingent fund of the House’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives’.

(B) Section 2 of House Resolution 393, Ninety-
fifth Congress, as enacted into permanent law
by section 115 of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priation Act, 1978 (2 U.S.C. 74a-4), is amended
by striking out ‘“‘contingent fund of the House™
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘applicable ac-
counts of the House of Representatives™.
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(16) Section 112 of the Congressional Oper-
ations Appropriation Act, 1984 (2 U.S.C. 74a-5
and 2 U.S.C. 333a) is amended by striking out
“‘sections 74(a)-4 and 333 of title 2, United
States Code,”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘sec-
tion 2 of House Resolution 393, Ninety-fifth
Congress, agreed to March 31, 1977, as enacted
into permanent law by section 115 of the Con-
gressional Operations Appropriation Act, 1978,
and section 473 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970,”.

(17) Section 101 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1995 (2 U.S.C. 74a-6) is re-
pealed.

(18) Section 244 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 74b) is amended—

(A) by striking out ‘““and the Clerk of the
House are’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘is’’;
and

(B) by striking out ‘‘their respective jurisdic-
tions”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘the juris-
diction of the Secretary’’.

(19) Section 7 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1943 (2 U.S.C. 75a) is amend-
ed—

(A) in the first sentence—

(i) by striking out ““Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the accounts of such Clerk’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘Chief Administrative
Officer of the House of Representatives, the ac-
counts of the Chief Administrative Officer’’; and

(ii) by striking out ““new Clerk of the House of
Representatives shall have been elected and
qualified”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘new
Chief Administrative Officer shall have been ap-
pointed”’;

(B) in the second sentence—

(i) by striking out **, audited,”’;

(ii) by striking out ““former Clerk of the House
of Representatives’” and inserting in lieu thereof
““former Chief Administrative Officer’’; and

(iii) by striking out “‘such former Clerk’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the former Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’;

(C) in the third sentence—

(i) by striking out ““The former Clerk’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof *“The former Chief Admin-
istrative Officer’’; and

(ii) by striking out “‘such former Clerk’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the former Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ““The accounts and payments referred
to in the second sentence shall be audited by the
Inspector General of the House of Representa-
tives.”.

(20) Section 208(a) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 75a-1(a)) is
amended by striking out ‘‘Doorkeeper, Post-
master,”” each place it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof *“‘Chief Administrative Officer”’.

(21) Section 73 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 76) is repealed.

(22)(A) The first section of House Resolution
8, Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to January 4,
1977, as enacted into permanent law by section
115 of the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1978 (2 U.S.C. 76-1), is amended—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking out the
comma after ‘1976 and inserting in lieu thereof
“sand’;

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking out *“, and”’
after *“91-510"" and inserting in lieu thereof a pe-
riod; and

(iii) by striking out paragraph (3).

(B)(i) The provisions of law specified in clause
(ii), codified in section 76-1 note of title 2, Unit-
ed States Code, are repealed or amended as pro-
vided in that clause.

(ii) The repeals and amendments clause (i) are
as follows:

(1) House Resolution 909, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, agreed to September 8, 1966, as enacted
into permanent law by chapter VI of the Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act, 1967, is repealed.

(1) Subsection (a) of the first section of House
Resolution 890, Ninety-second Congress, agreed
to October 4, 1972, as enacted into permanent
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law by the paragraph under the heading “‘LEG-
ISLATIVE BRANCH” and the subheadings
“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES” and ‘““AD-
MINISTRATIVE PROVISION™, in chapter V of the
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1973, is
amended by striking out ‘‘the Doorkeeper,”’.

(23) House Resolution 560, Eighty-seventh
Congress, agreed to March 27, 1962, as enacted
into permanent law by section 103 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1963 (2 U.S.C.
76a), is repealed.

(24) Section 2 of House Resolution 603, Eighty-
seventh Congress, agreed to April 16, 1962, as
enacted into permanent law by section 103 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1964 (2
U.S.C. 76b), is repealed.

(25) The Act entitled ““An Act defining certain
duties of the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House of
Representatives, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved October 1, 1890, is amended—

(A) in the first section (2 U.S.C. 78), by strik-
ing out keep the” and all that follows
through “‘by law’’; and

(B) in section 3 (2 U.S.C. 80), by striking out
“‘Sergeant-at-Arms’’ and inserting in lieu there-
of “Chief Administrative Officer”.

(26) The next to the last undesignated para-
graph under the center heading ‘“‘LEGISLA-
TIVE” and the center subheading ‘‘HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES”’, in the first section of the
Second Deficiency Act, fiscal year, 1928 (2
U.S.C. 80a), is amended by striking out ‘‘Ser-
geant-at-Arms of the House’” and inserting in
lieu thereof ““Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives’.

(27) The Joint Resolution entitled ‘“Joint reso-
lution to provide for on-the-spot audits by the
General Accounting Office of the fiscal records
of the Office of the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives’”, approved July 26,
1949 (2 U.S.C. 81a), is repealed.

(28) House Resolution 465, Eighty-fourth Con-
gress, agreed to April 11, 1956, as enacted into
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1957 (2 U.S.C. 81b),
is repealed.

(29) House Resolution 144, Eighty-fifth Con-
gress, agreed to February 7, 1957, as enacted
into permanent law by section 103 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1958 (2 U.S.C.
81c), is repealed.

(30) Section 7 of the Act entitled ““An Act de-
fining certain duties of the Sergeant-at-Arms of
the House of Representatives, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved October 1, 1890 (2 U.S.C. 84), is
repealed.

(31) House Resolution 6, Ninety-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to January 3, 1983, as enacted into
permanent law by section 110 of the Congres-
sional Operations Appropriation Act, 1984 (2
U.S.C. 84-1), is repealed.

(32) House Resolution 1495, Ninety-fourth
Congress, agreed to September 30, 1976, as en-
acted into permanent law by section 115 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1978 (2
U.S.C. 84a-1), is repealed.

(33) The eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, thir-
teenth, and fourteenth undesignated paragraph
relating to contingent expenses, under the cen-
ter heading “LEGISLATIVE.” and the center
subheading ‘‘HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.”, in
the first section of the Act entitled ““An Act
making appropriations for the legislative, execu-
tive, and judicial expenses of the Government
for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nine-
teen hundred and two, and for other purposes”’,
approved March 3, 1901 (2 U.S.C. 85, 86, 87, 88,
90, and 91), are repealed.

(34)(A) Section 243 of Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 88a) is repealed.

(B) The table of contents of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 is amended, in the
matter relating to part 3 of title 11 (60 Stat. 813),
by striking out the item relating to section 243.

(C) Section 492(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970 (40 U.S.C. 184a(i)) is amend-
ed by striking out ‘“‘section 243’" and all that fol-
lows through “‘or’’.
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(35)(A) The provisions of law specified in sub-
paragraph (B), codified as section 88b of title 2,
United States Code, are amended or repealed as
provided in that subparagraph.

(B) The amendments and repeals referred to in
subparagraph (A) are as follows:

(i) The proviso in the paragraph beginning
under the center heading “LEGISLATIVE” and
the center subheading ‘“EDUCATION OF SENATE
AND HOUSE PAGES” in title | of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations to supply ur-
gent deficiencies in certain appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for
other purposes’, approved March 22, 1947, is
amended—

(1) by striking out ‘“‘congressional’” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “‘Senate’’; and

(I1) by striking out ‘““and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives’.

(ii) House Resolution 279, Ninety-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to July 21, 1983, as enacted into
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1985, is repealed.

(36) Section 491 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 88b-1) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking out ‘‘a pe-
riod of not less than two months’ and inserting
in lieu thereof “‘the period specified in writing
at the time of the appointment’’; and

(B) in subsection (b), by striking out *‘; or’” at
the end of paragraph (2) and all that follows
through the end of the subsection and inserting
in lieu thereof a period.

(37) Section 2(a)(2) of House Resolution 611,
Ninety-seventh Congress, agreed to November
30, 1982, as enacted into permanent law by sec-
tion 127 of Public Law 97-377 (2 U.S.C. 88b-
3(a)(2)), is amended by striking out ‘‘, Door-
keeper, and’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘and
the”.

(38) House Resolution 64, Ninety-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to February 8, 1983, as enacted
into permanent law by section 110 of the Con-
gressional Operations Appropriation Act, 1984 (2
U.S.C. 88b-5), is amended—

(A) in the first sentence of section 2, by strik-
ing out ““Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives’’;

(B) in the second sentence of section 2, by
striking out “‘Clerk’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ““Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives, as determined by the Clerk of
the House of Representatives,’’;

(C) by striking out section 3; and

(D) by redesignating section 4 as section 3.

(39) Section 902 of the Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 1983 (2 U.S.C. 88b-6) repealed.

(40) House Resolution 234, Ninety-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to June 29, 1983, as enacted into
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1985 (2 U.S.C. 88c-
1 et seq.) is amended—

(A) by striking out the first section;

(B) in section 2, by striking out ‘‘terms of the
academic year plus a” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘semesters of the academic year, plus a
non-academic’’;

(C) in section 3(a)(1)(B), by striking out “‘term
or two full terms’” and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘semester or two full semesters’’;

(D) in section 3 (b)(1), by striking out ‘“‘but no
appointment to fill that vacancy shall be for a
period of less than two months’ and inserting
in lieu thereof “‘except that no appointment may
be made under this paragraph for service to
begin on or after October 1 with respect to the
first semester or on or after March 1 with re-
spect to the second semester’’;

(E) in section 3(b)(2), by striking out ‘“‘terms”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘semesters or terms,
as the case may be,”’; and

(F) in section 4(1), by striking out ‘‘terms”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘semesters’.

(41) The twelfth undesignated paragraph re-
lating to contingent expenses, under the center
heading “LEGISLATIVE.” and the center sub-
heading ‘‘HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.”, in the
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first section of the Act entitled ‘“An Act making
appropriations for the legislative, executive, and
judicial expenses of the Government for the fis-
cal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hun-
dred and two, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved March 3, 1901 (2 U.S.C. 89), is amended
by striking out ‘‘Doorkeeper, and Postmaster’’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““and Chief Admin-
istrative Officer’.

(42)(A) The first sentence of the first section of
the Act entitled ““An Act to authorize the Clerk
of the House of Representatives to withhold cer-
tain amounts due employees of the House of
Representatives’’, approved July 2, 1958 (2
U.S.C. 89a), is amended by striking out *‘, or to
the trust fund’” and all that follows through the
end of the sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“and fails to pay the indebtedness, the chair-
man of the committee or the elected officer of
the House of Representatives that has jurisdic-
tion over the activity under which the indebted-
ness arises may certify to the Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives the
amount of the indebtedness.”.

(B) The second and fourth sentences of such
first section are each amended by striking out
“Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer”.

(43) Section 2 of House Resolution 294, Eighty-
eighth Congress, agreed to August 14, 1964, as
continued by House Resolution 7, Eighty-ninth
Congress, agreed to January 4, 1965, as enacted
into permanent law by section 103 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1966 (2 U.S.C.
92-1), is repealed.

(44) Section 2 and section 3 of House Resolu-
tion 804, Ninety-sixth Congress, agreed to Octo-
ber 2, 1980, as enacted into permanent law by
the bill H.R. 4120, entitled the ‘‘Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1982"’, as reported in
the House of Representatives on July 9, 1981,
and enacted into permanent law by section
101(c) of Public Law 97-51 (2 U.S.C. 92b-2; 2
U.S.C. 92b-3), are each amended by striking out
““House Administration’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight of the House of Rep-
resentatives’.

(45) The proviso in the fifth paragraph under
the heading ““UNDER LEGISLATIVE.” and the
subheading ‘‘SENATE.”” in the first section of the
Act entitled ““An Act making appropriations to
supply urgent deficiencies in the appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nine-
teen hundred and two, and for prior years, and
for other purposes’, approved February 14, 1902
(2 U.S.C. 95a), is amended by striking out ‘‘con-
tingent expenses of the House of Representatives
or”’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘expenses of
the House of Representatives or contingent ex-
penses of”’.

(46) The fifth undesignated paragraph relat-
ing to contingent expenses, under the center
heading ““LEGISLATIVE.” and the center sub-
heading ‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.”, in the
first section of the Act entitled ‘“An Act making
appropriations for the legislative, executive, and
judicial expenses of the Government for the fis-
cal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hun-
dred and fifteen, and for other purposes’”, ap-
proved July 16, 1914 (2 U.S.C. 96), is repealed.

(47) Section 311 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1994 (2 U.S.C. 96a) is repealed.

(48) The first paragraph after the paragraph
with the side heading ‘“OFFICE OF THE SPEAK-
ER:”” under the heading “LEGISLATIVE.” and
the subheading ‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.”
in the first section of the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the legislative, execu-
tive, and judicial expenses of the Government
for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, eight-
een hundred and ninety-six, and for other pur-
poses’, approved March 2, 1895 (2 U.S.C. 97) is
repealed.

(49) The first undesignated paragraph under
the center heading ““HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES” in the first section of the Act entitled
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“An Act making appropriations for sundry civil
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year
ending June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and
eighty-six, and for other purposes’, approved
March 3, 1885 (2 U.S.C. 98), is repealed.

(50) The first undesignated paragraph after
the paragraph with the side heading ‘““OFFICE
OF POSTMASTER:”’, under the center heading
“LEGISLATIVE.” and the center subheading
‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.”, in the first sec-
tion of the Act entitled ““An Act making appro-
priations for the legislative, executive, and judi-
cial expenses of the Government for the fiscal
year ending June thirtieth, eighteen hundred
and ninety-two, and for other purposes’, ap-
proved March 3, 1891 (2 U.S.C. 99), is amended
by striking out *‘; and hereafter’” and all that
follows through the end of the paragraph and
inserting in lieu thereof a period.

(51) The second sentence of the fourth undes-
ignated paragraph relating to contingent ex-
penses, under the center heading “‘LEGISLA-
TIVE.” and the center subheading ‘‘HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.”’, in the first section of the
Act entitled ““An Act making appropriations for
the legislative, executive, and judicial expenses
of the Government for the fiscal year ending
June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and two, and
for other purposes’, approved March 3, 1901 (2
U.S.C. 100), is repealed.

(52) Sections 60 and 61 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States (2 U.S.C. 102) are repealed.

(53) The first sentence of the undesignated
paragraph under the center heading ‘‘GENERAL
PROVISION”’ in chapter XI of the Third Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1957 (2 U.S.C. 102a) is
amended by striking out ““Clerk’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ““Chief Administrative Officer’.

(54) Section 105(a)(1) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1965 (2 U.S.C.
104a(1)) is amended by striking out “‘Clerk”
each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer’’.

(55) Section 65 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 106) is amended—

(A) by striking out ““and Clerk of the House of
Representatives’; and

(B) by striking out ‘“‘and House of Representa-
tives, respectively,”.

(56) Section 68 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 108) is amended by strik-
ing out “‘either the Secretary or the Clerk’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘““the Secretary’’.

(57) Section 69 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 109) is amended by strik-
ing out ““Clerk’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief Administrative Officer”.

(58) The proviso in the last sentence of the
fifth paragraph after the paragraph with the
side heading ‘‘FOR CONTINGENT EXPENSES, NAME-
LY:”” under the heading “LEGISLATIVE.” and
the subheading ‘‘SENATE.”” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the legisla-
tive, executive, and judicial expenses of the Gov-
ernment for the fiscal year ending June thirti-
eth, eighteen hundred and eighty-eight, and for
other purposes’, approved March 3, 1887 (2
U.S.C. 112) is amended by striking out ‘“‘or the
Committee on Accounts of the House of Rep-
resentatives respectively”’.

(59)(A) The first section of the Act entitled
“An Act to provide certain equipment for use in
the offices of Members, officers, and committees
of the House of Representatives, and for other
purposes’’, approved December 5, 1969 (2 U.S.C.
112e), is amended—

(i) in the first sentence of subsection (a), by
striking out “‘Clerk of the House shall furnish
electrical and mechanical’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives shall furnish’’; and

(ii) in subsection (b), by striking out “‘Clerk”
and inserting in lieu thereof ““‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer”.

(B) The first section of the Act entitled “An
Act to provide certain equipment for use in the
offices of Members, officers, and committees of
the House of Representatives, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved December 5, 1969 (2 U.S.C.
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112e), as amended by subparagraph (A) is fur-
ther amended—

(i) by striking out ‘‘House Administration”
each place it appears and inserting in lieu there
of ““House Oversight’’;

(ii) in subsection (c), by striking out ‘“‘contin-
gent fund’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘appli-
cable accounts’’; and

(iii) in subsection (d), by striking out the sec-
ond sentence.

(60) Section 70 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 113) is amended by strik-
ing out “Clerk” and inserting in lieu thereof
““Chief Administrative Officer’.

(61) Section 71 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (2 U.S.C. 114) is amended—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives, respectively, are’” and
inserting in lieu thereof *“is’’; and

(B) by striking out “‘or from the journal of the
House of Representatives,”’.

(62) The third undesignated paragraph under
the center heading “MISCELLANEOUS”’ in the
first section of the Act entitled ‘“An Act making
appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the
government for the fiscal year ending June thir-
tieth, eighteen hundred and eighty-three, and
for other purposes’, approved August 7, 1882 (2
U.S.C. 117), is amended —

(A) by striking out ‘““Clerk and Doorkeeper of
the House of Representatives and the’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘‘direction’ and all that
follows through ‘‘cover’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘direction of the Committee on Rules
and Administration of the Senate and cover’.

(63)(A) Section 104(a) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1987 (as enacted by
reference in identical form by section 101(j) of
Public Law 99-500 and Public Law 99-591) (2
U.S.C. 117e) is amended—

(i) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), by
striking out “‘Clerk’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ““Chief Administrative Officer’’; and

(ii) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), by
striking out “‘Clerk’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ““Chief Administrative Officer”.

(B) Section 104(a) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1987 (as enacted by ref-
erence in identical form by section 101(j) of Pub-
lic Law 99-500 and Public Law 99-591) (2 U.S.C.
117e), as amended by subparagraph (A), is fur-
ther amended—

(i) in paragraph (3), by striking out ‘‘House
Administration” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’; and

(i) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(64) Section 306 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1989 (2 U.S.C. 117f), is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking out ‘‘Clerk”’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““Chief Administra-
tive Officer’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)—

(i) by striking out ““Clerk’” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer’’;

(ii) by striking out ‘*but not limited to Legisla-
tive Service Organizations,””; and

(iii) by striking out ‘*: Provided, That’” and all
that follows through ‘“House’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ““, except that no amount charged to
the Members’ Representational Allowance’.

(65) The second sentence of section 2 of the
Act entitled ““An Act making appropriations for
the Legislative Branch of the Government for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, and for
other purposes”, approved May 13, 1926 (2
U.S.C. 119), is amended by striking out ‘‘Ac-
counts” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘House
Oversight™”.

(66)(A) The provisions of law specified in sub-
paragraph (B), codified as section 122a of title 2,
United States Code, are repealed.

(B) The provisions of law referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) are—

(i) the nineteenth paragraph under the center
heading ‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES”
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and the center subheading ‘“CONTINGENT EX-
PENSES OF THE HOUSE”’ in title | of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1955; and

(ii) House Resolution 831, Eighty-eighth Con-
gress, agreed to August 14, 1964, as enacted into
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1966.

(67) The first section and sections 2, 3, 4, 5,
and 7 of House Resolution 687, Ninety-fifth Con-
gress, agreed to September 20, 1977, as enacted
into permanent law by section 111 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1979 (2 U.S.C.
122b, 122c, 122d, 122e, 122f, and 122g), are re-
pealed.

(68) Section 105 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1957 (2 U.S.C. 123b) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsections (c), (d), (f), and (h) by
striking out “‘Clerk’ each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Chief Administrative
Officer”’; and

(B) in the first sentence of subsection (g), by
striking out ‘‘within the contingent fund of the
House of Representatives’.

(69) The second sentence of the second para-
graph under the heading ‘“HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES’ and the subheading ‘“ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE PROVISIONS” in the first section of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1963 (2
U.S.C. 124) is amended—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘contingent fund of the
House’ and inserting in lieu thereof “‘applicable
accounts of the House of Representatives’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘‘House Administration”’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““House Oversight’.

(70)(A) The first sentence of the last undesig-
nated paragraph under the center heading
“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES” and the
center subheading ‘‘CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF
THE HOUSE” in the first section of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1955 (2 U.S.C.
125) is amended by striking out ‘‘Clerk of the
House’ and inserting in lieu thereof ““Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer of the House of Representa-
tives™.

(B) The first sentence of the last undesignated
paragraph under the center heading ‘“HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES” and the center sub-
heading ‘““CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE
HOUSE™ in the first section of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1955 (2 U.S.C. 125),
as amended by subparagraph (A), is further
amended by striking out ‘‘contingent fund of
the House’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘appli-
cable accounts of the House of Representa-
tives™.

(71) Section 3 of Public Law 89-147 (2 U.S.C.
127a) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking out “‘con-
tingent fund” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘ap-
plicable accounts’’; and

(B) in the last sentence, is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘House Administration’” and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’.

(72) Subsection (b) of the first section of House
Resolution 1047, Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to
April 4, 1978, as enacted into permanent law by
section 111 of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion Act, 1979 (2 U.S.C. 130-1), is amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking out ‘“‘con-
tingent fund of the House’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives’’; and

(B) in the second sentence, by striking out
““House Administration”” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight”’.

(73) The first section of the Act entitled ““An
Act to preserve the benefits of the Civil Service
Retirement Act, the Federal Employees’ Group
Life Insurance Act of 1954, and the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Act of 1959 for congres-
sional employees receiving certain congressional
staff fellowships’, approved March 30, 1966 (2
U.S.C. 130a), is amended—

(A) by striking out ““That, with respect’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ““That (a) with re-
spect’’;

(B) in paragraph (1) of subsection (a), as so
redesignated by subparagraph (A), by striking
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out ““Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof ““Chief
Administrative Officer”’;

(C) by striking out ‘‘the purposes of—"’ and
all that follows through ‘‘if the award’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “‘the pur-
poses of the provisions of law specified in sub-
section (b), if the award’’;

(D) by striking out ‘“‘Clerk of the House of
Representatives, as appropriate’”” and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘“‘Chief Administrative Officer of
the House of Representatives, as appropriate’;

(E) by striking out ‘“‘Clerk of the House by
records’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief
Administrative Officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives by records’’; and

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

““(b) The provisions of law referred to in sub-
section (a) are—

““(1) subchapter 111 (relating to civil service re-
tirement) of chapter 83 of title 5, United States
Code;

““(2) chapter 87 (relating to Federal employees
group life insurance) of title 5, United States
Code; and

““(3) chapter 89 (relating to Federal employees
group health insurance) of title 5, United States
Code.”.

(74) Section 6(a)(1) of the Act entitled “An Act
to amend title 5, United States Code, to revise,
clarify, and extend the provisions relating to
court leave for employees of the United States
and the District of Columbia’’, approved Decem-
ber 19, 1970 (2 U.S.C. 130b(a)(1)), is amended by
striking out ““Clerk’” and inserting in lieu there-
of *“‘Chief Administrative Officer”’.

(75) Section 6(f) of the Act entitled ‘“An Act to
amend title 5, United States Code, to revise,
clarify, and extend the provisions relating to
court leave for employees of the United States
and the District of Columbia’’, approved Decem-
ber 19, 1970 (2 U.S.C. 130b(f)), is amended by
striking out ‘“House Administration’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight™”.

(76) Subsection (a) and subsection (b) of sec-
tion 3 of the Act entitled ““An Act to authorize
the waiver of claims of the United States arising
out of erroneous payments of pay and allow-
ances to certain officers and employees of the
legislative branch’, approved July 25, 1974 (2
U.S.C. 130d(a) and (b)), are each amended by
striking out ““Clerk’” and inserting in lieu there-
of ““Chief Administrative Officer’.

SEC. 205. PROVISIONS RELATING TO LIBRARY OF
CONGRESS.

The provisions of law relating to the Library
of Congress, as codified in chapter 5 of title 2,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

Section 223 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 132b) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘“House Administration’” and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight™’.

SEC. 206. PROVISIONS RELATING TO CONGRES-
SIONAL AND COMMITTEE PROCE-
DURE; INVESTIGATIONS.

The provisions of law relating to congres-
sional and committee procedure; investigations,
as codified in chapter 6 of title 2, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 136(c) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 190d(c)) is amend-
ed by striking out ‘“House Administration”” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(2) The fourth sentence of section 2 of the Act
entitled ““An Act to provide for taking testi-
mony, to be used before Congress, in cases of
private claims against the United States’, ap-
proved February 3, 1879 (2 U.S.C. 190m) is
amended by striking out ‘‘contingent fund of
the branch of Congress appointing such commit-
tee.”” and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“‘contingent fund of the Senate, in the case of a
committee of the Senate, or the applicable ac-
counts of the House of Representatives, in the
case of a committee of the House of Representa-
tives.”.
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SEC. 207. PROVISIONS RELATING TO OFFICE OF
LAW REVISION COUNSEL.

The provisions of law relating to the Office of
the Law Revision Counsel, as codified in chap-
ter 9A of title 2, United States Code, are amend-
ed as follows:

Section 205(h) of House Resolution 988, Nine-
ty-third Congress, agreed to October 8, 1974, as
enacted into permanent law by chapter Ill of
title 1 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1975 (2 U.S.C. 2859), is amended by striking out
“‘contingent fund of the House and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘applicable accounts of the
House of Representatives’.

SEC. 208. PROVISIONS RELATING TO LEGISLA-
TIVE CLASSIFICATION OFFICE.

The provisions of law relating to the Legisla-
tive Classification Office, as codified in chapter
9B of title 2, United States Code, are amended
as follows:

Section 203 of House Resolution 988, Ninety-
third Congress, agreed to October 8, 1974, as en-
acted into permanent law by chapter 111 of title
I of the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1975
(2 U.S.C. 286 et seq.), is repealed.

SEC. 209. PROVISIONS RELATING TO CLASSIFICA-
TION OF EMPLOYEES OF HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.

The provisions of law relating to classification
of employees of the House of Representatives, as
codified in chapter 10 of title 2, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 4(a)(1) of the House Employees Po-
sition Classification Act (2 U.S.C. 293(a)(1)) is
amended by striking out ‘‘House Administra-
tion’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““House Over-
sight”.

(2) Section 5(b)(1)(C) of the House Employees
Position Classification Act 2 U.S.C.
294(b)(1)(C)) is amended by striking out ‘“‘Door-
keeper’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer”’.

(3) The second sentence of section 11 of the
House Employees Position Classification Act (2
U.S.C. 300) is amended by striking out “‘contin-
gent fund’” and inserting in lieu thereof “‘appli-
cable accounts™.

SEC. 210. PROVISIONS RELATING TO PAYROLL AD-
MINISTRATION IN HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.

The provisions of law relating to payroll ad-
ministration in the House of Representatives, as
codified in chapter 10A of title 2, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 471 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 331) is amended by
striking out “‘Clerk’ and inserting in lieu there-
of “Chief Administrative Officer”.

(2)(A) Section 472 of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 332) is repealed.

(B) The table of contents of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970 is amended, in the
matter relating to part 7 of title IV (84 Stat.
1142), by striking out the item relating to section
472.

(3)(A) Section 474 of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 334) is repealed.

(B) The table of contents of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970 is amended, in the
matter relating to part 7 of title IV (84 Stat.
1142), by striking out the item relating to section
474.

(4) Section 475(1) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 335(1)) is amended
by striking out “‘Clerk’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer”’.

(5) Section 476 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 336) is amended by
striking out ‘‘Clerk’ each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative
Officer™.

SEC. 211. PROVISIONS RELATING TO CONTESTED
ELECTIONS.

The provisions of law relating to contested
elections, as codified in chapter 12 of title 2,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 2 of the Federal Contested Elec-
tions Act (2 U.S.C. 381) is amended—
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(A) by redesignating subdivisions (a) through
(i) as paragraphs (1) through (9), respectively;

(B) in the matter before paragraph (1), as so
redesignated by subparagraph (A), by striking
out “Act—" and inserting in lieu thereof
“Act:’;

(C) by indenting paragraphs (1) through (9),
as so redesignated by subparagraph (A), two
ems; and

(D) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated by
subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking out ‘““(1) whose”” and inserting
in lieu thereof *“(A) whose’’; and

(ii) by striking out ‘‘or (2)”” and inserting in
lieu thereof “‘or (B)”.

(2) Section 2 of the Federal Contested Elec-
tions Act (2 U.S.C. 381), as amended by para-
graph (1), is further amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking out ‘‘or Resi-
dent Commissioner” and all that follows
through ““but’” and inserting in lieu thereof “,
or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the
Congress, but that term™’;

(B) in paragraph (2), as amended by para-
graph (1) of this section—

(i) by striking out ‘““House of Representatives
of the United States’ in subparagraph (A) and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘office of Representa-
tive in, or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
the Congress’’; and

(ii) by striking out ‘‘House of Representa-
tives” in subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘office of Representative in, or Delegate
or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress’’;

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking out ‘‘of the
United States’’;

(D) in paragraph (4), by striking out ‘‘of the
United States’”;

(E) in paragraph (5), by striking out ‘“‘term’’
and all that follows through “‘offices”” and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘term ‘Member of the
House of Representatives’ means an incumbent
Representative in, or Delegate or Resident Com-
missioner to, the Congress, or an individual who
has been elected to such office’’;

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking out “‘of the
United States™’;

(G) in paragraph (7), by striking out ‘‘House
Administration of the House of Representatives
of the United States’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight of the House of Rep-
resentatives’’; and

(H) in paragraph (8), by striking out *‘in-
cludes territory and” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘means a State of the United States and
any territory or’’.

(3) Section 3 of the Federal Contested Elec-
tions Act (2 U.S.C. 382) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking out ‘“‘to the
House of Representatives’’; and

(B) in subsection (c)—

(i) by striking out “‘or’’ after the semicolon at
the end of paragraph (4); and

(ii) by inserting ‘“‘or’” after the semicolon at
the end of paragraph (5).

(4) Section 17 of the Federal Contested Elec-
tions Act (2 U.S.C. 396) is amended by striking
out ‘“‘contingent fund” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘applicable accounts™.

SEC. 212. PROVISIONS RELATING TO JOINT COM-
MITTEE ON CONGRESSIONAL OPER-
ATIONS.

The provisions of law relating to the Joint
Committee on Government Operations, as codi-
fied in chapter 13 of title 2, United States Code,
are amended as follows:

(1)(A) Part 1 of title IV of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 411-417) is re-
pealed.

(B) The table of contents of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970 is amended, in the
matter relating to title IV (84 Stat. 1141), by
striking out the matter relating to part 1.

(2) Section 206 of House Resolution 988, Nine-
ty-third Congress, agreed to October 8, 1974, as
enacted into permanent law by chapter 111 of
title 1 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1975 (2 U.S.C. 412a), is repealed.
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SEC. 213. PROVISIONS RELATING TO CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE.

The provisions of law relating to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, as codified in chapter 17
of title 2, United States Code, are amended as
follows:

Section 202(g) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 602(g)) is amended by striking
out ‘“‘House Administration’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’.

SEC. 214. PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE STATES.

The provisions of law relating to the States, as
codified under chapter 4 of title 4, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

Section 307(b)(1) of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1988 (4 U.S.C. 105 note) is
amended by striking out ‘“‘House Administra-
tion”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘House Over-
sight™.

SEC. 215. PROVISIONS RELATING TO GOVERN-
MENT ORGANIZATION AND EMPLOY-
EES.

The provisions of law relating to Government
organization and employees, enacted as title 5,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 2107(5) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘Clerk’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘““Chief Administrative
Officer”.

(2) Section 3304(c)(1) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out “‘Clerk’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative
Officer™.

(3) Section 5306(a)(1)(A) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “‘Clerk’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““Chief Administra-
tive Officer™.

(4) Section 5334(c) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘Clerk” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative
Officer”.

(5) Section 5515 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by striking out “‘Clerk’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “‘Chief Administrative Offi-
cer”.

(6) Section 5531(5) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘Clerk’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative
Officer™.

(7) Subsections (c)(1), (c)(2), and (d)(5)(A) of
section 5533 of title 5, United States Code, are
each amended by striking out ““Clerk’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ““Chief Administrative Of-
ficer”.

(8) Section 5537(a) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ““Clerk”” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘““Chief Administrative
Officer”.

(9) Section 5751 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by striking out ‘“‘Clerk’” both places
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Chief
Administrative Officer’’.

(10) Section 6322 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by striking out ‘“‘Clerk’” both places
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief
Administrative Officer”.

(11) Section 8332(b) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended in the fourth sentence in the
matter following paragraph (16) by striking out
“Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof *““‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer”’.

(12)(A) The third sentence of section 8334(a)(1)
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by
striking out ‘‘Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk may pay from the contingent
fund of the House’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives, the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer may pay from the applicable accounts of the
House of Representatives’.

(B) Paragraph (1)(A) and paragraph (3) of
section 8334(j) of title 5, United States Code, are
each amended by striking out ““Clerk’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof *“‘Chief Administrative Of-
ficer”.

(13) Section 8402(c)(5) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A), by
striking out ‘‘Clerk’ and inserting in lieu there-
of “Chief Administrative Officer’’; and
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(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking out
“Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’.

(14) Paragraph (1)(A) and paragraph (3) of
section 8422(e) of title 5, United States Code, are
each amended by striking out ““Clerk’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof *““Chief Administrative Of-
ficer”.

(15) Section 8423(a)(3)(C) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “‘Clerk
of the House of Representatives, from the con-
tingent fund of the House’” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives, from the applicable
accounts of the House of Representatives’”.

(16) The second sentence of section 8432(e) of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out “‘Clerk of the House of Representatives,
the Clerk may pay from the contingent fund”
and inserting in lieu thereof ““‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives, the
Chief Administrative Officer may pay from the
applicable accounts’’.

(17) The second sentence of section 8432a(c) of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘Clerk of the House of Representatives,
the Clerk may pay from the contingent fund”’
and inserting in lieu thereof ““‘Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House of Representatives, the
Chief Administrative Officer may pay from the
applicable accounts’.

(18) Subsection (b) of section 8708 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking out
“Clerk’ the first place it appears and all that
follows through the end of the subsection and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘“‘Chief
Administrative Officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Chief Administrative Officer
may contribute the sum required by subsection
(a) of this section from the applicable accounts
of the House of Representatives.””.

(19) Section 8906(f)(3) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ““Clerk of the
House of Representatives, from the contingent
fund of the House’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives, from the applicable accounts of
the House of Representatives’.

SEC. 216. PROVISIONS CODIFIED IN APPENDICES
TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.

The provisions of law codified in appendices
to title 5, United States Code, are amended as
follows:

(1) Section 103(h)(1)(A)(i)(1) of the Ethics in
Government Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.
103(h)(1)(A)(i)(1)) is amended by striking out
“Clerk’ the second place it appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “‘Chief Administrative Offi-
cer”.

(2) Section 109(13)(A) of the Ethics in Govern-
ment Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App. 103(13)(A)) is
amended by striking out ““Clerk’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ““Chief Administrative Officer”.
SEC. 217. PROVISIONS RELATING TO COMMERCE

AND TRADE.

The provisions of law relating to commerce
and trade, as codified in title 15, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

The Joint Resolution entitled “‘Joint resolu-
tion to print the monthly publication entitled
‘Economic Indicators’”’, approved June 23, 1949
(15 U.S.C. 1025), is amended by striking out
““‘Doorkeeper’” and inserting in lieu thereof
““Chief Administrative Officer”.

SEC. 218. PROVISIONS RELATING TO FOREIGN RE-
LATIONS AND INTERCOURSE.

The provisions of law relating to foreign rela-
tions and intercourse, as codified in title 22,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) The last sentence of section 105(b) of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1961 (22
U.S.C. 276c-1) is amended by striking out ‘“Com-
mittee on House Administration” and inserting
in lieu thereof “Clerk”.

(2) The first sentence of subsection (b)(2) and
the first sentence of subsection (b)(3)(A) of sec-
tion 502 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954 (22
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U.S.C. 1754) are each amended by striking out
“Clerk’” the second place it appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “‘Chief Administrative Offi-
cer”.

(3) Section 8(d)(2) of the Act entitled ‘““An Act
to establish a Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe’’, approved June 3, 1976 (22
U.S.C. 3008(d)(2)), is amended by striking out
“Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’.

SEC. 219. PROVISIONS RELATING TO MONEY AND
FINANCE.

(a) USE OF VEHICLES AMENDMENT.—Section
802(d) of the Ethics Reform Act of 1989 (31
U.S.C. 1344 note) is amended by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘““House Oversight™’.

(b) TiTLE 31, UNITED STATES CODE, AMEND-
MENTS.—The provisions of law relating to money
and finance, enacted as title 31, United States
Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 1551(c)(2) of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by striking out “‘Clerk’ and
inserting in lieu thereof *‘Chief Administrative
Officer”’.

(2) Section 6102a(c) of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“House Ad-
ministration”” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’.

(3) Section 6203(a)(3) of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘‘House Ad-
ministration”” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’.

SEC. 220. PROVISIONS RELATING TO POSTAL
SERVICE.

The provisions of law relating to the Postal
Service, enacted as title 39, United States Code,
are amended as follows:

(1) Paragraph (1) and paragraph (2) of sub-
section (e) of section 3216 of title 39, United
States Code, are each amended by striking out
“Clerk of the House’” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives’.

(2) Section 3216(e)(2) of title 39, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“House Ad-
ministration’” each place it appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

SEC. 221. PROVISIONS RELATING TO PUBLIC
BUILDINGS, PROPERTY, AND WORKS.

The provisions of law relating to public build-
ings, property, and works, as codified in title 40,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) The first section of House Resolution 291,
Eighty-eighth Congress, agreed to June 18, 1963,
as enacted into permanent law by section 103 of
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1965
(40 U.S.C. 166b-4), is amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking out ‘‘con-
tingent fund” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘ap-
plicable accounts’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘‘House Administration’’
each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’.

(2) Section 1816 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (40 U.S.C. 170) is amended by
striking out ‘““‘Accounts of the House of Rep-
resentatives, for the House” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘*‘House Oversight of the House of
Representatives, for the House of Representa-
tives™.

(3)(A) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 2
of House Resolution 317, Ninety-second Con-
gress, agreed to March 25, 1971, as enacted into
permanent law by the paragraph under the
heading ‘“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES”
and the subheadings ‘“CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF
THE HOUSE™ and ‘“MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS” in the
first section of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priation Act, 1972 (40 U.S.C. 174k(a), (b), and
(c)), are each amended by striking out ‘‘House
Administration” each place it appears and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight”’.

(B) Section 208 of the First Supplemental Civil
Functions Appropriation Act, 1941 (40 U.S.C.
174k note) is repealed.

(4)(A) The proviso in the paragraph under the
heading “ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL”
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and the subheading ‘“HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS”
in the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act,
1989 (40 U.S.C. 175 note), is amended by striking
out ‘‘House Administration’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’.

(B) The first section of House Resolution 208,
Ninety-fourth Congress, agreed to February 24,
1975, as enacted into permanent law by section
201 of the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1976 (40 U.S.C. 175 note), is amended—

(i) by striking out ‘‘House Administration”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight
of the House of Representatives’’; and

(ii) by striking out ‘‘contingent fund’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘“‘applicable accounts’.

(5)(A) Section 312 of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1992 (40 U.S.C. 184q) is
amended by striking out ““Clerk’ each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ““Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’.

(B) Section 312(a)(1)(A) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1992 (40 U.S.C.
184g(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking out “‘or the
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Representa-
tives™.

(C) Section 312(d)(2) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1992 (40 U.S.C. 184g(d)(2)) is
amended by striking out “with’ and inserting
in lieu thereof “With”’.

(6) Section 312 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1992 (40 U.S.C. 184g) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking out
““Minority Leader’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“minority leader’’;

(B) in subsection (c), by striking out ‘“House
Administration” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’; and

(C) in subsection (d)(1), by striking out “‘in
the contingent fund of the House of Representa-
tives™.

(7) Section 801(b)(3) of the Arizona-ldaho
Conservation Act of 1988 (40 U.S.C. 188a(b)(3)) is
amended by striking out ‘““House Administra-
tion’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“House Over-
sight”.

(8) The second sentence of section 1001(a) of
the Arizona-ldaho Conservation Act of 1988 (40
U.S.C. 188c(a)) is amended by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(9)(A) Section 2(a) of House Resolution 661,
Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to July 29, 1977, as
enacted into permanent law by section 111 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1979 (40
U.S.C. 206 note), is amended by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof **“House Oversight’”.

(B) House Resolution 199, One Hundred Sec-
ond Congress, agreed to August 1, 1991, as en-
acted into permanent law by section 102 of the
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 1993 (40
U.S.C. 206 note), is amended by striking out
‘““House Administration’ each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(C) House Resolution 420, One Hundred First
Congress, agreed to June 26, 1990, as enacted
into permanent law by section 105 of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriations Act, 1991 (40
U.S.C. 206 note), is amended—

(i) in section 2(1), by striking out ‘‘House Ad-
ministration”” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’; and

(i) in section 3(2), by striking out ‘‘from the
contingent fund of the House of Representatives
or’.

(10) Section 3(a)(1) of House Resolution 449,
Ninety-second Congress, agreed to June 2, 1971,
as enacted into permanent law by chapter IV of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972 (40
U.S.C. 206b(a)(1)), is amended by striking out
“Clerk’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer”’.

(11)(A) Section 3(d) of House Resolution 449,
Ninety-second Congress, agreed to June 2, 1971,
as enacted into permanent law by chapter IV of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972 (40
U.S.C. 206b(d), is amended by striking out
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““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(B)(i) The provisions of law specified in clause
(ii) (40 U.S.C. 206b(g); 40 U.S.C. 206b note) are
amended as provided in such clause.

(ii) House Resolution 449, Ninety-second Con-
gress, agreed to June 2, 1971, as enacted into
permanent law by chapter IV of the Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1972, is amended by
striking out section 5. House Resolution 1309,
Ninety-third Congress, agreed to October 10,
1974, as enacted into permanent law by chapter
111 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1975, is amended by striking out section 3.

(12) Section 9C of the Act entitled ‘“*An Act to
define the area of the United States Capitol
Grounds, to regulate the use thereof, and for
other purposes’, approved July 31, 1946 (40
U.S.C. 207a) is amended by striking out ‘‘House
Administration’”” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight’’.

(13) Section 9B(a) of the Act entitled ““An Act
to define the area of the United States Capitol
Grounds, to regulate the use thereof, and for
other purposes’, approved July 31, 1946 (40
U.S.C. 212a-3(a)) is amended by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(14) Subsection (b)(1) and subsection (c) of
section 3 of Public Law 98-392 (40 U.S.C.
214b(b)(1) and (c)) are each amended by striking
out ‘‘House Administration’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’.

(15) Section 151(a) of Public Law 99-500 (100
Stat. 1783-352), enacted in identical form as sec-
tion 151(a) of Public Law 99-591 (100 Stat. 3341-
355), (40 U.S.C. 756b) is amended by striking out
“Clerk” and inserting in lieu thereof *“‘Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer’’.

(16) The second sentence of section 301 of the
National Visitor Center Facilities Act of 1968 (40
U.S.C. 831) is amended by striking out ‘‘House
Committee on House Administration” and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘““‘Committee on House
Oversight of the House of Representatives’.

(17) Section 441 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 (40 U.S.C. 851) is amended—

(A) in subsection (c)(1), subsection (c)(4), and
subsection (h), by striking out ‘““House Adminis-
tration” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘House
Oversight’’; and

(B) by striking out subsection (j).

(18) Section 3(d) of Public Law 99-652 (40
U.S.C. 1003(b)) is amended by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’”.

SEC. 222. PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE PUBLIC
HEALTH AND WELFARE.

The provisions of law relating to the public
health and welfare, as codified in title 42, Unit-
ed States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 303d. of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2259(d)) is amended by striking
out ‘“‘House Administration’” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“House Oversight’.

(2) Section 6004(a)(4) of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6964) is amended by striking
out ‘““‘House Administration’” and inserting in
lieu thereof ““House Oversight’.

SEC. 223. PROVISIONS RELATING TO PUBLIC
PRINTING AND DOCUMENTS.

The provisions of law relating to public print-
ing and documents, enacted as title 44, United
States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) Section 101 of title 44, United States Code,
is amended by striking out ‘“House Administra-
tion”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“House Over-
sight”’.

(2) The third sentence of section 703 of title 44,
United States Code, is amended by striking out
““House Administration” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“House Oversight’’.

(3) Section 730 of title 44, United States Code,
is amended by striking out *‘, Sergeant at Arms,
and Doorkeeper’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“‘and Sergeant at Arms’’.

(4)(A) Section 735 of title 44, United States
Code, is amended—
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(i) in the section heading, by striking out
“Members of Congress” and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘Senators’’;

(ii) by striking out ‘“Member of Congress’ and
inserting in lieu thereof “‘Senator’’; and

(iii) by striking out ‘“‘and Clerk of the House
of Representatives, respectively”’.

(B) The table of sections for chapter 7 of title
44, United States Code, is amended by striking
out the item relating to section 735 and inserting
in lieu thereof the following new item:

““735. Binding for Senators.”".

(5) The second sentence of section 739 of title
44, United States Code, is amended by striking
out ““Doorkeeper’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Clerk”.

(6) The first sentence of section 740 of title 44,
United States Code, is amended by striking out
““Doorkeeper of the House’” and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives’.

(7)(A) The first undesignated paragraph of
section 906 of title 44, United States Code, is
amended—

(i) in the fifth undesignated subdivision of the
matter relating to furnishing of the bound edi-
tion of the Congressional Record, by striking out
“, Sergeant at Arms, and Doorkeeper’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘“‘and the Sergeant at
Arms’’;

(ii) in the seventh undesignated subdivision of
the matter relating to furnishing of the daily
edition of the Congressional Record, by striking
out *“, Sergeant at Arms, and Doorkeeper’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ““and the Sergeant at
Arms’’; and

(iii) in the eighth undesignated subdivision of
the matter relating to furnishing of the daily
edition of the Congressional Record, by striking
out ‘“‘Doorkeeper’ and inserting in lieu thereof
“Clerk”.

(B) The third undesignated paragraph of sec-
tion 906 of title 44, United States Code, is
amended—

(i) in the fourth undesignated subdivision of
the matter relating to furnishing of the Congres-
sional Record in unstitched form, by striking
out *“, Sergeant at Arms, and Doorkeeper’” and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘and the Sergeant at
Arms’’; and

(ii) in the twelfth undesignated subdivision of
the matter relating to furnishing of the Congres-
sional Record in unstitched form—

(1) by striking out ‘‘to the Secretaries’” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “‘and to the Secretaries’’;
and

(I1) by striking out ““, and to the Doorkeeper
of the House of Representatives’’.

(8) Section 908 of title 44, United States Code,
is amended by striking out ‘‘Sergeant at Arms of
the House’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Chief
Administrative Officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives’.

(9) Section 2203(e) of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘House Ad-
ministration”” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight”.

(10) Section 3303a(c) of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘House Ad-
ministration”” and inserting in lieu thereof
““House Oversight™’.

SEC. 224. PROVISIONS RELATING TO TERRI-
TORIES AND INSULAR POSSESSIONS.

The provisions of law relating to territories
and insular possessions, as codified in title 48,
United States Code, are amended as follows:

(1) The last undesignated paragraph after the
center heading ‘““MINTS AND ASSAY OFFICES.”” and
the center subheading ‘““‘GOVERNMENT IN THE
TERRITORIES” in the first section of the Act enti-
tled ““An Act making appropriations for the leg-
islative, executive, and judicial expenses of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June thir-
tieth, nineteen hundred and seven, and for
other purposes’, approved June 22, 1906 (48
U.S.C. 894), is amended by striking out ‘‘Ser-
geant-at-Arms’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Chief Administrative Officer”.
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(2) Section 35 of the Organic Act of Guam (48
U.S.C. 1421k-1) is repealed.

(3) Section 15 of the Revised Organic Act of
the Virgin Islands (48 U.S.C. 1596) is repealed.

(4) The last two provisos of section 5 of Public
Law 92-271 (48 U.S.C. 1715 note) are repealed.

SEC. 225. MISCELLANEOUS UNCODIFIED PROVI-
SIONS RELATING TO HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.

The following miscellaneous uncodified provi-
sions relating to the House of Representatives
are amended as follows:

(1) The next to the last undesignated para-
graph under the center heading ‘“HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES” and the center subhead-
ings ‘“ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS™ and ‘‘HOUSE
BEAUTY SHOP’’ in the first section of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1970 (83 Stat.
347) is amended by striking out the last two sen-
tences.

(2) The last undesignated paragraph under
the center heading ““HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES” and the center subheadings ‘‘ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE PROVISIONS” and ‘‘HOUSE BEAUTY
SHOP” in the first section of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1970 (83 Stat. 347) is
repealed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAz10] will
each be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS].

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on December 13, 1995,
the Committee on House Oversight
agreed to an amendment in the nature
of a substitute to the bill H.R. 2739, the
House of Representatives Administra-
tive Reform Technical Corrections Act.
This bill was made necessary by the
historic reforms following the first Re-
publican majority in over 40 years. One
should not be surprised that consider-
able reforms were put in place at that
time, after such a lengthy period of
time out of power.

I would comment that the two
amendments offered to the original bill
are minor in nature. They do not basi-
cally affect the substance of the bill,
and so the substance of the bill is basi-
cally that contained in the bill as
originally introduced.

On January 4, 1995, the House adopt-
ed House rules which significantly re-
structured the internal administrative
and legislative operations of the House.
Two House officer positions, that of the
Doorkeeper and the Postmaster, were
abolished, and a new House officer, the
Chief Administrative Officer, was cre-
ated.

Based on the authority of the Com-
mittee on House Oversight under House
rules, the committee directed that
operational and financial responsibil-
ity for various House functions be as-
signed to the appropriate House offi-
cers. For example, the House Finance
Office was assigned to the Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer, and that has led
to a complete restructuring of the Fi-
nance Office which is still ongoing, as
well as changes in the House financial
management system. The House Docu-
ment Room, which was formerly as-
signed to the Doorkeeper, was assigned
to the Clerk.
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The committee then began the proc-
ess of reviewing the statutes relating
to the administrative and legislative
operations of the House, and it soon be-
came clear that there had never in the
history of the House been a comprehen-
sive revision of these statutes. There-
fore, the committee began the process
of cleaning out the cobwebs.

Many of the statutes technically in
effect date back to the last century.
For example, among the statutes re-
pealed by this bill are the provisions
relating to contracting for horses and
wagons for the House. As someone who
is intensely allergic to horses, | am
pleased to see that section repealed.

The committee considered a total of
414 statutes, a very sizable amount. Of
these, 65 will be repealed outright by
this particular bill.

On August 3, 1995, the committee is-
sued committee order No. 41 which cre-
ated the Members’ representational al-
lowances or MRA. This committee
order combined into the MRA the clerk
hire allowance, the official expenses al-
lowance, and the official mail allow-
ance, as recommended by the auditing
firm of Price-Waterhouse following the
first-ever House audit. This makes all
Members responsible and accountable
for the expenditures in their office, and
they have complete authority in the
manner in which they allocate the
funds within these various accounts
which are now combined into one ac-
count.

Following creation of the Members’
representational allowances, the com-
mittee adopted regulations for expendi-
tures from the MRA. These regulations
are collectively known as the Congres-
sional Handbook. These regulations
govern all expenditures from allow-
ances provided to pay for clerk hire, of-
ficial expenses, and official mail during
the 104th Congress.

Since January 3, 1995, the committee
has granted no exceptions to any of its
regulations, and that is very important
to note because under the potpourri of
different regulations and statutes we
had accumulated over the more than
200-year operation of the House, many
were so cumbersome and unworkable
that exceptions became the rule rather
than the exception.

Under the administration of the cur-
rent chairman of the House’s Commit-
tee on Oversight, | note that the chair-
man, Mr. THOMAS, vowed that there
would be no exceptions, and that the
rules would be rewritten to take into
account the changing nature of the
House of Representatives and to ensure
that no exceptions would be necessary.
He has fulfilled his commitment on
that count.

Generally, title | of the bill contains
provisions relating to allowances and
accounts in the House of Representa-
tives and other administrative mat-
ters. Title Il of the bill contains tech-
nical and conforming amendments and
repeals relating to administrative re-
forms.
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Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to present
this bill to the House. | certainly rec-
ommend that it be passed.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, my friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS],
who, by the way, is serving our com-
mittee and this House extremely well
in a number of areas, has accurately
described the history and purpose of
the bill, and | have nothing further to
add except that | hope the Senate will
pass this bill as a matter of comity.

However, | would note that the Chief
Administrative Officer has just submit-
ted an overall increase in his budget re-
quests for next year of 32 percent. Un-
fortunately, that does not address the
cost shift to Members’ representational
allowances of some $12,000 to $15,000 per
year resulting from the elimination
and privatization of services previously
provided by the CAO.

This bill does make permanent the
in-house reforms of the Republican
Contract With America. As a purely
technical matter, that is appropriate.
But all should be aware that these ad-
ministrative reforms may ultimately
bring additional costs to the taxpayer.

Many Members have expressed dis-
satisfaction about the deterioration of
some services and about the incorrect
or inconclusive information being pro-
vided by some of the CAQO’s operations.
Others have questioned whether
privatizing various functions and
eliminating others will result in sav-
ings to the taxpayer or simply addi-
tional cost-shifting to Members’ rep-
resentational allowances.

We should all be open to an examina-
tion of these questions. In the end, we
should be guided by whether our con-
stituents will have a Federal legisla-
ture with sufficient resources to re-
spond to them when they call. Other-
wise taxpayers may end up paying
more and getting less in service from
their Member of Congress.

This bill will result in a statute
which combines Member allowances
and provides for more complete and
timely public disclosure, both of which
are, of course, admirable goals. This
would be an appropriate time for an as-
sessment of the impact of these admin-
istrative reforms on Members’ re-
sources, those that are needed to serve
their constituents, especially as Gov-
ernment downsizes at all levels. Again,
we should be wary that under the guise
of reform we do not end up costing the
taxpayer more money while hindering
the ability of Members to fully perform
their constitutional, legislative and
representational functions.

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

myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in brief response to the
comments of the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia [Mr. FAzi0], let me say | cer-
tainly appreciate his work, not only as
the ranking member on the Committee
on House Oversight, but also as the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Legislation of the Committee on
Appropriations.

He made reference to some of the
changes that we have made and the in-
creased costs that may accrue, as well
as perhaps the inability of Members to
perform their functions as well as they
should in responding their constitu-
ents. Let me assure the gentleman
from California that | am certainly, as
a member of the Committee on House
Oversight, very sensitive to concerns
about being able to serve the needs of
our constituents.

Clearly, if any of the actions taken
would in any way interfere with our
ability to represent our constituents, |
am sure the Committee on House Over-
sight would be willing to consider ad-
justments on that score. At the same
time, | would point out that we have
made many changes beyond those con-
tained in this legislation.

I had not planned to discuss those
here on the floor, but I think it is very
important to recognize that there are
many changes taking place with, in
fact, with affect the budget in one way
or another, but will have the net effect
of aiding Members in representing
their constituents.

Mr. Speaker, | would simply say that
one area | am very familiar with is the
area of computerization. In that case
we are trying to, in some ways, cen-
tralize the computer operation and
make it far more efficient, and enable
members and staff to do much more in
the House of Representatives at lower
cost. This is going to result initially in
some additional costs in the House in-
formation resources budget. It will also
eventually result in lower costs in both
the Members’ budgets in HIR’s budget.

I think, on balance, the changes are
positive and that we will see an in-
crease in the ability of the Members to
represent their constituents more ef-
fectively, through the changes that are
made. At the same time, there may be
some temporary dislocations. If there
are, we will certainly address those in
the Committee on House Oversight.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAzio] for putting
this on the record to make it clear to
all Members present that there is no
intent in any actions to impair Mem-
bers’ ability to serve. We are, | think,
very successfully improving the effi-
ciency of the House, cutting the overall
budget by a substantial amount, and
we believe that the people will be rep-
resented equally well at less cost under
the system that is being developed.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, | will be very brief. |
simply want to say that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] has made
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a great contribution, particularly in
the effort to further the computeriza-
tion, the dignitization of this institu-
tion. | think we will all be better off as
a result.

My concerns really are not in the
area where increased expenditures will
be required to bring about this commu-
nications revolution for the House of
Representatives. It is really more the
need to monitor carefully any addi-
tional costs that accrue to Members as
a result of getting the same services
that used to be provided by central
agencies, now on a direct basis, often
with the private sector, or others who
are doing work on a contractual basis
for the House of Representatives pro-
viding the services. Mr. Speaker, |
think the gentleman from Michigan
shows an openness to continue to re-
view these matters, so that Members
can continue to have at least as many
resources to focus on the needs of their
constituents.

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

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | want to reiterate the
value to the House of Representatives
of the bill that is before us. It cleans up
over 200 years of statutes and regula-
tions which have accumulated, will re-
sult in a much more efficient operation
of the House of Representatives, and |
ask all my colleagues to join me in
voting for the final passage of this par-
ticular bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. EHLERS] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2739, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 2202, IMMIGRATION IN
THE NATIONAL INTEREST ACT
OF 1995

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 384 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 384

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXII1, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2202) to amend
the Immigration and Nationality Act to im-
prove deterrence of illegal immigration to
the United States by increasing border pa-
trol and investigative personnel, by increas-
ing penalties for alien smuggling and for
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document fraud, by reforming exclusion and
deportation law and procedures, by improv-
ing the verification system for eligibility for
employment, and through other measures, to
reform the legal immigration system and fa-
cilitate legal entries into the United States,
and for other purposes. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived except those arising under section
425(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974. General debate shall be confined to the
bill and shall not exceed two hours to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on the Judiciary now printed in
the bill, modified by the amendment printed
in part 1 of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. No other amend-
ment shall be in order except the amend-
ments printed in part 2 of the report of the
Committee on Rules and amendments en
bloc described in section 2 of this resolution.
Each amendment printed in part 2 of the re-
port may be considered only in the order
printed, may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment except as
specified in the report, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against amend-
ments made in order by this resolution are
waived except those arising under section
425(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974. The chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may postpone until a time during fur-
ther consideration in the Committee of the
Whole a request for a recorded vote on any
amendment. The chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may reduce to not less than five
minutes the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that imme-
diately follows another vote by electronic
device without intervening business, pro-
vided that the time for voting by electronic
device on the first in any series of questions
shall be not less than fifteen minutes. 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. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time for
the chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary or a designee to offer amendments en
bloc consisting of amendments printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution that were not earlier
disposed of or germane modifications of any
such amendments. Amendments en block of-
fered pursuant to this section shall be con-
sidered as read (except that modifications
shall be reported), shall be debatable for
twenty minutes equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the Judici-

H2361

ary or their designees, shall not be subject to
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. For
the purpose of inclusion in such amendments
en bloc, an amendment printed in the form
of a motion to strike may be modified to the
form of a germane perfecting amendment to
the text originally proposed to be stricken.
The original proponent of an amendment in-
cluded in such amendments en bloc may in-
sert a statement in the Congressional Record
immediately before the disposition of the
amendments en bloc.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER] is recognized
for 1 hour.

MODIFICATIONS TO CERTAIN AMENDMENTS

PRINTED IN HOUSE REPORT 104—483

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that during consid-
eration of H.R. 2202, pursuant to House
Resolution 384, it shall be in order for
the designated proponents of the
amendments numbered 11, 12, and 13 in
part 2 of House Report 104-483 to offer
their amendments in modified forms to
accommodate the changes in the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary that are reflected
in part 1 of that report, and effected by
the adoption of the rule; and it shall be
in order for the designated proponent
of the amendment numbered 19 in part
2 of House Report 104-483 to offer his
amendment in a modified form that
strikes from title V all except section
522 of subtitle D.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON]. All
time yielded is for the purposes of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, | yield myself such time
as | may consume.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, stopping
the 300,000 illegal immigrants that
stream across our border each year in
pickup trucks and under barbed wire
fences is the most important Federal
law and order issue in generations.
This is a modified closed rule providing
for comprehensive consideration of
H.R. 2202, legislation addressing two
critical national issues: Getting con-
trol of illegal immigration, and im-
proving our system of legal immigra-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, while
H.R. 2202 is tough on those who enter
this country illegally, it maintains and
strengthens legal immigration, ensur-
ing that immigrants remain a positive
force for change, growth, and prosper-
ity. This rule provides for 2 hours of
general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
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the Judiciary. The rule waives all
points of order against the bill except
those relating to unfunded Federal
mandates.

I would note that the Congressional
Budget Office has determined that the
mandates in the bill are minimal and
do not establish grounds for a point of
order against the bill.

The rule makes in order the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary amendment in the
nature of a substitute as modified by
the amendment printed in part 1 of the
report of the Committee on Rules.
That amendment establishes a vol-
untary program to permit businesses
to check the validity of Social Secu-
rity numbers in order to help ensure
that Federal laws regarding the em-
ployment of illegal immigrants are
obeyed. The amendment in the nature
of a substitute is considered as read.

The rules provides for the consider-
ation of 32 amendments. Let me say
that again, Mr. Speaker: 32 amend-
ments have been made in order. That
are printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules. They shall be consid-
ered only in the order in which they
are printed in the report, may be of-
fered only by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debated for the time specified
in the report, shall not be subject to
amendment unless specified in the
committee report, and shall not be sub-
ject to a division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the
Whole.

The rule waives all points of order
against the amendments, other than
those relating to the unfunded man-
dates issue.

Mr. Speaker, the rule allows the
chairman of the Committee of the
Whole to postpone votes during consid-
eration of the bill, as well as to reduce
to 5 minutes the time on a postponed
question if it follows a 15-minute vote.
The rule also permits the chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary or his
designee to offer amendments en bloc
or germane modifications thereof.
Amendments offered en bloc shall be
considered as read and shall be debat-
able for 20 minutes.

The issue of both legal and illegal
immigration is one of the most conten-
tious debates that we will have this
year. This rule, while not an open rule,
is fair and very balanced. It offers the
House the opportunity to debate nearly
all of the important and substantive is-
sues surrounding both illegal and legal
immigration reform. This debate will
stretch over more than 2 days, and will
highlight the important issues ad-
dressed by this well-crafted legislation.

The bill’s principal author, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH], has
worked long and hard ensuring that all
parties truly interested in dealing with
the overlapping issues of illegal and
legal immigration have participated in
a bipartisan process.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, illegal immigration has
reached crisis proportions in my State
of California. We deal daily with a
flood of illegal immigrants who are
coming across the border seeking gov-
ernment services, job opportunities,
and family members. There is simply
no question that the President, for all
his rhetoric, has failed to make this a
top priority. He opposed California’s
proposition 187. He vetoed legislation
establishing that illegal immigrants
are not entitled to Federal and State
welfare services. He vetoed reimburse-
ment to the States for the cost of in-
carcerating illegal immigrant felons,
and his Justice Department has been
woefully slow in disbursing to States
the meager incarceration funds that
were appropriated back in 1994.

Mr. Speaker, as Members well know,
California will never support a Presi-
dent that is soft on illegal immigra-
tion. Illegal immigration might just be
taking center stage in Washington
today, but the issue is like an over-
night sensation in Hollywood. This is a
problem that has been building up for
years and years. A decade ago my col-
league, the gentleman from Glendale,
CA [Mr. MOORHEAD], who is retiring
after 24 years of highly distinguished
service, offered amendments  to
strengthen the Border Patrol when
Congress last addressed immigration
reform.

Many Members of Congress, espe-
cially the Members from California,
like Mr. KimM, Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs.
SEASTRAND, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. GALLEGLY,
and others, have worked for years to
address illegal immigration in the
comprehensive manner of H.R. 2202.
Just as California suffers from more il-
legal immigration than any State,
California is home to more legal immi-
grants and refugees than any other
State. Those immigrants have brought
tremendous benefits to our State. | am
proud of the fact that H.R. 2202 will
allow us to maintain one of the highest
levels of legal immigration in 70 years.
That in itself is a good and positive
move, because this country was found-
ed on legal immigration.
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Legal immigrants continue to pro-
vide the United States with a steady
stream of hard-working, freedom-lov-
ing, patriotic new Americans. Legal
immigrants bringing special skills to
our workplace have been instrumental
in placing American firms, especially
many in California, on the cutting edge
of high technology.

Mr. Speaker, as we look at the broad
range of amendments that will be
brought forward this week, we will
first debate issues relating to illegal
immigration. Then after addressing
that issue, the House will address the
different but related issue of legal im-
migration. We will clearly have an op-
portunity to debate nearly all con-
troversial issues.
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The gentleman from California [Mr.
GALLEGLY], the chairman of the Speak-
er’s task force on illegal immigration,
will offer amendments to create a man-
datory but clearly nonintrusive Social
Security number verification program
to reduce the employment lure for ille-
gal immigration. He will also offer a
very sensible amendment to clarify
that States have the right to deter-
mine if local and State tax dollars will
be used to give free education to illegal
immigrants.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. TATE] and the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs.
SEASTRAND] will offer a commonsense
amendment to clarify that if someone
violates American laws and enters the
country illegally, then they will no
longer be eligible to later become a
legal immigrant. Legal immigration
should be reserved for those who re-
spect our laws.

Mr. Speaker, finally we are certain to
have lively debates regarding the cre-
ation of a tamper resistant Social Se-
curity card as well as an effort to
eliminate the bill’s voluntary system
to verify the accuracy of Social Secu-
rity numbers. The House bill will also
be able to debate the legal immigration
provisions of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, this
bill establishes a very generous level of
immigration by historical standards;
however, it focuses legal immigration
policy on reunifying nuclear families
so that spouses and young children are
reunited in strong families. This is a
good and very important thing. Never-
theless, there is disagreement on these
provisions and the House will decide
this question.

The bipartisan amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CHRYSLER] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. BERMAN] and the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK],
which seeks to maintain the status quo
on legal immigration, is in order under
this rule. The amendment by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture to create a new
guest worker program will also come
before this House by the gentleman
from California [Mr. PomBo] and oth-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
has made in order 32 amendments, as |
have said. This is a fair rule that will
let the House deal responsibly with
H.R. 2202 and send the legislation to
the Senate in a timely manner. Immi-
gration reform is important to our Na-
tion’s economic and social future, and |
urge my colleagues to support this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
material for the RECORD.
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THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,! 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of March 15, 1996]

103d Congress 104th Congress
Rule type
Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total
Open/Modified-open 2 46 44 59 61
Modified Closed 3 49 47 24 25
Closed 4 9 9 13 14
Total 104 100 96 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of March 15, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95 0 HR. Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 350-71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95, mC H. Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).
HJ. R Balanced Budget Amdt
H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95, 0 H.R. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95, 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO H.R. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 H.R. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO H.R. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95).
H. HR. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. HR. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. (¢ H.R. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. ( H.R. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A: 252-175 (2/23/95).
H. ¢ H.R. 1022 Risk A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. HR. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. HR. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95).
H. H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. (¢ H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. ( A: 257155 (3/7/95).
H. (¢ H.R. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. PQ: 234-191 A: 247181 (3/9/95).
H. HR. 1159 Making Emergency Supp. Approps A: 242-190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95 MC HJ. Res. 73 .....ccocccoemuuee. Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ......ccvveeevvrrvererirenreiins Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) MC A: 217-211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95, 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95 MC HR. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95, mMC HR. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253-172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 H.R. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) 0 H.R. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) 0 H.R. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 414-4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95 0 HR. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—Ilowa A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95 0 HR. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252-170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act A: 233-176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) MC H.R. 1530 Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 PQ: 225-191 A: 233- 183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95 0 H.R. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 PQ: 223-180 A: 245155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95 mMC H.R. 1854 Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95 0 H.R. 1868 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 H.R. 1905 Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) C HJ. Res. 79 ... Flag Constitutional Amendment PQ: 258-170 A 271~ 152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC H.R. 1944 Emer. Supp. Approps PQ: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95 0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95 0 HR. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95 0 H.R. 1976 Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 242185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 H.R. 2020 Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) C HJ. Res. 96 ........ccco.......  Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 H.R. 2002 Transportation Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95 0 HR. 70 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95 0 H.R. 2076 Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95 0 H.R. 2099 VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 A: 230-189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S. 21 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 H.R. 2126 Defense Approps. FY 1996 A: 409-1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) MC H.R. 1555 Communications Act of 1995 A: 255-156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95, 0 HR. 2127 Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 A: 323-104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95, 0 H.R. 1594 Economically Targeted Investments A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95, MO H.R. 1655 Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1162 Deficit Reduction Lockbox A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1670 Federal Acquisition Reform Act A: 414-0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) 0 H.R. 1617 CAREERS Act A: 388-2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95 0 H.R. 2274 Natl. Highway System PQ: 241-173 A: 375-39-1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95 MC HR. 927 Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity A: 304-118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95 0 HR. 743 Team Act A: 344-66-1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1170 3-Judge Court A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1601 Internatl. Space Station A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) C HJ. Res. 108 ..................  Continuing Resolution FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) 0 H.R. 2405 Omnibus Science Auth A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95 MC H.R. 2259 Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95 MC H.R. 2425 Medicare Preservation Act PQ: 231-194 A: 227-192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) C H.R. 2492 Leg. Branch Approps PQ: 235-184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) MC H. Con. Res. 109 . ... Social Security Earnings Reform PQ: 228-191 A: 235-185 (10/26/95).
HR. 2491 ... Seven-Year Balanced Budget
H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) C H.R. Partial Birth Abortion Ban A: 237-190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) MO HR. D.C. Approps. A: 241-181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95 C H.J. Cont. Res. FY 1996 A: 216-210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95 MC HR. Debt Limit A: 220-200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) 0 H.R. ICC Termination Act A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 261 (11/9/95) C H.J. Cont. Resolution A: 223-182 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) C HR. Increase Debt Limit A: 220-185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95 0 HR. Lobbying Reform A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95 C H.J. Further Cont. Resolution A: 229-176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95, MC HR. 2 Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia A: 239-181 (11/17/95).
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) 0 H.R. 1788 Amtrak Reform A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) 0 H.R. 1350 Maritime Security Act A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) C H.R. 2621 Protect Federal Trust Funds PQ: 223-183 A: 228-184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) 0 H.R. 1745 Utah Public Lands.
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) C H. Con. Res. 122 ............ Budget Res. W/President PQ: 230188 A: 229-189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) 0 H.R. 558 Texas Low-Level Radioactive A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) C HR. 2677 Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) MC H.R. 2854 Farm Bill PQ: 228-182 A: 244-168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) 0 H.R. 994 Small Business Growth
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) C H.R. 3021 Debt Limit Increase A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) MC H.R. 3019 Cont. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: voice vote A: 235-175 (3/7/96).
H. ( HR.
H. HR.

380 (3/12/96)

Res. MC

Effective Death Penalty
2202

384 (3/14/96)

A: 251-157 (3/13/96).

Immigration

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Glens
Falls, NY, [Mr. SoLomoN] chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the vice chairman of the Committee on
Rules for an excellent explanation of
the rule. I thank my good friend from
California, TONY BEILENSON, who is al-
ways more than reasonable, for letting
me go out of order because of an emer-
gency that is coming up that may ex-
pedite the procedures for the House for
the next several days. It will inure to
his benefit and to all the other Mem-
bers.

Mr. Speaker, having said that, | do
rise in support of this rule and the bill
that it makes in order, the Immigra-
tion in the National Interest Act.

Mr. Speaker, just to put into perspec-
tive the problem we will be considering
over the next 2 days, let me begin with
a few facts.

No. 1: Nationwide more than one-
quarter of all Federal prisoners are il-
legal aliens.

According to the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, in 1980, the
total foreign-born population in Fed-
eral prisons was 1,000 which was less
than 4 percent of all inmates. In 1995,
the foreign-born population in Federal
prisons was 27,938, which constitutes 29
percent of all inmates. The result is an
enormous extra expense to be picked
up by the Federal taxpayers.

Fact No. 2: the U.S. welfare system is
rapidly becoming a retirement home
for the elderly of other countries. In
1994, nearly 738,000 noncitizen residents
were receiving aid from the Supple-
mental Security Income program
known as SSI. This is a 580-percent in-
crease—up from 127,900 in 1982—in just
12 years.

The overwhelming majority of
noncitizen SSI recipients are elderly.
Most apply for welfare within 5 years
of arriving in the United States. By
way of comparison, the number of U.S.-
born applying for SSI benefits has in-
creased just 49 percent in the same pe-
riod. Without reform, according to the
Wall Street Journal, the total cost of
SSI and Medicaid benefits for elderly
noncitizen immigrants will amount to
more than $328 billion over the next 10
years.

Fact No. 3: In the public hospitals of
our largest State, California, 40 percent
of the births are to illegal aliens. Since

each newborn is automatically a citi-
zen, he or she becomes eligible for all
the benefits of citizenship.

Fact No. 4: There is a link between
legal immigration and illegal immigra-
tion. According to the report of the Ju-
diciary Committee on this bill, close to
half of all illegal aliens come in on
legal temporary visas, and never return
home.

Fact No. 5: According to a Roper Poll
in December of 1995, 83 percent of all
Americans are in favor of reducing all
immigration. Within these totals, 80
percent of African-Americans favor re-
ducing all immigration and 67 percent
of Hispanic-Americans favor reducing
all immigration.

Mr. Speaker, these facts serve to
point out the nature of the problem we
are facing.

The poll numbers point the direction
our constituents want us to go.

The bill which will be before the
House over the next couple of days is a
giant step toward solving the problems
facing our Nation and | commend the
members of the Judiciary Committee
who did the work to put it together.

I would particularly like to commend
the chairman of the Immigration and
Claims Subcommittee, the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. LAMAR SMITH, and his
ranking minority member, the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. JOHN BRYANT,
for long hours spent on this legislation.

And | also owe thanks to the chair-
man of that full committee, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, Mr. HENRY HYDE,
and his ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Michigan, Mr. CONYERS
for perseverance under difficult cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Speaker, any rule that does not
make in order every amendment re-
quested is going to be unpopular with
some. But given the need to finish the
bill on the floor this week, the Rules
Committee has come up with a reason-
able solution. | ask for a ‘“yes’ vote on
the motion for the previous question,
and a ‘“‘yes’” vote on adoption of this
balanced rule on the immigration bill.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2202, the Immigra-
tion in the National Interest Act,
which this modified closed rule makes
in order, is one of the most important
pieces of legislation we shall consider

this year. There is no question that
U.S. immigration policy needs to be re-
vised and improved to respond to our
national interests and this bill is a sen-
sible and measured response to that
critical challenge.

I, too, commend our colleagues from
Texas, Mr. SMITH, the chairman of the
Immigration Subcommittee, and the
ranking member of the subcommittee,
Mr. BRYANT, for their outstanding
work in bringing this bipartisan bill to
the floor. I would also like to point out
the important work of my friend and
fellow Californian, Mr. GALLEGLY, who
chaired the Speaker’s task force on im-
migration. As a member of that task
force, | know how diligently Mr.
GALLEGLY and the other members
worked to help develop recommenda-
tions for the subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, this bill would affect
many aspects of life in the United
States and a broad range of national is-
sues and concerns, including the avail-
ability of jobs for skilled and unskilled
American workers; the responsibility
of businesses and corporations to obey
the laws we have already enacted to
prohibit the hiring of individuals who
have entered the United States in vio-
lation of our border and our immigra-
tion laws; the serious stress that popu-
lation growth fueled by immigration is
creating for our country; and, most im-
portant, the kind of country we will
leave to our children and grandchildren
who will have to live with the con-
sequences of our decisions in terms of
how heavily populated the United
States will become.

Because of the significance of this
bill, we commend the Committee on
Rules for allowing debate on 32 amend-
ments. More than 100 amendments
were submitted to the committee and
for the most part, we think, the com-
mittee did a good job of making in
order amendments that cover most of
the important areas of disagreement in
this wide-ranging piece of legislation.
However, we do want our colleagues to
know that we are disappointed that the
rule did not make in order several im-
portant amendments. For that reason,
after debate on the rule, Mr. Speaker,
we shall move to defeat the previous
question so that we may amend the
rule to make the following three addi-
tional amendments in order:

An amendment that would delete the
H-1B foreign temporary worker provi-
sions in the bill and replace them with
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provisions that protect American
workers; an amendment that would
promote self-sufficiency for refugees
and make the Federal Government, not
the States or local communities, as-
sume the cost for refugees; and an
amendment that would increase civil
penalties for already existing employer
sanctions.

Mr. Speaker, one of those amend-
ments in particular lies at the heart of
this debate, the third amendment, the
one that would increase the civil pen-
alties for already existing employer
sanctions.

The amendment’s intent is to finally
stop employers from knowingly hiring
illegal immigrants by making the ex-
isting employer-sanction law truly ef-
fective and meaningful. While H.R. 2202
includes increased penalties for docu-
ment fraud by immigrants, it does not
include any increased penalties for em-
ployers who knowingly violate the law
prohibiting the hiring of individuals
who are here illegally.

Enhanced employer enforcement pen-
alties have bipartisan support. They
were advocated by the Speaker’s con-
gressional task force on immigration
reform, by the late Congresswoman
Barbara Jordan’s U.S. Commission on
Immigration Reform, and by the ad-
ministration. They were included also
in the immigration bill reported to the
Senate Immigration Subcommittee.

These increased penalties are essen-
tial to reducing the incentive employ-
ers have for hiring illegal aliens and
the lure of employment that brings il-
legal immigrants to this country. If we
have learned anything at all from the
failures of the 1986 immigration laws,
it must be that weak sanctions are
meaningless and will do little to pre-
vent illegals from seeking jobs and em-
ployers from hiring illegals for those
jobs.

The need for this amendment is un-
derscored not only by the lack of any
increased penalties on employers in the
bill but also by the rule’s self-execut-
ing provision that makes the Judiciary
Committee’s modest worker verifica-
tion system voluntary instead of man-
datory as the committee itself had rec-
ommended.

While the Gallegly amendment to re-
store the committee-reported language
will be considered, it is obvious that if
we think it is necessary to get tougher
on employers who break the law by hir-
ing illegals, we must also have the op-
portunity to consider an amendment
increasing penalties on them.

In order to reduce the employment
magnet for illegal immigrants, pen-
alties for knowing violations of the law
should be more than merely a nominal
cost of doing business. In addition,
while some illegal aliens obtain em-
ployment through the use of fraudulent
documents, others are employed in the
underground economy by businesses
that do not even check documentation.
Many of those businesses violate other
labor standards as well.

The presence of unauthorized work-
ers too fearful of deportation to com-
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plain about working conditions may be
the very factor that enables those em-
ployers to break other labor laws.
Thus, increased penalties and effective
enforcement are critical not only to re-
ducing illegal immigration but also to
protecting the workers themselves
from unfair labor practices.

Importantly, Mr. Speaker, this
amendment would protect Americans
from losing jobs to those who are here
in violation of our laws and it would
protect Americans from being paid less
than they are worth because of low-
wage competition.

O 1630

If we care at all about protecting jobs
for Americans and improving their eco-
nomic security, if we really believe
that all Americans, those seeking jobs
and those doing the hiring, should be
held responsible for obeying the law,
then we must defeat the previous ques-
tion and allow a vote on that amend-
ment.

Despite the absence of the oppor-
tunity to debate these amendments, as
| said earlier, the rule would allow the
House to debate a large number of
amendments, 32 in total, on a wide
range of issues. One of the most impor-
tant issues, Mr. Speaker, the amend-
ments will address is the bill’s employ-
ment verification system, which was
weakened significantly in the full Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and which, as
I mentioned earlier, this rule, through
its self-executing provision, will unfor-
tunately weaken further by making it
voluntary rather than mandatory.

To succeed in reducing illegal immi-
gration, we must do two things; tight-
en control of our borders and remove to
the greatest extent possible the incen-
tives that encourage illegal immigra-
tion. The most powerful incentive of
all, Mr. Speaker, is the opportunity to
work in this country. When Congress
enacted employer sanctions as part of
the Immigration Reform and Control
Act of 1986, we did so in recognition of
the fact that, because immigrants
come here primarily to find jobs, it is
necessary to deter employers from hir-
ing those who are not here legally.
What we failed to do at that time, how-
ever, was to provide a sound and de-
pendable way for employers to deter-
mine whether or not a prospective em-
ployee is here legally. Without that, it
is virtually impossible, as we have dis-
covered, to enforce the employer sanc-
tion laws.

Our failure to establish a reliable
means of enforcing the law has created
other problems as well. The law has
generated widespread discrimination
against U.S. citizens and legal resi-
dents who may look or sound foreign
and has created a huge mulitmillion-
dollar underground industry, in coun-
terfeit and fraudulent Social Security
cards, green cards, voter registration
cards, and the 26 other kinds of docu-
ments that can be used to demonstrate
one’s work eligibility under the cur-
rent law.
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H.R. 2202 wisely reduces that number,
but it does not go far enough toward
making employer sanctions enforce-
able. Establishing a dependable
widescale and mandatory system for
checking individuals’ authorization to
work in this country is the only way to
solve those problems.

In fact, to crack down on the more
than 50 percent of illegal immigrants
who come here legally and overstay
their visas and remain often perma-
nently, improving employer sanctions
is essential, because we cannot obvi-
ously stop those immigrants from set-
tling here permanently simply by im-
proving border control.

There will be three amendments
dealing with employment verification
that we would like to bring to our col-
leagues’ attention. One is the McCol-
lum amendment, which would provide
for development of a counterfeit-proof
Social Security card. Establishing such
a card is, | believe, absolutely essential
to making the prohibition on hiring il-
legal immigrants enforceable, and | be-
lieve it deserves our strong support.

The second is the Gallegly amend-
ment, which would make the bill’s tele-
phone employment verification system
mandatory in the States, where it will
be tried on an experimental basis, re-
storing the provision to the form it was
in when it was reported by the House
Committee on the Judiciary. That
amendment also deserves our strong
support.

In the same vein, if | may say so, Mr.
Speaker, the Chabot-Conyers amend-
ment to eliminate entirely the ver-
ification system should be rejected if
we are at all serious about doing some-
thing real about this very real problem
of illegal immigration.

Mr. Speaker, in another major issue,
perhaps the most important one to be
considered in this debate, will be when
to retain the bill’s reductions in legal
immigration. Our decision on that
issue will occur whether we consider
the Chrysler-Berman-Brownback
amendment to strike the legal immi-
gration sections of the bill. It is essen-
tial in the view of many of us that we
reject that amendment. The limits on
legal immigration in the bill go to the
crucial question that up until now has
been missing from this debate, which is
how big do we want this country to be,
how populated do we want the United
States to be.

The population of this country, cur-
rently about 263 million, is growing so
quickly that by the end of this decade,
less than 4 years from now, our popu-
lation will reach 275 million, more than
double its present size at the end of
World War Il. Only during the 1950’s, at
the height of the so-called baby boom,
were more people added to the Nation’s
population than are projected to be
added during the 1990’s.

The long-term picture is even more
alarming. The U.S. Census Bureau con-
servatively projects our population will
rise to 400 million by the year 2050, a
more than 50 percent increase from to-
day’s level, the equivalent of adding
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more than 40 cities the size of Los An-
geles to our population. That is by far
the fastest growing growth rate pro-
jected for any industrialized country in
the world. But many demographers,
Mr. Speaker, believe it will even be
much worse. The alternative Census
Bureau projections agree if current
trends continue, the Nation’s popu-
lation will more than double during
this same time period and reach half a
billion people by the middle of the next
century, a little more than 50 years
from now. The Census Bureau says one-
third of the U.S. population growth is
due to immigration, both legal and il-
legal. That is a misleading statistic; if
U.S.-born children of recent immi-
grants are counted, immigration now
accounts for more than 50 percent of
recent growth in the United States.

Post-1970 immigrants and their de-
scendants have been responsible for
U.S. population increases of nearly 25
million, half the growth of those years.
In other words, much of what demog-
raphers consider our natural growth
rate is actually the result of our Na-
tion’s large number of immigrants.
Those numbers have led the Census Bu-
reau to forecast much higher popu-
lation growth over the coming decades
than in the past. As recently as 1990,
the bureau assumed the population of
the United States would peak about 45
years from now and then decline to and
level off at about 300 million, about 300
million, Mr. Speaker, by the year 2050.
But as a result of unexpected rates of
immigration, the Census Bureau re-
vised its figures just 2 years ago by
adding another 92 million to the num-
ber of people projected for the year
2050. But that projection is probably
much too low because the bureau as-
sumes a net immigration rate of about
820,000 a year, at least 400,000 below to-
day’s annual level. And even with that
conservative assumption about immi-
gration, the Census Bureau estimates
about 93 percent, 93 percent of the pop-
ulation growth by the year 2050 will re-
sult from immigration that has oc-
curred since 1991.

The really frightening change in the
Census Bureau’s 1994 forecast is that it
now assumes the population of this
country will not level off a few decades
from now as was thought would be the
case and as recently as 1990, but will
continue to grow unabated into the
late 21st century.

Those of us who represent commu-
nities where large numbers of immi-
grants have settled have long felt the
effects of our Nation’s high rate of im-
migration, the highest in the world.
Our communities are being over-
whelmed by the burden of providing
educational, health, and social services
for the newcomers. With a population
of half a billion or more, it will be ex-
tremely difficult to solve our most se-
rious environmental problems, such as
air and water pollution, water disposal,
waste disposal and loss of our arable
land. But the challenges of having our
population double our current size will
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go far beyond dealing with simply envi-
ronmental problems. With twice as
many people, we can expect to have at
least twice as much crime, twice as
much congestion, twice as much pov-
erty. We will also face demands for
twice as many jobs, twice as many
schools, twice as much food at a time
when many of our communities are al-
ready straining now to educate, house,
protect, provide services for the people
we have right now, Mr. Speaker. How
will they begin to cope with the needs
and problems of twice as many people?

The legal immigration provisions of
this bill constitute a relatively modest
response to the enormous problems our
children and grandchildren will face in
the next century if we do not reduce
the enormous number of new residents
the United States accepts each year be-
ginning now.

So | urge Members, Mr. Speaker, to
reject the Chrysler-Berman-Brownback
amendment when that proposal is of-
fered.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to my dear friend and Com-
mittee on Rules colleague, the gen-
tleman from Sanibel, FL [Mr. Goss],
chairman of the Subcommittee on Leg-
islative and Budget Process.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, this is a fair
and generous rule which allows for a
broad debate on a massive subject. |
congratulate Mr. SMITH for persevering
in bringing H.R. 2202 to the floor—and
I am proud to be a cosponsor. This is
about the failure of the Federal Gov-
ernment to control our borders and the
impact that failure has had on our so-
ciety. Although | agree that the issues
of illegal and legal immigration are
distinct, I know that they are closely
related. All immigration is out of con-
trol. We cannot consider either legal or
illegal in a vacuum without looking at
the other—a conclusion with which
many Americans agree. In recent
weeks the Wall Street Journal reported
that 50 percent of Americans surveyed
oppose any legal immigration. Such
views are born of years of watching the
system fail. Mr. Speaker, the problems
of illegal immigration are readily de-
finable. Today more than one quarter
of all Federal prisoners are illegal im-
migrants; fraudulent employment and
benefit documentation is rampant; and
criminal aliens linger in our country at
significant taxpayer expense. Well,
H.R. 2202 doubles the number of Border
Patrol agents; dedicates more re-
sources to prosecuting illegal aliens;
streamlines the rules for removal of il-
legal and criminal aliens; and strength-
ens penalties against those who dis-
obey orders to leave. H.R. 2202 also
clamps down on illegal aliens accessing
public benefits. And it implements a
program to address a major incentive
of today’s illegal immigration—the
promise of jobs—by setting up a 1-800
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number for employers to call and ver-
ify citizenship status. This provision
does not—repeat, does not—create a
“Big Brother is watching you’ system
with a new national identity card. And
this provision is not an unfair burden
on employers. In fact, employers who
have tried it have given it rave re-
views.

When it comes to legal immigration,
there are also serious problems. Today
there are approximately 1.1 million
cases pending in the system, which can
translate into a 40-year waiting period.
Those who get caught up in this bu-
reaucratic nightmare suffer from pro-
longed separation from their families
and uncertainty about their futures.
It’s no surprise that they get frustrated
and seek to jump the line. H.R. 2202 in-
creases the percentage of immigrants
admitted on the basis of needed skills
and education. It places emphasis on
core family units, favoring ‘‘nuclear
family’’ admission over ‘‘extended fam-
ily”” admissions. And it guarantees a
way for bona fide refugees to enter our
country in an orderly manner.

Immigrants have contributed im-
measurably to the greatness of this Na-
tion. This legislation doesn’t close the
door—but it does seek to balance the
generous nature of Americans with the
reality of limited resources. That is a
laudable result.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | take the
well to regrettably indicate that | do
not intend to vote for this rule, and |
do intend to support the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] in his
motion, because | think the Committee
on Rules made a major mistake in de-
ciding which amendments they were
going to allow this House to vote on.

We have a very serious issue facing
this country with respect to refugees,
and | am talking about legal refugees,
not illegal refugees. The problem is
that the U.S. Government makes a for-
eign policy decision to allow thousands
and thousands and thousands of refu-
gees to come into this country and
then it dumps the cost of educating
and training and supporting those refu-
gees onto local units of government.

Now, | think that ought to stop. So |
offered an amendment before the Com-
mittee on Rules which would simply
say that if the Federal Government is
going to make a foreign policy decision
to allow refugees into this country,
that they then ought to pay for the
cost of educating and training them
and providing worker training and pro-
viding language training so that a for-
eign policy decision of the U.S. Govern-
ment does not become an unfair burden
on local taxpayers.

Now, Gov. Pete Wilson of California
has been making this point strenuously
for years with respect to immigrants. |
think the point is equally correct with
respect to refugees. So my amendment
would have required that Uncle Sam
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pay for the costs of those refugees for
the first 3 years rather than dumping it
off on the local governments, and it
would have required something which
both the Bush administration and the
Clinton administration tried to do but
which they were blocked from doing by
the court. And that is to require that,
for the first year, those refugees be en-
rolled in intensive language training
programs and job training programs so
that they do not become long term bur-
dens to local taxpayers.

O 1645

| see absolutely nothing whatsoever
wrong with that amendment, and |
would point out this is not a new idea.
Catholic Charities tested this approach
in Chicago and they reduced the long-
term percentage of refugees who re-
mained on welfare by astounding per-
centages. They tried the same thing in
San Diego and had similar very suc-
cessful results. They tried it in Florida
and also had very successful results.

So what the amendment would have
tried to do is simply take a proposal
which has already been tested at the
local level in pilot projects and imple-
ment it, so that we require for any ref-
ugee that comes into this country for
the first year, rather than marching
them right into the local welfare of-
fice, as now occurs, that what you do is
instead put them in a private program
run by local PVO’s to teach them job
training and to teach them English.
The long-term savings of that cannot
be doubted. For the life of me, |1 do not
understand any substantive reason why
the Committee on Rules did not make
that amendment in order.

We can talk all we want about clean-
ing up the immigration and refugee
problems that this country faces, but
until this Congress recognizes that
they have absolutely no moral right to
stick local property taxpayers with the
cost of foreign policy decisions, this
Congress is not living up to its job in
dealing with major problems presented
to local governments by actions of the
Federal Government.

I do not see, for instance, why local
school districts should be burdened
with the inordinate cost of providing
education and language training to
legal refugees, rather than having the
Federal Government meet the costs,
since the Federal Government made
the decision to require those costs to
be incurred by somebody in the first
place.

This is a case of the Federal Govern-
ment, in my view, bugging out on its
responsibilities to both the refugees
they allow into this country and to the
local communities and school districts
who get hit with the consequences; and
I think it is also a case in this instance
of the Congress itself bugging out on
its responsibilities to correct the situa-
tion, which is why | intend to support
the amendment of the gentleman from
California, if given that opportunity.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am
proud to yield 1%2 minutes to the gen-
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tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER], a
tireless advocate of border security,
my classmate from EIl Cajon, CA.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, let me join with him in
thanking the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. GALLEGLY] for his great work
on helping to put together this pack-
age. If he is not here to offer his
amendments, | know a number of us
will be carrying the torch for him.

We also owe a great deal of thanks to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH]
who had a very difficult job of putting
together in a very statesmanlike way a
package that involved not only a lot of
figures and a lot of issues, but a lot of
passions.

We have put together a package here,
and | think we should pass this rule
and pass this bill, that brings some de-
gree of order to illegal immigration
and to legal immigration.

The illegal immigration we deal with
by adding Border Patrol, by forward
deploying those Border Patrolmen to
the border, by putting in roads, and by
putting in a triple fence, that will
make it more difficult for smugglers to
move people across the southern border
of the United States.

The legal immigration we bring some
degree of order to by bringing in ac-
countability. That means when people
sponsor other people, immigrants, to
come to this country, the sponsor has
to give some fiscal accountability.
That person cannot just come in and
get on welfare and bog our system
down to the degree of $28 billion a year
which the present legal immigrants are
costing the system.

So it is important that we deal with
these two questions together. It is im-
portant that we bring order to illegal
immigration and to legal immigration.
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH]
has done an excellent job of balancing
these competing interests and giving
us an excellent package. We should
vote for the rule and for the bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, let me say two things:
First, | am going to join the gentleman
in supporting his motion so that we
can get another shot at the rule. In
general | would say that there are lots
of amendments that were good amend-
ments, fine amendments, in terms of
improving and honing this bill, that
were not allowed. In certain cases it
seems that the most extreme amend-
ments were allowed, but not those that
would have moved the bill in a more
moderate direction. | think that is re-
grettable. It looks a little bit political.
| understand that we should not have
politics in this Chamber, but it is a lit-
tle too much.

The fact that our subcommittee
chairman, Mr. BRYANT, only got one
small amendment, the gentleman from
California, Mr. BECERRA, who has
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strong views on this issue, some of
which | disagree with, but he got no
amendments at all, | find bothersome.

I want to speak specifically about the
issue of asylum. | had an amendment
with the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SmITH] and the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] which would
have gone a long way toward resolving
the asylum problem.

With asylum we face a very difficult
issue. | think most Americans believe
that that torch that shines so brightly
in Madam Liberty’s hand should re-
main lit; there are those that face per-
secution that we have to, we do not
have to, but we ought to allow to come
to America.

On the other hand, there is no secret
that the asylum process was totally
abused and that hundreds of thousands
of people, literally, in the last decade,
have used the asylum process, some on
their own, some at the urging of smug-
glers, some at the urging of lawyers, to
abuse it. They did not deserve asylum.
But because the system worked in such
a rinky-dinky, jerry-built way, they
asked for it.

The amendment we proposed | think
would have dealt with that issue in the
right way. It would have been tougher
than the present bill in eliminating all
defensive asylum. In other words, the
idea you come into this country, are
here illegally or overstay your wel-
come, that you would no longer be al-
lowed when the INS caught up with
you and said you have to go home, to
say ‘““Wait a minute, | claim asylum.”
You have no right in my judgment if
you believe in America to not come
forward affirmatively.

On the other hand, the bill does make
a step forward in saying that if you
come forward affirmatively, you should
have to do it in 180 days rather than 30
days. However, | have become con-
vinced, and | was the original sponsor
of the 30-day bill, that there are lots of
people, or a good number of people,
who truly deserve asylum, who cannot
come forward in that period of time.

The amendment that we had pro-
posed would have been tougher on de-
fensive asylum, but let some of these
deserving people come into the coun-
try. | regret it has not been allowed to
be debated, because | think we had
solved the problem in the most equi-
table way, and yet we are not allowing
it, and that is one of the reasons | will
support the gentleman’s amendment to
modify the rule and allow that amend-
ments like this one, carefully thought
out, reasonable, dealing with the
abuses, but not cutting off immigra-
tion altogether, be allowed.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Huntington Beach, CA
[Mr. ROHRABACHER], my very good
friend and the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Environ-
ment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of this rule, but with a
major reservation. | had planned to
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offer an amendment which | feel is
vital to stem the tide of illegal immi-
gration pounding our Nation, but the
Rules Committee did not make this
amendment in order.

My amendment would have simply
applied the employer telephone ver-
ification system in title IV of H.R. 2202
to Government agencies and require
administrators of federally funded Gov-
ernment assistance programs to use
the verification system to check the
eligibility of applicants for public ben-
efits.

As the bill stands now, only employ-
ers can use the telephone verification
system to check on the eligibility of
job applicants. Why shouldn’t public
agencies use the same verification sys-
tem to check on the eligibility of appli-
cants for federally funded benefits?

If the bill is left the way it is, it
threatens to create a perverse incen-
tive that makes it safer for illegal
aliens to apply for welfare than to
apply for jobs. This is insane. With our
welfare system nearly stretched to the
breaking point, why in the world are
we making it easier for illegal aliens to
get welfare than jobs?

We all know that a large number of
illegal aliens use fake documents to
get jobs. This is why we need a tele-
phone verification system. But what
everyone seems to be forgetting is that
illegal aliens can use these same fake
documents to get billions of dollars in
public benefits.

I am glad to see that the Senate ver-
sion of this bill does includes a ver-
ification system which is to be used to
verify a person’s eligibility for both
welfare and employment. Hopefully,
the House conferees will agree to the
Senate’s provision. If we truly want to
get serious about stemming the tide of
illegal immigration, we must eliminate
the magnets which draw them here.

There are free enterprisers who claim not to
care if illegal aliens come here to work.

But there is a dynamic at play that needs
consideration. Many illegal immigrants work at
wages so low even the illegal immigrants
wouldn’t accept the job—if not for the health
care, education and other benefits provided by
the taxpayers.

Government benefits subsidize the exploi-
tation on illegals. As it turns out American tax-
payers and illegal aliens are being exploited
by avaricious businessmen who are not offer-
ing a living wage. Correcting the error of pro-
viding benefits will help solve the job problem
as well.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, his-
torically our country has made few dis-
tinctions between legal immigrants
and American citizens. Instead we have
always drawn a clear line between legal
immigrants and undocumented work-
ers.

Our current debate, however, com-
bines legal and illegal immigration and
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focuses mainly on the economic out-
comes while neglecting our social, cul-
tural and moral goals.

Too many people wrongly believe
today that today’s immigrants drain
our economy and use far more welfare
than native born Americans. Plain and
simple, this is not true. Legal immi-
grants not only pay taxes and can be
drafted in time of war, which are the
main legal obligations of citizens, but
they also start businesses, purchase
goods and services, and create jobs,
which is essential for the well-being of
our economy.

We must address this issue in the
rule and we should support the Chrys-
ler-Berman amendment. If we are
going to have immigration reform,
legal immigration and reform, we
should first of all promote the strength
of families and their values through
family reunification. We should also
protect American workers from unfair
competition while providing employers
with appropriate access to inter-
national labor markets to promote our
competitiveness. Third, we should pro-
mote naturalization to encourage full
participation in the national commu-
nity.

Instead, the bill as it is today dras-
tically and unnecessarily restricts the
ability of American citizens to reunite
with family members, even clogs fam-
ily members such as parents and some
children. This bill fails to protect
American workers in the legal immi-
gration provisions. Last, it fails to rec-
ognize the role that naturalization can
serve to advance the Nation’s immigra-
tion policy.

But what really, really is the most
dramatic and in a way hypocritical
part of this proposal is the provision on
guest workers. We have a new agricul-
tural guest worker program. At the
same time we are saying no to immi-
gration, we are saying it is OK to bring
guest workers into the country.

What this provision would do is it
would increase illegal immigration, it
would reduce work opportunities for
American citizens and other legal resi-
dents, it would depress wages and work
standards for U.S. farm workers, and it
is not a sustainable solution to any
labor shortage which might develop.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important bill
because it strikes at the core of the
men and women in this country. We
are a Nation of immigrants. Let us do
this bill right, let us do it humanely,
let us try to be efficient about it. The
first thing we should do is separate
legal immigration and illegal immigra-
tion. They are two different parts of
the issue, of our society, of our morals.
And then let us also be consistent. Let
us find ways to deal with deterring ille-
gal immigration, finding ways to im-
prove the legal immigration program,
but not go ahead and start a guest
worker program which is totally anti-
thetical to what we are trying to do.

Historically, our Nation has made few dis-
tinctions between legal immigrants and Amer-
ican citizens. Instead we have always drawn a
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clear line between legal immigrants and un-
documented aliens.

Our current debate, however, combines
legal and illegal immigration and focuses
mainly on the economic outcomes while ne-
glecting our social, cultural, and moral goals.

Despite the fact that the majority of
nonrefugee immigrants of working age use
welfare far less than their American counter-
parts, and that the Federal Government
spends less on immigrants than on citizens,
this bill denies legal residents the same bene-
fits as other Americans.

Too many people wrongly believe that to-
day’s immigrants drain our economy and use
far more welfare than native-born Americans.
Plain and simple, this is not true.

Legal immigrants not only pay taxes and
can be drafted in time of war, which are the
main legal obligations of citizens, but also start
businesses, purchase goods and services,
and create jobs, which is essential for the
well-being of our economy.

The Immigration in the National Interest Act
of 1995 treats legal and illegal immigration as
if they were the same issue, places extreme
income restrictions and eliminates family pref-
erence categories which will permanently keep
American families apart.

Making good and fair policy requires clear
separation of these two distinct parts of U.S.
immigration policy.

O 1700

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to my good friend, the gentle-
woman from Jacksonville, FL [Mrs.
FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, a recent
survey | conducted found that over 90
percent of my constituents who re-
sponded support some type of immigra-
tion reform. Since my district is in
Florida, that is not surprising. Florida
consistently ranks among the top five
States of residence for illegal immi-
grants, and consistently high levels of
immigration exact a heavy toll upon
our State’s taxpayers and infrastruc-
ture. Our citizens also pay the price for
unchecked immigration in the form of
health, education, and welfare benefits
that are diverted from lawful citizens
to illegal aliens.

The overwhelming support for immi-
gration reform that characterizes my
district is not unique to Florida, how-
ever. It is mirrored across the Nation.
I am a cosponsor of this bill because |
believe that Congress has an obligation
to respond to the concerns of the
American people and reform our immi-
gration laws.

The problems caused by illegal immi-
gration are obvious. But a poorly con-
structed legal immigration system is
also contrary to our national interest.
America cannot be both the land of op-
portunity and the land of welfare de-
pendency, and current law encourages
many legal immigrants to participate
in welfare programs directly or to
bring elderly family members to the
United States to retire at the tax-
payer’s expense. Our immigration sys-
tem should reward those who bring
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skills and initiative into this country,
but it is not right to penalize our citi-
zens by forcing them to pay benefits to
people who have never contributed to
the system.

Support for immigration reform cuts
across all economic strata, as well as
ethnic and social lines. Without com-
promising our commitment to oppor-
tunity and diversity, we must take the
initiative and reform our immigration
laws in such a way that they serve the
needs of our lawful citizens. The Immi-
gration in the National Interest Act
provides this opportunity, and | urge
my colleagues to support the rule and
the bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BECERRA].

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

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, let me
first acknowledge the work of the
chairman of the subcommittee which |
sit on, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
SMITH] for his work in trying to bring
forward a bill on immigration.

Let me say that | am very dis-
appointed in the rule today because,
despite what we have constantly heard
over the last 2 years from the new ma-
jority about having open rules, this is
a very, very closed and restricted rule.
Although we have about 32 amend-
ments on the floor for debate, some for
only 5 to 10 minutes, we had over 130
amendments that we wished to have
heard, and unfortunately very few of
those are now made in order.

This is also a very unfair bill. Despite
the characterizations of this as a very
fair bill, it is a very unfair bill for both
American families and for American
workers. Unfair for American families
because the only choice American fam-
ilies have under this legislation to pre-
serve their opportunity to bring in a
spouse, a child, a brother or sister is to
try to strike an entire portion of this
bill. If we leave in that particular por-
tion of the bill that deals with immi-
gration of family members, what we
will see is devastation for families try-
ing to bring in their immediate family
relatives.

For American workers, it is a dev-
astating bill because it has no protec-
tion for American workers. In fact, on
the contrary, what we see is a program
that will allow up to 250,000 temporary
foreign workers to be imported into
this country to do the work that Amer-
ican workers are dying to be able to do.
That is unfair to America’s workers.

It is also unfair that this bill does
nothing to try to enhance worker pro-
tections or the ability to enforce our
current labor laws so that at the work-
place we know that workers, American
and those legally allowed to work in
this country, are protected from abuse.

Everyone should strive for immigra-
tion reform. Talk to anyone. It makes
no difference what poll we take or what
poll we listen to. Everyone wants to
see reform of our immigration laws.
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But it should be meaningful reform of
our immigration laws. We should not
be targeting legal immigrants because
we have to attack the issue of illegal
immigration.

Mr. Speaker, | would suggest to all
the Members here to look closely at
this legislation and vote with their
heart and their mind. This is not a
good bill. Vote against the rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | would
remind my California colleague that
we have made 32 amendments in order,
which will allow for a full 2 days of de-
bate looking at almost every aspect of
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, with that, | yield 1%
minutes to my very good friend, the

gentleman from Roanoke, VA [Mr.
GOODLATTE].
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, |

thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time.

I rise in strong support of this rule. |
think it is a very fair rule. This legisla-
tion has been marked up very, very ex-
tensively in the Subcommittee on Im-
migration and Claims and in the full
Committee on the Judiciary for weeks
and weeks, and | think the legislation
we brought forward is outstanding.

We have allowed nonetheless 32 sepa-
rate opportunities to amend the bill,
and | commend the Committee on
Rules for their work and strongly sup-
port this rule. | also strongly support
the underlying legislation.

I want to particularly call to my col-
leagues’ attention an amendment that
I strongly oppose, and that is the
Chrysler-Berman-Brownback  amend-
ment that deals with what some are
representing as splitting out the legal
portion of this bill and only dealing
with illegal immigration. The fact of
the matter is this does not split the
bill. In the Senate, they voted to split
the bill and are actually moving two
separate bills forward. But this amend-
ment would not do that.

Mr. Speaker, what this amendment
does is kill legal immigration reform
because there is no provision anywhere
to move forward with those provisions
of the bill dealing with legal immigra-
tion. Therefore | would strongly urge
the Members of the House to oppose
that amendment when it comes up for
consideration probably tomorrow.

I also would urge strong support for
the amendment that | will be offering
dealing with the H-2B program as a
much more reasonable reform of the
current H-2A program than to go with
the Pombo amendment which sets up
an entirely new program with 250,000
new nonimmigrants coming into the
country. That is not good, and | would
urge opposition to that and support for
the rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the hard-working gen-
tleman from lowa [Mr. GANSKE].

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the rule and this bill.

Mr. Speaker, my heritage is German,
Irish, Polish, and even a little Bohe-
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mian, and my children are all of that
plus Norwegian, and | appreciate Amer-
ica as a melting pot.

Our current immigration laws are
broken and they must be fixed. One-
quarter of all Federal prisoners are il-
legal aliens. Forty percent of all births
in California’s public hospitals are due
to illegal aliens. In Los Angeles alone,
60 percent of all births in the county
hospital are to women who are in this
country illegally.

In the last 12 years, the number of
immigrants applying for Social Secu-
rity income has increased by 580 per-
cent. These facts signal an immigra-
tion crisis in America. This bill is a bi-
partisan, reasonable bill that addresses
serious flaws in the current law. The
legislation doubles the number of bor-
der patrol agents, streamlines rules
and procedures for removing illegal
aliens and makes it tougher for illegal
immigrants to fraudulently obtain jobs
and take those jobs away from our citi-
zens who need them.

Mr. Speaker, we must act quickly
and decisively or the economic and so-
cial consequences for this country
could be devastating. | urge my col-
leagues to support this bill and this
rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Miami, FL [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], who is
here on the floor with her very able as-
sistant Patty.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
am an immigrant to this country. | ar-
rived here in 1960 as a refugee from a
tyranny that still rules the country of
my birth, Cuba.

Immigration is an issue that has
caught this country by storm, and the
problems created by a growing number
of illegal immigrants as well as by the
reality that we do not have control
over our borders have spilled over and
clouded our collective judgment on
legal immigration. | would like to
make four quick points today.

First, there is a genuine need to ad-
dress the problems of illegal immigra-
tion. Second, placing a cap on legal ref-
ugees is not in the best interest of the
United States. Third, the assault on
the current distribution of Federal
funds through targeted assistance will
leave my home area of Dade County
with an unfunded mandate of at least
$16 million.

Finally, I would like to salute the
provisions in the bill which emphasizes
becoming a U.S. citizen. As a natural-
ized American, | know that this is the
type of positive approach that we need-
ed more of in this bill, a positive, not
a punitive approach. That is the way to
solve our immigration crisis.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRYANT], the ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee.

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

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to the rule.
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Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, we appreciate
the good work, the outstanding work,
actually, of the Committee on the Ju-

diciary in developing a thoughtful
piece of legislation. It tries to deal
with our immigration system which

virtually everybody agrees is badly in
need of reform.

We also appreciate the fairly good
work of the Committee on Rules. We
question only the fact that the Com-
mittee on Rules did not make in order
several amendments which we think
should have been made in order, and we
urge our colleagues to defeat the pre-
vious question so that at least three of
those amendments can be made in
order.

We have mentioned them earlier. One
of those amendments would replace the
H-1B temporary-foreign temporary-
worker provisions in the bill with pro-
visions that protect American jobs.
The second would promote self-suffi-
ciency for refugees and make the Fed-
eral Government responsible for the
full cost of refugees. That was the
amendment spoken to earlier from the
well by the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY].

The third one which | discussed at
some length in my opening statement
would hold businesses responsible for
their hiring practices and for helping
to protect jobs for Americans.

Mr. Speaker, as | said earlier, the in-
tent of that amendment, which would
increase civil penalties for already ex-
isting employer sanctions, is to finally
stop employers from knowingly hiring
immigrants who are here illegally. In-
creased penalties on employers have bi-
partisan support. They were advocated
by our congressional task force on im-
migration, by the Jordan Immigration
Commission, by the administration.

We have to take this opportunity, it
seems to me, to strengthen the weak
sanctions we approved 10 years ago.
Penalties on employers who knowingly
break the law have to be severe enough
to deter them from coming to flout our
immigration laws.

Mr. Speaker, if we are really serious
about preventing illegals from seeking
jobs and serious about employers from
hiring illegals for those jobs which
should be protected for Americans, we
will pass this amendment.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD the text of the amendment
that we are proposing, as follows:

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 384

After the period on page 5, line 13, insert
the following:

“SEc. 3.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion in this resolution it shall be in order to
consider the following amendments as if
printed at the end of part 2 of the report to
accompany this resolution as amendments
No. 33, No. 34, and No. 35. Each amendment
shall be debatable for 20 minutes.”

NO. 33, TO BE OFFERED BY MR. BEILENSON OF

CALIFORNIA

At the end of title 1V, add the following
new sections (and conform the table of con-
tents accordingly);
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SEC. 408. EMPLOYER SANCTIONS PENALTIES.

(a) INCREASED CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES FOR
HIRING, RECRUITING, AND REFERRAL VIOLA-
TIONS.—Section  274A(e)(4)(A) (8 U.S.C.
1324(e)(4)(A)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ““$250” and
“$2,000”” and inserting ““$1,000”" and ‘‘$3,000"’,
respectively;

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ““$2,000” and
‘$5,000"” and inserting ‘‘$3,000"" and ‘‘$8,000"",
respectively; and

(3) in clause (iii), by striking “$3,000”" and
“$10,000” and inserting  “‘$8,000" and
““$25,000"", respectively.

(b) INCREASED CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES FOR
PAPERWORK VIOLATIONS.—Section 274A(e)(5)
(8 U.S.C. 1324a(e)(5)) is amended by striking
“$100”” and “‘$1,000”" and inserting ‘“$200"" and
*$5,000”’, respectively.

(c) INCREASED CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR
PATTERN OR PRACTICE VIOLATIONS.—Section
274A(F)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1324a(f)(1)) is amended by
striking ““$3,000”” and ‘‘six months’’ and in-

serting “‘$7,000” and ‘“‘two years’, respec-

tively.

SEC. 409. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR EMPLOYER
SANCTIONS  INVOLVING  LABOR

STANDARDS VIOLATIONS.

(a) EMPLOYER SANCTIONS.—Section 274A(e)
(8 U.S.C. 1324a(e)) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘“(10) AUTHORITY FOR INCREASED
ALTIES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The administrative law
judge shall have the authority to require
payment of a civil money penalty in an
amount up to two times the level of the pen-
alty prescribed by this subsection in any
case where the employer has been found to
have committed willful or repeated viola-
tions of any of the following statutes:

‘(i) The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), pursuant to a final de-
termination by the Secretary of Labor or a
court of competent jurisdiction.

“(if) The Migrant and Seasonal Agricul-
tural Worker Protection Act (29 U.S.C. 1801
et seq.), pursuant to a final determination by
the Secretary of Labor or a court of com-
petent jurisdiction.

“(iii) The Family and Medical Leave Act of
1993 (29 U.S.C. et seq.), pursuant to a final de-
termination by a court of competent juris-
diction.

‘“(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of
Labor and the Attorney General shall con-
sult regarding the administration of the pro-
visions of this paragraph.”.

(b) ANTI-DISCRIMINATION.—Section 274B(g)
(8 U.S.C. 1324b(g)) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘“(4) AUTHORITY FOR INCREASED
ALTIES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The administrative law
judge shall have the authority to require
payment of a civil money penalty in an
amount up to two times the level of the pen-
alty prescribed by this subsection in any
case where the employer has been found to
have committed willful or repeated viola-
tions of any of the following statutes:

‘(i) The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), pursuant to a final de-
termination by the Secretary of Labor or a
court of competent jurisdiction.

“(if) The Migrant and Seasonal Agricul-
tural Worker Protection Act (29 U.S.C. 1801
et seq.), pursuant to a final determination by
the Secretary of Labor or a court of com-
petent jurisdiction.

“(iii) The Family and Medical Leave Act of
1993 (29 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.), pursuant to a
final determination by a court of competent
jurisdiction.

‘“(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of
Labor and the Attorney General shall con-
sult regarding the administration of the pro-
visions of this paragraph.”

PEN-

PEN-

March 19, 1996

(c) Section 274C(d) (8 U.S.C. 1324c(d) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(7) INCREASED PENALTIES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The administrative law
judge shall have the authority to require
payment of a civil money penalty in an
amount up to two times the level of the pen-
alty prescribed by this subsection in any
case where the employer has been found to
have committed willful or repeated violence
of any of the following statutes:

“(i) The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), pursuant to a final de-
termination by the Secretary of Labor or a
court of competent jurisdiction.

“(ii) The Migrant and Seasonal Agricul-
tural Worker Protection Act, (29 U.S.C. 1801
et seq.), pursuant to a final determination by
the Secretary of Labor or a court of com-
petent jurisdiction.

“(iif) The Family and Medical Leave Act of
1993 (29 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.), pursuant to a
final determination by a court of competent
jurisdiction.

“(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of
Labor and the Attorney General shall con-
sult regarding the administration of the pro-
visions of this paragraph.”

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to viola-
tions occurring on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

SEC. 410. INCREASED CIVIL PENALTIES FOR UN-
FAIR IMMIGRATION-RELATED EM-
PLOYMENT PRACTICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 274(g)(2)(B)(iv) (8
U.S.C. 1324(g)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) in subclause (1), by striking ““$250"" and
*$2,000”” and inserting ‘“$1,000"" and ‘$3,000’,
respectively;

(2) in subclause (Il), by striking ‘‘$2,000”
and $5,000” and inserting ‘$3,000” and
‘$8,000”", respectively;

(3) in subclause (I11), by striking ‘‘$3,000”
and ‘$10,000” and inserting ‘$8,000"" and
‘$25,000”, respectively; and

(4) in subclause (1V), by striking “‘$100"” and
“$1,000”” and inserting ‘“$200"" and ‘‘$5,000",
respectively.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to unfair
immigration-related employment practices
occurring on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

SEC. 411. RETENTION OF EMPLOYER SANCTIONS
FINES FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT
PURPOSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 286(c) (8 U.S.C.
1356(c) is amended by striking the period at
the end and inserting the following: “‘and
that all monies received during each fiscal
year in payment of penalties under section
274A in excess of $5,000,000 shall be credited
to the Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice Salaries and Expenses appropriations ac-
count that funds activities and related ex-
penses associated with enforcement of such
section and shall remain available until ex-
pended.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply beginning
with fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 413. SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.

(a) IMMIGRATION OFFICER AUTHORITY.—

(1) EMPLOYER SANCTIONS CASES.—Section
274A(e)(2) (8 U.S.C. 1324(e)(2)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (B) and inserting‘‘, and’’; and

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph

“(C) immigration officers designated by
the Commissioner may compel by subpoena
the attendance of witnesses and the produc-
tion of evidence at any designated place
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prior to the filing of a complaint in a case
under paragraph (3).”.

(2) DOCUMENT FRAUD CASES.—Section
274C(d)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1324(A)(3)(2)) is amended—

(A) by striking ““and’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, and’’; and

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

“(C) immigration officers designated by
the Commissioner may compel by subpoena
the attendance of witnesses and the produc-
tion of evidence at any designated place
prior to the filing of a complaint in a case
under paragraph (2).”.

(b) SECRETARY OF LABOR SUBPOENA AuU-
THORITY.—(1) The Immigration and National-
ity Act is amended by inserting after section
293 the following new section:

““SUBPOENA AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF
LABOR

“SEC. 294. IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of
Labor may issue subpoenas requiring the at-
tendance and testimony of witnesses or the
production of any records, books, papers, or
documents in connection with any investiga-
tion or hearing conducted in the enforce-
ment of any immigration program for which
the Secretary of Labor has been delegated
enforcement authority under the Act. In
such hearing, the Secretary of Labor may
administer oaths, examine witnesses, and re-
ceive evidence. For the purpose of any such
hearing or investigation, the authority con-
tained in section 9 and 10 of the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 49, 50), re-
lating to the attendance of witnesses and the
production of books, papers, and documents,
shall be available to the Secretary of
Labor.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 293 the following
new item:

““Sec. 294. Subpoena authority of Secretary
of Labor.”.

NO. 34, TO BE OFFERED BY MR. OBEY OF
WISCONSIN

At the end of subtitle B of title VIII insert
the following new sections:

SEC. 837. EXPANSION OF PERIOD AND SCOPE OF
RESPONSIBILITY OF SPONSORING
AGENCY.

(a) SPONSORING AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR
FIRST 12 MONTHS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 412(a)(7)(C) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1522(a)(7)(c)) is amended by adding at the end
following: ““‘Such responsibility shall extend
over the 12-month period beginning with the
first month in which such refugee has en-
tered the United States and shall include re-
sponsibility for health insurance.”.

(2) INCREASE IN GRANT AMOUNTS TO REFLECT
ADDITIONAL  RESPONSIBILITIES.—The grant
amounts provided under section 412(a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act for refu-
gees who enter the United States on or after
October 1, 1996, shall be increased by such
amount as may be necessary to permit spon-
soring agencies to assume the additional re-
sponsibilities required under the amendment
made by paragraph (1), including providing
greater case management in order to facili-
tate refugees’ promptly securing employ-
ment and assimilating into the community.

(b) LIMITATION ON REFUGEE CASH AND MEDI-
CAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 412(e) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1522(¢e))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new paragraph:

““(9) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, during the first 12 months of such 36-
month period, during which the sponsoring
agency is responsible under subsection
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(a)(7)(C) for meeting basic needs (including
health insurance), only elderly and disabled
refugees are eligible for any Federal or State
program of cash or medical assistance.

(c) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to refugees
who enter the United States on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1996.

SEC. 3. EDUCATIONAL IMPACT AID.

(&) IN GENERAL.—Section 412(d) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1522(d)) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

“(3)(A) The Secretary of Education is au-
thorized to make grants, and enter into con-
tracts, for payments to local educational
agencies which are identified as being heav-
ily and disproportionately impacted by
groups of refugees that are historically de-
pendent on welfare or otherwise historically
more difficult to assimilate into the commu-
nity.

‘“(B) The amount of payment to a local
educational agency shall be based on the
number of refugees served by the agency and
the average per pupil costs in the State in
which the agency is located.

““(C) Funds provided under this paragraph
may be used to pay for educational services
for refugees, including purposes described in
section 7307 of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1965.

‘(D) The number of refugees shall be com-
puted under this paragraph without regard
to the period of time in which the refugees
have been in the United States.”’.

(b) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to fiscal
years beginning with fiscal year 1997.

NO. 35, TO BE OFFERED BY MR. BRYANT OF
TEXAS

Amend section 806 to read as follows:

SEC. 806. CHANGES RELATING TO
NONIMMIGRANTS.
(a) ATTESTATIONS.—

H-1B

) COMPENSATION LEVEL.—Section
212(n)(1)(A)(i) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)(A)(i)) is
amended—

(A) in subclause (I), by inserting ‘100 per-
cent of”’ before ‘“the actual wage level”’,

(B) in subclause (Il1), by inserting ‘100 per-
cent of”” before ‘“‘the prevailing wage level”’,
and

(C) by adding at the end the following: “‘is
offering and will offer during such period the
same benefits and additional compensation
provided to similarly-employed workers by
the employer, and”.

(2) DISPLACEMENT OF UNITED STATES WORK-
ERS.—Section 212(n)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)) is
amended by inserting after subparagraph (D)
the following new subparagraph:

“(E)(i) The employer—

“() has not, within the six-month period
prior to the filing of the application, laid off
or otherwise displaced any United States
worker (as defined in clause (ii)), including
any worker obtained by contract, employee
leasing, temporary help agreement, or other
similar basis, in the occupational classifica-
tion which is the subject of the application
and in which the nonimmigrant is intended
to be (or is) employed; and

“(11) within 90 days following the applica-
tion, and within 90 days before and after the
filing of a petition for any H-1B worker pur-
suant to that application, will not lay off or
otherwise displace any United States worker
in the occupational classification which is
the subject of the application and in which
the nonimmigrant is intended to be (or is)
employed.

““(ii) For purposes of this subparagraph, the
term ‘United States worker’ means—

“(l) a citizen or national of the United
States;

“(I1) an alien lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence; and
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“(111) an alien authorized to be so em-
ployed by this Act or by the Attorney Gen-
eral.

“(iii) For purposes of this subparagraph,
the term ‘laid off’, with respect to an em-
ployee, means the employee’s loss of employ-
ment, other than a discharge for cause or a
voluntary departure or voluntary retire-
ment.”.

(3) RECRUITMENT OF UNITED STATES WORK-
ERS.—Section 212(n)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)), as
amended by paragraph (2), is further amend-
ed by inserting after subparagraph (E) the
following new subparagraph:

“(F) The employer, prior to filing the ap-
plication, attempted unsuccessfully and in
good faith to recruit a United States worker
for the employment that will be done by the
alien whose services are being sought, using
recruitment procedures that meet industry-
wide standards and offering wages that are
at least—

“(i) 100 percent of the actual wage level
paid by the employer to other individuals
with similar experience and qualifications
for the specific employment in question, or

“(if) 100 percent of the prevailing wage
level for individuals in such employment in
the area of employment, whichever is great-
er, based on the best information available
as of the date of filing the application, and
offering the same benefits and additional
compensation provided to similarly-em-
ployed workers by the employer.”.

(4) DEPENDENCE ON H-1B WORKERS.—Section
212(n)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)), as amended by
paragraphs (2) and (3), is further amended by
inserting after subparagraph (F) the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“(G)(i) Whether the employer is dependent
on H-B workers, as defined in clause (ii) and
in such regulations as the Secretary of Labor
may develop and promulgate in accordance
with this paragraph.

“(it) For purposes of clause (i), an em-
ployer is ‘dependent on H-1B workers’ if the
employer—

“(1) has fewer than 41 full-time equivalent
employees who are employed in the United
States and employs four or more
nonimmigrants under section
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b); or

“(I) has at least 41 full-time equivalent
employees who are employed in the United
States, and employees nonimmigrants de-
scribed in section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) in a num-
ber that is equal to at least ten percent of
the number of such full-time equivalent em-
ployees.

“(iii) In applying this subparagraph, any
group treated as a single employer under
subsection (b), (c), (m), or (o) of section 414 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be
treated as a single employer under this sub-
paragraph. Aliens with respect to whom the
employer has filed such an application shall
be treated as employees, and counted as
nonimmigrants under section
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b), under this paragraph.’.

(5) JOB CONTRACTORS.—(A) Section 212(n)(1)
(8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)), as amended by para-
graphs (2) through (4), is further amended by
inserting after subparagraph (G) the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“(H) In the case of an employer that is a
job contractor (within the meaning of regu-
lations promulgated by the Secretary of
Labor to carry out this subsection), the con-
tractor will not place any H-1B employee
with another employer unless such other em-
ployer has executed an attestation that the
employer is complying and will continue to
comply with the requirements of this para-
graph in the same manner as they apply to
the job contractor.”.

(B) Section 212(n)(2) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:
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“(E) The provisions of this paragraph shall
apply to complaints respecting a failure of
another employer to comply with an attesta-
tion described in paragraph (1), that has been
made as the result of the requirement im-
posed on job contractors under paragraph
(1)(H), in the same manner that they apply
to complaints of a petitioner with respect to
a failure to comply with a condition de-
scribed in paragraph (1) by employers gen-
erally.”.

(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR EMPLOYERS DEPEND-
ENT ON H-1B WORKERS.—Section 212(n) (8
U.S.C. 1182(n)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

“(3)(A) No alien may be admitted or pro-
vided status as a nonimmigrant described in
section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) if the employer who
is seeking the services of such alien has at-
tested under paragraph (1)(G) that the em-
ployer is dependent on H-1B workers unless
the following conditions are met:

‘(i) The Secretary of Labor has determined
and certified to the Secretary of State and
the Attorney General that the employer who
is seeking the services of such alien is taking
steps described in subparagraph (C) (includ-
ing having taken the step described in sub-
paragraph (D)).

“(it) The alien has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Secretary of State and
the Attorney General that the alien has a
residence abroad which he has no intention
of abandoning.

“(B)(i) It is unlawful for a petitioning em-
ployer to require, as a condition of employ-
ment by such employer, or otherwise, that
the fee described in subparagraph (A)(i), or
any part of it, be paid directly or indirectly
by the alien whose services are being sought.

“(ii) Any person or entity which is deter-
mined, after notice and opportunity for an
administrative hearing, to have violated
clause (i) shall be subject to a civil penalty
of $5,000 for each violation, to an administra-
tive order requiring the payment of the fee
described in subparagraph (A)(i), and to dis-
qualification for 1 year from petitioning
under section 204 or 214(c).

“(iif) Any amount determined to have been
paid, directly or indirectly, to the fund by
the alien whose services were sought, shall
be repaid from the fund or by the employer,
as appropriate, to such alien.

“(C)(i) An employer who attests under
paragraph (1)(G) to dependence on H-1B
workers shall take timely, significant, and
effective steps (including the step described
in subparagraph (D)) to recruit and retain
sufficient United States workers in order to
remove as quickly as reasonably possible the
dependence of the employer on H-1B work-
ers.

““(it) For purposes of clause (i), steps under
clause (i) (in addition to the step described
in subparagraph (D)) may include the follow-
ing:

“(1) Operating a program of training exist-
ing employees who are United States work-
ers in the skills needed by the employer, or
financing (or otherwise providing for) such
employees’ participation in such a training
program elsewhere.

“(I1) Providing career development pro-
grams and other methods of facilitating
United States workers in related fields to ac-
quire the skills needed by the employer.

“(111) Paying to employees who are United

States workers compensation that is equal
in value to more than 105 percent of what is
paid to persons similarly employed in the ge-
ographic area.
The steps described in this clause shall not
be considered to be an exhaustive list of the
significant steps that may be taken to meet
the requirements of clause (i).

““(iii) The steps described in clause (i) shall
not be considered effective if the employer
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has failed to decrease by at least 10 percent
in each of two consecutive years the percent-
age of the employer’s total number of em-
ployees in the specific employment in which
the H-1B workers are employed which is rep-
resented by the number of H-1B workers.

‘“(iv) The Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed under section 204 or
214(c) with respect to an employer that has
not, in the prior two years, complied with
the requirements of this subparagraph (in-
cluding subparagraph (D)).

“(D)(i) The step described in this subpara-
graph is payment of an amount consistent
with clause (ii) by the petitioning employer
into a private fund which is certified by the
Secretary of Labor as dedicated to reducing
the dependence of employers in the industry
of which the petitioning employer is a part
on new foreign workers and which expends
amounts received under this subclause con-
sistent with clause (iii).

“(if) An amount is consistent with this
clause if it is a percent of the value of the
annual compensation (including wages, bene-
fits, and all other compensation) to be paid
to the alien whose services are being sought,
equal to 5 percent in the first year, 7.5 per-
cent in the second year, and 10 percent in the
third year.

“(iiif) Amounts are expended consistent
with this clause if they are expended as fol-
lows:

“(1) One-half of the aggregate amounts are
expended for awarding scholarships and fel-
lowships to students at colleges and univer-
sities in the United States who are citizens
or lawful permanent residents of the United
States majoring in, or engaging in graduate
study of, subjects of direct relevance to the
employers in the same industry as the peti-
tioning employer.

“(11) One-half of the aggregate amounts are
expended for enabling United States workers
in the United States to obtain training in oc-
cupations required by employers in the same
industry as the petitioning employer.”.

(c) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR MISREPRE-
SENTATION.—Section 212(n)(2)(C) (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)(C)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C) in the matter be-
fore clause (i), by striking ““(1)(C) or (1)(D)”
and inserting ““(1)(C), (1)(D), (1)(E), or (1)(F)
or to fulfill obligations imposed under sub-

section (b) for employers defined in sub-
section (a)(4)”’;
(2) in subparagraph (C)(i), by striking

““$1,000”” and inserting ‘‘$5,000"";

(3) by amending subparagraph (C)(ii) to
read as follows:

“(if) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer (or any employer who is a successor
in interest) under section 204 or 214(c) for
aliens to be employed by the employer—

“(1) during a period of at least 1 year in the
case of the first determination of a violation
or any subsequent determination of a viola-
tion occurring within 1 year of that first vio-
lation or any subsequent determination of a
nonwillful violation occurring more than 1
year after the first violation;

“(I1) during a period of at least 5 years in
the case of a determination of a willful viola-
tion occurring more than 1 year after the
first violation; and

“(111) at any time in the case of a deter-
mination of a willful violation occurring
more than 5 years after a violation described
in subclause (11).””; and

(3) in subparagraph (D), by adding at the
end the following: “If a penalty under sub-
paragraph (C) has been imposed in the case
of a willful violation, the Secretary shall im-
pose an additional civil monetary penalty on
the employer in an amount equalling twice
the amount of backpay.”.

(d) LIMITATION ON PERIOD OF AUTHORIZED
ADMISSION.—Section  214(g)(4) (8 U.S.C.
1184(g)(4)) is amended—
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or section
‘‘section

1) by inserting
101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b)™
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b)’’; and

(2) by striking “‘6 years’ and inserting in
lieu thereof *‘3 years™.

(e) REQUIREMENT FOR RESIDENCE ABROAD.—
Section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) ® uU.S.C.
1101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b)) is amended by inserting
“who has a residence in a foreign country
which he has no intention of abandoning,”
after “212(j)(2),”.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the
amendments made by this section shall take
effect 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(2) The amendments made by subsection
(d) shall apply with respect to offenses occur-
ring on or after the date of enactment of this
Act.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker,
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, again | rise in strong
support of this very fair and balanced
rule. The issue of illegal immigration
and legal immigration are among the
most pressing that we will face in the
104th Congress. The Federal Govern-
ment, through the legislative branch,
is finally stepping up to the plate and
acknowledging its responsibility to
deal with the issue of illegal immigra-
tion, and we are calling for the very
important reforms to legal immigra-
tion that the American people believe
are essential.

| said the legislative branch because,
unfortunately, this administration has
failed time and time again to deal with
the issue of illegal immigration. As we
looked at questions like proposition 187
in California, it was designed to end
the magnet of government services
drawing people illegally across the bor-
der. President Clinton fought hard
against proposition 187. Fortunately
the voters of California overwhelm-
ingly passed proposition 187.

When we look at the issue of the Fed-
eral Government reimbursing the
States for the incarceration of illegal
immigrant felons, what happened?
President Clinton vetoed that legisla-
tion. When we look at a wide range of
proposals, we have had to tackle this
issue time and time again. Our friend
down at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue has
stood in the way of our attempts to
deal responsibly with this.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, would
my friend yield on that subject?

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | am try-
ing to give my closing remarks.

Mr. BEILENSON. They are the same
as your opening remarks, | would say
to my friend. | want to say this only in
fairness. As the gentleman well knows,
this is a bipartisan issue that many of
us on both sides have been working
hard together on. And | really think it
is fair to point out that the gentle-
man’s comment about the President,
his position, is unfair and uncalled for.
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This is the first administration in
history that has tried to help us do
something about illegal immigration.
Neither he, nor we, have been entirely
successful.

after

| yield
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Mr. DREIER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, | am simply stating the
facts on what this administration has
done. The President vetoed the bill
that called for funding for reimburse-
ment to the States for the incarcer-
ation of illegals. The President opposed
proposition 187.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, | say
to the gentleman, and that money is
flowing to California.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). The gentleman from California
[Mr. DREIER] declines to yield to the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON].

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the very kind remarks from my
friend from Los Angeles.

Mr. Speaker, | am stating the facts
as to what this administration has
done. The President stood here in his
State of the Union message and said he
is what my friend, the gentleman from
California [Mr. BEILENSON] just said,
the first President to stand up and deal
with this issue. The fact of the matter
is when he has had opportunities to
deal with it he has not.

Yes, the legislative branch in a bipar-
tisan way is recognizing the impor-
tance of this, and this rule allows us to
bring forward bipartisan amendments
and amendments the Democrats offer.
We will have 32 amendments that will
be considered.

Now it is my hope that we will be
able to pass this quickly over the next
couple of days, get an agreement with
the Senate on this and get it to the
President, so he can sign this legisla-
tion and so that he will be able to be
exactly what my friend, the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON],
claims that he is. Unfortunately he has
not been that up to this point, but we
are going to give him a chance to do it.

Pass this rule, pass this very impor-
tant legislation, so that we can turn
the corner on these very important
problems that we face.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the rule
on H.R. 2202, the Immigration in the National
Interest Act.

Before the House begins debate on the im-
migration reform measure before us today, |
wanted to set the stage for this debate and to
put H.R. 2202 into a proper perspective.

For many years the American people have
expressed frustration that its leaders in Con-
gress have failed to enact tough policies which
would eliminate the high levels of illegal entry
into our country.

After the highly controversial amnesty of
1986 and today’s feeling of deja vu all over
again, the American people are demanding
action.

Sensing this national frustration and rec-
ognizing that one of the most critical chal-
lenges facing the 104th Congress was the
passage of comprehensive and effective immi-
gration reform legislation, Speaker GINGRICH
last year appointed me chairman of a Con-
gressional Task Force on Immigration Reform.

This 54-member, bipartisan task force was
asked by the Speaker to review existing laws
and practices to determine the extent of need-
ed reform and to provide a report with rec-
ommendations to him by June 1995.
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To expedite our work, the task force was or-
ganized into 6 working groups focusing on the
most crucial areas of immigration policy—bor-
der enforcement, workplace enforcement, pub-
lic benefits, political asylum, deportation, and
visa overstays. | want to again thank the
chairs of those groups, Representatives
Rovcg, DEAL, Goss, McCoLLumM, CoNDIT, and
GOODLATTE for all their hard work.

In order to obtain a first-hand understanding
of the problem, the task force reviewed the
record of the Immigration Reform and Control
Act of 1986, received testimony and reports
from a wide range of individuals and organiza-
tions and conducted 3 fact-finding missions to
San Diego, New York, and Miami. With an es-
timated 4 million persons illegally crossing the
border each year the issues of border enforce-
ment and enhancement, political asylum, and
refugees were explored at these major ports
of entry. The insights we gained during these
trips were critical to our efforts to find effective
solutions to the problem of illegal immigration.
| would like to thank all of the members who
accompanied me on those visits.

Once the investigating and fact finding con-
cluded the task force set out to produce a
comprehensive and results oriented report.

On June 29, the task force presented to the
Speaker its findings and recommendations.

Our Task Force concluded that the 1986
IRCA law had failed to deter illegal immigra-
tion; that the Federal Government did not pro-
vide the necessary resources to combat the
problem; and that the incentives which bring
people here illegally—employment, social wel-
fare benefits, and free education—had to be
seriously addressed or our success at ending
this problem would be minimal.

Our Task Force made 100 separate rec-
ommendations ranging from ways to enhance
and enforce existing policies such as addi-
tional border patrol agents and new barriers,
to proposing enactment of new, but forceful
laws regarding criminal incarceration and ver-
ification.

Mr. Chairman, we all know task forces come
and task forces go and little is ever accom-
plished. We knew that our work to produce the
report was just the beginning and that we had
to translate our efforts into meaningful legisla-
tion.

Working closely with Immigration Sub-
committee Chairman LAMAR SMITH, who de-
serves so much praise for his efforts, the task
force was successful in including over 25 of
our recommendations in H.R. 2202 when it
was first introduced.

By the time H.R. 2202 emerged from the
subcommittee and full Judiciary Committee
markups, over 80 percent of our recommenda-
tions were incorporated into what | consider a
forceful bill.

In conclusion my colleagues, America is
often described as a land of immigrants. But
it is also true that certain areas of this Nation
have become a land of illegal immigrants. De-
spite the amnesty of 1986, it is estimated that
between 4 and 6 million persons are in this
country illegally with that number growing by
300,000 each year.

America is also referred to as the “land of
opportunity.” Again, that is true. But America
is not the land of unlimited resources. The im-
pact of illegal immigration is profound: It se-
verely affects our Federal budget as well as
those of our State and local governments. It
contributes to high crime rates and is often
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linked to criminal activities such as narcotics
trafficking. It displaces American workers. And
most of all, it is in itself against the law.

My colleagues, the legislation before you
today is the product of a very intense and
comprehensive review of our current immigra-
tion crisis. And believe me, we are in a crisis.

The provisions of H.R. 2202 provide the leg-
islative reforms and enforcement procedures
necessary to accomplish our two principle ob-
jectives—discouraging and preventing illegal
entry, and identifying, apprehending, and re-
moving illegals already here.

| am proud of the work of the task force
which | chaired which has become such an in-
tegral part of H.R. 2202. | urge all Members to
support this bill—it is legislation which is abso-
lutely needed.

Mr. Chairman, | include for the RECORD an
Executive Summary of the Congressional
Task Force on Immigration Reform.

MEMBERS OF THE CONGRESSIONAL TASK FORCE
ON IMMIGRATION REFORM

Chairman: Elton Gallegly (R-CA).
Matt Salmon (R-AZ).
Bob Stump (R-AZ).
Duke Cunningham (R-CA).
Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA).
Bill Baker (R-CA).
Brian Bilbray (R-CA).
John Doolittle (R-CA).
Jane Harman (D-CA).
Stephen Horn (R-CA).
Jay Kim (R-CA).
Carlos Moorhead (R-CA).
George Radanovich (R-CA).
Andrea Seastrand (R-CA).
Porter Goss (R-FL).
Charles Canady (R-FL).
Cliff Stearns (R-FL).
Nathan Deal (R-GA).
Michael Flanagan (R-IL).
Dan Burton (R-IN).
Billy Tauzin (D-LA).
Barbara Vucanovich (R-NV).
Bill Martini (R-NJ).
Jim Saxton (R-NJ).
Charles Taylor (R-NC).
John Duncan (R-TN).
Bill Archer (R-TX).
Bob Goodlatte (R-VA).
John Shadegg (R-AZ).
Tony Beilenson (D-CA).
Gary Condit (D-CA).
Ed Royce (R-CA).
Howard Berman (D-CA).
Ken Calvert (R-CA).
David Dreier (R-CA).
Wally Herger (R-CA).
Duncan Hunter (R-CA).
Buck McKeon (R-CA).
Ron Packard (R-CA).
Frank Riggs (R-CA).
Christopher Shays (R-CT).
Karen Thurman (D-FL).
Bill McCollum (R-FL).
Mark Foley (R-FL).
Dennis Hastert (R-IL).
Thomas Ewing (R-IL).
Jan Meyers (R-KS).
Bill Emerson (R-MO).
Joe Skeen (R-NM).
Marge Roukema (R-NJ).
Susan Molinari (R-NY).
Frank Cremeans (R-OH).
Ed Bryant (R-TN).
Pete Geren (D-TX).

TASK FORCE MISSION AND ORGANIZATION

The Congressional Task Force on Immigra-
tion Reform was created by Speaker Newt
Gingrich at the beginning of the 104th ses-
sion of Congress. It has become apparent to
many Americans that the federal govern-
ment has failed in its efforts to enforce ex-
isting laws, to enact new laws or adopt effec-
tive policies to prevent illegal immigration.
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Speaker Gingrich created the Task Force
to find solutions to the on-going crisis of il-
legal immigration. Specifically, the Speaker
charged the Task Force with stopping all il-
legal immigration at the border and finding
the means to remove illegal aliens who are
already in the United States.

Congressman Elton Gallegly (R-CA) was
named Chairman of the Task Force, which is
comprised of fifty four Members of Congress,
both Republicans and Democrats. The Task
Force was asked to provide a report to the
Speaker and relevant congressional commit-
tees by June 30, 1995. Chairman Gallegly was
asked by the Speaker to develop rec-
ommendations to end illegal entry and to en-
courage those residing in our country ille-
gally to return to their homeland.

In preparing this report, the Task Force on
Immigration Reform reviewed existing laws;
committee reports; testimony before Com-
mittees of Congress; and various existing re-
ports prepared by a wide-range of organiza-
tions and individuals. To enhance the exper-
tise of the panel and obtain a first-hand view
of the problem, the Task Force conducted
fact-finding missions to San Diego, Califor-
nia; New York, New York; and Miami, Flor-
ida.

The Task Force was organized into six
working groups to focus on the most crucial
areas of immigration policy that need to be
reformed: Border Enforcement, Chaired by
Congressman Royce (R-CA); Workplace En-
forcement, Chaired by Congressman Deal (R-
GA); Public Benefits, Chaired by Congress-
man Goss (R-FL); Political Asylum, Chaired
by Congressman McCollum (R-FL); Deporta-
tion, Chaired by Congressman Condit (D-
CA); and Visa Overstays, Chaired by Con-
gressman Goodlatte (R-VA). These working
groups made specific recommendations to
the entire Task Force.

This report represents the findings and rec-
ommendations agreed to by the members of
the Immigration Reform Task Force, as re-
quested by the Speaker. Members who were
not in agreement with recommendation of
the Task Force were invited to present dis-
senting views. They are included in Appendix
Il of this report. The recommendations con-
tained within this report are to serve as the
basis for administrative and legislative re-
form of immigration policy during the 104th
Congress.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background

America is often described as a ‘““land of
immigrants”. That is true, but it is also true
that certain areas of the United States have
become a land of illegal immigrants. The Im-
migration and Naturalization Service esti-
mates there are over four million illegal
aliens in the United States and the number
is growing by 300,000 to 400,000 per year.
These figures indicate a failure of the federal
government to honor its constitutional obli-
gation to secure the nation’s borders. Only
the federal government can pass, implement,
and enforce immigration laws.

America is also often described as a “‘land
of opportunity.” While that is also true, our
nation is not a nation of unlimited re-
sources. The impact of illegal immigration is
profound: it severely affects certain local,
state and federal budgets; it increases the
crime rate and threat to public safety; it dis-
places American workers; and it is linked to
narcotics trafficking. But most of all, illegal
immigration is in itself against the law.

This report discusses the various impacts
of illegal immigration at federal, state and
local levels. The Task Force finds that the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986
(IRCA), the last major attempt by Congress
to deal with illegal immigration, has failed.
Provisions to deter illegal entry and to iden-
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tify, apprehend and deport individuals resid-
ing in the nation illegally have failed in
large measure due to the lack of resources
provided to INS to do its job and to do it
well.

Recommendations

The recommendations of the Task Force
provide the legislative reforms and enforce-
ment procedures necessary to accomplish
the two principal objectives identified by the
Speaker—to prevent illegal entry and to
identify, apprehend and remove illegal aliens
already in this country. The Congressional
Task Force on Immigration Reform is con-
fident that if the recommendations set forth
in this Report are implemented, the federal
government can accomplish both of these
goals and put an end to illegal immigration.

Preventing and Deterring lllegal Entry

Restoring credibility to our immigration
policy must start with preventing illegal
entry into the United States: Tightening se-
curity at the border and imposing severe
consequences on those who attempt to ille-
gally enter the country. Lax law enforce-
ment efforts have had grave public safety,
economic and social consequences on the
U.S. side of the border while causing death
and misery to illegal aliens attempting to
cross into the United States.

The key recommendations by the Task
Force to improve security at and between
ports of entry include:

Merge Customs enforcement with INS en-
forcement at ports of entry to overcome
management deficiencies and streamline op-
erations.

Double the number of border patrol agents
stationed at the border to 10,000 in three
years.

Form a mobile border patrol response team
so that INS is prepared and can respond to
emergency situations.

Construct triple barrier fences and lighting
at appropriate urban areas on the border to
assistance law enforcement.

Expand pre-inspection in foreign airports
to more easily deny entry to persons with
fraudulent documents or criminal back-
grounds.

In order to effectively deter illegal immi-
gration, laws must be strengthened and en-
forced so there are consequences for individ-
uals who attempt to enter the country ille-
gally. The Task Force offers the following
main recommendations in this area:

Impose a mandatory fine of no less than
$50 and no more than $250 for aliens who at-
tempt to enter the country illegally.

For illegal aliens caught re-entering the
country twice within one year, the INS
would have the ability to seize assets.

Mandatory prosecution and full sentencing
of all illegal aliens caught re-entering the
United States over 2 times.

Increase penalties for immigrant smug-
gling so that first offenses carry fines and a
minimum of three years imprisonment, as-
sessed on a per immigrant (rather than
transaction) basis; a doubling of penalties for
employers who knowingly use immigrant
smugglers; and adding immigrant smuggling
to the list of crimes punishable under cur-
rent anti-racketeering laws (RICO).

The most powerful “pull” factors are ac-
cess to jobs and public benefits. Taking away
access to jobs and public benefits will deter
future illegal entry while acting as an incen-
tive for illegal aliens already in the country
to return to their country of citizenship.
Task Force recommendations in this area in-
clude:

Implement an aggressive campaign against
fraudulent documents by creating an inter-
state database of birth and death records and
standardizing birth certificates.

Increase criminal penalties for possession
and production of fraudulent documents
from five years to fifteen years.
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Implement two pilot programs for worker
verification: One pilot would provide for a
computerized registry using INS and Social
Security data and the other would provide
for a tamper-proof social security card.

Increase penalties on businesses who hire
illegal aliens.

Deny all federal public benefits to illegal
aliens except emergency medical services.

Provide states with the ability to provide
or deny public education for primary, sec-
ondary, and post-secondary education to ille-
gal aliens.

Require illegal aliens who have received or
are receiving public benefits or services ille-
gally to pay back the full costs of these ben-
efits and services, with penalties.

Allow states to notify INS of the presence
of illegal aliens so that INS can apprehend
and deport such individuals.

End birthright citizenship to children of il-
legal immigrants.

Removal of illegal aliens residing in the United
States

The United States must have the will and
capability to remove illegal immigrants. An
important part of the Task Force’s strategy
involves the deportation and exclusion of il-
legal aliens, as well as reform of the political
asylum process. INS must be equipped, both
in terms of resources and legislative reforms,
to detain and physically remove aliens who
have forfeited the right to be in this country.

The key recommendations by the Task
Force to exclude or deport aliens who are
violating our laws are:

Increase INS detention space to at least
9,000 beds.

Use closed military bases for the detention
of inadmissable or deportable aliens.

Provide for expedited exclusion at ports of
entry to prevent the entry of illegal aliens.

Streamline deportation process to reduce
time to process cases.

Keep deportation orders in force for de-
ported aliens who re-enter the United States
illegally to more efficiently use INS’ limited
resources.

Extend minimum deportation period from
five to ten years for illegal aliens.

Designate aliens who enter without INS in-
spection as excludable, placing them in the
same position as aliens who attempt to enter
illegally at a port of entry.

Require detention of all criminal aliens.

Provide for Federal reimbursement to
state and local governments for the costs of
incarcerating criminal aliens.

Mandate INS to take custody of criminal
aliens on probation and parole before they
are released onto our streets.

Modify prisoner transfer treaty programs
to save taxpayers’ dollars.

Deport criminal aliens to the interior of
their native country to prevent immediate
re-entry.

Significantly increase resources to pros-
ecute deported felons who illegally re-enter
our country.

Develop computerized system to identify
visa overstays to increase deportations of
long-term violators.

Deny long-term visa overstays from receiv-
ing future visas.

Tighten visa issuance procedures in prob-
lem countries.

Eliminate consulate shopping for persons
seeking visas to improve screening of visa
applicants.

Restrict visa waiver program to countries
with low visa overstay rates.

This strategy also includes long overdue
political asylum reforms. Simply put, the
abuse in this system has to be stopped. Per-
sons with valid claims who are fleeing perse-
cution abroad need to be processed and ap-
proved quickly. On the other hand, those
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with fraudulent applications need to be adju-
dicated and returned overseas without tying
up our courts for years. Key recommenda-
tions are:

Provide procedures for expedited exclusion
of persons claiming asylum.

Streamline present exclusion procedures
and decrease length of asylum process.

Deny political asylum to alien terrorists.

Establish proactive interdiction programs
to respond more effectively to immigration
emergencies.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to this closed rule.

| had filed two important amendments with
the Rules Committee be made in order. Al-
though these amendments have drawn biparti-
san support in this House, and far reaching
support from religious organizations, such as
the U.S. Catholic Conference and major Jew-
ish and Protestant organizations, the Rules
Committee did not see fit to allow debate on
either of them.

This decision is especially troubling be-
cause, unless these major flaws in this bill are
corrected, this country will inevitably deport
those fleeing persecution back into the hands
of their oppressors.

The first amendment | proposed would have
ensured that individuals subject to deportation
as accused terrorists would have a reasonable
opportunity to answer those charges, with ap-
propriate due process. Under the bill as re-
ported, an alien, including a permanent resi-
dent who may have resided in the United
States for decades, accused of being a terror-
ist may be removed based on classified evi-
dence that the accused may not review. In
fact, the accused need not be provided with
so much as a declassified summary of the in-
formation.

Moreover, the bill provides for a special
panel of attorneys who would be appointed by
the court and precleared to review the classi-
fied information, but who could not discuss
that vital evidence with their clients. All such
evidence would be reviewed by the court in
camera and ex parte. While deporting alien
terrorists must remain a high priority, experi-
ence demonstrates that there is no need to
give the Attorney General the unchecked
power to declare individuals as terrorists and
deport them.

My amendment follows the approach taken
by the Congress in enacting the Classified In-
formation Procedures Act [CIPA], a statute
that has worked well in criminal cases which
have a higher burden of proof. In fact, the Ju-
diciary Committee received no evidence that
CIPA had not worked well in practice. Under
CIPA, if the Government believes some of the
evidence is too sensitive to reveal, it may
present the accused with a summary of the
evidence that would provide the accused with
the same ability to prepare a defense. If no
such summary is possible, that information
may not be used in the case.

Without this amendment, H.R. 2202 will es-
tablish the modern equivalent of the “Star
Chamber” court, in which the accused could
be deported without the opportunity to know
the charges or evidence and with no realistic
opportunity to answer those charges.

My second amendment would have modi-
fied the procedure for expedited exclusion of
individuals arriving at the border without ap-
propriate documents. The bill presumptively
considers such individuals to be presumptively
engaged in immigration fraud and allows their
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exclusion merely on the unreviewed judgment
of an immigration officer and his or her super-
visor. That false presumption actually gets the
case backward. It is precisely those who are
fleeing persecution who are least likely to re-
ceive proper travel papers, whether they are
fleeing coercive population policies in China or
religious persecution in Iran. Their fate should
not be left to the unreviewed judgment of an
immigration officer and his or her supervisor.

My amendment would have ensured that
fraud is controlled without this Nation sending
individuals who are truly fleeing persecution
into the hands of their persecutors.

| believe that, while all Americans want us
to do everything we can to ensure that our im-
migration laws are respected and enforced,
they do not want us to violate individual rights
in ways that would send innocent people back
into the hands of repressive governments.

Many of our families arrived on these
shores seeking a better life of freedom and
justice. We violate that basic American birth-
right if we pass these draconian and unneces-
sary provisions. At the very least, this House
deserves the opportunity to examine whether
there is a better, more just way to achieve the
important end of ensuring the strict enforce-
ment of our immigration laws.

| urge the rejection of this closed rule.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | am
the ranking minority member on the Judiciary
Committee’s Subcommittee on Immigration. |
am an original cosponsor of H.R. 2202, the
Immigration in the National Interest Act. | have
supported the bill and worked to improve it
throughout the legislative process to date.

| did not expect to have every amendment
I might have wanted to offer on the House
floor to be made in order, so | only filed three.
| told the members of the Rules Committee
that | considered two to be crucial. Only one
was made in order under this rule.
Inexplicably, my amendment to protect Amer-
ican jobs for American workers was not.

While the H-1B language in H.R. 2202
makes some improvement, it does not go far
enough. Under the bill skilled American work-
ers still can be laid off and replaced with H—
1B nonimmigrant foreign workers to do their
jobs. It was contrary to good public policy
when it was enacted—and | voted against it—
and it is contrary to good public policy now.

My amendment will protect skilled U.S.
workers from being laid off to benefit foreign
workers. It will require employers to recruit
U.S. workers who have the skills for these
jobs. it will require employers to help train U.S.
workers who want these jobs. And, it will give
U.S. workers a better shot at getting those
jobs. H.R. 2202 does none of this.

And, don't be fooled by assertions that my
amendment will somehow cause America to
lose its competitive edge, that we won't be
able to get the best and the brightest brains
from around the world. The Department of
Labor reports that 50 percent of all H-1B
workers brought in are physical and res-
piratory therapists and that most of the jobs
taken by H-1B foreign workers pay less than
$50,000.

Not one single American job should be jeop-
ardized by U.S. immigration policy. | urge
Members to vote “no” on the previous ques-
tion so that my amendment to protect Amer-
ican workers can be considered by the full
House of Representatives.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and |
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move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject 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.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
adoption of the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice and there were—yeas 233, nays 152,
not voting 46, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 68]

YEAS—233
Allard Dreier Largent
Archer Duncan LaTourette
Armey Dunn Laughlin
Bachus Ehlers Lazio
Baker (CA) Ehrlich Leach
Baker (LA) Emerson Lewis (CA)
Ballenger English Lewis (KY)
Barr Ensign Lincoln
Barrett (NE) Everett Linder
Bartlett Ewing Livingston
Barton Fields (TX) LoBiondo
Bass Foley Lofgren
Bateman Forbes Longley
Bereuter Fowler Lucas
Bevill Fox Manzullo
Bilbray Franks (CT) McCollum
Bilirakis Franks (NJ) McCrery
Bliley Frelinghuysen McDade
Blute Frisa McHugh
Boehlert Funderburk Mclnnis
Boehner Gallegly Mclntosh
Bonilla Ganske McKeon
Bono Gekas Metcalf
Boucher Geren Meyers
Brewster Gilchrest Mica
Browder Gillmor Miller (FL)
Brownback Gilman Molinari
Bunn Goodlatte Montgomery
Bunning Goodling Moorhead
Burr Goss Morella
Burton Graham Myers
Buyer Greenwood Myrick
Callahan Gunderson Nethercutt
Calvert Hall (TX) Neumann
Camp Hancock Ney
Campbell Hansen Norwood
Canady Hastert Nussle
Castle Hastings (WA) Oxley
Chabot Hayworth Packard
Chambliss Hefley Parker
Chenoweth Heineman Paxon
Christensen Herger Petri
Clinger Hilleary Pombo
Coble Hobson Portman
Coburn Hoekstra Quillen
Collins (GA) Horn Quinn
Combest Houghton Ramstad
Condit Hunter Regula
Cooley Hutchinson Richardson
Cox Hyde Riggs
Cramer Istook Roberts
Crane Johnson (CT) Rogers
Crapo Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher
Cremeans Jones Ros-Lehtinen
Cubin Kasich Roth
Cunningham Kelly Roukema
Davis Kim Royce
Deal King Salmon
DelLay Kingston Sanford
Diaz-Balart Klug Saxton
Dickey Knollenberg Scarborough
Doolittle Kolbe Schaefer
Dornan LaHood Schiff
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Seastrand Spence Walsh
Sensenbrenner Stearns Wamp
Shadegg Stockman Watts (OK)
Shaw Stump Weldon (FL)
Shays Tate Weldon (PA)
Shuster Tauzin Weller
Skeen Taylor (NC) White
Skelton Thomas Whitfield
Slaughter Thornberry Wicker
Smith (MI) Tiahrt Wolf
Smith (NJ) Torkildsen Young (AK)
Smith (TX) Traficant Young (FL)
Smith (WA) Upton Zeliff
Solomon Vucanovich Zimmer
Souder Waldholtz
NAYS—152
Abercrombie Gonzalez Oberstar
Ackerman Gordon Obey
Andrews Green Ortiz
Baesler Gutknecht Orton
Baldacci Hall (OH) Owens
Barcia Hamilton Pallone
Barrett (WI) Harman Pastor
Becerra Hastings (FL) Payne (NJ)
Beilenson Hefner Payne (VA)
Bentsen Hilliard Pelosi
Berman Hinchey Peterson (MN)
Bonior Holden Pickett
Borski Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Brown (CA) Jackson-Lee Poshard
Brown (FL) (TX) Rahall
Brown (OH) Jacobs Reed
Bryant (TX) Jefferson Rivers
Cardin Johnson (SD) Roemer
Chapman Johnson, E. B. Rose
Clayton Kanjorski Roybal-Allard
Clement Kaptur Sabo
Coleman Kennedy (RI) Sanders
Collins (MI) Kennelly Sawyer
Conyers Kildee Schroeder
Coyne Kleczka Schumer
Danner Klink Scott
de la Garza LaFalce Serrano
DeFazio Lantos Sisisky
DeLauro Levin Skaggs
Deutsch Lewis (GA) Spratt
Dicks Lowey Stark
Dingell Luther Stenholm
Dixon Manton Studds
Doggett Markey Stupak
Dooley Martinez Tanner
Doyle Mascara Taylor (MS)
Edwards Matsui Tejeda
Engel McCarthy Thurman
Evans McDermott Towns
Fattah McHale Velazquez
Fazio McKinney Vento
Fields (LA) McNulty Visclosky
Flake Meek Volkmer
Foglietta Menendez Ward
Ford Miller (CA) Watt (NC)
Frank (MA) Minge Williams
Frost Mink Wilson
Furse Mollohan Wise
Gejdenson Moran Woolsey
Gephardt Murtha Wynn
Gibbons Neal Yates
NOT VOTING—46
Bishop Hoke Porter
Bryant (TN) Hostettler Pryce
Chrysler Hoyer Radanovich
Clay Inglis Rangel
Clyburn Johnston Rush
Collins (IL) Kennedy (MA) Stokes
Costello Latham Talent
Dellums Lightfoot Thompson
Durbin Lipinski Thornton
Eshoo Maloney Torres
Farr Martini Torricelli
Fawell Meehan Walker
Filner Moakley Waters
Flanagan Nadler Waxman
Gutierrez Olver
Hayes Peterson (FL)
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The Clerk announced the following

pair: On this vote:

Mr. Radanovich for,
against.

with Mr.

Filner

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia changed his
vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘““nay.”

Mrs. SEASTRAND changed her vote
from “‘nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
68, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, | missed roll-
call vote No. 68. | was unavoidably detained
due to a late flight on my return from lowa.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea”
on rolicall vote No. 68.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, during roll-
call vote No. 68 on the previous ques-
tion to House Resolution 384, | was un-
avoidably detained because of a flight
being late. Had | been present, | would
have voted ‘“‘nay.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
during Rollcall Vote No. 68 on the pre-
vious question to House Resolution 384,
I was on the same flight and detained.
Had | been present, | would have voted
“nay.”

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

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker,
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | under-
stand there are two pending votes.
Could. the Chair inform us as to the
order in which those votes will be
taken?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is correct, there are two remaining re-
corded votes one that has been ordered,
the other has been requested on legisla-
tion under suspension of the rules.

The Chair is prepared to state the
order of voting.

par-

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the Chair will
now put the question on each motion
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today in the order in which that mo-
tion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 2937, by the yeas and nays;
and House Concurrent Resolution 148,
de novo.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

REIMBURSEMENT OF FORMER
WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE
EMPLOYEES

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 2937, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 2937, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 350, nays 43,
not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 69]

YEAS—350
Abercrombie Dicks Jackson (IL)
Allard Dingell Jackson-Lee
Andrews Dixon (TX)
Archer Doggett Jefferson
Armey Dooley Johnson (CT)
Bachus Doolittle Johnson (SD)
Baker (CA) Dornan Johnson, E. B.
Baker (LA) Doyle Johnson, Sam
Baldacci Dreier Jones
Ballenger Duncan Kaptur
Barcia Dunn Kasich
Barrett (NE) Edwards Kelly
Barrett (WI) Ehlers Kennedy (RI)
Bartlett Ehrlich Kennelly
Barton Emerson Kildee
Bass Engel Kim
Bateman English King
Becerra Eshoo Kingston
Beilenson Evans Kleczka
Bentsen Everett Klink
Bereuter Ewing Knollenberg
Berman Farr Kolbe
Bevill Fattah LaFalce
Bilbray Fazio LaHood
Bilirakis Fields (LA) Lantos
Bliley Fields (TX) Largent
Blute Flake LaTourette
Boehlert Foglietta Laughlin
Boehner Foley Lazio
Bonilla Forbes Leach
Bonior Ford Levin
Bono Fowler Lewis (CA)
Borski Fox Lewis (GA)
Boucher Frank (MA) Lewis (KY)
Brewster Franks (CT) Lightfoot
Browder Franks (NJ) Linder
Brown (CA) Frelinghuysen Livingston
Brown (FL) Frisa LoBiondo
Brown (OH) Frost Longley
Bryant (TX) Funderburk Lowey
Bunn Furse Lucas
Bunning Gallegly Luther
Burr Ganske Manton
Burton Gejdenson Manzullo
Buyer Gekas Markey
Callahan Gephardt Martinez
Calvert Geren Martini
Camp Gibbons Mascara
Canady Gilchrest Matsui
Cardin Gillmor McCarthy
Castle Gilman McCollum
Chabot Gonzalez McCrery
Chambliss Goodlatte McDade
Chapman Goodling McDermott
Chenoweth Goss McHale
Clayton Graham McHugh
Clement Greenwood Mclnnis
Clinger Gunderson Mclntosh
Coble Hall (OH) McKeon
Coleman Hamilton Menendez
Collins (GA) Hancock Meyers
Collins (MI) Hansen Mica
Combest Harman Miller (CA)
Condit Hastert Miller (FL)
Costello Hastings (WA) Minge
Cox Hayworth Mink
Coyne Hefley Molinari
Cramer Hefner Montgomery
Crane Heineman Moorhead
Crapo Herger Moran
Cremeans Hilleary Morella
Cubin Hilliard Myers
Cunningham Hinchey Myrick
Danner Hobson Neal
Davis Hoekstra Nethercutt
de la Garza Holden Ney
Deal Horn Norwood
DeFazio Houghton Nussle
DelLauro Hoyer Oberstar
DelLay Hunter Obey
Deutsch Hutchinson Olver
Diaz-Balart Hyde Ortiz
Dickey Istook Oxley
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SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
UNITED STATES SUPPORT OF
TAIWAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 148), as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 148), as amended.

The question was taken.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a mini-
mum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice may be taken on the additional
motion to suspend the rules on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
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Packard Sanders Tauzin
Pallone Sawyer Taylor (MS)
Parker Saxton Taylor (NC)
Pastor Schaefer Tejeda
Paxon Schiff Thomas
Payne (NJ) Schumer Thornberry
Payne (VA) Scott Thurman
Pelosi Seastrand Torkildsen
Peterson (MN) Serrano Torres
Petri Shaw Towns
Pickett Shays Traficant
Pombo Shuster Upton
Pomeroy Sisisky Velazquez
Portman Skaggs Vento
Poshard Skeen Visclosky
Quillen Skelton Vucanovich
Quinn Slaughter Waldholtz
Rahall Smith (MI) Walsh
Reed Smith (NJ) Ward
Regula Smith (TX) Watt (NC)
Richardson Smith (WA) Watts (OK)
Riggs Solomon Weldon (FL)
Rivers Souder Weldon (PA)
Roberts Spence Weller
Roemer Spratt Wicker
Rogers Stark Wilson
Rohrabacher Stearns Wise
Ros-Lehtinen Stockman Wolf
Rose Studds Woolsey
Roth Stump Wynn
Roukema Stupak Young (AK)
Roybal-Allard Talent Young (FL)
Sabo Tanner Zeliff
Salmon Tate Zimmer
NAYS—43
Baesler Kanjorski Scarborough
Barr Klug Schroeder
Brownback Lincoln Sensenbrenner
Campbell Lofgren Shadegg
Christensen McKinney Stenholm
Coburn McNulty Tiahrt
Conyers Meek Volkmer
Cooley Metcalf Wamp
Ensign Mollohan Waxman
Gordon Neumann White
Green Orton Whitfield
Gutknecht Owens Williams
Hall (TX) Ramstad Yates
Hastings (FL) Royce
Jacobs Sanford
NOT VOTING—38
Ackerman Hayes Peterson (FL)
Bishop Hoke Porter
Bryant (TN) Hostettler Pryce
Chrysler Inglis Radanovich
Clay Johnston Rangel
Clyburn Kennedy (MA) Rush
Collins (IL) Latham Stokes
Dellums Lipinski Thompson
Durbin Maloney Thornton
Fawell Meehan Torricelli
Filner Moakley Walker
Flanagan Murtha Waters
Gutierrez Nadler
O 1756
Messrs. ENSIGN, COOLEY, STEN-
HOLM, and BROWNBACK changed

their vote from “‘yea’ to “‘nay.”

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““A bill for the reimburse-
ment of attorney fees and costs in-
curred by former employees of the
White House Travel Office with respect
to the termination of their employ-
ment in that Office on May 19, 1993.”".

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
69, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

ceedings.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 369, noes 14,
answered ‘“‘present’ 7, not voting 41, as

follows:

[Roll No. 70]

AYES—369
Abercrombie Calvert Edwards
Allard Camp Ehlers
Andrews Campbell Ehrlich
Archer Canady Emerson
Armey Cardin Engel
Bachus Castle English
Baesler Chabot Ensign
Baker (CA) Chambliss Eshoo
Baker (LA) Chapman Evans
Baldacci Chenoweth Everett
Ballenger Christensen Ewing
Barcia Clayton Farr
Barr Clement Fazio
Barrett (NE) Clinger Fields (LA)
Barrett (WI) Coble Fields (TX)
Bartlett Coburn Flake
Barton Coleman Foglietta
Bass Collins (GA) Foley
Bateman Collins (MI) Forbes
Beilenson Condit Ford
Bentsen Cooley Fowler
Bereuter Costello Fox
Berman Cox Frank (MA)
Bevill Coyne Franks (CT)
Bilbray Cramer Franks (NJ)
Bilirakis Crane Frelinghuysen
Bliley Crapo Frisa
Blute Cremeans Frost
Boehlert Cubin Funderburk
Boehner Cunningham Furse
Bonilla Davis Gallegly
Bonior Deal Ganske
Bono DeFazio Gejdenson
Borski DeLauro Gekas
Boucher DelLay Gephardt
Brewster Deutsch Geren
Browder Diaz-Balart Gibbons
Brown (CA) Dickey Gillmor
Brown (FL) Dicks Gilman
Brown (OH) Dingell Gonzalez
Brownback Dixon Goodlatte
Bryant (TX) Doggett Goodling
Bunn Dooley Gordon
Bunning Dornan Goss
Burr Doyle Graham
Burton Dreier Green
Buyer Duncan Greenwood
Callahan Dunn Gunderson

Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez

Combest
Conyers
Danner
Houghton
Kanjorski

Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Sabo
Salmon

NOES—14

Matsui
McDermott
Minge
Pickett
Sawyer

H2377

Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Wynn
Young (AK)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Serrano
Watt (NC)
Yates
Young (FL)

ANSWERED ““PRESENT”—7

Becerra
de la Garza
Kaptur

Ackerman
Bishop
Bryant (TN)
Chrysler
Clay
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Dellums
Doolittle

LaFalce
Mink
Skaggs

Durbin
Fattah
Fawell
Filner
Flanagan
Gilchrest
Gutierrez
Hayes
Hoke

Woolsey

NOT VOTING—41

Hostettler
Inglis
Johnston
Kennedy (MA)
Lipinski
Maloney
Meehan
Moakley
Murtha
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Nadler Rangel Thornton
Peterson (FL) Rush Torricelli
Porter Stokes Walker
Pryce Taylor (NC) Waters
Radanovich Thompson
0 1810

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Radanovich and Mr. Rangel for, with
Mr. Dellums against.

Ms. KAPTUR changed her vote from
‘‘aye’ to “‘present.”’

Mr. MINGE changed his vote from
“‘present’” to ‘‘no.”’

Ms. MCcKINNEY changed her vote
from ““no”” to ‘“‘aye.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof), the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the concurrent resolution
was amended so as to read: ‘“A concur-
rent resolution expressing the sense of
the Congress that the United States is
committed to military stability in the
Taiwan Strait and the United States
should assist in defending the Republic
of China (also known as Taiwan) in the
event of invasion, missile attack, or
blockade by the People’s Republic of
China.”.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, during votes on
Tuesday, March 19, | was unavoidably de-
tained in my congressional district attending to
pressing business.

Had | been present for those votes, | would
have voted “no” on ordering the previous
question on House Resolution 384, “yes” on
H.R. 2937, and “yes” on House Concurrent
Resolution 148.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, due to the pri-
mary elections held today in lllinois | was un-
avoidably detained and missed several rollcall
votes. | would like the RECORD to reflect that
had | been present in the House, | would have
voted in favor of House Resolution 384, rollcall
vote 68, a resolution which provides for the
consideration of H.R. 2202, the Immigration in
the National Interest Act. House Resolution
384 makes in order 32 amendments which
may be offered during consideration of H.R.
2202.

| would also have voted in favor of H.R.
2937 rollcall vote 69, a bill to authorize suffi-
cient funds to reimburse former White House
Travel Office employees for legal expenses re-
sulting from the termination of their employ-
ment on May 19, 1993.

Last, | would also have voted in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 148 rollcall vote
70, a resolution which expresses the sense of
the Congress that the United States is com-
mitted to military stability in the Taiwan Straits
and to the military defense of Taiwan. In addi-
tion, the resolution declares that the United
States, in accordance with the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act, should assist Taiwan in defending it-
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self against invasion, missile attack, or naval
blockade by the People’s Republic of China.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today | was unavoidably detained be-
cause the 1-hour flight from New York
took 4. | consequently missed three
rollcall votes. Had | been present for
rollcall No. 68 on the previous question,
I would have voted ‘‘no’’; had | been
present for rollcall No. 69 on the Travel
Office Reimbursement, | would have
voted ‘“‘yes’; had | been present for
rollcall No. 70, the Defense of Taiwan
Resolution, | would have voted ‘‘yes.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, due to
weather conditions, my plane could not land
and | was unavoidably detained and did not
cast my vote on rollcall votes numbered 68,
69, and 70.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“yes” on rollcall vote 68, the rule on the Immi-
gration in the National Interest Act of 1995;
“yes” on rollcall vote 69, H.R. 2937, reim-
bursement of Former White House Travel Of-
fice employees; and “yes” on rollcall vote 70,
House Concurrent Resolution 148, a sense of
the congress regarding military stability in the
Taiwan Strait and the defense of Taiwan.”

IMMIGRATION IN THE NATIONAL
INTEREST ACT

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 384 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. 2202.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2202) to
amend the Immigration and National-
ity Act to improve deterrence of illegal
immigration to the United States by
increasing border patrol and investiga-
tive personnel, by increasing penalties
for alien smuggling and for document
fraud, by reforming exclusion and de-
portation law and procedures, by im-
proving the verification system for eli-
gibility for employment, and through
other measures, to reform the legal im-
migration system and facilitate legal
entries into the United States, and for
other purposes with Mr. BONILLA 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
Texas [Mr. SMITH] will be recognized
for 60 minutes, and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS] will be recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH].
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | might
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would like first to
thank the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. HyYDE], for his generous
support along the way. It is he who has
been captain of the ship, and it is his
steady hand at the helm who has
brought us to these shores tonight.

0 1815

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Illinocis [Mr. HYDE], the chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Immigration for yielding
me time, and | am pleased to speak
here on this very important issue.

Mr. Chairman, immigration reform is
one of the most important legislative
priorities facing the 104th Congress.
Today, undocumented aliens surrep-
titiously cross our border with impu-
nity. Still others enter as
nonimmigrants with temporary legal
status, but often stay on indefinitely
and illegally. The INS administrative
and adjudicatory processes are a con-
fusing, inefficient bureaucratic maze,
resulting in crippling delays in deci-
sionmaking. The easy availability of
fraudulent documents frustrates hon-
est employers, who seek to prevent the
employment of persons not authorized
to work in the United States. Unfortu-
nately, the result of illicit job pros-
pects only serves as a magnet to fur-
ther illegal immigration. Clearly, we
face a multifaceted breakdown of im-
migration law enforcement that re-
quires our urgent attention.

The 104th Congress can make an un-
precedented contribution to the pre-
vention of illegal immigration as long
as we have the will to act. H.R. 2202
provides for substantially enhanced
border and interior enforcement, great-
er deterrence to immigration-related
crimes, more effective mechanisms for
denying employment to undocumented
aliens, broader prohibitions on the re-
ceipt of public benefits by individuals
lacking legal status, and expeditious
removal of persons not legally present
in the United States.

The Committee on the Judiciary, rec-
ognizing that issues involving illegal
and legal migration are closely inter-
twined, approved a bill that takes a
comprehensive approach to reforming
immigration law. Today, we create
unfulfillable expectations by accepting
far more immigration applications
than we can accommodate—resulting
in backlogs numbering in the millions
and waiting periods of many years. We
simply need to give greater priority to
unifying nuclear families, which is a
priority of H.R. 2202.

In addressing family immigration,
the Judiciary Committee recognized



March 19, 1996

the need for changes in the bill as
originally introduced. For example, the
Committee adopted my amendment de-
leting an overly restrictive provision
that would have denied family-based
immigration opportunities to parents
unless at least 50 percent of their sons
and daughters resided in the United
States.

During our markup, we also modified
provisions of the bill on employment
related immigration—removing poten-
tial Impediments to international
trade and protecting the access of
American businesses to individuals
with special qualifications who can
help our economy. We recognized the
critical importance of outstanding pro-
fessors and researchers and multi-
national executives and managers by
placing these two immigrant cat-
egories in a new high priority—second
preference—exempt from time consum-
ing labor certification requirements.
We restored a national interest waiver
of labor certification requirements and
delineated specific criteria for its exer-
cise. In addition to adopting these two
amendments which | sponsored, the
committee also substantially modified
new experience requirements for immi-
grants in the skilled worker and profes-
sional categories and deleted a provi-
sion potentially reducing available
visas up to 50 percent. The net result of
these various changes is that American
competitiveness in international mar-
kets will be fostered—encouraging job
creation here at home.

Another noteworthy amendment to
this bill restored a modified diversity
immigrant program. Up to 27,000 num-
bers—roughly half the figure under
current law—will be made available to
nationals of countries that are not
major sources of immigration to the
United States but have high demand
for diversity visas. The program will
help to compensate for the fact that
nationals of many countries—such as
Ireland—generally have not been eligi-
ble to immigrate on the basis of family
reunification.

This week we have the opportunity
to pass legislation that will give us
needed tools to address illegal immi-
gration and facilitate a more realistic
approach to legal immigration. Our
final work product should include an
employment verification mechanism,
because America’s businesses cannot
effectively implement the bar against
employing illegal aliens without some
confirmation mechanism. H.R. 2202 ap-
propriately gives expression to the
utility of reviewing immigration levels
periodically, but we need to adopt an
amendment by the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK] and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ]
that deletes language in the bill impos-
ing a sunset on immigrant admissions
in the absence of reauthorization be-
cause such a provision can create seri-
ous potential hardships for families
and major disruptions for American
businesses.

There are two other amendments |
wish to comment on briefly at this
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time. An amendment by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CANADY] will require
that employment-based immigrants
and diversity immigrants demonstrate
English language speaking and reading
ability. | plan to support it because I
believe that our common language is
an essential unifying force in this plu-
ralistic society and a key to success in
the American work force. An amend-
ment by the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. KLECzZKA] reimburses fees to Pol-
ish nationals who applied for the 1995
diversity immigrant program without
being selected. Such recompense is en-
tirely appropriate because the State
Department erred in its handling of ap-
plications from nationals of Poland.

This omnibus immigration reform
legislation, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Texas, LAMAR SMITH,
chairman of the Subcommittee on Im-
migration and Claims, makes major
needed changes in the Immigration and
Nationality Act. A number of the bill’s
provisions are consistent with rec-
ommendations made by the Congres-
sional Task Force on Immigration Re-
form, chaired by the gentleman from
California, ELTON GALLEGLY, as well as
by the U.S. Commission on Immigra-
tion Reform, chaired by our former col-
league, the late Barbara Jordan. | also
note that the administration finds it-
self in agreement with significant por-
tions of the bill before us. The extent
of bipartisan interest in achieving im-
migration reform must not be over-
looked as Members debate this legisla-
tion.

The Committee on the Judiciary,
during a long markup on nine different
days, improved provisions on both ille-
gal and legal immigration. We favor-
ably reported H.R. 2202 as amended by
a recorded vote of 23 to 10.

Immigration reform is very high on
the list of national concerns—under-
scoring the importance of our task this
week. | fully recognize the complexity
of this issue—socially, economically,
and emotionally. These are problems
that generate strongly held views. Nev-
ertheless, I am confident that this
House will debate these matters with
civility, patience and good will. The
104th Congress can make a major con-
tribution toward solving our nation’s
immigration problems and active con-
sideration of H.R. 2202 represents a for-
ward step in that direction.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | might
consume.

Mr. Chairman, on the other side of
the aisle from me is the ranking minor-
ity member of the Subcommittee on
Immigration, my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Texas, [Mr. JOHN
BRYANT]. He has been an equal partner
in this effort to reform our immigra-
tion laws, and | want to thank him as
well.

Mr. Chairman, we now begin consid-
eration of immigration legislation that
reduces crime, unites families, protects
jobs, and eases the burden on tax-
payers. A sovereign country has a pro-
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found responsibility to secure its bor-
ders, to know who enters for how long
and why. Citizens rightfully expect
Congress to put the national interest
first.

In approving the Immigration in the
National Interest Act, Congress will
provide a better future for millions of
Americans and for millions of others
who live in foreign lands and have yet
to come to America. This pro-family,
pro-worker, pro-taxpayer bill reaffirms
the dreams of a nation of immigrants
that has chosen to govern itself by law.

Immigration reform of this scope has
been enacted by only three Congresses
this century. The consideration of this
bill is a momentous time for us all.

As the debate goes forward, my hope
is that the discussion on the House
floor will mirror the high level of de-
bate evident when the Committee on
the Judiciary considered this legisla-
tion earlier this year. Even though
there were disagreements over many
issues, the complex and sensitive sub-
ject of immigration reform was dealt
with rationally and with mutual re-
spect for each others positions. This is
not to say that feelings about immigra-
tion do not run high. But it would be
just as unfair, for example, to call
someone who wanted to reform immi-
gration laws anti-immigrant as it
would be to call someone who opposed
immigration reform anti-American.

The Immigration in the National In-
terest Act addresses both illegal and
legal immigration. As a bipartisan
Commission on Immigration Reform
and the administration also have con-
cluded, both are broken and both must
be fixed. To wait any longer would put
us on the wrong side of the strong feel-
ings of the American people, on the
wrong side of common sense, and on
the wrong side of our responsibility as
legislators.

Illegal immigration forces us to
confront the understandable desire of
people to improve their economic situ-
ation. Illegal aliens are not the enemy.
I have talked with them in detention
facilities along our southern border.
Most have good intentions. But we can-
not allow the human faces to mask the
very real crisis in illegal immigration.

For example, illegal aliens account
for 40 percent of the births in the pub-
lic hospitals of our largest State, Cali-
fornia. These families then are eligible
to plug into our very generous govern-
ment benefit system. Hospitals around
the country report more and more
births to illegal aliens at greater and
greater cost to the taxpayer.

I would like to refer now to a chart
and draw my colleagues’ attention to
the one that is being put on the easel
right now. Over one-quarter of all Fed-
eral prisoners are foreign born, up from
just 4 percent in 1980. Most are illegal
aliens that have been convicted of drug
trafficking. Others, like those who
bombed the World Trade Center in New
York City or murdered the CIA em-
ployees in Virginia, have committed
particularly heinous acts of violence.
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Illegal aliens are 10 times more likely
than Americans as a whole to have
been convicted of a Federal crime.
Think about the cost to the criminal
justice system, including incarcer-
ation. But most of all, think about the
cost in pain and suffering to the inno-
cent victims and their families.

Every 3 years enough illegal aliens
currently enter the United States to
populate a city the size of Dallas or
Boston or San Francisco. Yet less than
1 percent of all illegal aliens are de-
ported each year. Fraudulent docu-
ments that enable illegal aliens to be-
come citizens can be bought for as lit-
tle as $30. Half of the four million ille-
gal aliens in the country today use
fraudulent documents to wrongly ob-
tain jobs and government benefits.

To remedy these problems, this legis-
lation doubles the number of border pa-
trol agents, increases interior enforce-
ment, expedites the deportation of ille-
gal aliens, and strengthens penalties.
The goal is to reduce illegal immigra-
tion by at least half in 5 years.

As for legal immigration, the crisis is
no less real. In its report to Congress,
the Commission on Immigration Re-
form said, ““Our current immigration
system must undergo major reform to
ensure that admission continue to
serve our national interest.”

Before citing why major reform is
needed, let me acknowledge the obvi-
ous. Immigrants have helped make our
country great. Most immigrants come
to work, to produce, to contribute to
our communities. My home State of
Texas has thousands of legal immi-
grants from Mexico. The service sta-
tion where | pump gas is operated by a
couple originally from Iran. The clean-
ers where | take my shirts is owned by
immigrants from Korea. My daughter’s
college roommate is from Israel. These
are wonderful people and the kind of
immigrants we want. To know them is
to appreciate them.

As for those individuals in other
countries who desire to come to our
land of hope and opportunity, how
could our hearts not go out to them?
Still, America cannot absorb everyone
who wants to journey here as much as
our humanitarian instincts might
argue otherwise. Immigration is not an
entitlement. It is a distinct privilege
to be conferred, keeping the interests
of American families, workers, and
taxpayers in mind.

Unfortunately, that is not the case
with our immigration policy today.
The huge backlogs and long waits for
legal immigrants drive illegal immi-
gration. When a brother or sister from
the Philippines, for example, is told
they have to wait 40 years to be admit-
ted, it does not take long for them to
find another way. Almost half of the il-
legal aliens in the country came in on
a tourist visa, overstayed their visa,
and then failed to return home. This
flagrant abuse of the immigration sys-
tem destroys its credibility.

Husbands and wives who are legal im-
migrants must wait up to 10 years to be
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united with their spouses and little
children. This is inhumane and con-
trary to what we know is good for fam-
ilies. A record high 20 percent of all
legal immigrants now are receiving
cash and noncash welfare benefits.

The chart | refer to now shows that
the number of immigrants applying for
supplemental security income, which is
a form of welfare, has increased 580 per-
cent over 12 years. The cost of immi-
grants using just this one program plus
Medicaid is $14 billion a year.

It is sometimes said that immigrants
pay more in taxes than they get in wel-
fare benefits. However, taxes go for
more then just welfare. They go toward
defense, highways, the national debt,
and so on. Allocating their taxes to all
Government programs, legal immi-
grants cost taxpayers a net $25 billion
a year, according to economist George
Borjas. His study also found that un-
like a generation ago, today immigrant
households are more likely to receive
welfare than native households.

One-half of the decline in real wages
among unskilled Americans results
from competition with unskilled immi-
grants, according to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. Most adversely im-
pacted are those in urban areas, par-
ticularly minorities. As the Urban In-
stitute says, ‘“‘Immigration reduces the
weekly earnings of low-skilled African-
American workers.”

Significantly, wage levels in high im-
migration States, like California,
Texas, New York, Florida, and Arizona,
have declined compared to wages in
other States, the Economic Policy In-
stitute reports. Over half of all immi-
grants have few skills and little edu-
cation. They often depress wages, take
jobs away from the most vulnerable
among us, and end up living off the
taxpayer. Admitting so many low-
skilled immigrants makes absolutely
no sense.

Those who favor never-ending record
levels of immigration simply are living
in the abstract. But most Americans
live in the real world. They know their
children’s classrooms are bulging. They
see the crowded hospital emergency
rooms. They sense the adverse impact
of millions of unskilled immigrants on
wages. They feel the strain of trying to
pay more taxes and still make ends
meet.

The Immigration in the National In-
terest Act fixes a broken immigration
system. With millions of immigrants
backlogged, priorities must be set.

I would like to point to the chart
that shows to my colleagues that under
this bill the number of extended family
members is reduced in order to double
the number of spouses and minor chil-
dren admitted, which will cut their
rate in half.

Greater priority is also given to ad-
mitting skilled immigrants, while the
number of unskilled immigrants is de-
creased. Current law, which holds the
sponsors of immigrants financially re-
sponsible for the new arrivals, is better
enforced. This should reverse the trend
toward increased welfare participation.
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In short, this legislation implements
the recommendations of the Commis-
sion on Immigration Reform, chaired
by the late Barbara Jordan. Professor
Jordan, if she was here tonight sitting
in the gallery, I know she would be
cheering us on. She also would approve
of America’s continued generosity to-
ward immigrants. Under this bill an
average of 700,000 immigrants will be
admitted each year for the next 5
years. This is a higher level than at
least 65 of the last 70 years.

Our approach to reducing illegal im-
migration and reforming legal immi-
gration has attracted widespread sup-
port. Organizations as diverse as the
National Federation of Independent
Business, United We Stand America,
the Washington Post, the Hispanic
Business Round Table, and the Tradi-
tional Values Coalition all have en-
dorsed our efforts.

Most importantly, the American peo-
ple are demanding immigration reform.
I would like to point out to my col-
leagues on this chart that the vast ma-
jority of Americans, including a major-
ity of African-Americans and His-
panics, want us to better control immi-
gration.

As we begin to consider immigration
reform now, remember the hard-work-
ing families across America who worry
about overcrowded schools, stagnant
wages, drug-related crime, and heavier
taxes. They are the ones who will bear
the brunt if we do not fix a broken im-
migration system. Congress must act
now to put the national interest first
and secure our borders, protect lives,
unite families, save jobs, and lighten
the load on law-abiding taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California [Mr. GALLEGLY] who served
so ably as the chairman of the House
Task Force on Immigration Reform.

(Mr. GALLEGLY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 2202, the
Immigration in the National Interest
Act.

I first joined this body nearly 10
years ago, about the time | began talk-
ing about the need for the Federal Gov-
ernment to bring badly needed reforms
to our Nation’s immigration laws. Un-
fortunately, for many of those years |
felt like | was talking to myself.

That is clearly no longer the case.
Immigration reform is an issue on the
minds of nearly all Americans, and
nearly all express deep dissatisfaction
with our current system and the strong
desire for change. Today, we begin the
historic debate that will deliver that
change. | truly believe that the bill be-
fore us represents the most serious and
comprehensive reform of our Nation’s
immigration law in modern times. It
also closely follows the recommenda-
tions of both the Speaker’s Task Force
on Immigration Reform, which |
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chaired, and those of the Jordan Com-
mission.

Mr. Chairman, the primary respon-
sibilities of any sovereign nation are
the protection of its borders and the
enforcement of its laws. For too long,
in the area of immigration policy, we
in the Federal Government have
shirked both duties. It may have taken
a while, but policymakers in Washing-
ton finally seem ready to acknowledge
the devastating effects of illegal immi-
gration on our cities and towns.

Mr. Chairman, America is at its core
a nation of immigrants. | firmly be-
lieve that this bill celebrates legal im-
migration by attacking illegal immi-
gration. It restores some sense and rea-
son to the laws that govern both legal
and illegal immigration and ensures
that those laws will be enforced.

Finally, | would like to congratulate
my colleague, LAMAR SMITH, who
chairs the Immigration and Claims
Subcommittee, for putting his heart
and soul into this legislation. | would
also like to thank him for his spirit of
cooperation, and for welcoming the
input of myself and the other members
of the task force in crafting this bill.

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

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

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, |1
would like the Chair to know that |
would like to share the duties of man-
aging this measure with the distin-
guished ranking minority member on
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRYANT].

Mr. Chairman, immigration policy is
an important subject to African-Ameri-
cans. We know much about the lack of
immigration policy and the con-
sequences, and | am happy to hear that
somebody somewhere consulted Afri-
can-Americans about immigration pol-
icy. I am not sure what it was they
found out, but | would be happy to ex-
plain this in detail as we go throughout
the debate. | have been in touch with
these Americans for many years.

It is funny how we get these dichoto-
mies. Some people that do not think
much of our civil rights laws, who op-
pose the minimum wage, who do not
have much concern about redlining,
heaven forbid affirmative action be
raised in dialogue. All of these kinds of
questions that involve fair and equal
opportunity seem to not apply when it
comes to African-Americans, who were
brought to this country against their
will, but we have these (great
outpourings of sympathy along some of
these similar lines when we are talking
about bringing immigrants in. It is a
curious set of beliefs that seem to
dominate some of the people that are
very anxious about this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to begin
our discussion by raising an issue
about ID cards, which is an amendment
that will be brought forward by the
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gentleman from Florida [Mr. McCoL-
LUM] which requires, as | understand it,
every single individual in the country
to obtain a tamper-proof Social Secu-
rity card. | guess it is a form of a na-
tional ID card, which raises a lot of
questions. This card is brought on by
the need of tracking people that are in
the country illegally, and so we are
talking about a one or two percentile
of the American public that would be
required to carry this kind of Social
Security card. It might be called an in-
ternal passport, which is used in some
countries, in some regimes.

Although there will be denials that
this is not a national ID card, it is hard
to figure out what it really is if every-
body is going to be carrying it. There is
no limitation on the use to which docu-
ments can be obtained such as a Social
Security card, and there is little evi-
dence, as | remember the hearings, to
show that there would be any reduc-
tion of document fraud. As a matter of
fact, the Social Security Deputy Com-
missioner testified that an improved
Social Security card is only as good as
the documents brought in to prove who
they are in the first place. In other
words, if a person gets a phony birth
certificate, they can get a good Social
Security card. So | am not sure what
the logic is.

Now, Mr. Chairman, | know bal-
ancing the budget is still first in the
hearts of the Members of the Congress,
and | am here to suggest that the cost
for this Social Security card has been
costed out at around $6 billion. The an-
nual personnel costs to administer the
new system are estimated to be an ad-
ditional $3.5 million annually. The
business sector would be forced to
incur significant cost to acquire ma-
chinery and software capable of read-
ing the new cards, and there would be
many hours required to operate the
machinery and iron out the errors.
This is to get 1 or 2 percent of the peo-
ple in this country that are illegal. |
suggest that this may be prohibitive
and that perhaps we can find a more
reasonable way to deal with this very
serious problem.

Mr. Chairman, may | turn the Mem-
bers’ attention now to the part that
has caused quite a bit of attention in
this bill, and that is how we would deal
with the welfare provisions of people
who come in to the country, what the
requirements might be to become spon-
sors. In one part of this bill, there is a
requirement that a sponsor earn more
than 200 percent of the Federal poverty
income guideline to be able to execute
an affidavit for a family member.

The 200-percent income requirement
is discriminatory class action and
would announce that immigration is
only for those that can afford immigra-
tion. It would require a sponsor with a
family of four to maintain an income
in excess of $35,000 to qualify as a spon-
sor. That means that 91 million people
in America would not be able to be a
sponsor of a family member for immi-
gration. We may want to consider that
a little bit more carefully.
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Mr. Chairman, | would also like
Members to know about the verifica-
tion system again. The employee ver-
ification system was discussed by the
Social Security and the Immigration
and Naturalization Service representa-
tives who conceded that their comput-
ers do not have the capacity to read
each other’s data, which would com-
pletely foil their worthwhile objective.
A recent study by the Immigration
Service found a 28-percent error rate in
the Social Security Administration’s
database. This verification require-
ment, therefore, creates huge possibili-
ties for flawed information reaching
employers, which would then deny
American citizens and lawful perma-
nent residents the opportunity to
work. | hope that we examine this in
the course of the time allotted us for
this important program.

Mr. Chairman, there is another provi-
sion that | should bring to Members’
minds. It is known as immigration for
the rich. 1 do not know if Malcolm
Forbes had anything to do with this or
not, but it reserves 10,000 spots for
those who are rich enough to spend, to
start a multimillion-dollar business in
the United States. In other words, if
someone is rich enough, they would be
able to get a place in line ahead of
other immigrants who are waiting,
that may not be able to cough up that
kind of money.

There is a problem that we will need
to go into about what about drug push-
ers and cartel kingpins, people escap-
ing prosecution for their home coun-
try; in other words, overseas criminals
who might have a million bucks and
would like the idea of getting out of
wherever it is they are coming from. |
think we need to think through this
very, very carefully.

Mr. Chairm