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

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 30, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable JERRY
WELLER to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. BRowN] for 5
minutes.

IN HONOR OF SAM GIBBONS

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
we are here today to honor Congress-
man SAM GIBBONS on the occasion of
his retirement at the end of this year.
Even before SAm was elected to Con-
gress in 1962, he already had a long and
distinguished career. Serving 17 terms
in Congress was a fine way for SAm to
finish off his remarkable career in pub-
lic life. Although, I am sure he is not
going to disappear. | hear that SAM is
gearing up to teach, among other
things—not surprising for a man who
has spent his whole life serving his
country in one way or another.

SAM is most treasured as a hero of
World War Il. He earned the Bronze
Star after parachuting into Normandy
on the night before D-day.

SAM served for 10 years in the Florida
House of Representatives. One of his
proudest accomplishments was passing
legislation that created the University
of South Florida. Today, SAM is proud
to be recognized as the ‘‘Father of the
University of South Florida.”

In the Florida Senate, where he
served for 4 years, SAM GIBBONS helped
establish Florida’s regional water man-
agement districts. These districts are
important because they have enabled
us to repair, maintain, and preserve
our precious water resources, not just
for our current enjoyment, but for
Florida’s future as well.

So, when Sam GiBBONS marched into
Congress in 1962, he was quite accom-
plished in many areas of policy. And he
went on to tackle Congress in grand
style. As a junior Member of Congress
in 1965, SAM GIBBONS was chosen by
President Johnson to shepherd impor-
tant legislation such as Job Corps and
Head Start through Congress. SAM se-
cured a seat on the coveted Ways and
Means Committee and became chair-
man of its Trade Subcommittee in 1981.
One of SAM’s finest hours was shep-
herding NAFTA and GATT through
Ways and Means to final passage.

In early 1994, when he became the
acting chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, SAM GIBBONS was
instrumental in passing a health care
reform bill through his committee.
Later that year, SAM worked tirelessly
to protect Medicare, Medicaid, and wel-
fare from the chopping block.

SAM is also a family man. SAm and
his darling wife Martha celebrate their
50th wedding anniversary this year. His
three sons Clifford, Tim, and Mark, his
three daughters-in-law, and his five
grandchildren will benefit from our
loss when SAM returns home to Florida
at the end of this year.

SAM has been our leader, SAM has
been our mentor, SAM has been our
friend. SAm, thank you for all that you
have done for Florida, and for our Na-
tion.

In the Bible, there is a passage ‘“‘For
I am now ready to be offered, and the
time of my departure is at hand. | have
fought a good fight. | have finished my
course. | have kept the faith.” SAM
GI1BBONS has been fighting the good
fight, and he has kept the faith. We are
so proud of you, SAM. You have been
our leader and you have been our
friend.

I have a token that | want to give
SAM and his wife. SAM, would you come
down, please?

A tiny token of our appreciation to
you and from me personally as being
my mentor when | arrived here.

Mr. GIBBONS. Thank you so much.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. God bless
you, SAM, and God bless America.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
honor today that | rise today to pay tribute to
our colleague, SAM GiBBONS of Florida. For 33
years, SAM has stood proudly as a Member of
the House of Representatives representing the
11th district of Florida and he will be missed
by all for his integrity and dedication to the
people of Tampa and to this institution, the
U.S. House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, although every American has
a different definition of an hero, | think that
most Members of the House would agree with
me that SAM GIBBONS has qualities that would
qualify him as a great American hero to each
and every American.

To some, a hero is defined as a military
man who distinguishes himself in battle. As a
young captain in 1944, SaM was with 12,000
members of the 101st Airborne who
parachuted into German-occupied France,
providing key support for the invasion at Nor-
mandy on D-day which earned him the Bronze
Star.

To some, a hero is someone who has es-
tablished himself as a leader of men. And if
his military service is not enough to prove this,
his career in the House of Representatives
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and Florida Legislature has. As a young mem-
ber of the then Education and Labor Commit-
tee, SAM GIBBONS was chosen to floor man-
age the Great Society legislation, including the
Head Start Program, for President Johnson.
Almost 30 years later, as chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee, he was
able to muster enough support for a health bill
that no one thought was ever possible.

To others, being a hero means standing up
for what you believe in, no matter what the
odds are against you. In my years of Con-
gress, | have not witnessed SAM compromise
his views or do something in which he did not
believe. His powerful voice resonating in sup-
port of the elderly, the children, and veterans
will always be heard in the hallways of the
U.S. Capitol.

And to others, being a hero, means being a
good husband and father. For almost 50
years, SAM has been married to Martha Han-
ley and they have three sons who have mar-
ried and have blessed Sam and Martha with
five grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, | close by wishing the best for
a great American hero, SAM GIBBONS, as he
and his family embark on new endeavors to-
gether. SAM has been a great friend to me
during my tenure in the House of Representa-
tives and | will miss him greatly.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
pay tribute to SAM GIBBONS who is retiring
from Congress at the end of this year. Sam
GIBBONS has served the people of Florida for
over 50 years, including 34 in the U.S. House
of Representatives representing the 11th Con-
gressional District of Florida.

A patriot and dedicated public servant, Mr.
GIBBONS was an officer in the U.S. Army force
that liberated France and brought about the
end of World War Il. He parachuted behind
enemy lines during Operation Overlord, the Al-
lied invasion of Normandy on D-day. For his
bravery in the service he was honored with
the Bronze Star. The young SAM GIBBONS
found in military service not only a pride in
serving his country, but a philosophy to end
war through economic pragmatism. Energized
against war from his combat experience, he
came to believe that countries which trade to-
gether would not fight each other. It was this
interest in the benefits of an open, global
economy that subsequently guided SAm GiB-
BONS as a champion of free and fair trade dur-
ing his congressional career.

SAM GIBBONS has constantly worked to
meet the needs of his constituents and im-
prove the lives of Americans during his legisla-
tive career. While serving in the Florida legis-
lature, he championed historic legislation that
created the University of South Florida and
enacted legislation to establish Florida's re-
gional water management districts. SAM GIB-
BONS was an early advocate of urban-renewal
and drafted Florida’s first successful urban-re-
newal initiative.

In the U.S. Congress, he crafted legislation
to allow Americans over the age of 55 to pro-
tect from taxation capital gains earned from
the sale of their primary homes. SAm GIBBONS
was personally selected by President Johnson
as House floor manager of the Great Society
legislation, and he successfully navigated the
anti-poverty initiatives—which included Head
Start—through Congress.

In 1994, SAM GIBBONS became chairman of
the House Ways and Means Committee and
worked diligently to enact President Clinton’s
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health care reform plan. In the course of this
struggle, SAM demonstrated his ability to run
the committee in a collegial and competent
manner. During the 104th Congress, as the
ranking Democrat on the House Ways and
Means Committee, SAM GIBBONS was an influ-
ential leader of the House Democrats in de-
fending Medicare and other important pro-
grams.

| urge my colleagues to join with me in hon-
oring SAM GIBBONS as a true public servant.
This institution will be diminished by his depar-
ture. However, we are enriched by the legacy
he will leave. His career is truly a model of
public service to be emulated by Members of
Congress for years to come. We wish him the
best in his future endeavors.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to join with my colleagues tonight to
pay tribute to a great Congressman and a
good friend, SAM GIBBONS. Many of us have
heard Sawm tell about the night he parachuted
into Normandy with the 101st Airborne. That
story typifies SAm and the quality has col-
leagues have come to value most in him: his
courage. In the hedgerows of Normandy or on
the House floor, SAmM is willing to stand and
fight for what he believes.

Throughout his career, on issue after issue,
SaM has shown tremendous fortitude. He has
never backed down from the principles and
values he believes in.

As a World War |l veteran and a student of
its history, SAM came to understand the critical
role of international trade in promoting not only
economic well-being but long-lasting peace.
He has worked for that vision of peace and
plenty throughout his career. As chairman of
the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade,
he has worked tirelessly—and successfully—
to bring about a fair, open, and free world
trade regime. From the Caribbean Basin Initia-
tive to GATT, from customs modernization to
a whole range of bilateral agreements, SAm
has been in the forefront of every issue. In my
own State of Connecticut, where the healthiest
part of our economy is the segment that is in-
volved in international trade, there are any
number of people and companies whose eco-
nomic well-being is directly tied to Sam’s ef-
forts. And that same story is being repeated
around the country.

But | would like to conclude by offering Sam
a word of thanks from another group—the
Democrats who served with him on Ways and
Means. He took over as chairman under dif-
ficult circumstances, and became ranking
member under circumstances even more dif-
ficult. But he led us when we were in the ma-
jority, and he kept us on track when we were
in the minority. His dedication to our party’s
principles, his commitment to fair treatment for
all Americans, and his confidence about Amer-
ica’s economic future have inspired us. On be-
half of my colleagues in the committee, |
would like to thank SAm GiBBONS for all he has
done—for us, for this institution, and for his
country.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, it is
with deep respect and admiration that | rise
today to pay the highest tribute to my long-
time colleague and friend, Representative SAm
GiBBONS of the 11th Congressional District of
Florida. On this day to celebrate one of Ameri-
ca’s true military and political heroes, it is only
proper that we take time to reflect upon Rep-
resentative GIBBONS' dedicated service to his
district, his State, and his country.
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Looking over his record, of 17 terms, you
have to be impressed with not only his suc-
cesses but also with his battles. A listing of
Representative GIBBONS experience and ac-
complishments is long and impressive, but |
will not try to list them all, we'd be here too
long.

Itgis well known that he parachuted into Ger-
man-occupied Normandy in World War 1l on
the night before D-day. He won the Bronze
Star for his service in that major military cam-
paign. Representative GIBBONS has long cred-
ited his experiences as a captain in the 501st
Parachute Infantry/101st Airborne Division with
shaping his fundamental beliefs that have
guided him in his public service first in the
Florida State Legislature and then in the Unit-
ed States Congress.

Representative GIBBONS' service in Con-
gress has not been quite as hazardous as
parachuting into Normandy, even though he
would probably agree that there have been
several equally long nights preparing for and
fighting battles here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Those of us who have served with him in
the House of Representatives, and those of us
who have had the honor of working with him
to craft legislation and compromise, we know
SAM GIBBONS as a man of understated wis-

dom, dedication, integrity, professionalism,
and humility.
Since in the mid-1960's when President

Lyndon Johnson tapped Representative GiB-
BONS to be the floor manager for the Presi-
dent’'s Great Society program, Representative
GIBBONS, a son of the South, could talk about
the needs of the vulnerable in our society for
early education and early child development
programs like Head Start. He has dem-
onstrated that a Member with deep convic-
tions, and from the deep South, could be for
voting rights and still be re-elected, over and
over again.

Representative GIBBONS has a reputation as
being a defender of free trade, believing
strongly that countries and communities that
trade with each other don't fight each other.
Some have even called him one of the found-
ers of GATT, the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade, and it cannot be disputed that
Representative GIBBONS provided zealous
leadership in the negotiations for the develop-
ment of the GATT.

| had the pleasure of working closely with
Representative GIBBONS when he chaired the
Ways and Means Committee, and we worked
together to craft the Democratic health care
reform legislation in the 103d Congress. Rep-
resentative GIBBONS continues to lead the way
toward responsible social and fiscal policy as
ranking minority member of the House Ways
and Means Committee in this 104th Congress.

Representative GIBBONS represents a dis-
trict in Florida that some believe is bounded
by Disney World and the Gulf of Mexico. That
is only partly true. Hailing from southern
Hillsborough County, FL, Representative GiB-
BONS’ district is as diverse as America itself.

Representative GIiBBONS has a well de-
served reputation for creating dialog among
parties as diverse as students, shipbuilder,
cigar industry workers, and the phosphate
mining companies. Large retirement commu-
nities call on Representative GIBBONS to be
ever vigilant in his shepherding of the Medi-
care and other social programs.

Mr. Speaker, Representative SAM GIBBONS
is truly a representative of his constituents,
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often leading where needed. | have been and
am proud to serve with him and am pleased
to offer my voice to honor him on this day.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, today, we
are coming to the floor to honor one of the
true giants of the House of Representatives,
SAM GiBBONS of Florida.

Mr. Speaker, our society often laments the
shortage of heroes and positive role models
for young people in America.

You don't need to look further than SAm
GIBBONS to find both.

For more than 44 years, SAM GIBBONS has
sacrificed for his country and represented his
fellow citizens honestly and faithfully on both
the State and Federal level. He has played an
important role in some of the most significant
events of the century, from the D-day invasion
to the creation of Medicare and Head Start.

Mr. Speaker, the accomplishments of SAm
GIBBONS are the accomplishments of America.
SAM went about doing great things with very
little fanfare, and a large dose of humility.
Every American living today and those not yet
born will live longer, healthier, and more pro-
ductive lives because of the quiet excellence
of Congressman SAM GIBBONS.

Mr. Speaker, SAM GIBBONS established him-
self as a leader early in life.

More than 50 years ago, SAM GIBBONS was
a skinny 24-year-old captain in the 501st
Parachute Infantry.

In the dark, pre-dawn hours of June 6, SAM
began the long and treacherous campaign to
wrest control of Europe from Hitler's iron grasp
by parachuting through thick machine gun fire
and behind German lines near Normandy,
France.

Realizing he was alone and miles from his
planned drop point, SAM nonetheless quickly
determined his position, picked up other Amer-
icans along the way and carried out his mis-
sion to capture French towns and prevent re-
inforcements from reaching German troops
battling the allied invasion at Normandy.

Mr. Speaker, SAM GIBBONS helped D-day
succeed by carrying out his mission. For his
bravery and valor, he was awarded the
Bronze Star.

SaM’s career in public service began with
his election to the Florida House of Represent-
atives in 1952. While there, he passed land-
mark legislation creating the University of
South Florida. In 1958, he was elected to the
Florida Senate and enacted the law to estab-
lish Florida’s regional water management dis-
tricts.

Soon after coming to Congress in 1962,
SAM played a pivotal role in the passage of
landmark social legislation. President Lyndon
Johnson appointed the junior Congressman as
floor manager for much of his Great Society
program, including Head Start, still recognized
as one of the most successful and cost-effec-
tive programs of the Federal Government.

Just like in World War Il, SamM GIBBONS was
in the trenches fighting for the passage of
Medicare and Medicaid, because he under-
stood the fundamental fairness and need to
maintain a minimum level of health care for
every American.

And when the Republican leadership tried to
significantly weaken Medicare by cutting $270
billion, SAm GiBBONS didn't just roll over, he
shouted so that all of America could hear. He
told the truth about what deep cuts to the pro-
gram would do. He woke up Americans with
the facts and they started calling their Rep-
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resentatives. SAM GIBBONS made people un-
derstand that the fight over Medicare was not
an academic one, it involved the future of the
program 37 million people and their families
depend on and care deeply about. The Re-
publican cuts to Medicare didn't go through,
and SAM GIBBONS was a big reason why.

Mr. Speaker, | was deeply saddened when
| heard that SAmM GiBBONS had decided to re-
tire from Congress. He is my friend, my teach-
er and a man with so much more to give to
this institution. But | know that life goes on,
and for Sawm, there will be many new chal-
lenges and adventures ahead. To SAM and his
wonderful wife, Martha, who will celebrate
their 50th wedding anniversary this year, |
offer my heartfelt wishes for continued happi-
ness and success.

SAM, the House just won't be the same
place without you.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to honor an outstanding public servant
and good friend, Congressman SAM GIBBONS.
| was saddened to hear of his retirement; how-
ever, after such an illustrious career, his leg-
acy will live on in this Chamber.

He answered his country’s call to service
both at home and abroad. At a tender age, he
joined the U.S. Army and served with distinc-
tion during World War Il. For 5 years, he
fought courageously against tyranny with the
501st Parachute Infantry/101st Airborne Divi-
sion. As part of the initial assault landing force
on D-day, SAam parachuted onto Normandy
beach. He earned a Bronze Star for his brav-
ery on that historic day.

Shortly after the war, he entered State poli-
tics and was instrumental in establishing the
University of South Florida. On November 6,
1962, the people of Florida’s 11th District
elected SAM GiBBONS to the U.S. House of
Representatives. Since the 88th Congress, he
has been an advocate of free trade and a
friend to children, seniors, and the disadvan-
taged.

| served with him from 1965 to 1977, and
together we joined in the great achievements
of this era such as the creation of Head Start
and the enactment of Medicare. Although he
served a pivotal role in passing sweeping leg-
islation back then, perhaps his greatest fight
was in the 104th Congress. His powerful
speeches in defense of programs for the el-
derly and children exemplified his ardent com-
mitment to those who are powerless in our so-
ciety.

I will never forget Sam’s fiery contributions
to the debate on my welfare substitute last
March. He fought tirelessly during the heated
discussion. His presence on the floor helped
gain control as the issue generated passionate
remarks from both sides of the aisle. Although
the substitute failed, | will always appreciate
SaMm’s support. The record will show his undy-
ing compassion for America’s children.

Yes, this Chamber will miss SAM GIBBONS,
but his retirement is well deserved. From the
beaches of Normandy to the U.S. Congress,
he dedicated a virtual lifetime to making this
country a better place. He has gained my re-
spect and admiration. For his accomplish-
ments and devotion, he will be remembered
as the essence of a public servant. My best
wishes to you and your family, SAM.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | want to thank
my colleague, the distinguished gentlelady
from Florida, Representative CORRINE BROWN,
and members of the Florida congressional del-
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egation, for hosting today’s special order. We
are privileged to join him in paying tribute to
SAM GIBBONS, the dean of their delegation and
our good friend and mentor.

Once in a great while, we in the House of
Representatives witness the loss of an institu-
tion within this institution. Today represents
such an occasion. For 34 years, SAM GIBBONS
has served in the Halls of Congress. Through-
out his tenure, he has been a passionate ad-
vocate for the citizens of our Nation. Indeed,
he has represented the Eleventh Congres-
sional District of Florida with the highest level
of integrity and commitment. As one of the
longest-serving Members of Congress, SAM
GIBBONS is a shining example of public service
at its very best. | am proud to join my col-
leagues in reflecting upon his remarkable ca-
reer.

Mr. Speaker, SAM GIBBONS began his politi-
cal rise with his election to the Florida House
of Representatives in 1952. Four years later,
in 1958, he was elected to the Florida Senate.
The highlight of his political career came in
1962 when Florida residents selected SAM
GIBBONS to represent their interests in the
Halls of Congress. It was an outstanding
choice for the State of Florida and the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, SAM GIBBONS brought to the
U.S. Congress the drive and determination to
represent citizens who are often voiceless in
the legislative deliberations. In the mid-1960’s,
while still only a junior Congressman, Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson appointed SAM GIBBONS
as floor manager for much of his Great Soci-
ety program. SAM GIBBONS successfully navi-
gated the antipoverty package, which included
the Head Start Program, through the Con-
gress. He has also been a staunch supporter
of pension reform, and he has played a pivotal
role throughout his congressional career in
shaping the Nation’s tax laws.

Mr. Speaker, SAM GIBBONS has served with
distinction as a ranking member of the House
Ways and Means Committee and the Joint
Committee on Taxation. For 13 years, he
served as chairman of the Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Trade. In this position, SAM
has advocated his position on open markets
and fair trade. SAM GIBBONS also guides the
23-member Florida congressional delegation
where his political insight and legislative skills
have earned him the respect and admiration
of his colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, we will miss SAM GIBBONS
when he departs the Congress at the end of
this legislative session. However, he has cre-
ated a legacy of outstanding public service
that will stand for many years to come. | ex-
tend my good wishes to SAM, his lovely wife
of 49 years, Martha, and members of the Gib-
bons family. We congratulate our good friend,
SAM GIBBONS, and we wish him many, many
years of happiness and good health.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to pay tribute to the gentleman from
Florida, Mr. SAam GiBBONS, who has distin-
guished himself over the past 34 years in the
House of Representatives through outstanding
service to the people of the United States.

Mr. GiBBONS is a World War |l hero who
parachuted into Normandy on D-day as part of
the 101st Airborne. After serving his country in
the war, he began his political career while
practicing law.

Mr. GiBBONS entered the Florida State
House in 1952; 6 years later, he was elected
to the State senate. For the past 34 years, he
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had admirably served in the House of Rep-
resentatives for the Tampa area.

Mr. GIBBONS' legislative successes include
floor-managing President Lyndon Johnson'’s
antipoverty package, which contained Head
Start and other programs.

Throughout his years in public service, SAm
GIBBONS has been an unwavering advocate
for the least fortunate in our society. He has
admirably remained true to his values and
principles even in the face of sharp opposition
and criticism.

On behalf of the citizens of Wisconsin's
ninth district, we thank Mr. SAM GIBBONS for
his outstanding service.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, it was with great
regret that | learned of the retirement of Rep-
resentative SAM GIBBONS. One of our most es-
teemed Members, and the dean of the Florida
delegation, SAM GIBBONS has decided to retire
after spending 34 years working on behalf of
America’s families.

As a young man, SAM GIBBONS won the
Bronze Star for parachuting into Normandy
during World War Il. After the war, he became
a lawyer and served in both the Florida State
House and Senate before being elected to
Congress.

During his tenure in Congress, SAM GiB-
BONS has worked to enact meaningful legisla-
tion concerning Medicare, Medicaid, pension
reform, and trade. In fact, SAM GIBBONS was
the floor manager during the 1960’s for Presi-
dent Johnson’s antipoverty package, which
created Head Start and the Job Corps among
other programs.

In addition, as chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee in 1994, SAM guided a new
world trade pact, the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, through House passage.

It has been an honor and a privilege to
serve in the House with Representative GiB-
BONS. Clearly, SAM’s hard work and dedication
to public service have improved the lives of all
Americans, and he will be sorely missed. |
wish him well in his retirement.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, today | would
like to pay tribute to a man who is a living
symbol of what is good about this country.
Next January, Congress will lose a fine man
and a true fighter who has spent his entire life
serving his country in one capacity or another.
| want to join my colleagues in wishing Con-
gressman SAM GIBBONS the best of luck.

Congressman GIBBONS recently announced
that he will not seek reelection to another term
in Congress. While he will be missed by many
Members, he has left an indelible mark on the
Congress and his own personal imprint on the
history of our country.

Sam GIBBONS began his service to his coun-
try long before he entered public life and the
political arena. In 1944, He parachuted behind
German lines into Normandy as part of the Al-
lied Forces that led the United States to vic-
tory in World War Il. He was awarded a
bronze star for his service.

In 1953, he was elected to the Florida
House of Representatives, serving in that ca-
pacity for 6 years. As a State representative,
he helped bring the University of South Flor-
ida, one of the finest institutions of higher
learning in our State, to his Tampa District. He
was elected to the State Senate in 1959.

He began walking the halls of Congress in
1963 and immediately established himself as
a prominent voice fighting for the interests of
his constituents.
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He also played an instrumental role in se-
curing Federal money for the building of the
sunshine skyway bridge—one of the true ar-
chitectural marvels in our beautiful State.

Mr. Speaker, having known Sam for many
years, | can tell you that he is genuinely con-
cerned for the welfare of his constituents.
While we have often not agreed about certain
issues, | have always known that Sam deeply
cares about the people he represents—and |
respect him for that.

| would like to join my colleagues in con-
gratulating him on his outstanding service to
his country and wish him the best of luck in all
of his future endeavors.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, in the last 18
months, Democrats like SAM GIBBONS and my-
self have found our voices in taking on the re-
actionary and extremist behavior we have
seen coming to the fore in this institution.
Some may think SAM is retiring at a time when
his voice is vital to the rejuvenation of our
party. Let me tell you a little bit about the his-
tory SAM GIBBONS has created during his ten-
ure as a Florida Congressman.

Since 1965, SAM GIBBONS has been a tire-
less advocate for the Nation’s elderly. We both
voted for Medicare during its inception in 1965
and have continued to fight for its funding es-
pecially today when the Republicans want to
cut it to fund their wealthy tax break. | remem-
ber when Sam was floor manager during Lyn-
don Johnson’s Great Society legislation which
included programs like Head Start and the Job
Corps.

As the chairman and now ranking member
on the House Ways and Means Committee |
had the honor of working closely with SAm as
his committee oversaw the Medicare trust fund
and Commerce oversaw Medicaid and part of
Medicare.

| have watched SAM GIBBONS grow from a
Florida freshman to a virtual institution and a
recognized leader in his party. This Congress
will not be the same without you. It will have
been 34 years since | last knew this institution
without SAM GiBBONS and | am saddened to
return to that time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor SAM M. GIBBONS, a long-time friend. He
is now retiring after serving in the House of
Representatives for 34 years. He has served
the Tampa Bay area well these many years,
and his departure will sadden those of us who
have served with him and those he has rep-
resented.

SAM has been a stalwart member of the
Ways and Means Committee since 1969, and
he served as chair of the Subcommittee on
Trade from 1981 through 1994. In that role, he
championed open markets and free and fair
trade around the globe, and his accomplish-
ments have been hailed both on the inter-
national and the domestic fronts. He became
ranking minority member in 1994 and showed
the Republican majority that he was not afraid
to stand up to them.

The work done by SAM on the domestic
front is close to my own heart. SAM helped to
guide President Lyndon Johnson’s antipoverty
package through Congress in the mid-1960'’s,
and is largely responsible for the Head Start
Program, which has nurtured young children
from poor backgrounds in preparation for
school ever since. This is one of the major ac-
complishments of the war against poverty.

His social conscience will leave a great leg-
acy for years to come. SAM bravely supported
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the Voting Rights Act of 1965, helping to dis-
mantle the artificial barriers that kept African-
Americans from exercising their constitutional
right to vote. He not only supported, but en-
hanced the anti-apartheid bill that helped to
end the apartheid regime of South Africa. He
also cosponsored the civil rights restoration bill
of 1990.

| have the utmost respect for SAm. | respect
his insight into the complex problems of our
day and his sound judgment. He is principled,
fighting for both personal and party principles.
He is feisty and tenacious in pursuing his
goals. He would not tolerate distorted exag-
gerations of the truth, particularly about the
state of the poor in America. | will miss him
and his leadership. | wish him a most happy
retirement.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to take this time to honor Congress-
man SAM GIBBONS for his service to his State
and his country. | want to congratulate him on
his achievements as a Representative and on
his decision to retire.

After his 17 terms in office, it goes without
saying that he will be missed. | am sure most
of you will agree that the House Ways and
Means Committee will not be the same after
he leaves.

Before becoming a Member of Congress,
SAM had already proven himself to be a man
of honor and courage. His life has been filled
with moments that showed his true merit from
parachuting into Normandy during D-day,
where he earned the bronze star, to the 10
years of duty in the Florida Legislature.

It was due in large part to his work in the
Florida Legislature that the University of South
Florida was created, and it is why today he is
known as “The father of the University of
South Florida.”

Which leads us to his 34 years of service
here in the U.S. House of Congress. As a
member of the Ways and Means Trade Sub-
committee and the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, he has left his mark on many of the bills
passed through Congress. It has been be-
cause of his tenacity that bills ranging from
Project Head Start to international trade
agreements have been moved from committee
to law.

| want to reiterate what a pleasure it has
been to know Sam and his wife, Martha, and
their three sons, Clifford, Tim, and Mark. |
have enjoyed serving with him over the years,
and | especially enjoyed attending the 40th
and 50th anniversary of D-day in Europe with
him.

| wish him all the best in his retirement, but
| have my suspicions that his face will not just
disappear off the scene. He has too much ex-
perience in areas that are crucial to the run-
ning of this country. | am sure he will pop in
now and again to keep the social issues he
has worked so hard on headed in the right di-
rection.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
pay tribute to my retiring colleague and friend,
the Honorable SAm GiBBONS of Florida.

SAM and | have served together on the
Ways and Means Committee since 1993.
Though | have only had the privilege of work-
ing closely with him for the last 3 of his 34
years in Congress, | have quickly come to
value his hard work and dedication. The com-
mittee has benefited greatly from his years of
experience working on behalf of economic
growth and fairness for all Americans.



April 30, 1996

Even in the early days of his congressional
career, Representative GIBBONS was a tireless
champion of efforts to help the poorest among
us. It was under his leadership and guidance
that antipoverty initiatives such as Head Start
were successfully steered through the House.
In his more recent service as acting chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee, he com-
mitted himself to efforts to ensure that all
Americans would have good health care. In
this, the 104th Congress, he has continued
this long tradition of leadership as ranking
member and leader of the Democrats on my
committee.

| know that my Ways and Means colleagues
and | will certainly miss SAM GIBBONS. His
leadership, companionship, good humor, and
fierce commitment to what he believes is right
make him a valued ally whose presence will
be sorely missed.

SAM GIBBONS, A LEGEND IN
FLORIDA

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
after my colleague, the gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. BROwWN], spoke and
read passages from the Bible, | thought
we should be in the great rotunda or
something. We are here to praise SAM,
not to bury SAM. SAM is going to be
around for a lot longer, both here in
this session of Congress but also, of
course, | think here in Washington
with family here, and also back in the
Tampa area.

My congressional district in Florida
adjoins SAM’s. | was an undergraduate
at the University of Florida when he
first came here in 1962. You know
about SAM. He is a legend in our area.
When 1 first had the opportunity to
come to Congress in 1992, | remember
meeting SAM and he would introduce
me. We would have Florida gatherings,
and he would say, “‘l am so glad that
DAN MILLER now has Sun City, Flor-
ida.”

Sun City is an area that SAmM actu-
ally helped develop as an area of large
retirement communities in south
Hillsborough County. They are very
Republican oriented and they were not
the Great Society Democrat support-
ers, so they are great for me as a Re-
publican but they always gave you a
lot of trouble, | know.

Ms. BROWN was giving us some of the
great things that you accomplished,
whether it is Head Start and Job Corps
or NAFTA and GATT and such. People
do not understand our area and some of
the great contributions that you have
made, and | think | need to bring it to
the attention.

You made the contribution to allow
golf carts to cross the State highway in
Sun City. That is how people get
around, is driving golf carts. Instead of
having two cars in every garage, you
have one car and one golf cart, and it
was against the law to have golf carts
across the highway until SAM GIBBONS
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got involved. | do not think that rates
in the category of Head Start, but it is
something that you have been helping
with the community and the area for a
long, long time.

SAM and | do not necessarily agree on
all the issues. We have a lot of things
we do agree on, and | do respect SAm
for believing in an issue and he stands
for it. I can tell you two issues in the
past couple of years that had strong bi-
partisan support, and very controver-
sial issues, that Sam was willing to
stand up and talk about it and take a
stand regardless of what anyone else
said within his party or such.

One is NAFTA and GATT. The Flor-
ida delegation, 23 strong, we held back,
22 of us, on doing anything on NAFTA
and GATT. SAM was right out front all
along, saying NAFTA is an important
issue for world trade and for our grow-
ing economy in this world economy of
ours, so he was a leader on that. He did
not care that it was not that popular in
some areas of Florida, but SAM was
willing to stand up and debate that
issue.

Another issue, one recently that |
was involved in, was the issue of sugar.
Sugar is a powerful factor in the State
of Florida and a powerful influence. I,
along with CHuUCK SCHUMER on the
Democratic side, led the drive to do
away with the sugar program, very
controversial. SAM was the only Demo-
crat to stand up and speak on the floor
of the House for that particular piece
of legislation. We only had half of the
Republicans support the legislation,
but SAM was willing to stand up there
and take a stand.

Last week we had a hearing in Ways
and Means talking about a tomato
issue and 22 of us signed a letter, but
Sawm felt strong enough on the issue to
say that ““lI am not going to sign just
because all of you all signed it.”” The
point was his basic philosophy on trade
and trade issues. | respect and admire
SAM for taking that stand.

I also thank SAm for, as a newcomer
coming to Washington and never in-
volved in politics, how you and Martha
were always so nice to us. We shared a
lot of flights to and from Tampa. Your
wife has been nice to my wife Glenda,
and you have been to me.

And here as a chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and | was a
lowly freshman Republican, you were
always friendly and supportive and
talkative in sharing your thoughts and
ideas with me, and reminiscences. We
will miss you. We will look forward to
the next 4 months, and I am sure | will
see a lot of you in the next years. Con-
gratulations, SAM.

TRIBUTE TO SAM GIBBONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. BeviLL] is recognized during
morning business for 1 minute.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to pay tribute to my long-time
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friend and colleague, SAM GIBBONS of
Florida.

I was sorry to hear that SAmM has de-
cided not to seek reelection in Novem-
ber. I had hoped that he would stay to
continue giving our Nation the benefit
of his wisdom and leadership.

But, after 34 years of outstanding
service in the House of Representa-
tives, SAM certainly deserves a well-
earned retirement.

I want to thank SAM for being such a
good friend to me over the years. |
have certainly enjoyed working with
him. And, | also want to thank him for
his service to our Nation and to the
people of Florida.

SAM is a true hero in my book. His
bravery during the D-day invasion of
German-occupied France is legendary.
One of 12,000 paratroopers who landed
behind enemy lines, SAM was awarded
the Bronze Star for his World War Il
service.

He is a dedicated patriot and a dedi-
cated public servant. SAmM GIBBONS
cares about people and about improv-
ing their quality of life. He spear-
headed the drive to pass Lyndon John-
son’s antipoverty programs in 1965 and
he has been a champion for the poor,
the elderly and for children ever since.

As chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee in the 103d Congress
and as its ranking Democrat in this
Congress, SAM has played a key role on
critical issues such as health care re-
form, Medicare, Medicaid, Social Secu-
rity and free trade.

SAM has served this body with integ-
rity and deep commitment. He has
stayed true to his values and true to
the American people.

SAM, | salute you as you approach
the end of your congressional career.
Your accomplishments are many. They
will always be remembered and appre-
ciated.

I wish you and your lovely wife, Mar-
tha, all the best in your future endeav-
ors.

SERVICE WORTHY TO BE
REMEMBERED

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor to join my colleagues from
Florida and also from across the Unit-
ed States to honor my colleague and
my friend, SAmM GIBBONS. | came here,
too, just 3 short years ago from a dif-
ferent party, from a different philoso-
phy, but | have known SAmM GIBBONS for
a number of years even before | was
elected to this Congress, and | have al-
ways held him in the highest respect.
So it is indeed a great honor for me to
come before the House today to pay
tribute to SAM GIBBONS.

Most people do not realize the dif-
ficulty of this job. As | said, | have
only been here 3 years, and | served in
the minority and | served in the major-
ity, and you realize the burdens of re-
sponsibility coming and representing
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the people of this great Nation and our
great State and the tremendous per-
sonal sacrifice. Unless you have been
there and done that, you just have no
idea what it entails, the sacrifices for
SAM personally, for Martha, his lovely
wife, and for his family.

But | have been here for 3 years and
I have seen that he has been here for
three decades and he has done that. So
he deserves our praise and the credit,
the thanks of a State, the thanks of his
colleagues and the thanks of his Nation
in this short tribute to him.

Many people also see the conflict,
and heaven knows we have had the con-
flict. SAM and | have gone at it on the
floor here, and we both express our
opinions and our viewpoints. But what
is interesting, most people do not see,
is that we come together. We come to-
gether for the State of Florida and for
the country. That is the greatness of
this institution, and certainly SAwm
does typify all those great traits and
that coming together and that leader-
ship.

So we have, my colleagues, today an
opportunity to honor a distinguished
leader for many years of service, not
just here, in our State House in Florida
and, as | said, three decades of dedica-
tion in this great body.

We have a distinguished veteran. He
is a model for what made this country
great in his service to his Nation, and
we certainly owe him our debt of grati-
tude for his tremendous service as a
veteran.

Then, the part | said that is so im-
portant about SAM is his distinguished
character as a family person. | know
his family and his wife, and he is in-
deed a distinguished family man, which
is so important. When all the other
trappings of office leave us, you still
have your family. He has certainly
been a great family man, a distin-
guished family man, which | think is so
important.

So | join my other colleagues today
in thanking him for his years of serv-
ice, for caring about people. He is so
sincere in his caring, not only for the
people of Florida but for the entire
country, and no matter where they
came from or their persuasion or their
standing in our society.

| often look up here behind me at the
top of the podium, the very top of the
House Chamber, and remember the
words of Daniel Webster. | first looked
at them when | came here. Dan Web-
ster actually asked the question when
he served here, and his comment was
whether we also in our day and genera-
tion may not perform something to be
worthy to be remembered.

Certainly, SAM, you have performed
something worthy to be remembered,
and you have served your generation
and generations well. So | join my col-
leagues from the Florida delegation,
from around the country, in saluting
you today and thanking you for a job
well done.
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FAREWELL TO SAM GIBBONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Pureto
Rico [Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO] is recog-
nized during morning business for 1
minute. ;

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speak-
er, | speak for the people of Puerto
Rico in saying that we wish SAM GiIB-
BONS the best of times following his re-
tirement from the House of Represent-
atives. After 34 years of devoting him-
self to the welfare of the people of
Florida, his home State, and to the
welfare of the American people, he
more than deserves the opportunity to
devote his time to himself and his fam-
ily. 1 again speak for the people of
Puerto Rico in saying that we also
view his departure with a strong sense
of personal loss. We have no voting rep-
resentation in Congress, but we have
always had the benefit of a few special
friends who have shown great under-
standing in working to protect the in-
terests of 3,700,000 disenfranchised U.S.
citizens. SAM GIBBONS is one of these
special friends.

SAM has honorably represented his
home district in Congress since 1963,
while never losing sight of the impor-
tance of being fair to the people of
other districts. The intensity of his
commitment to the principles of fair-
ness and compassion for the disadvan-
taged and the deserving against all
odds, can be summarized in one word—
fearlessness.

More than 50 years ago SAM GIBBONS
parachuted into Nazi-occupied France
on the night before the Normandy in-
vasion. Upon his entrance to Congress
almost two decades later, he imme-
diately began applying this same fear-
lessness to the defense of the disadvan-
taged of this country.

His early battles included floor managing
President Johnson’s anti-poverty programs, in-
cluding Head Start, and supporting the Voting
Rights Act of 1965. He has continued this
fearless fight in recent years, cosponsoring the
civil rights restoration bill of 1990 and fighting
for health care reform and for legislation to aid
the elderly. In his work as a senior member of
the Ways and Means Committee he has also
fought for the equal participation of the people
of Puerto Rico in Federal programs and has
stood against legislation which would harm the
disadvantaged.

Sam has also been a strong advocate of
politics aimed at creating peace and security
for our country and for the rest of the world.
He is well known for his view that a “world
bound together by the ties of trade is a world
strongly inclined toward economic growth and
peace.” As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Trade he has successfully guided through the
House such important and controversial trade
legislation as the North American Free Trade
Agreement, the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade and the Caribbean Basin Initiative.
This last initiative has been particularly impor-
tant to the development of the economies of
several countries and the security and regional
integration of the Caribbean Basin.

It is a loss to the Nation and particu-
larly to the people of Puerto Rico to
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have a man of such compassion and
fearless idealism leave this institution.
With gratitude for all he has done, |
speak for the people of Puerto Rico in
wishing him and his family the best in
his retirement years and the recogni-
tion he so definitely deserves.

SAM GIBBONS, A REAL HERO

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

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, | hope
I am not going to bend too many rules
by referring to this distinguished gen-
tleman over here, and SAM, | am not
going to say anything unusual. You
have heard it, but | want to reiterate it
because it means something to me.

After 50 years of public service you
are stepping down, and that is pretty
unusual. You are a real hero in any-
one’s mind, and | suppose no one can
replace any one of us as individuals but
you are somebody very special.

Let me go back to this World War 11
experience which many people have re-
ferred to. | was in World War 11, but |
am not a hero like SAM is. The concept
of dropping 15 miles behind the enemy
lines in Utah Beach, 2:30 in the morn-
ing on January 6, to wipe out the
enemy, to make it safer for those boys
to come in on the beach, is really an
act of heroism.

And that is not all. Sam went then on
to Holland and, as many of you know,
remember the story ““A Bridge Too
Far”’ and the Rhine campaign, and
then there was the Battle of Bastogne
and the Battle of the Bulge, and then,
ultimately, the final attach on Berlin.
You were there. As somebody who was
associated with you, but in a different
part of the war, | will always be grate-
ful for that, SAm.

So, what do you say about somebody
who leads a group, there are less than
25 in this House Chamber now that
served in World War Il, and will be
going on to other things and will not
be here to give his wisdom? It is going
to be a different place.

I mean, every one thing leads to an-
other thing. In talking to SAM’S son,
CIliff, a terrific young guy, he was say-
ing, “One of the things that differen-
tiates my father from many other peo-
ple is that that experience in World
War |1l carried on to everything he did
in life.”

There were two particular areas
when he came to Congress. One was the
field of education, and you have heard
a lot about Head Start. People could
say, well, anybody could have started
Head Start. They could not have. They
did not. This is the man who did it. But
you did not do it in a vacuum. You did
it because of your feeling that if people
can be educated and not beaten by the
time they go to first grade, they could
learn, they could understand the world
in which they lived.

That was the whole genesis of the
great service that SAm performed in
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the Education and Labor Committee.
SAM, | know | am talking about things
that you know far better than I, but
again they mean a great deal to me.

Then when you got on the Committee
on Ways and Means, | understand it
was not an easy task. | understand it
came down to a couple of votes right
here on the House floor, getting on
Ways and Means. And then what you
did as far as trade is concerned, | used
to be in the glass business, and | re-
member coming down here as part of a
group called the Labor-Industry Coali-
tion for International Trade, and Sen-
ator Heinz and Senator Baucus and
Senator ROTH and SAM GIBBONS were
part. And | had a sense, and | was not
looking at it from a political stand-
point but I had a sense, here was a man
who understood the essence of tried.
Obviously that has been manifested
with your support of GATT and
NAFTA and things like that.

But again it was to try to relate the
peoples of the world, whether it is
through education or whether it is
through the economy, so that they will
understand each other, and there will
not be a problem in terms of generat-
ing the real gulf of lack of understand-
ing which obviously results in wars.

Now, you say you judge a man by his
friends. | say you judge a man by his
family. I know JOHN MICA has men-
tioned this, and you cannot take a look
at SAM and his lovely wife Martha and
Cliff and the other children—Martha
and CIiff are the other members of the
family that 1 know—without realizing
that here is somebody who is not just a
perception, he is a real, real person rep-
resenting all those values which you
and | think are important.

Now, there are going to be many peo-
ple who are going to be going after
your seat in Congress and there are
going to be many people, SAM, who are
going after your seat on the Committee
on Ways and Means, and that is right
and natural. But you know something,
SAM’s job, SAM’s job is not up for grabs,
and it never will be, because SAM’s job
is where SAM is.

THANK YOU, SAM GIBBONS, FOR
SHARING YOUR LIFE WITH US

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Florida
[Mrs. MEEK] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 2 minutes.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
want to think the gentlewoman from
Florida [Ms. BROwWN], my colleague, for
having put this together. And | would
like to say to this Congress and to the
world, seldom will they have a chance
to either serve or even know a man
like SAM GIBBONS.

Mr. Speaker, it is an unusual occur-
rence to have someone like SAm and to
have a man who is a hero and a legend
in his own time. He is a legend and he
has made Florida proud. He is not one
with a lot of talk and fanfare about
SAM GIBBONS. He does the job and his-
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tory will replicate and document that
SAM GIBBONS was a hero.

He spent 50 years since he was in
World War Il. He has a memory that is
replete with all of these memories and
all of these facts and all of the tax laws
and he helped to make them. He helped
to bring about some of our most fa-
mous educational programs. But he is a
son of Florida, both in uniform and
out.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Florida is serving his 17th term in the
Congress and | am so pleased that | had
a chance to serve with you, SAM, and to
learn about your wonderful family.
And | was most proud of you, SAM,
when the President designated you as
his personal representative.

This is the first time | have been to
this floor talking about SAM GIBBONS. |
could come back every day of the year
and | would say something new every
time about SAM GIBBONS. | saw him on
television as he attended the cere-
monies in Normandy last year and how
he stood upright and how he spoke
forthrightly about his love for this
country and for his love of democracy.

Mr. Speaker, what an outstanding
job he has done for all of us as the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and how he
was the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Trade. SAM knows trade like no one
else in this country and he does not
mind sharing that information with
you.

He is recognized for domestic policy
as well and it is sort of hard to capsul-
ize you, SAM, because you are an enig-
ma. You have it all. You have the po-
litical know-how. You have the love of
the people. You have the love of the
State. And, SAM, again and again, we
pay tribute to you, a strong America, a
good hero a power, a pioneer, and a
man who knows it all.

Thank you very much, Sawm, for hav-
ing shared your life with us.

SAM GIBBONS: A LEADER ON
TRADE ISSUES

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, at the
close of the 104th Congress we will,
with regret but with pride in having
known him, bid goodbye to a valued
friend and a dedicated Member of this
Chamber, the Honorable SAM GIBBONS
of Florida.

I have had the privilege of knowing
the dean of the Florida delegation for
more than 25 years and during most of
that time we served together on the
Ways and Means Committee. There he
has served with the highest distinction,
particularly as chairman of the Trade
Subcommittee, a position which | now
have the good fortune to hold, and
later as chairman of this powerful com-
mittee with paramount jurisdiction
over taxes, trade, welfare, Medicare,
and Social Security.
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However, | believe it is his commit-
ment to free and fair trade for the
United States which constitutes the
greatest legacy of the honorable Mem-
ber from Florida. He has guided numer-
ous trade policy milestones through
the sometimes contentious legislative
process, including the historic passage
of the United States-Israel Free Trade
Agreement, the United States-Canada
Free Trade Agreement, the subsequent
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, and the Uruguay Round Multi-
lateral Trade Agreements.

On both a bilateral and multilateral
basis, he has worked tirelessly to ex-
pand markets and improve trade rela-
tionships all over the world. This in-
cludes not only our traditional trading
partners, such as Canada, Mexico,
Japan, and the European Union, but
also the emerging economies of East-
ern Europe, the former Soviet Union,
and China.

It seems on the face of it such an im-
possible task. However, although the
challenges were exceedingly difficult
and the interests both at home and
abroad were diverse, SAM’s commit-
ment to the philosophy of open, com-
petitive markets and uniform trading
rules provided the solid foundation for
success after success. These successes
meant the creation of more and more
jobs and a higher standard of living
throughout the world.

Mr. GiIBBONS has traveled the world
and talked frankly and openly with
presidents, kings, dictators, and prime
ministers. He also has traveled this
country and talked to big business,
small business, workers, and consum-
ers—friend and foe alike. The results
are his legacy—an economy that is the
envy of the world, an expanding job
market, and a primary role for the
United States in international trade
policy.

There are few instances when the
welfare of the average American work-
ing family has been so directly and sig-
nificantly affected by the dedicated
leadership of one man. We can claim
such an honor for SAM GIBBONS. His
trade policy leadership, along with his
contributions in the area of Medicare,
Social Security, and tax reform, has
touched the lives of so many, many
Americans.

Jobs have been created and the qual-
ity of life has been lifted. He has im-
proved the lives of the citizens of his
congressional district, his State, and
the Nation.

In the years to come, others must
provide the caliber of leadership and
commitment for which SAM GIBBONS
has become so well known. Others will
strive to achieve his high standards of
integrity, dedication to family, and
service to country in both peace and
war. | believe SAM GIBBONS has pro-
vided a blueprint for a life of public
service that will both attract and chal-
lenge a new generation of congres-
sional leaders.

I look forward to my friend’s contin-
ued contribution in private life; | will
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forever cherish his friendship; and, |
join my colleagues in extending the
Honorable SAM GIBBONS my very best
wishes for the future. God bless you,
SAM.

SAM GIBBONS: TRULY AN
AMERICAN HERO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] is recognized
during morning business for 2 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to join my colleagues in honor-
ing the gentleman from Florida, my
dear friend, SAm GiBBoONS. | would like
to say thank you to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. BROwN] for organiz-
ing this tribute to a man who has
served his country with distinction for
over half a century.

SAM GIBBONS is truly an American
hero. Most people know SAM for his
work here in the House in steadfast de-
fense of Medicare for our Nation’s sen-
iors. He understands what Medicare
has meant in the lives of seniors. He
understands what health insurance has
meant to the seniors of this Nation. He
has been inspiring in leading the
charge in that important fight and 1|
am proud to have served with SAM GIB-
BONS.

Yet, outstanding service to our Na-
tion is nothing new to SAM. Mr. Speak-
er, 52 years ago this June SAM GIBBONS
led the charge as American and Allied
troops stormed the beaches in Nor-
mandy in Operation Overlord, the inva-
sion that |liberated Nazi-occupied
France and marked the beginning of
the end of World War I1.

SAaM won the Bronze Star for para-
chuting into France the night before
the invasion. As President Clinton re-
marked during the 50th anniversary
ceremony commemorating brave men
like SAM, and | quote, ““What we must
remember is that when they were
young, these men saved the world.”

Throughout his 34 years of service to
the American people in this House,
SAM GIBBONS has worked long and hard
to provide opportunity and progress for
the American people. SAM was instru-
mental in the enactment of President
Lyndon Johnson’s Job Corps, Head
Start, and other antipoverty initia-
tives.

As the former chairman and current
ranking Democrat of the Committee on
Ways and Means, SAM has long been a
leader on pension reform, international

trade, health care, welfare, and tax
policies.
Again, to the gentlewoman from

Florida [Ms. BRowN], | thank you for
allowing me to participate in this trib-
ute to this true American hero. The
people’s House, which is what this body
is, will not be the same without SAm
G1BBONS. We will miss his intelligence,
his dignity, his indomitable will, his
commitment to the people of this
country, his love for a good fight, and
his desire to make this place a better
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world, a better country for American
men and women.

Mr. Speaker, | wish the gentleman
from Florida the best fortune in his fu-
ture endeavors.

A TRIBUTE TO SAM GIBBONS

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | also
want to participate in this commemo-
ration to our good colleague, SAM GiIB-
BONS, and | want to thank the gentle-
woman from Florida, Ms. BROWN, my
colleague, for setting aside this time to
do this.

Mr. Speaker, it came as a surprise
when SAM GIBBONS announced his plans
to retire from Congress at the end of
this year. SAM GIBBONS’ name has be-
come synonymous with Florida poli-
tics. He has represented the Tampa
area for the past 44 years, first ventur-
ing into politics as a State representa-
tive and then the State senate. He was
sworn into Congress during the Ken-
nedy administration and for the past 34
years has represented Tampa in the
House of Representatives.

When 1| first heard about SAM’s plans
to retire, | couldn’t help but recall the
50th anniversary D-day invasion cere-
monies that | had the privilege of at-
tending and to which SAM GIBBONS was
appointed as a special representative,
by President Clinton.

It was indeed fitting that Mr. GiB-
BONS was specially designated as the
President’s representative. SAM has a
long and distinguished career in service
to his country. A decorated World War
Il veteran, he showed extreme bravery
by parachuting into Normandy the
night before D-day and then made his
way behind enemy lines during the
Normandy invasion.

After the war he returned to Florida
and commenced his law practice. He
then began a political career that
spanned several decades.

Although we have not always agreed
politically, | believe SAM has served his
constituents well and has worked tire-
lessly as a champion on their behalf.
SAM has long been considered a leader
and supporter of free trade which he at-
tributes to his experience during the
war. SAM has often been heard to say:
“l believe fundamentally, people who
trade together and work together do
not fight.”

As a fellow Floridian, | can assure
you, SAM, that you will be missed.
Your spirit and energetic nature have
set you apart and truly demonstrate
your commitment and willingness to
fight for your convictions.

Leaving can sometimes be difficult,
but you leave knowing that you gave it
all you’ve got and then some. Perhaps,
now you will be able to find time for
another great passion in life—arrang-
ing a tee time will now be a little easi-
er. | wish you well in the future and I
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venture to say that whatever you do
you will do with great passion and
gusto.

SAM GIBBONS WROTE THE RULES
FOR THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS
AND MEANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. STARK] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 2 minutes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it is a joy
to get a chance to speak to SAM when
he has to sit and listen to us.

Mr. Speaker, | have worked with SAm
my entire 22 years on the Committee
on Ways and Means. It is interesting.
SAM opposed expanding the Committee
on Ways and Means when all of us new
youngsters came on the committee.
They had a nice little club and they
really did not want to add to it.

But once the caucus worked its will
and the Committee on Ways and Means
learned about democracy and expanded
its membership, SAM turned out to be
the fairest of the titans on that com-
mittee for opening up and sharing the
responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, he wrote the rules for
that committee which stand today |
think as a mark for other committees
in its fairness and its openness. And
many of us who worked with SAM for so
long remember that. He could oppose
you and he is not shy and he is willing
to speak out. And unlike some of us, he
does not need to learn more diplomacy
and reticence because he has Martha,
and Martha has been able to keep SAM
mellow and happy when he has been
fighting like hell for something that he
believes in.

Mr. Speaker, SAM wrote the rules for
the Committee on Ways and Means. He
is an expert on trade. Then in the last
Congress when we were attempting to
pass welfare reform, SAM sat through
every markup with our subcommittee,
even though he was not on that com-
mittee, and when the bill came to full
committee it was the expertise not
only from his experience as he had been
with Medicare from the time he voted
for it as an original bill but from all
the service on the Committee on Ways
and Means he was able to help us pull
together that coalition that was able
to present to the American public a
health care bill that was fair, did not
increase the deficit, and opened up
health coverage to every American.

| hope, SAM that he can provide that
for you in your retirement and you can
come back and share with us when
under the leadership that you set, and
the goal you set for us with the Presi-
dent, we will accomplish that.

God bless you, Sam. We will
you.

miss

SAM GIBBONS: AN IDEAL CITIZEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
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GONZALEZ] is recognized during morn-
ing businesses for 2 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, this is
a tremendously mixed emotional feel-
ing for me.

SAM GIBBONS is an ideal American:
He is absolutely honest; he is coura-
geous in every sense of the word; he
cares about his fellow human beings;
and he is a public servant of the high-
est integrity, the deepest commitment,
and the most dogged determination.
SAM GIBBONS is everything that anyone
could ever hope to see in a friend, a
neighbor, a soldier and an elected rep-
resentative. SAM is the kind of man
you are grateful to know and happy to
serve with. If you had the ability to
pick and choose who you would have
for a friend and colleague. SAM would
always be first on the list.

Others have or will speak about
SAM’s history as a D-day paratrooper,
and of the details of his long and dis-
tinguished career. But | want simply to
say that SAM is a decent man, the kind
we all look up to, and the kind we al-
ways wish we could be.

One thing about SAM GIBBONS: He
fights for what he believes in and for
what he knows is right. He is not afraid
to challenge the kind of arbitrary and
frankly brutal behavior of the current
majority in this House; nor does he
shade the truth when it comes to the
tough issues we face. He’s old-fashioned
in that regard: A gentleman whenever
he can be, and a fighter if he has to be.

SAM is one we can always count on to
be fair, and to be square with us. His
word is never open to question: When
he makes a commitment, he means it
and he stays with it.

I've not always agreed with the ac-
tions of the Committee on Ways and
Means—who does? But one thing | have
always known is that if SAM says that
a bill or a provision is good, you can
trust his judgment. And if SAM says
that he can’t help you or can’t agree
with you, he’ll give you a reason that
you can both understand and respect.
That’s the kind of friend and colleague
this House depends on. And that’s the
kind of person every American should
want to represent them in the House.

Not many people have had a life as
filled with adventure and challenge as
SAM has. And very few who have had
such distinguished lives and careers are
as modest and self-effacing as SAM is.
It’s a measure of his greatness, that he
maintains—and always has main-
tained—a sense of balance and propor-
tion. SAM knows what really counts,
and he doesn’t forget it.

The House of Representatives has
been enriched and enlivened by SAM
GIBBONS. He has brought us life and
light. He’s been a friend to many, many
people, and a model for all of us. I've
known thousands of Members in my ca-
reer here, and none has been more re-
spected than SAM GIBBONS. He is a
great representative for his district
and for the whole country. When he
leaves, the House will be diminished.
I’'m glad to have known him, privileged
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to have served with him, and happy to
join in this well-deserved tribute.
Thank you, SAm, for being an ideal
American, a great friend, and an out-
standing colleague.

SAM GIBBONS WILL BE MISSED
DEEPLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 2 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | first came
really to know SAM GiBBONS and his
wife, Martha, on what is now a rather
famous bus trip to Eastern Europe. |
think | was just a freshman then; not
on the Committee on Ways and Means.
SAM was good enough to invite me.

No junket was that. We worked 12
hours, sometimes 14 hours a day. We
went to Czechoslovakia, to Romania,
Bulgaria, Hungary, and we went to
most of those places by bus. Mr. Speak-
er, | saw firsthand what SAmM GIBBONS
was really like. Hard working, down to
earth, good natured, generous. He made
sure that each of us had a crack at in-
troducing the delegation to the distin-
guished, and not so distinguished in
some cases, leaders of those countries.

Then, Mr. Speaker, | joined the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and since
then | have had a chance to work first-
hand with SAmM GiIBBONS, to work on
trade. He and | have not always agreed,
but one thing all of us agree on and
that is the caliber of leadership and
commitment of SAM GIBBONS.

He has been compared to some other
famous people. Claude Pepper, for ex-
ample, another favorite son of Florida.
But | do not think you can compare
SAM with anyone. He is very much his
own person. He is very much a real ar-
ticle.

SAM, you care so much, you have
such a sense of commitment. So, | am
not sure why you are leaving. | think
maybe it is because his main passion is
not for power; it is for public service. |
think there is some hint that SAM is
going to remain very much a public fig-
ure.

I close with this, SAM. | think with
your streak of modesty you do not
really know how much you are going to
be missed. The answer is, very deeply.

SAM GIBBONS: A LIFE OF
EXTRAORDINARY SUCCESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. PAYNE] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 2 minutes.

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
PAYNE] for yielding, and since he only
has 2 minutes | will not take much of
this time except to join my colleagues
in commending SAM GIBBONS, a great
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leader in the Congress of the United
States; a leader on the issues; and, a
gentleman at all times.

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my colleague from
Florida, Ms. BROWN, for requesting this
special order to honor our good friend
and colleague, Chairman SAM GIBBONS.

Many years ago, Teddy Roosevelt
compared success in life to success in
football. The key to success in both, he
said, is to hit the line hard day after
day.

Those of us who have served with
SAM GIBBONS know that by this or any
other measure, he has been an extraor-
dinary success.

For his entire adult life, Sam GiB-
BONS has served this nation with cour-
age and tenacity. From the day more
than a half-century ago when he took
part in the D-day invasion, to his pas-
sionate defense in this Congress of the
millions of Americans who depend on
Medicare, SAM GIBBONS has always put
his Nation first.

I first came to know Sam well
through my service on the House Ways
and Means Committee. | remember the
very difficult circumstances under
which he assumed the chair. SAM took
over the committee without a hitch.
His approach was inclusive and
thoughtful and was marked by a great
sense of bipartisanship.

Chairman Gieeons will always be re-
membered for his passionate defense of
the nation’s senior citizens and poor,
for his tireless work on behalf of free
and open trade, and for his advocacy of
a fair, and equitable, and economically
efficient Tax Code.

SAM GIBBONS is the consummate
southern gentleman, and | am proud to
call him my friend.

Mr. Speaker, as SAM and Martha
enter this new phase of their lives, I
know the whole House of Representa-
tives joins me in wishing him well.

A TRIBUTE TO SAM GIBBONS, A
FRIEND OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from the Virgin
Islands [Mr. FRAZER] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 1 minute.

Mr. FRAZER. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to add my voice to my colleagues
who have recognized, as many of us
feel, the untimely departure of Mr.
GIBBONS, but | am sure he is moving on
to bigger and better things.

As a representative of the Virgin Is-
lands, where we have no vote in this
body, | would like to recognize the as-
sistance that Mr. GIBBONS has given
the Virgin Islands. As those issues that
affect the Virgin Islands have come be-
fore his committee, | have always been
able to go to him and ask him to make
sure that he looks out for American
citizens who happen to reside in the
Virgin Islands, but in fact have no real
voice in this institution.

So, Mr. GiBBONS, | thank you for the
assistance that you have offered the
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people of the Virgin Islands, the friend-
ship you have shown me over the years,
and | wish you well in your new adven-
ture. I am sure that many of us are
going to wish that there were times
when you were here that we can come
to you for counsel, but perhaps you
will leave a phone number where you
can be reached.

Again, thank you for the help and as-
sistance and recognition of the people
in the islands and their position of al-
most helplessness. You have taken it
on on our behalf. God bless you for that
assistance, and God speed in your new
adventure.

LOSING THE NO. 1 MEMBER OF
THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, in the
RECORD, | guess my remarks will ap-
pear last for my dear friend, SAM, who
decided to leave the Congress and to
leave the Committee on Ways and
Means. Politically and legislatively
that puts me as the No. 1 Democrat.
But, quite frankly, we are losing the
No. 1 Committee on Ways and Means
member, a person that served with Wil-
bur Mills, a person that has been on
the committee since 1969 even though
he came to the Congress in 1962, one
that no one challenges has done more
to promote U.S. trade with NAFTA and
with GATT as well as being the lead
person with President Johnson on so-
cial issues.

We are going to miss SAM because he
is the only one on the committee that
had a sense of institutional memory.
And | know one thing, | feel a lot more
strong knowing that SAM will be there
with me in the next year whereby
every possible poll and every moral
reason, the Democrats will be in charge
of this particular House.

So Mr. Speaker, we will make certain
that the gentleman’s leadership carries
on in the House and try to reverse
some of the setbacks that we have had
in terms of legislation that gentleman
has been promoting, and | regret that |
am last, but | am glad that | got here
in time.

O 1315

PARTING REMARKS BY THE
HONORABLE SAM GIBBONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WELLER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] is
recognized during morning business for
5 minutes.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate this every much. First | want to
thank my colleague, Ms. BROwWN, for ar-
ranging this and her staff for doing all
of this. | realize that many Members
could not be here today and have sub-
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mitted their remarks for the RECORD,
for which I am most grateful. | am very
grateful, too, for those who were able
to show up today and pay me this
honor. I am very proud that my wife,
Martha, is here in the gallery to my
left hearing all of this. I an over-
whelmed by it. | do not deserve it all,
but | darn sure appreciate every bit of
it.

This is not my last speech, and for
that many of you can take a deep
breath, because | am sure there are
going to be many more battles in
which we will agree and disagree, and |
intend to participate in them.

I retire now because | think it is time
to do so. | have enjoyed every minute
of the service | have been privileged to
have for my constituents and for the
American people.

I am proud of the Congress. Often-
times the Congress is misunderstood.
We do not deal with the easy issues,
and Americans really do not like con-
flict and they do not like us to express
differences of opinion. They are very
uncomfortable when they do that.
Therefore, the Congress is often mis-
judged.

This is a group of very dedicated peo-
ple and vary skillful people, and people
who have deep convictions about what
they are doing. It takes a lot of pa-
tience to understand them and to toler-
ate the differences in views, but we
must do that. That is democracy in ac-
tion. That is what America is all
about.

I have become acquainted with most
of the other parliamentary bodies on
Earth, and none has the responsibility
or the power that is possessed by the
Congress, and particularly by the
House of Representatives of the Con-
gress. That is a form of government
that most other nations have looked at
and have decided not to adopt, for one
reason or another, but | think it has
served our country well for all these
years. It will always be a tremendous
privilege to me to look back and say I
was able to participate in all that de-
liberation and all that work.

Martha and | will go to a new career.
I am not exactly sure what it is going
to be. | hope to teach a little. | hope to
practice law with my sons a little. |
hope to come back up here and work
with some of my colleagues and all of
my colleagues on two particular issues
that | am interested in. One is keeping
the markets of the world open, because
| believe that nations that trade with
each other do not end up fighting each
other, and | think it is good for Amer-
ica and good for the world that we keep
the markets of the world open. I am
proud of the small contributions | have
made in that.

The other is to do something about
our revenue system. America cannot
afford the terrible revenue system that
we now have. It is not that the tax bur-
den is so high on Americans; it is the
clumsy way in which we collect the
taxes that really irritates the Ameri-
cans.
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Frankly, our misunderstood tax sys-
tem extracts less on a per capita basis
from our people than the tax systems
of 25 other industrialized nations who
inhabit this globe. But our very clumsy
system of collecting taxes makes it a
heavy burden for all of us to carry.
That needs to be changed, because we
cannot remain competitive, we cannot
maintain our standard of living, unless
we change our tax system, unless we
keep our markets open, unless we edu-
cate our people, because from the
brains and the bodies of our people
comes the strength of our country and
the standard of living which we all love
to have and which is going to be more
and more difficult to maintain.

So | get ready to leave here at the
end of this term in a happy frame of
mind and, fortunately, in good health,
and very, very grateful for the friend-
ships, for the experience, and for what
I was allowed to do while here.

Martha and | love this place. We love
the people. We love the staff and all
those who work around here. Particu-
larly we are grateful to those people
who elected us year after year after
year and allowed us to serve here.

Thank you, and God bless America.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House, and any manifestation of
approval or disapproval of the proceed-
ings is in violation of the rules of the
House.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 24 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. CLINGER] at 2 p.m.

PRAYER
The Reverend Luis Leon, rector, St.
John’s Church, Lafayette Square,

Washington, DC, offered the following
prayer:

Gracious God, Who has given us this
good land for our heritage, we humbly
pray that we may always prove our-
selves a people mindful of the grace
You have granted us. Bless our land
with honorable industry and sound
learning and faithful leadership. Save
us from violence and discord, confusion
and chaos, pride and arrogance. Defend
our liberties and fashion into one na-
tion the good people brought here out
of many lands and languages. Endue
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with a spirit of wisdom those to whom
in Your name we entrust the authority
of government, especially the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United
States, that there may be justice and
mercy in this land. Strengthen our re-
solve to see fulfilled all hopes for a
lasting peace among all nations. In a
time of prosperity, fill our hearts with
thankfulness, and in a day of trouble,
remind us that we still belong to You.
All this we ask in Your name. 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 Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

| 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.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed a
joint resolution of the following title,
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested:

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution making cor-
rections to Public Law 104-134.

WELCOMING THE REVEREND LUIS
LEON AS GUEST CHAPLAIN

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, it
is my pleasure to welcome the Rev-
erend Luis Leon to the U.S. House of
Representatives to be our Chaplain for
the day and thank him for the prayer
just given.

Reverend Leon was born in Guanta-
namo, Cuba, and was baptized in Guan-
tanamo Episcopal Church. He moved to
the United States at the age of 12 and
lived with his mother and sister in
Miami. He later attended the Univer-
sity of the South in Sewanee, TN. In
1977, Reverend Leon received his mas-
ter’s in divinity degree from the Vir-
ginia Theological Seminary.

Reverend Leon has spent many years
in religious service at churches in
North Carolina, New Jersey, and Dela-
ware. He moved to Washington, DC,
with his wife, Lu, and his two daugh-
ters are living here, too. He is now the
14th Rector of St. John’s Episcopal
Church at Lafayette Square here in
Washington, DC.
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Since its inauguration in 1815 St.
John’s has been a fixture in our Na-
tion’s Capital. Organized to serve as a
parish church for occupants of the
White House and their families, it is
now known as the “‘Church of the
Presidents’ because every President
since James Madison has attended
services there at least once. President
Clinton continues the tradition by
quite often attending St. John’s 8
o’clock services on Sunday mornings.

Again, we welcome Rev. Luis Leon as
our Chaplain for the day.

MAKING CORRECTIONS TO PUBLIC
LAW 104-134

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 53) making corrections
to Public Law 104-134, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

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 Louisiana?

There was no objection.

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

S.J. REs. 53

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

(@) In Public Law 104-134, insert after the
enacting clause:

“TITLE I—OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS™.

(b) The two penultimate undesignated
paragraphs under the subheading ‘‘ADMINIS-
TRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE™ under
the heading “TITLE II—RELATED AGEN-
CIES, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE”
of the Department of the Interior and Relat-
ed Agencies Appropriations Act, 1996, as con-
tained in section 101(c) of Public Law 104-134,
are repealed.

(c) Section 520 under the heading “TITLE
V—GENERAL PROVISIONS” of the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1996, as contained in
section 101(e) of Public Law 104-134, is re-

pealed.
(d) Strike out section 337 under the head-
ing “TITLE 1II—GENERAL PROVISIONS”’

of the Department of the Interior and Relat-
ed Agencies Appropriations Act, 1996, as con-
tained in section 101(c) of Public Law 104-134,
and insert in lieu thereof:

““SEC. 337. The Secretary of the Interior
shall promptly convey to the Daughters of
the American Colonists, without reimburse-
ment, all right, title and interest in the
plague that in 1933 was placed on the Great
Southern Hotel in Saint Louis, Missouri by
the Daughters of the American Colonists to
mark the site of Fort San Carlos.”.

(e) Section 21104 of Public Law 104-134 is
repealed.

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.

REALITY CHECK ON CONGRESS

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

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, it’s
time for a reality check on the accom-
plishments of the 104th Congress. At
the moment Clinton is riding high in
the polls—a result pleasing to the lib-
eral media in America.

But the facts are these: this Congress
majority voted for real welfare reform,
but Bill Clinton vetoed it; this Con-
gress voted for a balanced budget but
Clinton vetoed it; this Congress voted
to cut wasteful spending including for-
eign aid but Clinton vetoed it; this
Congress voted to defend second
amendment rights but Clinton chose
another path. Let’s give credit where
credit is due.

If the American people want true re-
form in our country for those who work
and pay taxes, those who farm and run
small businesses, those who want to
put America’s interests ahead of the
U.N. and world government; those who
support traditional family values; then
this majority in Congress must be in-
creased and a new President must be
elected. It’s time to think of vetoing
Clinton—he’s the obstacle to real re-
form in America. That’s the reality.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair must remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of proceed-
ings is in violation of the rules of the
House.

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE IS
THE ECONOMIC AND MORAL
ISSUE OF THE DAY

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to call upon the leadership of the
House to bring up legislation increas-
ing the minimum wage, and in doing so
I ask the question, how long does it
take to earn $8,440?

I call the attention of our colleagues
to this cartoon, which states that it
takes a full-time minimum-wage earn-
er 1 year, while it takes the average
CEO of a large U.S. corporation one-
half a day. This cartoon is not funny
and it is not fair.

Yes, we salute the success of the en-
trepreneur and the businessperson.
Yes, we recognize that business must
make a profit. But in a country as
great and as decent as ours, this cannot
all be at the expense of exploiting our
work force.

For a minimum-wage earner a pay
raise to $5.15 per hour would mean to
have enough money for food, text-
books, simple things. We must raise
the minimum wage to a decent living
wage, to a wage that makes work pay.
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It is the political, economic and
moral—yes, | repeat, moral issue of our
day.

REPEALING GAS TAX WILL HELP
AMERICANS AT LOWEST RUNG
ON ECONOMIC LADDER

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | lis-
tened with great interest to my good
friend and colleague from California
and her editorial cartoon that she
brought out, but | thought she and
other Members on the liberal side of
the aisle would be interested in this
statement from President Clinton
when he was freed from the strictures
of campaign fever.

“It”’, raising the minimum wage, ‘‘is
the wrong way to raise the incomes of
low-wage earners.” So said the Presi-
dent in Time magazine February 6 of
last year.

Mr. Speaker, the challenge for us is
not to prescribe some artificial wage
mandated by Government. The chal-
lenge for us is to allow hard-working
Americans to hang on to more of the
money they earn and send less of it to
the Federal Government, beginning
with this regressive, horrible Clinton
tax on gasoline. Let us repeal that
today in true bipartisan fashion and
that will help American workers at the
lowest rung of the economic ladder and
on up.

MANHATTAN JUDGE OKAYS TAX
BREAKS FOR PEDOPHILES

(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, a
Manhattan judge has okayed tax
breaks for pedophiles. The judge upheld
the tax exempt status for Zymurgy,
Inc., an organization that advocates
sex between men and boys. The judge
ruled freedom of speech extends even
to those who advocate man-boy sex.

Mr. Speaker, where did this judge get
his law degree, the back cover of Ba-
zooka bubble gum trading cards or
what? Will America, now Congress,
subsidize pedophilia?

The truth of the matter is some of
these judges have become so book
smart, they are actually street dumb. |
think it is time for Congress to take a
look at some of this judicial branch de-
cision-making process. Sounds pretty
constipating to me.

IT IS TIME TO REPEAL
REGRESSIVE GAS TAX

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | once
again return to the point | have been
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making since | got here, and that is
that working families in this country
are taxed far, far too much. Working
families are being ripped off by the
Federal Government and by the special
interests that demand more and more
money and higher and higher taxes.

So | am glad to hear the rumors that
the President may at least be willing
to roll back the ill-conceived gas tax
that he imposed a couple of years back.
That gas tax was part of the biggest
tax increase in history, a tax increase
that even the President later admitted
was a mistake.

The President and the old Congress
thought that higher taxes would fuel
the economy, but a lot of working fam-
ilies are just about running on empty.
Taxes are too high. Let us quit siphon-
ing an extra 50, or 60 or 70 cents out of
the pockets of American citizens each
time they fill up their gas tanks. Let
us agree right now, in a bipartisan way,
to repeal this ridiculous regressive gas
tax and ensure Americans get more
mileage out of their own paychecks. It
is time to cut taxes and get the lead
out.

CONGRESS SUPPORTS HEAD
START WITH $36 MILLION OVER
FISCAL YEAR 1995

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, a few days ago, | had the great
pleasure of being a guest of some of my
youngest constituents at the Dorothy
Grant and William Bell Head Start
Preschool Centers in Fontana, CA. | sa-
lute the dedicated staff and outstand-
ing students of these two centers.

Since its enactment in 1965, Head
Start has provided comprehensive child
development services to more than 12
million low-income preschool children
and their families.

I was proud to vote for this legisla-
tion in 1965, and | am proud of the ac-
complishments it is still making.
While the thrust of Head Start is the
same as it was 30 years ago, the pro-
gram has evolved greatly and now en-
compasses more community and paren-
tal support.

Head Start has a proven role in re-
ducing drop outs, providing accesses to
health care, and assisting in preventing
delinquency.

I applaud supportive Members of Con-
gress for their recent work in the budg-
et negotiations to fund head Start at
$36 million over and above fiscal year
1995. This action shows our strong com-
mitment to providing a solid footing in
educating our children.

OSHA SMALL BUSINESS RELIEF

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, last
week my office received a copy of a let-
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ter which the AFL-CIO is circulating
to Members of Congress opposing the
Small Business OSHA Relief Act, H.R.
3234.

Not surprisingly, the letter never
mentions the fact that every single
item in the Small Business OSHA Re-
lief Act has been taken directly from
policy pronouncements of the Clinton
administration. The AFL-CIO has
shown how extreme its own agenda is
when it opposes this very modest legis-
lation, which is limited in scope and
represents areas of agreement between
the Clinton administration’s initia-
tives and our desire to make OSHA less
adversarial and more commonsensical.

The Clinton administration has re-
peatedly said that OSHA needs to be
reinvented. But will the Clinton admin-
istration have the backbone to stand
by its own words and initiatives when
the AFL-CIO comes calling?

CONGRESS SHOULD BRING
MINIMUM WAGE TO VOTE

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | would
urge Speaker GINGRICH and the Repub-
lican leadership to let us vote on an in-
crease in the minimum wage. In my
State of New Jersey the minimum
wage was increased to $5.05 an hour,
two Princeton University economists,
David Card and Alan Kruger, surveyed
patterns in fast food restaurants in
New Jersey and Pennsylvania after the
minimum wage went into effect. The
result suggested a moderate hike,
much like the one President Clinton is
proposing, has actually increased total
employment.

The reason is that minimum wage
earners do not have the ability to save.
They spend their money on basic neces-
sities, and raising the minimum wage
put more money into our local econ-
omy. The money was spent to purchase
more goods, adding eventually to an in-
crease in profits for our local busi-
nesses. The fast food industry that
Card and Kruger studied found most of
the people earning the minimum wage
were the same people who used that in-
crease to in fact buy more fast food.

So the bottom line is a higher mini-
mum wage increased economic activi-
ties in New Jersey. It is supported by
the President and supported by most
Members in both the House and the
Senate, and the leadership of the Re-
publican Party should bring it up for a
vote now.
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A SEAT ON THE COURT FOR $10
MILLION

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, $10 million
is not a big deal to most liberal Demo-
crats. But to Bill Clinton it’s just
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enough to pay for a seat on the Federal
appeals court.

That’s right, Mr. Speaker. Ten mil-
lion dollars.

Just think what you could buy with
that much money. A trip around the
world. A big, fancy yacht. Or, a seat on
one of the highest courts in the land.

As a life-time Federal judge, you
could have power over the lives of mil-
lions of Americans. You could make
decisions that shape society and the
economy. And you would not even need
judicial experience. All you would need
is a little fund-raising experience
working for the Democrat Party.

It’s really a no-brainer if you think
about it, Mr. Speaker. | mean, what
would you rather do with $10 million.
Invest in cattle futures, or sit on the
Federal bench for the rest of your life.
Not a bad deal, I’d say.

AMERICA LOST IN THE WORLD
TRADE ORGANIZATION

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
less than a week ago, we were celebrat-
ing Earth Day.

Today our country’s environmental
laws are under assault not only by the
GINGRICH extremists in Congress but
also in the World Trade Organization,
the WTO.

The United States lost yesterday in
the WTO. The WTO said our Clean Air
Act violates international trade laws—
yes, the same Clean Air Act that we
celebrated last week.

But our environment wasn’t the only
loser in the WTO.

Workers in America’s refineries lost,
too. Workers in places like Ohio and
Pennsylvania and Louisiana lost be-
cause they will have to compete with
dirty gas imports from Venezuela and
Brazil.

Mr. Speaker, America lost yesterday
in the World Trade Organization. It
was our first loss; unfortunately it will
not be our last unless we repeal some
of these trade agreements.

REPEAL THE CLINTON GAS TAX

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, as almost
every American knows gas prices have
climbed 5 cents a gallon the past 2
weeks and are at the highest level
since the Persian Gulf war. President
Clinton has dispatched his Energy Sec-
retary to find the root of this problem.

She should not have to fly very far or
look hard—after all, this same admin-
istration increased gas taxes by almost
5 cents per gallon in 1993. Offered in the
name of deficit reduction, this tax hike
is now hitting millions of American
motorists who are grumbling loudly at
the pumps. Fiscal conservatives in
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Congress are currently exploring ways
to repeal this regressive tax. However,
it’s not easy because as we found when
repealing the Clinton tax on seniors’
Social Security benefits, liberals hate
to give up any taxes. The American
people will be given a clear choice—the
tax hikes and status quo spending of
the Clinton administration or the bil-
lions of dollars of real spending cuts
and tax relief of this Congress.
Americans should think about that
the next time they fill up knowing
President Clinton feels their pain.

GAS PRICES

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

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, | had not
intended to speak on this, but after |
have heard the comments from the
other side regarding the increase in the
gas tax back in 1993, | cannot constrain
myself. First of all, I would remind my
friends, let us go back and take a look
at what happened under Presidents
Reagan and Bush in regard to their in-
crease in the gas tax. Let us not be re-
visionist.

Let us take a look at what happened
to gas prices in this country when we
raised it 4.3 cents per gallon. Gas prices
in 1993, in 1994, in 1995 went down. They
did not go up. But here we are in 1996
and we are reaching back to 1993 to be
able to blame President Clinton be-
cause we have nothing else to blame
him on because the stock market went
up, employment went up, unemploy-
ment went down. Misery went down, so
let us blame him on something else.

We are here right now trying to
make sure that these working poor
have an ability to earn a living wage.
We have given them, in the same bill
that increased the gas taxes, an
earned-income tax credit to help people
get off welfare and into work. The GOP
right now is opposed to giving people a
90-cent raise in the minimum wage. |
would say that somewhere between
Abraham Lincoln and the current Re-
publican leadership, the GOP has taken
an about-face on slavery.

THE WAR ON DRUGS

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton has been absent on the war on
drugs. Yet yesterday, after more than 3
years in office, President Clinton fi-
nally announced a plan to reduce ille-
gal drug use. But Mr. Speaker, it would
appear to be too little too late. Presi-
dent Clinton has backed down on the
war on drugs. For example, it was
President Clinton that only days after
taking office, cut the Office of National
Drug Control Policy by more than 80
percent. It is during the Clinton admin-
istration that drug use among children
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skyrocketed while interdiction and
prosecution efforts dropped. It is dur-
ing the Clinton administration that
marijuana use among young people has
increased 50 percent and has jumped 137
percent among 12- to 13-year-olds. Mr.
Speaker, who is the President trying to
kid?

The President has dropped the ball
on the war on drugs and now he’s play-
ing election year politics.

PAY EQUITY FOR FEDERAL
FIREFIGHTERS

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, tonight is
the eighth annual fire and emergency
services dinner. Two thousand of our
Nation’s fire and emergency services
leaders gather in Washington to recog-
nize the service of our Nation’s fire-
fighters and emergency responders,
safety instructors, engineers, arson in-
vestigators, and others in the fire com-
munity.

However, hundreds of Federal fire-
fighters will not be in attendance to-
night because they are fighting
brushfires in the West. Mr. Speaker,
they are experiencing what many are
calling the driest conditions in over a
century.

Here in the Congress, | have intro-
duced a bill, H.R. 858, the Federal Fire-
fighters Pay Fairness Act, which would
correct a significant pay inequity
which exists for these and nearly 10,000
Federal firefighters throughout our
country.

Mr. Speaker, despite the fact that my
bill has over 135 bipartisan sponsors,
we have been unable to get a hearing in
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight Subcommittee on Civil
Service. In the next several days, | will
be sending a bipartisan letter to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MicA], the
chairman, requesting a hearing on this
bill with approximately 100 Members of
this body. | hope, Mr. Speaker, that we
will see a hearing on that bill in the
near future.

HEAD START WORKS IN ARIZONA

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

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in a bipartisan way to speak
about a program that | think is widely
applauded by most people in this
House, and that is Head Start. It is a
program that has certainly worked
well in my district. 1 think it has
worked well across the country, and it
has worked well because it does good
things and it has a performance record
that we can all talk about. It is a pro-
gram that is designed to provide nutri-
tion, health screening and treatment,
education, and social services to pre-
school-aged children and to their par-
ents, and it has contributed greatly to
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our efforts to help those kids do better
as they get older and to help to win the
war against poverty in this country.

In my community of Tucson, AZ, 70
percent of the children served by Head
Start are bilingual, and through this
program, these children learn English
better so that they can go to kinder-
garten with a better knowledge to
start out of their schooling on the
right footing, an that helps them stay
in school. That helps everyone, the
kids, their parents, and the commu-
nity.

Mr. Speaker, for years Head Start
has enjoyed strong bipartisan support,
and in these austere budgetary times,
that support has continued. | urge my
colleagues to continue to provide ade-
quate funding.

WAGES IN AMERICA

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

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
everybody in America is worried about
their wages. Here in Congress, the GOP
leadership opposes the President’s ini-
tiative to raise the minimum wage
from $4.25 to $5.15 to begin starting
next year.

The GOP leadership argues that this
will have unintended consequences,
therefore, let us not do it. However,
what they failed to note is that paying
workers more money for work per-
formed will increase workers’ purchas-
ing power, and that will purchase more
goods, more jobs will be created. This
helps restore purchasing power, re-
duces turnover in the job place, and
promotes domestic tranquility.

| think that is what this country is
all about, is about paying people for
work performed. Paying more to the
lowest wage earner in the country, the
lowest, the lowest, not the middle, not
the highest. Are there not the same
workers we are trying to help with
struggling to keep their heads above
water? Why is it the GOP wants to end
welfare but does not want to pay those
who work for being hard workers?

TRIBUTE TO HEAD START

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

Mrs. SEASTAND. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to pay tribute to a program
which | believe has had a significant,
positive impact on children and their
families. Head Start empowers the en-
tire family, not just the young child.
Head Start assists parents in carrying
out their roles as the primary nurtur-
ers of their children. Parents assist in
Head Start classrooms and sit on par-
ent councils that have a say in how the
program is run. Research shows posi-
tive impacts including improved paren-
tal awareness, and enhanced parental
employment and educational status.
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Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 750,000
children currently involved in Head
Start programs, and the many more
children who would benefit from them,
I call upon my colleagues in this cham-
ber to fully fund Head Start for the
next fiscal year. Though government
cannot provide solutions to all of our
Nation’s problems, it can, when em-
ployed judiciously and efficiently, help
poor children and their families over-
come some of the hardships of life.

Let us make an investment in this
Nation’s future. Every dollar allocated
for Head Start will save us many more
dollars and much heartache in the fu-
ture.

A HEAD START FOR OUR NATION’S
CHILDREN

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
call our attention to one of our Na-
tion’s most cost-effective and produc-
tive programs: Head Start.

Head Start is a comprehensive pro-
gram aimed at preschool age children
of low-income families. In addition to
providing education, it also includes
nutritional services, health screening
and treatment, and social services. One
of Head Start’s strengths is its empha-
sis on involving parents in their chil-
dren’s education.

The idea of Head Start is simple. If
you help children prepare for school,
and if you work with their parents,
they will enter Kkindergarten better
able to learn, develop, and compete.
Head Start invests in child develop-
ment as the core of an antipoverty
strategy.

In a time of declining resources, our
country should protect its most cost-
effective programs, especially those
that invest in our youngest children,
empower families, and support work.
Head Start is just such a program.
Comprehensive early childhood edu-
cation programs have been shown to
save at least $3 for every $1 invested—
by reducing future costs of special edu-
cation, public assistance, and law en-
forcement.

Rosemary Flores is one of many Head
Start success stories. She is a grand-
mother in San Diego who was recently
appointed as custodian of her grand-
children. She says, ‘“Head Start is like
a life raft. It teaches the value of edu-
cation and the concept of family unity.
If 1 had my way, it would be available
to everyone.”

Unfortunately, Head Start is not yet
available to everyone who qualifies.
Currently only 40 percent of the eligi-
ble 3-to-5-year-olds or 20 percent of the
eligible children from birth to 5 years
are served by Head Start.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s budget
request asks for $3.981 billion for Head
Start in fiscal year 1997. This is a good
start on Head Start. We should appro-
priate the full amount requested.
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MEDICARE HOSPITAL TRUST FUND

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

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office
has released new data showing Medi-
care’s hospital insurance trust fund is
going bankrupt a lot faster than the
President’s trustees estimated.

But the President and congressional
Democrats have not put forth any new
or serious ideas in light of this alarm-
ing new information. In fact, the Wash-
ington Post said yesterday,

The new numbers appear to lend support to
Republican charges that the medicare hos-
pital trust fund is deteriorating faster than
had been realized and that steps must be
taken quickly to arrest the decline. Last
year the medicare trust fund lost $35.7 mil-
lion and this year in the first 6 months of
this year alone, it has lost $4 billion.

Mr. Speaker, Medicare’s problems are
much more serious than the President
and congressional Democrats are will-
ing to admit. They want to play poli-
tics with this issue. It is time to turn
off the medicare radio and TV ads, stop
the medigoguery and join with us a
plan that preserves Medicare from
bankruptcy while increasing spending
and increasing health care choices for
every single Medicare beneficiary.
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JOIN THE TRIBUTE TO HONOR OUR
FIRE AND EMS PERSONNEL

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, today we honor America’s do-
mestic defenders, the 1.5 million men
and women across the country who
serve every one of our communities in
responding to every type of disaster
known to mankind. This evening, 2,000
of their leaders are assembled here for
the eighth annual national dinner to
honor the fire and EMS personnel.

When | started this effort 8 years
ago, Mr. Speaker, it was to give proper
recognition to these unsung heroes,
and tonight we continue that tradition.

We will be joined by the Honorable
Senator Bos DoLE, who will give a key-
note address, along with the Vice
President of the United States, AL
GORE, both of whom have strongly sup-
ported, in a bipartisan way, the efforts
of these brave men and women.

We will also honor the brave fire-
fighters of the Long Island fire depart-
ments who provided such valuable serv-
ice last year in responding to an unbe-
lievably large incident in Long Island.

Mr. Speaker, today is the day when
our colleagues can join together and
pay appropriate tribute to these brave
men and women by showing up at the
dinner this evening and by meeting
with them in their offices as the 2,000
leaders of the fire service address Cap-
itol Hill and plead their case for more
support and more recognition.
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POLITICS, HYPOCRISY, AND THE
RISE OF GAS PRICES

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

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, like all
Americans | am concerned about the
recent rise in gas prices and the effect
that it has on consumers and on our in-
dustries in this country. | do not know
exactly what the answer is, | am not
sure that anybody does, but | think it
does merit study by this Congress and
by the administration.

But | am also concerned, Mr. Speak-
er, by the hypocrisy that | see Mem-
bers of this House, of the other body, of
the de facto Presidential nominee of
the other party, the Republican Party,
that after 16 months of being in control
they have decided now they want to re-
peal the gas tax.

Where were they last January?
Where were they with their tax bill?
Now they have had this midnight con-
version, much like the Earth Day con-
version on the environment, and all of
a sudden they want to repeal the gas
tax.

I have been talking about this for
awhile. Why did we not take it up be-
fore? It is politics, it is politics plain
and simple, and unfortunately as the
House continues to engage in this ac-
tivity, the American people suffer.

LET US HOLD HEARINGS ON THE
OlL COMPANY SCAM ON THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, gas
prices are shooting up at the pump.
Meanwhile, the big oil companies have
just announced record profits. Gasoline
inventories dwindle. Meanwhile, three
major refineries announced routine
shutdowns on the very same day, last
Friday. Pump prices soared 30 cents on
oil company speculation. Meanwhile,
their Republican defenders in Congress
blame a 4-cent tax. The President initi-
ates an investigation and releases re-
serves. Meanwhile, the Republican Con-
gress sits on its hands. Where are the
hearings? People want answers. Why
are the oil companies doing this? But
all we get is a Republican silence of the
lambs.

Mr. Speaker, consumers are in need,
and all we get is a Republican fig leaf
for the naked greed of the oil compa-
nies.

Let us face it. The gas tax is a dry
hole. If we want to strike oil, let us
pass a windfall profits tax on the
money that the oil companies are tak-
ing out of the pockets of consumers.
They are tipping consumers upside-
down and shaking money out of the
pockets of these consumers. Let us
have Republican hearings on this oil
company scam on the American people.
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THE TIME IS RIGHT TO DO
RIGHT—RAISE THE MINIMUM
WAGE

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the time is always right to do right.
And raising the minimum wage is the
right thing to do.

This is not just an economic issue,
Mr. Speaker, this is a moral issue.
Hard working people deserve the right
to earn a livable wage. The minimum
wage is at a 40-year low. No one can
live, much less support a family, on
$8,400 a year.

Mr. Speaker, stop playing politics
with people’s lives. Bring a clean mini-
mum wage bill to the floor. Do not load
it up and bring it down with your pet
programs.

Mr. Speaker, you have the ability,
you have the capacity, you have the
power to bring a clean minimum-wage
bill to this floor and give people a liv-
able wage.

BLAMING THE GAS TAX ON THE
REPUBLICANS?

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

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | was just
in the House Chambers, and | cannot
believe what | just heard in the last
few minutes.

I was here 2 years ago, and | voted
‘“no’ on the largest tax increase in the
history of this country. It was the Clin-
ton tax increase supported by the
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives, not one Republican voted for it,
and supported by the Democrats in the
U.S. Senate. What did that large tax
increase do? It put on the American
people and the working people, from
what previous speakers have just spo-
ken, the largest tax increase in the his-
tory of this country, and | certainly
did not see any of these brave speeches,
just now given recently in the last few
minutes, but some of these Democrats
about this onerous gas tax. It is those
people right there who put that gas tax
on each and every one of us.

People did not have to be rich to get
the gas tax put on them. They put a 4%
cent tax on every American that buys
a gallon of gas, and today they are try-
ing to get away from it as fast as they
can run and somehow do a flip-flop and
blame it on the Republicans.

Forget about the partisan politics.
Let us talk about the tax.

FOREIGN RELATIONS REVITALIZA-
TION ACT SHOULD BE DEFEATED

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, SAM
GIBBONS is an internationalist, and I
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join with many in the tribute to this
great legislator.

Today we do not have an inter-
nationalist bill on the floor, the For-
eign Relations Revitalization Act. It
forces the consolidation of agencies,
which is the President’s prerogative.
The levels necessary to conduct foreign
policy are just not there. It get in-
volved in China policy when we should
basically be staying away. It put re-
strictions on our relations with Viet-
nam. It put restrictions on our partici-
pation in international organizations.
It has severe restrictions on our family
planning policies.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a bipartisan
bill, it is a partisan bill. It should be
defeated. The President’s veto should
be upheld, and we should not stand for
partisanship at a time when our for-
eign policy should be bipartisan.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

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

AMENDING CENTRAL UTAH
PROJECT COMPLETION ACT

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1823) to amend the Central Utah
Project Completion Act to direct the
Secretary of the Interior to allow for
prepayment of repayment contracts be-
tween the United States and the
Central Utah Water Conservancy Dis-
trict dated December 28, 1965, and No-
vember 26, 1985, and for other purposes,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1823

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

SECTION 1. PREPAYMENT OF CERTAIN REPAY-
MENT CONTRACTS BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES AND THE CENTRAL
UTAH WATER CONSERVANCY DIS-
TRICT.

Section 210 of the Central Utah Project
Completion Act (106 Stat. 4624) is amended
by striking the second sentence and insert-
ing the following: “The Secretary shall allow
for prepayment of the repayment contract
between the United States and the Central
Utah Water Conservancy District dated De-
cember 28, 1965, and supplemented on Novem-
ber 26, 1985, providing for repayment of mu-
nicipal and industrial water delivery facili-
ties for which repayment is provided pursu-
ant to such contract, under terms and condi-
tions similar to those contained in the sup-
plemental contract that provided for the pre-
payment of the Jordan Aqueduct dated Octo-
ber 28, 1993. The prepayment may be provided
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in several installments to reflect substantial
completion of the delivery facilities being
prepaid and may not be adjusted on the basis
of the type of prepayment financing utilized
by the District. The District shall exercise
its right to prepayment pursuant to this sec-
tion by the end of fiscal year 2002. Nothing in
this section authorizes or terminates the au-
thority to use tax exempt bond financing for
this prepayment.””.

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

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

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

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to thank Chairman DON YOUNG
and Congressman DooOLITTLE for their
assistance in moving this bill forward.
Although it is non-controversial, it is
of great importance to the State of
Utah.

H.R. 1823 extends the preexisting au-
thority of the Secretary of the Interior
to accept prepayment from the Central
Utah Project for municipal and indus-
trial repayment contracts. In 1992, Con-
gress enacted the Reclamation Projects
Authorization and Adjustment Act of
1992, which included the Central Utah
Project Completion Act Section 210 of
the Central Utah Project Completion
Act authorized the Secretary to nego-
tiate the prepayment of the Jordan Ag-
ueduct component of the Central Utah
Project.

Negotiations between the Secretary
of the Interior and the local waterusers
concluded in a prepayment agreement
dated October 28, 1993. Under the terms
of the prepayment agreement, the fu-
ture repayment debt to the Federal
Government was paid back based on
the 30 year U.S. Treasury borrowing
rate.

H.R. 1823 extends this authority to
repayment contracts and entered into
on December 28, 1965 and November 26,
1985. By allowing prepayment on the
District’s debt, it is expected that pre-
payment of the District’s remaining
debt could yield the Federal treasury
between $145 to $200 million. The re-
ceipt of these funds could be used to
achieve current budget targets.

The financial benefit to the water
users is also significant. Prepayment
will shorten the repayment term,
thereby providing for financial flexibil-
ity for the District and local taxpayers.

I commend all those involved in
bringing this legislation before us
today. In this time of budget austerity,
I am very pleased to see the district
work to come up with solutions that fi-
nancially benefit the Federal Govern-
ment as well as the taxpayers of Utah.

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.
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(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of H.R. 1823, a bill to
amend the Central Utah Project Com-
pletion Act.

This legislation will allow the
Central Utah Water Conservancy Dis-
trict to prepay its obligations for mu-
nicipal and industrial repayment con-
tracts.

This entity has repeatedly dem-
onstrated its willingness and its ability
to control the continued construction
of the Central Utah Project, one of the
largest Bureau of Reclamation
projects. | believe that it is appropriate
that the District be afforded an oppor-
tunity to prepay its contractual obliga-
tions under terms that are fair both to
the District and to the United States.

It is my understanding that the bill
language in H.R. 1823 neither explicitly
allows nor precludes the use of tax ex-
empt bond financing for this prepay-
ment.

I further note that the terms of pre-
payment authorized by H.R. 1823 are
specific only to the Central Utah
Project and to the Central Utah Water
Conservancy District. Many other
water districts have proposed prepay-
ment plans or project transfer propos-
als, and each of those must be consid-
ered by the Secretary of the Interior
and the Congress on a case-by-case
basis.

I believe this bill authored by the
gentleman represents a fair deal for the
taxpayers and for Utah water users,
but it does not necessarily represent a
policy standard or a precedent for
other water agencies who may wish to
proceed with an early ‘“‘buy out’ or
transfer of their Bureau of Reclama-
tion projects.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support passage of H.R. 1823.

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN],
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG], and the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. ORTON] for their outstanding lead-
ership on this bill.
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. ORTON] who worked very
much on this bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong
support of H.R. 1823, the Central Utah
Water Project Payments Act. | would
also like to commend my colleague,
and dean of our Utah House delegation
who has shepherded this bill through
his committee. This bill is a win-win
for everyone involved. From the Fed-
eral Government to the Central Utah
Water Conservancy District to the citi-
zens of Utah and finally to the Amer-
ican people who will be insured of the
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most cost-effective project possible. |
only wish we had more examples of this
kind of cooperation between the Fed-
eral Government, the States, and local-
ities. This bill will allow the Central
Utah Water Conservancy District, the
builder and operator of the Central
Utah Project, to prepay some of its
debts to the Federal Government. The
President and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget strongly support this
legislation since it will guarantee an
additional infusion of almost $200 mil-
lion to the Federal Government over
the next 5 years.

My colleagues may not be aware of
the tremendous amount of time that it
has taken the Central Utah Project to
be built. We have now been in the proc-
ess for over 40 years. Through years of
hard work by my predecessors in the
Utah delegation as well as the current
delegation we have been able to accom-
plish the once unthinkable, the con-
struction and now early repayment of
the Central Utah Project. And this bill
represents a hallmark moment in the
history of this mammoth project—
maybe for the first time, we are accom-
plishing something ahead of schedule
that will benefit everyone involved.

While | had included this same legis-
lation in the coalition’s 7-year Com-
mon Sense Balanced Budget Act, it is
obvious that this specific legislation is
needed since Congress and the Presi-
dent have failed to agree on a 7-year
balanced budget.

The largest facility to be prepaid in
this bill is the Jordanelle Dam which
has already been completed. It is ex-
pected that the Jordanelle Reservoir,
pursuant to an already agreed upon
plan with the Bureau of Reclamation,
will be filled with sufficient water to
start repayment by the Central Utah
Water Conservancy District. And once
the district’s repayment obligation is
triggered, the district will exercise its
option to prepay its repayment debt.

Since most of the Central Utah
Project is located in my district, let
me assure my colleagues how impor-
tant this legislation is to the people of
Utah. Again, this is a great example of
creative financing that will benefit ev-
eryone involved.

I again commend my colleague, the
chairman of the subcommittee, in his
efforts in this bill. 1 urge adoption, and
urge all of my colleagues to vote ‘“‘yes”’
on H.R. 1823.

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

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, let me
commend the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. HANSEN] for his authorship of this
bill. It is a good bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | thank my colleagues
for their support of this bill. 1 also
would like to mention the gentle-
woman from Utah, Ms. ENID GREENE,
who worked diligently to help get this
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bill through, which is a great benefit
for the residents of the State of Utah.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CLINGER). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
1823, as amended.

The question was taken.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

AMENDING THE NATIONAL FOR-
EST SKI AREA PERMIT ACT OF
1986

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1527) to amend the National For-
est Ski Area Permit Act of 1986 to clar-
ify the authorities and duties of the
Secretary of Agriculture in issuing ski
area permits on National Forest Sys-
tem lands and to withdraw lands with-
in ski area permit boundaries from the
operation of the mining and mineral
leasing laws, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1527

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

SECTION 1. SKI AREA PERMIT RENTAL CHARGE.

(a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
charge a rental charge for all ski area per-
mits issued pursuant to section 3 of the Na-
tional Forest Ski Area Permit Act of 1986 (16
U.S.C. 497b), the Act of March 4, 1915 (38 Stat.
1101, chapter 144; 16 U.S.C. 497), or the 9th
through 20th paragraphs under the heading
“SURVEYING THE PUBLIC LANDS” under
the heading “UNDER THE DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR” in the Act of June 4,
1897 (30 Stat. 34, chapter 2), on National For-
est System lands. Permit rental charges for
permits issued pursuant to the National For-
est Ski Area Permit Act of 1986 shall be cal-
culated as set forth in subsection (b). Permit
rental charges for existing ski area permits
issued pursuant to the Act of March 4, 1915,
and the Act of June 4, 1897, shall be cal-
culated in accordance with those existing
permits: Provided, That a permittee may, at
the permittee’s option, use the calculation
method set forth in subsection (b).

(b)(1) The ski area permit rental charge
(SAPRC) shall be calculated by adding the
permittee’s gross revenues from lift ticket/
year-round ski area use pass sales plus reve-
nue from ski school operations (LT+SS) and
multiplying such total by the slope trans-
port feet percentage (STFP) on National
Forest System land. That amount shall be
increased by the gross year-round revenue
from ancillary facilities (GRAF) physically
located on national forest land, including all
permittee or subpermittee lodging, food
service, rental shops, parking and other an-
cillary operations, to determine the adjusted
gross revenue (AGR) subject to the permit
rental charge. The final rental charge shall
be calculated by multiplying the AGR by the
following percentages for each revenue
bracket and adding the total for each reve-
nue bracket:
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(A) 1.5 percent of all adjusted gross revenue
below $3,000,000;

(B) 2.5 percent for adjusted gross revenue
between $3,000,000 and $15,000,000;

(C) 2.75 percent for adjusted gross revenue
between $15,000,000 and $50,000,000; and

(D) 4.0 percent for the amount of adjusted
gross revenue that exceeds $50,000,000.

Utilizing the abbreviations indicated in
this subsection the ski area permit fee
(SAPF) formula can be simply illustrated as:

SAPF=((LT+SS)STFP)+GRAF=AGR; AGR%
BRACKETS

(2) In cases where ski areas are only par-
tially located on national forest lands, the
slope transport feet percentage on national
forest land referred to in subsection (b) shall
be calculated as generally described in the
Forest Service Manual in effect as of Janu-
ary 1, 1992. Revenues from Nordic ski oper-
ations shall be included or excluded from the
rental charge calculation according to the
percentage of trails physically located on na-
tional forest land.

(3) In order to ensure that the rental
charge remains fair and equitable to both
the United States and ski area permittees,
the adjusted gross revenue figures for each
revenue bracket in paragraph (1) shall be ad-
justed annually by the percent increase or
decrease in the national Consumer Price
Index for the preceding calendar year. No
later than 3 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act and periodically thereafter
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources of the
United States Senate and the Committee on
Resources of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives a report analyzing whether the
ski area permit rental charge legislated by
this Act is returning a fair market value
rental to the United States together with
any recommendations the Secretary may
have for modifications of the system.

(¢) The rental charge set forth in sub-
section (b) shall be due on June 1 of each
year and shall be paid or prepaid by the per-
mittee on a monthly, quarterly, annual or
other schedule as determined appropriate by
the Secretary in consultation with the per-
mittee. Unless mutually agreed otherwise by
the Secretary and the permittee, the pay-
ment or prepayment schedule shall conform
to the permittee’s schedule in effect prior to
enactment of this Act. To reduce costs to the
permittee and the Forest Service, the Sec-
retary shall each year provide the permittee
with a standardized form and worksheets (in-
cluding annual rental charge calculation
brackets and rates) to be used for rental
charge calculation and submitted with the
rental charge payment. Information pro-
vided on such forms shall be compiled by the
Secretary annually and kept in the Office of
the Chief, U.S. Forest Service.

(d) The ski area permit rental charge set
forth in this section shall become effective
on June 1, 1996 and cover receipts retroactive
to June 1, 1995: Provided, however, That if a
permittee has paid rental charges for the pe-
riod June 1, 1995, to June 1, 1996, under the
graduated rate rental charge system formula
in effect prior to the date of enactment of
this Act, such rental charges shall be cred-
ited toward the new rental charge due on
June 1, 1996. In order to ensure increasing
rental charge receipt levels to the United
States during transition from the graduated
rate rental charge system formula of this
Act, the rental charge paid by any individual
permittee shall be—

(1) for the 1995-1996 permit year, either the
rental charge paid for the preceding 1994-1995
base year or the rental charge calculated
pursuant to this Act, whichever is higher;

(2) for the 1996-1997 permit year, either the
rental charge paid for the 1994-1995 base year
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or the rental charge calculated pursuant to
this Act, whichever is higher;

(3) for the 1997-1998 permit year, either the

rental charge for the 1994-1995 base year or
the rental charge calculated pursuant to this
Act, whichever is higher.
If an individual permittee’s adjusted gross
revenue for the 1995-1996, 1996-1997, or 1997-
1998 permit years falls more than 10 percent
below the 1994-1995 base year, the rental
charge paid shall be the rental charge cal-
culated pursuant to this Act.

(e) Under no circumstances shall revenue,
or subpermittee revenue (other than lift
ticket, area use pass, or ski school sales) ob-
tained from operations physically located on
non-national forest land be included in the
ski area permit rental charge calculation.

(f) To reduce administrative costs of ski
area permittees and the Forest Service the
terms “‘revenue’ and ‘‘sales’, as used in this
section, shall mean actual income from sales
and shall not include sales of operating
equipment, refunds, rent paid to the permit-
tee by sublessees, sponsor contributions to
special events or any amounts attributable
to employee gratuities or employee lift tick-
ets, discounts, or other goods or services (ex-
cept for bartered goods and complimentary
life tickets) for which the permittee does not
receive money.

(9) In cases where an area of national for-
est land is under a ski area permit but the
permittee does not have revenue or sales
qualifying for rental charge payment pursu-
ant to subsection (a), the permittee shall pay
an annual minimum rental charge of $2 for
each national forest acre under permit or a
percentage of appraised land value, as deter-
mined appropriate by the Secretary.

(h) Where the new rental charge provided
for in subsection (b)(1) results in an increase
in permit rental charge greater than one half
of one percent of the permittee’s adjusted
gross revenue as determined under sub-
section (b)(1), the new rental charge shall be
phased in over a five year period in a manner
providing for increases for approximately
equal increments.

(i) To reduce federal costs in administering
the provisions of this Act, the reissuance of
a ski area permit to provide activities simi-
lar in nature and amount to the activities
provided under the previous permit shall not
constitute a major Federal action for the
purposes of the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4331 et seq.).

SEC. 2. WITHDRAWALS.

Subject to valid existing rights, all lands
located within the boundaries of ski area
permits issued prior to, on or after the date
of enactment of this Act pursuant to author-
ity of the Act of March 4, 1915 (38 Stat. 1101,
chapter 144; 16 U.S.C. 497), and the Act of
June 4, 1897, or the National Forest Ski Area
Permit Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 497b) are hereby
and henceforth automatically withdrawn
from all forms of appropriation under the
mining laws and from disposition under all
laws pertaining to mineral and geothermal
leasing and all amendments thereto. Such
withdrawal shall continue for the full term
of the permit and any modification, reissu-
ance, or renewal thereof. Unless the Sec-
retary requests otherwise of the Secretary of
the Interior, such withdrawal shall be can-
celed automatically upon expiration or other
termination of the permit and the land auto-
matically restored to all appropriation not
otherwise restricted under the public land
laws.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD-
soN] will each be recognized for 20 min-
utes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD].

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1527, legislation
to amend the process by which the For-
est Service calculates the charges for
ski areas on National Forest Service
lands. This is a good bill which sim-
plifies 40 pages of complex Government
regulations and procedures, reduces
costs on the private sector, and gen-
erates additional revenue for the
Treasury.

Mr. Speaker, there are 143 ski areas
located on Forest Service land around
the country. While these ski areas rep-
resent only one-tenth of 1 percent of
the land managed by the Forest Serv-
ice, tens of millions of persons enjoy
skiing at such internationally renown
sites as Vail, Steamboat Springs,
Aspen, Jackson Hole, Mammoth, and
Sugarbush every year. For that reason,
it is important that we establish sound
policy in the management of our ski
areas, which ensures continuation of
this strong public-private partnership.

As ski area operations have evolved
over the years into complex multi-sea-
son resorts, the existing graduate rate
fee system for calculating ski area per-
mittee fees has become increasingly
complex. For example, the Forest Serv-
ice has now instituted such practices
as levying a charge on facilities and
services on private lands which the
Forest Service claims are related to
the ski area. In 1986, Congress recog-
nized that the existing system for cal-
culating fees that ski area operators
pay to the Federal Government was
outdated and directed the Forest Serv-
ice to develop a new fee system.

Unfortunately, in the 10 years since
Congress directed the Forest Service to
establish a new fee system, the agency
has provided no new recommendation
to Congress. The Forest Service has
spent a substantial amount of money
studying new ways to calculate fees,
but at this point has nothing new to
suggest. Last September, the Forest
Service announced that they were pre-
pared to scrap all their previous work
and start a new study.

Instead of further studies, what this
legislation presents is a new and sim-
plified approach for calculating ski
area permittee fees. Just as impor-
tantly, CBO has estimated that this
legislation will actually increase reve-
nues to the Treasury.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a win-win-
win: A win for the administration, who
will see administrative costs go down.
A win for the Treasury, where revenues
will go up. And a win for the American
public, who enjoys recreational skiing
on Forest Service lands, which provide
this country with some of the best rec-
reational skiing in the world.

I commend the bill to my colleagues
and urge its passage.
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, | support H.R. 1527, the
ski fee bill, although | do recognize
some concerns with this legislation
have been expressed by the administra-
tion and others.

I am all for simplifying the ski fee
determination. The current process
used by the Forest Service is cum-
bersome and costly, both for the agen-
cy and the permittees. H.R. 1527 great-
ly simplifies that process.

The Federal Government should get
fair market value for the use of Federal
assets. Unfortunately, as cir-
cumstances currently stand, we cannot
be assured that this bill meets that
test. As the GAO has reported to Con-
gress, the ski industry’s fee proposal
that is embodied in H.R. 1527 does not
assure that the Federal Government
receives fair market value. The per-
centages used in the bill were designed
to generate only the same amount in
revenue that the Forest Service pres-
ently collects.

To address the question of fair mar-
ket value, the bill includes language
requiring the Secretary of Agriculture
to report to Congress within 3 years on
whether the bill’s fee formula is
achieving fair market value. | think
this is a good idea.

I should also note that the adminis-
tration and others have expressed con-
cerns about the bill’s NEPA waiver for
permit renewals. That particular lan-
guage presents some policy problems.
but they are not insurmountable.

Mr. Speaker, as | noted earlier, the
current Permit Fee System is cum-
bersome and costly. That is why the
Forest Service has been moving to
scrap it and replace it with a new fee
program. Those proposed changes how-
ever are several years off. As such, |
support H.R. 1527, with the understand-
ing that the Congress can address this
matter again if the Secretary reports
to Congress that the bill’s fee schedule
is not achieving fair market value.

| particularly want to commend the
advice on this legislation | received
from Mickey Blake, my constituent
who operates the world-renowned Taos
Ski Valley, which happens to be the
number one ski resort in the country,
with all deference to my friends from
Colorado.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | just want to com-
pliment the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Resources, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. Young], for carrying this
valuable piece of legislation forward. |
appreciate his hard work on behalf of
ski country.

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

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

April 30, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. AL-
LARD] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 1527, as amend-
ed.

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

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““A bill to further clarify the
authorities and duties of the Secretary
of Agriculture in issuing ski area per-
mits on National Forest System lands
and to withdraw lands within ski area
permit boundaries from the operation
of the mining and mineral leasing
laws.”’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

HELIUM PRIVATIZATION ACT OF
1996

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3008) to amend the Helium Act to
authorize the Secretary to enter into
agreements with private parties for the
recovery and disposal of helium on
Federal lands, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3008

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Helium Pri-
vatization Act of 1996”".

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF HELIUM ACT.

Except as otherwise expressly provided,
whenever in this Act an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of the Helium
Act (50 U.S.C. 167 to 167n).

SEC. 3. AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.

Sections 3, 4, and 5 are amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 3. AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.

““(a) EXTRACTION AND DISPOSAL OF HELIUM
ON FEDERAL LANDS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter
into agreements with private parties for the
recovery and disposal of helium on Federal
lands upon such terms and conditions as the
Secretary deems fair, reasonable, and nec-
essary.

“(2) LEASEHOLD RIGHTS.—The Secretary
may grant leasehold rights to any such he-
lium.

“(3) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not
enter into any agreement by which the Sec-
retary sells such helium other than to a pri-
vate party with whom the Secretary has an
agreement for recovery and disposal of he-
lium.

“(4) REGULATIONS.—Agreements under
paragraph (1) may be subject to such regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary.

““(5) EXISTING RIGHTS.—AN agreement under
paragraph (1) shall be subject to any rights
of any affected Federal oil and gas lessee
that may be in existence prior to the date of
the agreement.

‘“(6) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—AnN agreement
under paragraph (1) (and any extension or re-
newal of an agreement) shall contain such
terms and conditions as the Secretary may
consider appropriate.
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“(7) PRIOR AGREEMENTS.—This subsection
shall not in any manner affect or diminish
the rights and obligations of the Secretary
and private parties under agreements to dis-
pose of helium produced from Federal lands
in existence on the date of enactment of the
Helium Privatization Act of 1996 except to
the extent that such agreements are renewed
or extended after that date.

“(b) STORAGE, TRANSPORTATION  AND
SALE.—The Secretary may store, transport,
and sell helium only in accordance with this
Act.

“SEC. 4. STORAGE, TRANSPORTATION, AND WITH-
DRAWAL OF CRUDE HELIUM.

‘““(a) STORAGE, TRANSPORTATION AND WITH-
DRAWAL.—The Secretary may store, trans-
port and withdraw crude helium and main-
tain and operate crude helium storage facili-
ties, in existence on the date of enactment of
the Helium Privatization Act of 1996 at the
Bureau of Mines Cliffside Field, and related
helium transportation and withdrawal facili-
ties.

““(b) CESSATION OF PRODUCTION, REFINING,
AND MARKETING.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of enactment of the Helium
Privatization Act of 1996, the Secretary shall
cease producing, refining, and marketing re-
fined helium and shall cease carrying out all
other activities relating to helium which the
Secretary was authorized to carry out under
this Act before the date of enactment of the
Helium Privatization Act of 1996, except ac-
tivities described in subsection (a).

““(c) DISPOSAL OF FACILITIES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (5),
not later than 24 months after the cessation
of activities referred to in subsection (b) of
this section, the Secretary shall designate as
excess property and dispose of all facilities,
equipment, and other real and personal prop-
erty, and all interests therein, held by the
United States for the purpose of producing,
refining and marketing refined helium.

““(2) AppPLICABLE LAW.—The disposal of such
property shall be in accordance with the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949.

““(3) PRoCEEDS.—AIl proceeds accruing to
the United States by reason of the sale or
other disposal of such property shall be
treated as moneys received under this chap-
ter for purposes of section 6(f).

““(4) CosTs.—All costs associated with such
sale and disposal (including costs associated
with termination of personnel) and with the
cessation of activities under subsection (b)
shall be paid from amounts available in the
helium production fund established under
section 6(f).

““(5) EXcepPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any facilities, equipment, or other
real or personal property, or any interest
therein, necessary for the storage, transpor-
tation and withdrawal of crude helium or
any equipment, facilities, or other real or
personal property, required to maintain the
purity, quality control, and quality assur-
ance of crude helium in the Bureau of Mines
Cliffside Field.

““(d) EXISTING CONTRACTS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—AIIl contracts that were
entered into by any person with the Sec-
retary for the purchase by the person from
the Secretary of refined helium and that are
in effect on the date of the enactment of the
Helium Privatization Act of 1996 shall re-
main in force and effect until the date on
which the refining operations cease, as de-
scribed in subsection (b).

““(2) CosTs.—Any costs associated with the
termination of contracts described in para-
graph (1) shall be paid from the helium pro-
duction fund established under section 6(f).
“SEC. 5. FEES FOR STORAGE, TRANSPORTATION

AND WITHDRAWAL.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Secretary

provides helium storage withdrawal or trans-
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portation services to any person, the Sec-
retary shall impose a fee on the person to re-
imburse the Secretary for the full costs of
providing such storage, transportation, and
withdrawal.

““(b) TREATMENT.—AII fees received by the
Secretary under subsection (a) shall be treat-
ed as moneys received under this Act for pur-
poses of section 6(f).”".

SEC. 4. SALE OF CRUDE HELIUM.

(a) Subsection 6(a) is amended by striking
“from the Secretary’” and inserting ‘“‘from
persons who have entered into enforceable
contracts to purchase an equivalent amount
of crude helium from the Secretary”’.

(b) Subsection 6(b) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘““‘crude’” before ‘““helium’’;
and

(2) by adding the following at the end: “Ex-
cept as may be required by reason of sub-
section (a), sales of crude helium under this
section shall be in amounts as the Secretary
determines, in consultation with the helium
industry, necessary to carry out this sub-
section with minimum market disruption.”.

(c) Subsection 6(c) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘crude” after ‘“Sales of’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘together with interest as
provided in this subsection’ and all that fol-
lows through the end of the subsection and
inserting ‘“‘all funds required to be repaid to
the United States as of October 1, 1995 under
this section (referred to in this subsection as
‘repayable amounts’). The price at which
crude helium is sold by the Secretary shall
not be less than the amount determined by
the Secretary by—

‘(1) dividing the outstanding amount of
such repayable amounts by the volume (in
million cubic feet) of crude helium owned by
the United States and stored in the Bureau
of Mines Cliffside Field at the time of the
sale concerned, and

‘“(2) adjusting the amount determined
under paragraph (1) by the Consumer Price
Index for years beginning after December 31,
1995.7.

(d) Subsection 6(d) is amended to read as
follows:

““(d) EXTRACTION OF HELIUM FROM DEPOSITS
ON FEDERAL LANDS.—AIl moneys received by
the Secretary from the sale or disposition of
helium on Federal lands shall be paid to the
Treasury and credited against the amounts
required to be repaid to the Treasury under
subsection (c).”.

(e) Subsection 6(e) is repealed.

(f) Subsection 6(f) is amended—

(1) by striking ““(f)”” and inserting ““(e)(1)"’;
and

(2) by adding the following at the end:

“(2)(A) Within 7 days after the commence-
ment of each fiscal year after the disposal of
the facilities referred to in section 4(c), all
amounts in such fund in excess of $2,000,000
(or such lesser sum as the Secretary deems
necessary to carry out this Act during such
fiscal year) shall be paid to the Treasury and
credited as provided in paragraph (1).

““(B) On repayment of all amounts referred
to in subsection (c), the fund established
under this section shall be terminated and
all moneys received under this Act shall be
deposited in the general fund of the Treas-
ury.”.

SEC. 5. ELIMINATION OF STOCKPILE.

Section 8 is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 8. ELIMINATION OF STOCKPILE.

‘“(2) STOCKPILE SALES.—

‘(1) CoMMENCEMENT.—Not later than Janu-
ary 1, 2005, the Secretary shall commence of-
fering for sale crude helium from helium re-
serves owned by the United States in such
amounts as would be necessary to dispose of
all such helium reserves in excess of
600,000,000 cubic feet on a straight-line basis
between such date and January 1, 2015.
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“(2) TIMES OF SALE.—The sales shall be at
such times during each year and in such lots
as the Secretary determines, in consultation
with the helium industry, to be necessary to
carry out this subsection with minimum
market disruption.

““(3) PRICE.—The price for all sales under
paragraph (1), as determined by the Sec-
retary in consultation with the helium in-
dustry, shall be such price as will ensure re-
payment of the amounts required to be re-
paid to the Treasury under section 6(c).

“‘(b) DISCOVERY OF ADDITIONAL RESERVES.—
The discovery of additional helium reserves
shall not affect the duty of the Secretary to
make sales of helium under subsection (a).””.
SEC. 6. REPEAL OF AUTHORITY TO BORROW.

Sections 12 and 15 are repealed.

SEC. 7. LAND CONVEYANCE IN POTTER COUNTY,
TEXAS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior shall transfer all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States in and to the par-
cel of land described in subsection (b) to the
Texas Plains Girl Scout Council for consider-
ation of $1, reserving to the United States
such easements as may be necessary for pipe-
line rights-of-way.

(b) LAND DESCRIPTION.—The parcel of land
referred to in subsection (a) is all those cer-
tain lots, tracts or parcels of land lying and
being situated in the County of Potter and
State of Texas, and being the East Three
Hundred Thirty-One (E331) acres out of Sec-
tion Seventy-eight (78) in Block Nine (9),
B.S. & F. Survey, (some times known as the
G.D. Landis pasture) Potter County, Texas,
located by certificate No. 1/39 and evidenced
by letters patents Nos. 411 and 412 issued by
the State of Texas under date of November
23, 1937, and of record in Vol. 66A of the Pat-
ent Records of the State of Texas. The metes
and bounds description of such lands is as
follows:

(1) FIRST TRACT.—One Hundred Seventy-
one (171) acres of land known as the North
part of the East part of said survey Seventy-
eight (78) aforesaid, described by metes and
bounds as follows:

Beginning at a stone 20 x 12 x 3 inches
marked X, set by W.D. Twichell in 1905, for
the Northeast corner of this survey and the
Northwest corner of Section 59;

Thence, South 0 degrees 12 minutes East
with the West line of said Section 59, 999.4
varas to the Northeast corner of the South
160 acres of East half of Section 78;

Thence, North 89 degrees 47 minutes West
with the North line of the South 150 acres of
the East half, 956.8 varas to a point in the
East line of the West half Section 78;

Thence, North 0 degrees 10 minutes West
with the East line of the West half 999.4
varas to a stone 18 x 14 x 3 inches in the mid-
dle of the South line of Section 79;

Thence, South 89 degrees 47 minutes East
965 varas to the place of beginning.

(2) SECOND TRACT.—One Hundred Sixty (160)
acres of land known as the South part of the
East part of said survey No. Seventy-eight
(78) described by metes and bounds as fol-
lows:

Beginning at the Southwest corner of Sec-
tion 59, a stone marked X and a pile of
stones; Thence, North 89 degrees 47 minutes
West with the North line of Section 77, 966.5
varas to the Southeast corner of the West
half of Section 78; Thence, North 0 degrees 10
minutes West with the East line of the West
half of Section 78;

Thence, South 89 degrees 47 minutes East
965.8 varas to a point in the East line of Sec-
tion 78;

Thence, South 0 degrees 12 minutes East
934.6 varas to the place of beginning.

Containing an area of 331 acres, more or
less.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] and the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
will each be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD].

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 3008. This leg-
islation demonstrates our commitment
to put an end to bloated Government
programs by shutting down an ineffi-
cient facility which has outlived its
need and can’t compete with the pri-
vate sector. | thank my good friend and
colleague, Mr. Cox, for his tireless ef-
forts to bring this important bill to the
floor. To assure the fiscal responsibil-
ity for this closure, this legislation re-
peals the Secretary of the Interior’s
authority to borrow under the Helium
Act and requires the Secretary to im-
pose fees for helium storage, with-
drawal, and transportation services.

Specifically this bill will:

Get the Federal Government out of
the helium business, including sale of
the stockpile, and shut down an ineffi-
cient helium refinery. Within 18
months, this bill will terminate the he-
lium refining and marketing oper-
ations of the former U.S. Bureau of
Mines at the Excell plant and the Ama-
rillo plant. Additionally, all proceeds
from the sale of these facilities and
equipment will be returned to the
Treasury. These funds will be applied
toward reduction of the debt the Fed-
eral Government has incurred by pur-
chasing crude helium for storage and
refining since 1960.

Second, this bill ensures repayment
of this debt. The total helium program
debt shall be frozen at the current
amount, which is approximately $1.4
billion. Future sales from the crude he-
lium stockpile must be sold at a price
determined by dividing this debt by the
approximately 32 billion cubic feet of
helium currently stored in the Cliffside
Field. That value will be the minimum
bid per thousand cubic feet for crude
helium that the private distributors
must pay to access this supply. Reve-
nue received from the private sector as
the result of crude helium sales will be
returned to the Treasury to complete
debt repayment.

And finally, this legislation protects
our domestic helium industry from
undue disruption by the Federal Gov-
ernment. By recognizing the current
market surplus, the bill allows flexibil-
ity in commencement of the sale of the
stockpile, so as to minimize market
disruption. Sales may begin as late as
2005 but the bill requires that the
stockpile be eliminated by 2015. Coinci-
dentally, this is when many experts be-
lieve the current surplus of helium
may no longer exist. Thus the Federal
Government should receive a higher
price for the commodity than the mini-
mum established floor bid.
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

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

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
rise with regrets, acknowledging H.R.
3008, a bill to close the Federal helium
program, will pass today. In these days
of downsizing, it seems the time has
come to terminate programs which ap-
pear to have outlived their usefulness
like the Federal helium program.

I want to note that | say appear, Mr.
Speaker. Since 1925, when the Defense
Department believed that dirigibles or
blimps would be an integral part of our
national defense, the Federal Govern-
ment has managed a helium program.
Today the Federal helium program
continues to serve the needs of major
Federal users of helium such as NASA
and DOE laboratories, who are required
to purchase helium from the Bureau of
Mines.

The Federal Government got in-
volved in helium production at a time
when there was no private helium pro-
duction. Today, however, the private
sector manufactures 90 percent of the
world’s helium. For this reason groups
such as the National Taxpayers Union,
the “‘20/20”” TV program, the Interior
Department inspector general, and the
Heritage Foundation, an unlikely con-
glomeration, have called for its elimi-
nation.

H.R. 3008, like its predecessor, H.R.
3967 in the 103d Congress, enjoys bipar-
tisan support. While | did not support
termination of the program, | recog-
nize after several years of consider-
ation Congress is poised to resolve the
question of the helium program by ter-
minating it. But | remain concerned
that we have not done enough to aid
the 200-plus employees in Amarillo,
TX, who will lose their livelihood as
consequence of our decision.

The bill directs the Secretary of the
Interior to sell off all the equipment,
real property, refining facilities, and
gradually sell off most of the crude he-
lium currently stored in Amarillo, TX.
Funds from the sale will be deposited
in a helium fund established under the
1960 act, and will be available for var-
ious termination activities, including
some employee benefits already au-
thorized under law. Eventually the
fund will be applied against the debt to
reduce the deficit. This is, in any
event, the hope.

During the committee consideration
of this bill, | offered an amendment to
provide employee benefits in addition
to those authorized under existing law
so that the 200-plus employees in Ama-
rillo, many of whom have built their
careers on this program, would get the
same kind of additional education and
job placement assistance that we gave
defense employees working at bases
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that were closed. These are people, Mr.
Speaker, men and women, who through
no fault of their own find themselves
working for a Federal program tar-
geted for downsizing and in fact elimi-
nation.

My amendment would have given
these people help in addition to what
the Secretary has already authorized
to provide, the same kind of help that
we have provided, as | indicated, to
many of the defense employees work-
ing at military bases scheduled for clo-
sure: job placement assistance, ex-
tended life and health insurance cov-
erage, and the option to take an early
retirement without penalty.

Sadly, my Republican colleagues on
the committee could not be persuaded
to provide this type of much-needed
aid. During committee debate, my
friend and colleague from California
[Mr. CALVERT] argued that the Sec-
retary already has the authority to
provide these benefits. This is simply
incorrect, Mr. Speaker.

My amendment would have added au-
thority necessary to enable the Sec-
retary to extend health and life insur-
ance coverage for 3 years beyond an
employee’s termination. The Secretary
does not have the ability to provide
this assistance under current law. My
amendment would have allowed Fed-
eral helium employees access to the
enhanced early retirement option, and
current law does not provide for this
protection. My amendment would have
given Federal helium employees hiring
preference Government-wide, not just
in the Amarillo area as is provided
under existing law.

So, Mr. Speaker, my amendment
failed. Even though | agreed with my
good friend and colleague from Texas
[Mr. THORNBERRY] that we did not need
to terminate this program, I, and | be-
lieve he, could see that this bill would
pass. So | tried to lessen the blow so
that the helium workers might be able
to find another Federal job, or if they
served 20 years, they could take an
early out and retire from civil service.

As of now, this is not to be, Mr.
Speaker. These activities would have
been paid from the existing helium ac-
count and would have cost relatively
pennies, especially in comparison to
the costs of unemployment benefits.
The Congressional Budget Office said
that my amendment would have had no
budgetary effect.

It seemed only fair to offer this as-
sistance to the innocent victims of our
downsizing zeal, so that the employees
who had nothing to do with the dif-
ficulties facing the program would not
be left stranded by their Government.
But my Republican colleagues could
not see their way clear to help their
fellow public servants in this instance,
and so today | expect we will pass H.R.
3008 under suspension of the rules so we
can praise ourselves for making Gov-
ernment smaller.

We could have done so, Mr. Speaker,
in a much more humane and compas-
sionate manner. | will ask the other
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body to consider my amendment before
we conclude the legislative process.
Loyal workers in the helium program
deserve no less.

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CALVERT]
and ask unanimous consent that he be
permitted to control that time.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CALVERT]
will be recognized for 17 minutes, the
balance of the time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. KLUG].

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
colleague from California for his work
on this legislation, and my other col-
league from California [Mr. Cox], and
also the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FrRANK], for their work on this leg-
islation for years. In a way it is kind of
a shame to see this program come to
an end because it takes away one of the
great punch lines when talking about
the Federal Government, because the
national helium reserve has really been
a laughingstock, | think, for several
decades.

Looking all the way back to the
early 1930’s, the Federal Government
got involved and continues to be in-
volved in the operation of hydro-
electric facilities, and | have to ask my
constituents at home whether they
think the Federal Government should
be producing, marketing, and selling
electric power these days, and they say
no.

We continue to run and operate, be-
lieve it or not, a series of oil fields
scattered around this country from
California to Wyoming to Colorado, al-
though it is with some hope in the
budget agreement we just passed last
week that we will be selling off, fi-
nally, some of those oil fields that have
literally existed since the days that
Teddy Roosevelt was President in order
to guarantee the fact that our naval
fleet would have an adequate supply of
petroleum.

And here we are arguing, 70 years
later, whether or not we need a helium
reserve in order to do dirigible research
in the United States. This is absolutely
absurd. The private sector is capable of
producing, marketing, and selling he-
lium as it has been for the last several
decades, and this is a project at this
point, frankly, where we have run up
about $40 million a year in losses on
this program and we have an accumu-
lated debt of nearly $1.5 billion.

This legislation in front of us today
has both bipartisan support here in
Congress and also is supported by the
White House. It is supported by a num-
ber of taxpayer groups, including Citi-
zens Against Government Waste and
the National Taxpayers Union.
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The reality today is that in 1996 it is
clear that blimps have absolutely noth-
ing to do with national security. They
may have to do with some intriguing
shots at the halftime of a Monday
night football game, but | think they
manage to do that without support
from the Federal Government. The tax-
payers, frankly, now are left with al-
most a $1.5 billion debt to pay off the
cost of a reserve that has not really
had any strategic interest for the last
70 years. Obviously, as well, there is an
adequate supply of helium in the pri-
vate sector.

I finally urge my colleagues to vote
for this measure and thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CALVERT]
and the rest of my colleagues for Kill-
ing a program that frankly should have
been killed 50 years ago.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
with the Chair’s permission, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. |
thank my friend and | would say | ad-
mire him, but in the future | think
when he is yielding to someone he bet-
ter not ask their permission, because if
they think they could deny it, they
might.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, as
the gentleman, | know.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. |
thank the ranking member for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | want to add my words
in support of this bill. It is a lot easier,
it turns out, for the Members on both
sides of the House, Democratic and Re-
publican and across the ideological
spectrum, to abolish a program in prin-
ciple than to abolish it in fact. We hear
a great deal of talk about abolition but
when we get to abolishing any specific
program, it will have liberal and con-
servative defenders, it will have Demo-
cratic and Republican defenders.

This is one where we also fortunately
have a bipartisan coalition for the abo-
lition. The time has come, clearly, to
abolish it. If we cannot at this point
dispense with the helium reserve, the
purpose of which is no longer valid,
then we cannot undo anything.

Members who represent the area
where it is involved, and they will be
legitimately representing their inter-
ests, they will raise some objections. It
is true that it would be a lot cleaner to
do this if we never had a helium re-
serve in the first place. It is true that
solutions to problems cannot be quali-
tatively more elegant than the prob-
lems themselves. When we have an en-
tity, we have always some details to
decide when we abolish it.

Nonetheless, abolition is clearly the
sensible way to go, and | think the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Cox], who
has done so much work on this, has
quite sensibly dealt with those prob-
lems. This is as reasonable an approach
as we can get, with just one exception.

I heard the gentleman from Hawaii
absolutely correctly pointing out that
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there are some innocent victims in
this, and those are the people who went
to work for the Government in the he-
lium reserve. | agree with him com-
pletely, that they should be held harm-
less as much as possible. The package
of proposals he outlined, especially
since as he pointed out they have no
budgetary impact, are entirely reason-
able.

So | would join my friend from Ha-
waii in appealing to the Senate, when
this bill goes to them, to add that kind
of an amendment. In fact, as a cospon-
sor of the bill and as a supporter, | will
join with him in urging them to act on
that once we have done this.

| say that is important not just in
this instance, but it is important if we
are to go ahead with the Kkind of
changes we ought to make. We have to
show that we can economize with some
compassion, that we can economize
taking a longer look, but that we are
not going to make hardworking indi-
viduals who did not make the particu-
lar policy choices bear an undue share
of the burden. To the extent that we
can give them equity while we go for-
ward, | think we ought to. So there-
fore, as | said, | join the gentleman’s
amendment, and with that |1 also
strongly support this legislation.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Cox], who began calling the attention
of this body to this, has as | said done
a very good job of saying, look, we
have this outdated program, a program
which it does not make sense for the
Federal Government to be involved in.
One test we always have here is, if we
were in fact starting a government
today, would somebody come forward
and say, ‘‘Hey, | know what we need,
we need an army, a navy, an air force,
a Justice Department, a Treasury De-
partment, and the helium reserve.” |
do not think that a helium reserve
would make anybody’s list of the
things a government ought to be doing
right now.

The question, then, is how do we
phase it out sensibly? The gentleman
from California’s legislation does that.
So | hope we pass this today, and I
hope we can then persuade the Senate
to take advantage of their greater
rules flexibility, add the amendment
the gentleman from Hawaii talked
about, and send the whole thing to the
President.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Goss].

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia, and | commend him for his efforts
to terminate the national helium re-
serve and provide some relief for the
American taxpayer. | think the Amer-
ican taxpayers will be very happy to
receive the news.

| also want to congratulate my friend
from California, Mr. Cox, who has
talked many years about this with me.
I think that as a classmate of mine |
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am very proud of his efforts in this as
well. This is a long overdue action that
I have included in my own annual list
of spending cuts for 4 years running as
an unjustifiable expense at the Govern-
ment’s level. It demonstrates that
slowly but surely we are making
progress in downsizing Government in
this town despite resistance.
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As this bill goes through the suspen-
sion process today with the support of
almost all taxpayer watchdog organiza-
tions, we have got to ask a question:
How did it take this long to get rid of
this turkey? This is a fair question, es-
pecially given the fact that this idea
was included in the Vice President’s
own reinventing Government plan.

Well, the answer it turns out is easy.
Preservation of the program was used
as a bargaining chip in 1993 by the
White House, the Clinton White House,
to ensure passage of the Clinton tax
hike. You remember the tax hike, the
biggest one in history, the one that
Americans are feeling at the gas pumps
today?

Well, under this deal, the taxpayer
lost twice, with $250 billion in new
taxes and through the continuation of
this Federal boondoggle. Liberal Demo-
crats got two bites, taxpayers got two
hits. No more excuses, no more deals,
it is time to end the Federal involve-
ment in helium and get our fiscal
house in order.

This was a national security issue. It
is no longer. And it cannot be justified
as a jobs program either. It needs to be
put to rest.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself 1% minutes, to say that
the discussion in committee, at least
with respect to the gentleman from
Florida’s last comments, was not about
whether this was a jobs program. The
question is whether the jobs that were
being done could be dealt with in a
manner consonant with the closure of
this program that would do justice to
our sense of compassion and under-
standing of the impact that it would
have on those people who are now
working.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. | yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | did not
want to put words in the mouth of the
gentleman from Hawaii. What | heard
him say, | thought, was that we need to
deal with the job dislocation in this
matter. | think that is a fine senti-
ment. We have something called pri-
vate enterprise in this country and op-
portunity that seems to work very
well.

I would like to know if the gen-
tleman wants to supplement that with
some additional subsidy from the tax-
payers for these workers, which is what
I thought the intent of the gentleman’s
remarks were.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, if the gentleman
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was a bit more familiar with the fund
that finances the helium project as it
is presently undertaken, | think that
that would not be a question.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CREMEANS] who has been very
helpful in this legislation.

Mr. CREMEANS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 3008, legisla-
tion to end the Federal Government’s
involvement in the helium business.
Just as this Congress has done for the
last 16 months, H.R. 3008 is another ex-
ample of streamling Government and
making it work for the taxpayers. |
would like to thank Mr. Cox, the spon-
sor of this bill, for his hard work and
dedication in bringing the bill to the
floor.

Since my election to Congress, a top
priority of mine has been to shrink the
Federal bureaucracy and make it work
more effectively for the taxpayer. Cut-
ting waste and unnecessary Govern-
ment programs, such as the helium
project, must be done if we are to bal-
ance the budget. That is why, last year
I introduced H.R. 846, my own bill to
end the Government Helium Program.
I am pleased that this nearly identical
bill has come before us for a vote
today.

Getting Government out of the he-
lium business makes sense for several
reasons. First, it is responsible to tax-
payers. In 1995 alone, increased debt on
the helium program was about $38 mil-
lion. This bill freezes the total program
debt at the current amount, approxi-
mately $1.4 billion, and allows for the
sale of the helium stockpile to the pri-
vate sector.

In addition to being fiscally respon-
sible, the bill also protects the private
domestic helium market from disrup-
tion caused by selling the Government
stockpile. Sales of the stockpile need
not being for another decade, thereby
ensuring time to absorb the helium
into the market. This will help protect
private domestic helium production
jobs from any potential adverse effect
of the sale.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Helium
Program’s time has passed. The days of
the Government, using taxpayer dol-
lars, to compete against the private
sector are over. It’s time to stop pro-
ducing a product we can buy cheaper
from American companies. Selling off
the Government reserve and returning
the money to the Treasury is the right
thing for the taxpayers and the domes-
tic helium industry. This bill is long
overdue.

I strongly support the legislation and
urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. THORNBERRY].

(Mr. THORNBERRY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks and to include extraneous
material.)

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, |
appreciate the gentleman yielding me
time, and | appreciate my subcommit-
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tee chairman’s tolerance of hearing my
views on this issue. | certainly appre-
ciate the ranking member working
with us on this issue as well. He is cer-
tainly one Member of this body that is
willing to question and to look beyond
maybe his preconceived ideas and has
worked to make this bill a better bill.
I certainly appreciate his efforts in
that regard.

Mr. Speaker, there is a legitimate
question about whether the Federal
Government ought to be in the helium
business or not. | think we are beyond
that. | think that this body has decided
the Federal Government will get out of
the helium business. But just to show
my colleagues that it is not a com-
pletely one-sided issue, | will insert a
couple of articles, one from the New
York Times, one from the Washington
Post, talking about the importance of
this strategic material to defense, to
our space program, to medical re-
search, and the rest.

But | want to go beyond that. The de-
cision has been made to get the Federal
Government out of the helium busi-
ness, so we ought to do it in the best
way possible. I am going to vote no on
this bill today because | think one of
the key flaws in this bill is that it pre-
vents the Federal helium assets from
being privatized.

Now, the text of the bill says that it
is OK, it will be put up for sale and
somebody can buy this stuff. But as a
practical matter, the formula in the
bill makes it economically impossible
for any company, whether it is an indi-
vidual in Amarillo, TX or Exxon, from
buying any of the helium that is stored
in the ground. The formula in this bill
has the price of helium about 25 to 48
percent above the current market
price. Now, if somebody wants to spend
that much more, they can do it. But |
suggest that there is nobody who will
do that.

So what we have are some folks in
my district who might be interested in
buying the refinery and buying some of
the helium and competing in the mar-
ket, who are essentially shut out from
doing that because the formula is
skewed to prevent somebody from
doing it.

I have other constituents interested
in buying some of the helium and
building perhaps even a new refinery
and to refine some of the natural gas
out of it. They are shut out because of
this formula.

So as we move to the other body, I
suggest that one of the key improve-
ments that must be made in this bill is
looking at the formula by which the
Government sells the helium that is in
the ground.

As a matter of fact, not only does
this prevent us from privatizing the op-
erations, as we are doing in so many
other cases in this body; it also pre-
vents us from accruing the real savings
that are being advertised by this bill.
One of the projections by OMB showed
that at least $43.9 million of the saving
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accrued by this bill would come as a re-
sult of the sale of helium that is in the
stockpile and in the ground.

If it is priced 25 to 48 percent above
the market, not only can it not be
privatized, the taxpayers will not see
the benefit of that $44 million that
they are supposed to get, because it is
priced far above where it should be.

In committee | offered a substitute
that was very much closer to the ad-
ministration’s plan to end the helium
program. It would have provided that
the Secretary could sell some of the
helium at market price within his dis-
cretion so there is not a disruption in
the market. But | think it would make
far more sense to do so that way. It
would enable some of the helium work-
ers to perhaps even get a job at a new
privatized helium plant. Yet this bill
prevents that from happening.

Mr. Speaker, | do not know, this has
been around so long, | am not sure if
we are really interested in doing this
thing the right way for the right rea-
sons. It is an easy program to make fun
of. It is an essential program in many
ways. But | suggest that if we are going
to do it the right way and if we are
going to do the right thing by the
workers and by the country, then
major revisions need to take place in
this bill with a formula, as well as the
way the workers are treated. We all
ought to strive to not just make the
Government smaller, but smarter. In
that effort | will be voting no on this
bill today.

Mr. Speaker, | include for
RECORD the articles referred to.

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 18, 1995]

U.S. HELIUM RESERVE FINDS A CHAMPION

(By Curt Suplee)

The venerable National Helium Reserve—
32 billion cubic feet of the stuff, stored be-
neath the Texas Panhandle—has become the
federal government equivalent of laughing
gas. Marked for extinction in the Republican
budget plan, the 70-year-old stockpile pro-
gram has been travestied on Capitol Hill and
in the news media as ‘‘a symbol for obsolete
federal ventures,” ‘‘the government-waste
poster child” and ‘““amazingly stupid even by
government standards.”’

But to many scientists, it’s no laughing
matter. Earth’s tiny supply of helium is “‘fi-
nite and irreplaceable,” the American Phys-
ical Society (APS) warns in a strongly word-
ed new statement, and doing away with it
could prompt a national catastrophe. When
present reserves are exhausted, the world’s
leading organization of physicists argues,
there will be no economically feasible way to
replace them.

That might not matter much if helium
were used only for levitating blimps or fill-
ing birthday balloons. But it has become one
of the most important materials in modern
science. The physicists are worried that if
it’s left up to private industry to extract it
from natural gas (the main source), much of
the nation’s helium simply will go up in
smoke.

Liquid helium has the lowest boiling point
of any substance and is essential to the pro-
duction of practical superconductors—mate-
rials that have no resistance to electricity—
and devices that rely on them. That includes
a wide range of cutting-edge technologies
such as medical MRI scanners, ultra-sen-
sitive diagnostic detectors, weapon-guidance
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and astronomical systems, particle accelera-
tors, magnetically levitated trains and re-
sistance-free power lines.

Moreover, helium is as close to chemically
inert as elements get and thus is crucial to
operations in which chemical reactions could
be destructive, including pressurizing space
shuttle tanks (NASA is NHR’s biggest cus-
tomer), welding such reactive metals as alu-
minum and forming delicate silicon crystals.

Yet there is strong bipartisan support for
selling off the federal reserves—housed in
underground facilities near Amarillo, Tex.—
on the private market over the next 20 years
to raise an estimated $1 billion or more for
the treasury.

In his last State of the Union address,
President Clinton cited the National Helium
Reserve as one of “‘over 100 programs we do
not need.” The Republican budget reconcili-
ation bill vetoed by Clinton earlier this
month called for a shutdown of the NHR’s
helium-extraction activities (which make up
about 10 percent of U.S. production) and
gradual sale of its inventory between 2005
and 2015. The revised balanced-budget plan
Republicans are proposing contains the same
provisions.

That leaves the program, which originated
in 1925 to ensure ample gas supplies for ‘‘na-
tional security’ uses such as dirigible infla-
tion, with no visible means of support—ex-
cept for the physicists, who have taken their
case to the Office of Science and Technology
Policy in hopes of emphasizing that helium
is not a renewable resource.

The only commercially viable source is
natural gas, some deposits of which contain
as much as 0.3 percent helium. Such ‘‘he-
lium-rich” fields exist only in the United
States and, to a minor extent, in Canada. If
helium is not extracted from the fuel before
the gas is burned, it disappears irretrievably
into the atmosphere. Some 3.2 billion cubic
feet per year—approximately the same
amount that is commercially extracted—is
lost this way, the APS estimates.

(Theoretically, helium could be recaptured
from the air, where it makes up about five
ten-thousandths of 1 percent by volume. But
the cost would be astronomical. Recovering
even 3.2 billion cubic feet—about one year’s
domestic production—would require 5 per-
cent of the annual U.S. energy consumption,
according to the APS analysis.)

There are only a couple of deposits in the
United States that are particularly rich in
helium, said Charlotte LeGates, a spokes-
woman for the Natural Gas Supply Associa-
tion, who estimates that those resources
probably will be exhausted ‘““60 or 70 years
from now.”” But that situation she said, has
nothing to do with whether the federal gov-
ernment remains in the helium business or
not. She said the current budget legislation
simply aims ‘“‘to turn government stock-
piling—which is sort of nonsense—into an or-
derly private market.”

A spokesman for Rep. Christopher Cox (R-
Calif.), who introduced the National Helium
Privatization Act of 1995 that both houses of
Congress incorporated into the budget bill,
agreed. “The private sector is well situated
to fill the need,” said Vincent Sollitto. ‘“We
are extremely confident that there’s going to
be plenty of helium in this country.”

This is plausible in view of the fact that
demand for U.S.-produced helium has nearly
doubled since 1985, according to the Depart-
ment of Interior.

But the APS is skeptical. The physicists
are not opposed to privatization of the NHR.
“It will little matter to future generations
whether the helium they use was extracted
and stored by the government or by private
industry,”” said APS spokesman Robert Park
of the University of Maryland. “‘But it can-
not be assumed that private industry, moti-
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vated by short-term profits, will decide to
extract more helium than there is an imme-
diate market for. Any helium that is not ex-
tracted will be lost forever as the natural gas
is burned. Some incentive or requirement to
store it must be in place.”

For years, that incentive was the Helium
Act of 1960, in which Congress authorized the
NHR—operated by the Interior Department’s
Bureau of Mines—to make purchases of the
gas and store it. The government is uniquely
positioned to do so, because 64.2 percent of
“helium-rich”” gas resources are on federal
land, according to the Bureau of Mines. The
purchases were halted in 1973, and the size of
the reserve has changed little since then.

The program’s financial situation, how-
ever, has changed drastically. Because it was
launched with a congressionally mandated
$252 million loan from the Treasury and has
paid back little of its debt, the National He-
lium Reserve “‘owes’ the federal government
about $1.4 billion, most of which is compound
interest accrued in the past 35 years. It is
this obligation that the sale of the reserves
is intended to pay off. And it is this osten-
sible debt that Cox spoke of in October when
he said that the NHR is ‘““‘continuing to lose
tens of millions of dollars a year.”

The APS disputes the logic of such reason-
ing. ““From the viewpoint of the U.S. govern-
ment’s net worth,” the group’s statement
says, ‘‘regarding this $1.4 billion as a ‘debt’
.. . Is purely illusory. . . . Any transfer of
funds from one government agency to an-
other neither reduces the Treasury’s na-
tional debt nor increases the budget deficit
by a single penny.”’

Besides, said Park of the APS, if money is
the principal issue, helium is likely to appre-
ciate in value at least as much as any other
government-held asset over the next few dec-
ades. “It’'s a good investment over the long
term,” he said. ‘“‘It makes far more sense
than storing gold at Fort Knox.”

[From the New York Times, Feb. 6, 1996]
HELIUM WiLL NOT FILL THE DEMANDS OF THE
FUTURE, PHYSICISTS CAUTION
(By Malcolm W. Browne)

In the century since it was discovered as a
trace ingredient of the uranium mineral
clevite, helium, the second lightest of all ele-
ments, has become indispensable to science
and technology. Scientists believe it could
play a vital role in helping the world
through future energy shortages.

But as Congress and the White House move
to end Government participation in helium
conservation, the American Physical Soci-
ety, a professional society of physicists,
warns that the most economically exploited
source of this nonrenewable substance will
be depleted in 21 years unless steps are taken
to halt a growing helium hemorrhage.

THe society calculates that although
American producers recover about 3.3 billion
cubic feet of helium from natural gas each
year, another 3.2 billion cubic feet are
thrown away because gas companies lack fi-
nancial incentives to separate, refine and
store it. The Federal Government operates a
combined stockpile, and buffer stock, into
which commercial producers deposit helium
when demand is low, for later withdrawal if
necessary. Critics contend that Government
involvement is unnecessary and interferes
with the market’s ability to match supply
with demand.

A world shortage of helium a generation
from now could obstruct the development of
superconducting power lines, motors, genera-
tors, electricity storage systems, magneti-
cally levitated trains and many applications
not yet even imagined, the American Phys-
ical Society says. Helium is not only irre-
placeable; It can also do things that no other
substance can even approximate.
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Helium is commercially recovered from
certain natural gas reservoirs, mainly in the
United States. Because it is a noninflam-
mable gas with nearly as much lifting power
as inflammable hydrogen, it was prized by
airship builders and users following World
War 1, a conflict in which hydrogen-filled
Zepplin bombers had proved to be death-
traps. After the war, the United States
banned the export of helium to deprive po-
tential enemies of fire-resistant airships, and
later created a strategic helium stockpile, a
reserve that now contains 32 billion cubic
feet.

But dirigible airships are no longer re-
garded as strategically important weapons
and, in any case, many lawmakers opposes
the continued maintenance of any Federal
stockpiles. One of the present targets of Con-
gress is the national helium stockpile, as
well as Federal participation in the extrac-
tion of the gas.

In December, the American Physical Soci-
ety deplored the projected liquidation of
Government helium reserves and reported
that 3.2 billion cubic feet of helium are being
dumped into the atmosphere each year and
are forever lost. Unless the Government cre-
ates economic incentives to private industry
for extracting and storing the otherwise
wasted helium, one of the world’s most valu-
able resources will be squandered at incal-
culable cost to future generations, the group
said.

“The present world growth rate in demand
for helium is about 10 percent per year,” the
society’s report said. ““A simple calculation
shows that if that rate were to continue, and
if helium production could keep up with the
demand, United States helium-rich reserves
would be exhausted in only 21 years.”’

The United States has large reserves of he-
lium mixed with natural methane in the gas
fields of Texas, Wyoming and a few other
states. America is virtually the world’s only
source of natural gas containing 0.3 percent
or more or helium. In Russia and Poland,
two of the other main sources of helium, nat-
ural gas generally contains 0.1 percent or
less of helium, and such a lean mixture is
much more expensive to separate, said Dr.
Robert L. Park of the University of Mary-
land, spokesman for the physicists’ society.

Helium is separated from the natural gas
with which it is mixed either by adsorbing
the natural gas in charcoal or other mate-
rials, or by compressing and cooling the
methane and other gases until all but the he-
lium are liquefied. Helium, which remains a
gas unless it is chilled to minus 452 degrees
Fahrenheit, is then pumped off.

The main obstacle to extracting and stor-
ing helium, experts agree, is the mismatch in
market demands for natural fuel gas and he-
lium. When demand for natural gas is heavy,
as is normally the case in winter, large
amounts of helium are withdrawn from gas
wells along with the natural gas, but if there
is little commercial demand for helium at
that point, there is no economic incentive to
extract and save it, said Dr. Park. Gas com-
panies then generally avoid the expense of
separating the helium, which consequently
remains mixed with the natural gas and is
lost when the gas is burned.

Congress has decreed the demise of the Bu-
reau of Mines, and has ordered the shutdown
of the bureau’s helium separation plant near
Amarillo, Tex. which produces about 10 per-
cent of the nation’s helium. (The rest is pro-
duced by commercial gas companies: Praxair
Inc. of Danbury, Conn; the BOC Group, a
British company with American head-
quarters in Murray Hill, N.J.; Air Products
and Chemicals Inc. of Allentown, Pa., and
the Exxon Corporation are among the main
producers.) In his State of the Union address
last year, President Clinton also proposed
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closing down the Government’s helium re-
serve program, including the closing of the
Cliffside Dome storage well—a depleted nat-
ural gas cavern near Amarillo—which con-
tains the national helium stockpile.

The Cliffside Dome, which is about one-
third full, is connected by pipelines to other
helium-rich gas fields, and when supplies of
the extracted gas exceed demand. Cliffside
serves as an overrun storage site, from which
helium can be later drawn.

Even defenders of the maintenance of a he-
lium stockpile acknowledge that the Bureau
of Mines’s Exell helium refining plant near
the Cliffside Dome is outdated, Inefficient
and expensive, and they say it holds an un-
fair financial advantage over private com-
petitors. All Government agencies that buy
helium must by law purchase it from the Bu-
reau of Mines, which sells the gas at $55 per
thousand cubic feet nearly 10 percent more
than the price offered by commercial suppli-
ers.

The bureau’s helium operation, moreover,
is heavily in debt. But the debt of $1.4 billion
is misleading, said Dr. Philip C. Tully, a he-
lium expert at the Bureau of Mines.

“Most of that money consists of interest
we supposedly owe the Treasury Department
for the $252 million they advanced to us to
create the strategic helium reserve,” Dr.
Tully said in an interview. “It’s just one
Government agency in debt to another Gov-
ernment agency—a paper debt—and Congress
could wipe it out with the stroke of a pen, at
no cost to taxpayers.”

But neither the Bureau of Mines nor he-
lium conservation has many friends in Con-
gress.

A key sponsor of legislation to end all Fed-
eral helium programs is Representative
Christopher Cox, a California Republican,
who believes the fears expressed by the
American Physical Society are groundless.

“No matter who gains title to the helium
in the Federal stockpile, the helium will still
exist,” Mr. Cox said in an interview. ‘It
won’t be wasted. The only real risk is that
the Government might sell if off quickly to
get cash to reduce the deficit. That’'s mis-
leading accounting practice. But we are con-
templating a gradual transfer of ownership,
taking half a lifetime.”

Market demand will determine how much
helium commercial producers extract from
the natural gas they sell, and as supplies of
helium decrease, Mr. Cox believes, higher
prices will create incentives to extract more
helium. ““The gas companies are already ex-
tracting 90 percent of the helium produced in
this country, and they will certainly con-
tinue,” Mr. Cox said.

Dr. Park says the American Physical Soci-
ety takes no position as to whether helium
conservation should be the responsibility of
Government or of private companies. ““Our
grandchildren aren’t going to give a damn
who saves the world’s richest supply of he-
lium, as long as someone does it, and does it
before supplies run out,” he said. ‘““Surely,
our politicians should be able to devise some
incentive system to encourage private indus-
try to save the helium. Congress has created
lots of incentives for other purposes.”

But Mr. Cox rejects this approach, saying
that ‘“‘Government tinkering with future
price structures would be very dangerous.”

Helium was first discovered in the sun, not
on earth. In 1868 while observing a solar
eclipse, a French astronomer, Pierre
Janssen, detected lines in the sun’s light
spectrum that did not match those of any
known element. The presumed new element
was dubbed helium after the Greek word for
sun: hellos. In 1885, helium was discovered to
exit on earth as well. Helium is now known
to be the second most abundant element in
the universe, after hydrogen. But when it es-
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capes from underground caverns where it has
collected over the eons chiefly as a decay
product of radioactive minerals, it mixes
with air, rises into the atmosphere and is
lost.

Although American airships and balloons—
both the full-size versions and small weather
balloons—are still inflated with helium, that
use of the gas accounts for only about 10 per-
cent of its consumption. (The toy balloons
popular at parties and political rallies
consume such trivial amounts of helium that
conservation advocates say they represent
no significant drain.) Major American uses of
helium are for purging and pressurizing the
fuel tanks of NASA and Defense Department
spacecraft, for high-temperature welding and
in cryogenic applications like the magnetic
resonance imaging machines used by hos-
pitals.

About one-third of America’s annual he-
lium production is exported to foreign users,
and foreign demand is increasing steadily.

Helium has special importance to sci-
entists because its physical properties are
unique among all the other 100-odd elements.
It is the only element that remains liquid at
even a tiny fraction of a degree above abso-
lute zero, which is equivalent to minus 459.67
Fahrenheit. Liquid helium cannot freeze
solid, no matter how close to the absolute
zero it is chilled.

Because it remains liquid at ultra-low tem-
peratures, liquid helium is vital as a medium
for chilling mercury, arsenic, niobium and
other elements to temperatures at which
they lose all resistance to electricity, be-
coming superconductors.

Although various compounds based on cop-
per oxide become superconductors at much
higher temperatures, warmer than that of
liquid nitrogen (minus 320.4 degrees Fahr-
enheit), these compounds are difficult to in-
corporate into useful implements, and so far,
their use has been limited.

Among the major users of liquid helium for
chilling superconductors are the huge accel-
erator laboratories studying nature’s fun-
damental particles. The Fermilab Tevatron
accelerator at Batavia, Ill., is a four-mile
ring of superconducting magnets, all of them
continuously cooled by liquid helium.
Fermilab operates the world’s largest liquid-
helium refrigeration plant, but it will soon
take second place to a project under con-
struction near Geneva.

On a smaller scale, astronomers are heav-
ily dependent on liquid helium for cooling
infrared and microwave sensors in their tele-
scopes. Such sensors must be chilled to
eliminate the heat ‘“‘noise’” that otherwise
masks the faint heat signals from distant ce-
lestial objects.

‘““Sooner or later we’re going to have to
start husbanding our helium,”” Dr. Park said.
“If we do it now, we can save the helium-rich
supply before it goes up the chimney. If we
wait, we’ll still need helium, but it will be
vastly more expensive to separate from he-
lium-poor gas supplies. Have we the right to
mortgage our future?”’

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. EHLERS].

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | am ris-
ing as a scientist to speak about the
importance of helium in scientific re-
search. | find that most Americans be-
lieve that it is simply used to fill bal-
loons to be distributed at parties or
other festivities.

I want to point out it is extremely
important that we maintain a reserve
of helium for use in scientific research.
It is the only element that can be used
to come close to absolute zero in low



April 30, 1996

temperature work. It has some amaz-
ing superfluid properties which are still
being uncovered, and, all and all, it is
a vital component of our research pro-
gram in the United States.

I do not rise to oppose the bill. I sim-
ply want to state my main objective
here is to ensure that we continue to
have an adequate supply of helium for
the future, particularly so that our
children and grandchildren will be able
to carry on this important research.

I believe this bill has sufficient provi-
sions to ensure that the reserve will be
maintained in some fashion, but | want
to assure the entire Congress that it is
very important we keep an eye on this
in the future and continue to maintain
a reserve, whether it be in private
hands or Federal hands.

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

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas has made a good point concern-
ing whether or not in terminating the
program there will be genuine competi-
tion take place or whether there will
be privatization under circumstances,
to wit, a formula that inhibits com-
petition.

At the same time, there are ques-
tions with respect to conservation and
the interests of the Nation with respect
to the helium reserve. My own inclina-
tion is to be sympathetic to the gen-
tleman from Texas’ commentary. How-
ever, | realize that the gentleman, who
has been in the forefront of bringing
this legislation to the floor, may have
another view or perhaps an additional
observation to make with respect to
the conservation aspect.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. | yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. | also appreciate the opportunity
to address the very good points that
have been raised. While Dave Berry has
made fun of the National Helium Re-
serve, and while P.J. O’Rourke called it
a program that is amazingly stupid,
even by Government standards, and
while most people when they think of
helium think of party balloons, the
truth is that there is a very real and
important high-tech application for he-
lium.

It is irreplaceable in many high-tech
applications, and it is very important
to our high-tech economy that we do
our utmost to conserve what is a very
finite and limited resource.

Every time you make a long distance
phone call, you are using helium, be-
cause the fiberoptics that carry your
voice are manufactured with its aid. If
you ever had an MRI, you know of the
uses of helium in superconducting, be-
cause it is the cryogenic properties of
liquid helium that make possible the
high magnetic fields used in magnetic
resonance imaging. Deep sea divers do
not get the bends because of develop-
ments in oxygen and helium mixtures.
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All of these and other uses of helium,
even the Federal Government’s own
uses at NASA and the Department of
Defense, are high-technology, and are
examples of just how important it is to
us today, as it was not in the 1920’s
when this program was started, to con-
serve all of the helium that we can.

We cannot forget that we manufac-
ture helium as a byproduct of natural
gas. When we produce that natural gas,
it is important that the cost of extract-
ing the helium is not such that we can-
not make it economic to do so. We do
not want to vent the helium into the
atmosphere.

So this bill achieves that conserva-
tion objective by actually making it
more likely people will invest their
funds, private funds, into recovering
helium at the wellhead.

Selling helium below the cost of ex-
traction, which is what we would be
doing without the formula in this bill,
is obviously antithetical to the goal of
conservation. So what the bill says is
that the $1.4 billion debt to taxpayers
must be recovered through the sale of
the 34 billion cubic feet of helium that
we now have stored underground in
Texas.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, | do not think
that we would resolve that particular
dispute today. Suffice to say that Mr.
THORNBERRY has raised the issue as to
whether the formula is so exact in this
bill that it needs no further consider-
ation, and | think his contention is
that it should receive at least another
good look before it passes into a final
form to be presented to the President
for signature.
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I think that, at a minimum, we de-
serve at least another look and | think
that that opportunity exists in the
other body.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, |
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
with respect to that, | want to thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CALVERT] for his usual courtesy and
kind attention toward our efforts in
the minority, and | thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Cox] for
his remarks today.

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank the gentleman from Hawaii
for his courtesy through all of this de-
bate.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Cox] who has really fought
this battle to end the helium program
once and for all, and hopefully, this
time, will succeed.

(Mr. COX of California asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks).

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker,
we have actually passed this bill al-
ready once in the House and in the
Senate. Unfortunately the legislation

re-

H4145

to privatize the national helium re-
serve was then included in the larger
Balanced Budget Act that was vetoed
by President Clinton. This time we are
wisely passing the bill all by itself be-
cause it is, | think, enormously popular
on both the Democrat and Republican
sides after many, many years of hard
work to get it that far.

I want to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER-
cromMBIE] for his work in helping us
move this bill to the floor, as well as
my colleague from California, who is,
as chairman, responsible for bringing
this bill directly to the floor.

I would also like to thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, BARNEY FRANK, who spoke ear-
lier on this legislation. He and | coau-
thored it in not only the current Con-
gress but past Congresses. It has been
many, many years that we have been
working on this bill.

I am also grateful to my colleague
from Nevada, Congresswoman, BAR-
BARA VUCANOVICH, a member of the
House Republican leadership; to the
gentleman from Alaska, chairman DoN
YOUNG; and to the gentleman from
Ohio, Congressman FRANK CREMEANS,
who along with the gentleman from
California, KEN CALVERT, who we just
heard speak on this bill, they in par-
ticular have worked tirelessly on this
legislation in the Committee on Re-
sources, to make sure that what may
now look very easy and completely
agreeable to almost all sides could ac-
tually happen.

I would also like to thank Chris
Kearney, Bill Condit, and Sharla
Bickley of the Committee on Re-
sources’ staff who have done yeomen’s
work on this issue and whose efforts
deserve recognition.

To recap. The helium program was
begun in the 1920°’s for a good reason.
At the time there was no private indus-
try of helium production but there was
a national security need to field a fleet
of blimps in time of war. Fixed wing
and rotary wing aircraft have now re-
placed the blimp in our national de-
fense and, as | mentioned earlier, it is
now the high-tech commercial and sci-
entific uses for helium that dominate.

Today, because of all of those com-
mercial uses, there is a thriving com-
mercial industry in helium that sup-
plies 90 percent of the world’s needs
from right here in the good old USA.
There is no reason whatever that the
Government of the United States
should uniquely supply its own needs of
this commodity when it does not for
any other, even strategic metals and
commodities and resources.

So this bill will do two things. It
will, first, sell off and liquidate those
physical assets of the Government fa-
cility in Texas; privatize them, if you
will, immediately; and, second, over a
19-year period, sell off the 34 billion
cubic feet of stored underground he-
lium, not for immediate use, for con-
tinued conservation and eventual sale
over who knows how many decades or
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perhaps centuries, to the private indus-
try. So that, privately, suppliers will
then own that helium.

But keep in mind, for those of us who
are physicists, not I, but certainly the
gentleman who spoke before me, keep
in mind the law, the fundamental law
of the conservation of matter. Just be-
cause we change title, just because we
change ownership from the Federal
Government to private hands does not
mean that the helium will not still be
there. It will be there. In fact, more of
it will be there because of the incen-
tives for increased helium recovery a
the wellhead created by this legisla-
tion.

The Helium Privatization Act of 1996
will do a few more things that we can
all applaud. It will require the produc-
tion of honest financial statements for
this Government enterprise in the
short run so that we know finally just
how much it is costing us. We know the
operation is $1.4 billion in debt to the
taxpayers right now and loses tens of
millions each year because of that in-
terest burden that it has never been
able to meet. But we do not know to a
certainty what the operations cost; and
we shall, as a result of the passage of
this bill.

In addition, we will ensure that the
debt, that $1.4 billion debt to tax-
payers, is recovered. That is the ulti-
mate object of this legislation. The
taxpayers hold the mortgage on the
debt and now, by relying on the secu-
rity of the underground stored helium,
the taxpayers will get their money
back.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, | am de-
lighted that the leadership of this Con-
gress has made passage of the Helium
Privatization Act a priority, and | urge
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to join with me and the bipartisan
leadership you have heard speak on
this bill in supporting this important
measure. It is high time we finally re-
tire this expensive waste of taxpayers’
money.

Mr. Speaker, several weeks ago articles in
the New York Times and the Washington Post
reported that concerns about U.R. 3008 had
been raised by the American Physical Society.
In fact, APS has not taken a position on the
legislation. Moreover, the background paper
prepared by APS was premised on the mis-
taken notion that by “privatization” of the he-
lium reserve, the bill meant immediate sale of
the stockpile. That is obviously not the case.
To the contrary, many physicists (and APS
members) have announced support for the bill.
The following letter explains many of the prob-
lems with the original, now outdated, APS
statement:

ARTHUR W. FRANCIS CONSULTING,
New York, NY, January 12, 1996.
American Physical Society,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SIRs: This letter to each member of
the Council of American Physical Society
(CoAPS) is sent out of concern for your 11/19/
95 statement CONSERVATION OF HELIUM
and its background paper. As a cryogenic en-
gineer, business manager, and consultant for
45 years in supply and use of helium, and a
very early and continuous supporter of he-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

lium conservation, | was appalled by the
CoAPS statement. The fear of complete loss
of helium in 20 to 25 years is understandable,
but it is somewhat naive. It indicates a seri-
ous lack of understanding of events of the
past fifteen years that have led Congress to
undertake its first effective revision of the
Helium Act of 1960.

I am writing you in hopes that you and
your colleagues will reconsider your position
and recognize the helium reform provision of
the Budget Reconciliation Bill as a step to-
ward optimum use of helium. It is important
that you and other scientists realize that
this legislation promotes use of otherwise
wasting helium sources and does not threat-
en premature use of the government owned
stored helium. It was arrived at with full
knowledge of the importance of a wide vari-
ety of helium dependent technologies for
science as well as the general welfare.

My credentials on this subject are these: |
was Linde’s principal investigator in its 1951
discovery of alternate layer super-insula-
tions, created the basic design of all stand-
ard multi-shield vapor cooled liquid helium
dewars, and was chief architect of the sys-
tem of bulk liquid helium transport that now
spans the globe. My baptism of fire in sup-
port of helium conservation was program
chairman of a technical session of the Bu-
reau of Mines sponsored ‘‘Helium Centen-
nial” of 1968. Along with Dr. Ed Hammel, |
wrote and spoke many times in support of
helium conservation during the dark days of
the 1970’s.

As an expert witness | participated in the
decades long litigation regarding the value
of helium in natural gas and the rights of
land owners and gas producers to a proper
share of that value. | have continued my in-
terest in conservation through my retire-
ment years, attending hearings and giving
advice to interested parties as the present
legislation developed. | remain involved in
helium supply problems as a consultant to
the United States Antarctic Program, re-
garding liquid helium supply to Astrophysics
at the South Pole. | am scheduled to make
my seventh trip there next week.

The Background Paper, on which the
CoAPS statement is based, contains many
errors. The most critical of these is the
seemingly innocuous statement that, ‘“Some
10% of the total U.S. helium extraction pres-
ently is performed by the Bureau of Mines”’.
This is completely false, as is also, ‘“the he-
lium stored in Cliffside (field) has remained
approximately constant at 32 Bcf”’. In fact,
all of the helium purified by the Bureau
since 1980 has come from the Cliffside stor-
age field, and the government owned helium
in the field has been drawn down by nearly
five billion cubic feet (5 Bcf) in the process.
These actions have been the result of a bu-
reaucratic policy directly at odds with the
letter and spirit of the 1960 Act. The intent
has been to ensure continuance of the bu-
reaucrats’ own jobs.

LEGISLATION OBJECTIVE

The prime objective of the current legisla-
tion is to eliminate the wasteful and unnec-
essary government helium refining activity.
Private producers are able to provide this
service with less than one fifth the personnel
and at substantially lower cost. COAPS says
““there is no objection to this feature of the
Act”. Yet for ten years the sweet voice of
reason had not been able to move this deeply
entrenched anti-conservation cabal. What
has brought us to bi-partisan support of both
houses of Congress is right minded public
ridicule. The caricature of conservation so
presented has even moved the White House
to support elimination of the Bureau of
Mines refining operation.

DEBT IS REAL

CoAPS also errs in stating that the so
called debt incurred to purchase helium *“‘is
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purely illusory, any transfer of funds from
one government agency to another neither
reduces the national debt nor increases the
deficit by a single penny’’.

Also at odds with the facts is the assertion
that, ‘“the helium issue is muddled by claims
that the sale is required to pay off the $1.4
Billion debt””. CoAPS has fallen for the bu-
reaucrats’ sham that the debt is internal to
the government and has no intrinsic mean-
ing. In fact, money to acquire helium for
government storage was borrowed from
world money markets by the Treasury. The
1960 Congress intended, and the Helium Act
stated, that government helium was to be
priced to repay borrowed funds, including
compound interest. This was done to insure
that stored helium would be priced high
enough to avoid interference with helium ex-
tracted from current natural gas production.

ANTI-CONSERVATION POLICY

In spite of this clear directive, the Bureau
helium management established a policy in
1979 in which the selling price would be held
down so that as general inflation raised
prices charged by private producers, the Bu-
reau would sell below the market price. The
managers claimed that as long as current
costs were covered, it wasn’t necessary to
repay the purchase price and its associated
interest because the debt was simply a paper
transaction between two government depart-
ments.

Pricing stored helium below the cost of ex-
traction from natural gas produced for its
fuel value is obviously contrary to conserva-
tion. The present legislation language is an-
other attempt to insure that stored helium
will command a price above the market for
current extraction. The legislation places
emphasis on retiring the debt because that is
what motivates those interested in reducing
the deficit. Simply to state that helium from
storage must be priced above the market
from current extraction doesn’t win votes at
this time. The ultimate effect will be the
same, as long as the price is right.

COST OF SAVING MORE HELIUM WOULD BE HIGH

CoAPS is correct in stating that the legis-
lation makes no provision for saving helium
that is now being wasted from currently pro-
duced natural gas. However, the potential for
significant additional helium recovery is
much smaller, and the cost of that recovery
much larger, two to three times current
costs, than implied by CoAPS statement.

The reason for this is that the favorable
streams are already being produced. Each of
the original five conservation plants is ex-
tracting as much helium as possible from the
gas available. In addition three new plants
extracting from Hugoton field have come on
stream since 1990. With all these plants ex-
tracting helium in 1994 the total U.S. output
exceeded 4.1 Bcf, about 90% of the peak year
1967, although the output of high helium con-
tent natural gas was less than 70% of the 1967
rate. The remaining unprocessed streams
tend to be smaller, depleting faster, and re-
moved from the existing infrastructure.

CONSUMPTION GROWTH IS SLOWING

CoAPS warns that “‘present growth rate in
demand for helium is about 10% per year”
which projected would exhaust U.S. helium
rich reserves in 21 years. Alternatively, even
without increasing helium demand the loss
of unextracted helium from natural gas fuel
demand would deplete U.S. gas fields in
about the same time frame. In fact, sales
growth began to fade in 1990, and since 1992
has leveled at 3.314 Bcf (Fy 1992), 3.313 (Fy
93), and 3.280 for (Fy 1994). This abrupt halt
to the 10% growth rate has come from a com-
bination of foreign production displacing
some U.S. exports and increased user effi-
ciency.
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FOREIGN HELIUM SOURCES ARE SIGNIFICANT

CoAPS assert that ‘“helium rich fields are
found only in the U.S. and to a small extent
in Canada”, yet large scale foreign plants are
producing in Poland, Russia, and Algeria
with total capacity exceeding one billion
cubic feet per year, about 25% of current
U.S. capacity. Smaller plants have operated
in Canada, Holland, France, China and India.

RELIQUEFACTION AND REPURIFICATION
INCREASE USE EFFICIENCY

More important even than this large for-
eign supply is the growing user concern for
efficiency. Once through then out (OTTO)
use of purchased helium is being replaced by
closed loops using reliquefiers and repuri-
fiers. This allows application of helium de-
pendent technology to expand without con-
suming more helium. Research in high tem-
perature superconductivity shows promise of
taking over much of today’s low temperature
superconducting applications.

HELIUM WILL BE PLENTIFUL LONGER

To sell the 1960 program, the Bureau of
Mines predicted that helium could not be ex-
tracted from the Hugoton-Panhandle fields
beyond 1985. Yet ten years later production
remains at a high level and is now predicted
to continue at least another ten to fifteen
years. Natural gas has been produced from
these fields throughout the past seventy five
years, yet nearly every year there are addi-
tions to the remaining measured reserves
that tend to delay the eventual abandon-
ment. The Bureau of Mines information cir-
cular ‘“Helium Resources of the United
States, 1973 reported that 109.3 Bcf of he-
lium @ >0.3% concentration was contained in
the fifty year old, depleting natural gas
fields of Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas. From
1973 to 1987, these fields produced natural gas
containing 81.8 Bcf helium. However, in the
1987 circular, the Bureau reported that 73.4
Bcf remained in the proved reserves of those
fields. There had been enough upward revi-
sion of the proved gas reserves to add over 50
Bcf of contained helium >0.3%. Between 1987
and 1989 gas production contained 9 Bcf he-
lium, but reserve revisions added 11 Bcf. In
the next two years gas production contained
10 Bcf and revisions added 9 Bcf. As of 1991,
the latest available publication in this se-
ries, these old fields, after producing about
102 Bcf, still held about 80 Bcf of proved re-
serves for future use. Further additions are
still possible, even probable. The resource is
never the less finite, but the finite limit has
not yet been identified.

ALL GAS FROM LARGEST RESERVES IS
PROCESSED FOR HELIUM

Regarding helium loss in non-processed gas
it is important to recognize that all of the
gas from the Riley Ridge field in Wyoming
(proved reserves of about 120 Bcf) is proc-
essed for helium extraction. This field, which
supplies about one third of current pure he-
lium sales, is being produced at a rate of
only one per cent of its proved reserves per
year. It is unlikely that this production rate
will increase until the price of natural gas
increases significantly. At current fuel
prices, it is not possible to obtain an accept-
able return on the huge investment required
to upgrade this low Btu gas to pipeline qual-
ity. It may be decades before fuel demand
reaches price levels that will encourage new
processing capacity. Riley Ridge is likely to
produce helium throughout most of the 21st
century.

NONDEPLETING FIELDS CAN PROVIDE FOR VERY
DISTANT FUTURE

Beyond this, it is possible that a signifi-
cant helium supply could be obtained from
the proven gas fields that are not producing
at all. The hydrocarbon fuel value of this gas
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is so low that it would barely provide energy
for the processing plant. The Bureau of
Mines has identified 85 billion cubic feet of
helium in these non depleting sources, more
than half of this is already owned by the
United States government. Extracting he-
lium as a primary rather than by-product
will be expensive. However, the concentra-
tion is three orders of magnitude greater
than in air, so it won’t require even 0.1% of
the nation’s energy consumption. This he-
lium source may well be available into the
22nd century.

It is futile to make any more detailed pre-
dictions for such distant future times. Near-
ly every prediction that far into the future is
bound to fail because we cannot even sur-
mise what human society will be like in even
very gross measures. It is entirely fair to say
that the bleak picture presented by CoAPS is
unlikely, and that it is quite likely that suf-
ficient helium to meet all reasonable needs
will be available as far into the future as
anyone can foresee.

I hope that you, as a member of CoAPS,
can be open minded to the information |
have presented. If you now have doubts
about the CoAPS position, please consult
with your colleagues and advise the Physical
Society membership to have confidence that
helium conservation is not in danger. If you
want still more information on this subject,
please call me at 914-354-1908. My E-mail ad-
dress is 9324@mne.com. By the time you re-
ceive this letter, | will probably be on my
way to Antarctica. | am scheduled to return
by February 19, 1996, and you can reach me
then. If you have a compelling need to pick
my brains before then try an E-mail to one
of my colleagues in Antarctica, Mr. Jesse
Alcorta. His E-mail address is
ALCORTJE.MCMURDO@mcmurdo.gov.

Very sincerely,
ARTHUR FRANCIS.

Mr. Speaker, consideration of this bill re-
quires some background. Let us begin with
these questions.

WHY IS THE U.S. GOVERNMENT IN THE HELIUM
BUSINESS?

Helium is a gas whose unigue physical
properties make it irreplaceable in many high
technology applications. As Government
space exploration and defense programs ex-
panded during the 1950's, Government sci-
entists became convinced that demand for he-
lium would outgrow supply. Natural gas was,
and continues to be, the only economic source
of helium and few natural gas streams con-
tained a high enough concentration of helium
to make extraction economically viable. If the
helium is not extracted when the natural gas
is produced, it is forever lost into the atmos-
phere. The use-it-or-lose-it dynamics of helium
at the well-head lent a special sense of ur-
gency to the perceived supply-demand imbal-
ance.

At congressional hearings held in 1960,
mining experts reported that nearly 4 billion
cubic feet of helium were being lost each
year—about 10 times the then current con-
sumption. A valuable, nonrenewable resource
was apparently being wasted, threatening
shortages in future decades when demand for
helium was expected to be much larger.

Against this backdrop, Congress passed the
Helium Act of 1960. This act funded a Govern-
ment program to extract crude helium from
natural gas and store it in the Cliffside Field
near Amarillo, TX. The Department of the Inte-
rior's Bureau of Mines [USBM] entered into
22-year purchase agreements with four natural
gas producers who built helium extraction fa-
cilities in the Hugoton-Panhandle Field area of
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Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas and the USBM
built a pipeline to carry its helium purchases to
the Cliffside Field. The Helium Act also re-
quired that Federal agencies purchase their
helium requirements from the USBM. To meet
those requirements, the USBM constructed a
helium purification facility near Amarillo, TX. A
final objective of the Act was to foster the de-
velopment of a private helium industry—pre-
sumably to allow the USBM to de-emphasize
or discontinue its helium program as soon as
it could prudently do so.

By the time the Government terminated its
helium purchase agreements in 1973, the
USBM had accumulated roughly 35 billion
cubic feet of helium. By most estimates, this
represents a 100-year supply for U.S. Govern-
ment customers, and roughly nine times the
current annual worldwide demand. While the
Government stopped purchasing additional he-
lium in 1973, the remainder of the Govern-
ment's helium program, including operation of
its refining plant, management of the pipeline
and storage system, and the sale of helium to
Federal agencies has largely remained intact.

Now, 23 years later—and 36 years after the
Government's helium program was expanded,
it is long since time to re-examine the USBM
helium program. A vibrant private sector he-
lium industry has emerged which now supplies
over 90 percent of the world’s total demand
for helium. Additional capacity is available
which would enable private industry to easily
supply the entire demand, including the de-
mand presently supplied by the USBM. Given
the current emphasis on reinventing Govern-
ment, the USBM'’s helium programs seems to
provide an excellent opportunity to restructure
or discontinue a Government program that no
longer provides fair value to American tax-
payers.

WHY IS HELIUM A VALUABLE RESOURCE?

When we hear helium the first thoughts that
come to mind are of Macy’'s parade, Mother’s
Day, and FTD’s balloon bouquets. In actuality,
helium touches us in our everyday lives. This
rare element has unique properties that have
allowed us to improve our quality of life.

Every time you place a long distance call,
you can be assured helium was used in the
manufacture of the fiber optic cables used to
transmit your voice. Advances in medical
diagnostics have been accomplished through
MRI units that achieve their high magnetic
fields from superconductivity made possible by
the cryogenic properties of liquid helium. The
construction and fabrication industries use he-
lium and helium mixes extensively in welding
and metal fabrication. Deep sea divers in the
offshore oil industry can be assured that they
will not be crippled from the bends with the
development of helium/oxygen breathing
mixes.

These are but a few of the many applica-
tions for which helium is used to improve our
lives. New applications are being developed
not only in high technology research such as
super computer chips, but low technology in-
dustries as well. Worldwide consumption of
helium increases on an average of 7-10 per-
cent per year both from growth of current uses
and development of new applications.

This natural resource which has contributed
much to our development as a technological
leader is not unlimited. The United States has
been fortunate to be endowed with concentra-
tions of this element in select natural gas
fields which have allowed for its exploitation.
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While helium is a non-renewable resource,
produced only as a byproduct of natural pro-
duction, depletion of these reserves is inevi-
table. The Federal helium reserve and con-
servation system, which are discussed in-
depth in another paper, play an important role
in preserving our independence as a techno-
logical leader. This reserve serves as an im-
portant insurance that we do not compromise
our future for short-term fixes. The Federal re-
serve and conservation system were designed
to encourage maximum extraction of helium
from currently produced natural gas thereby
ensuring the United States of a long term po-
sition in the development of applications de-
pendent on the unique properties of this ele-
ment.
IS THE FEDERAL HELIUM OPERATION EFFICIENT?

The U.S. Bureau of Mines within the Depart-
ment of the Interior operates the Federal He-
lium Program. Federal helium operations con-
sist of: First, a plant to refine crude helium;
second, an underground storage facility to
store crude helium, and third, a pipeline to
transport crude helium recovered from the
source gas fields to the storage facility.

Private sector helium-refining facilities are
far more efficient than the Federal refinery.
The Federal refining plant employs at least 80
people, while a private facility of equivalent
production capacity employing only approxi-
mately 18 people can produce three times as
much helium. This astonishing discrepancy in
productivity is attributed in part to the outdated
plant and equipment at the Federal facility. A
recent study by the General Accounting Office
concluded that the Federal refining facility is
so outmoded that it would have only scrap
value in the event of liquidation.

Federal revenue from the sale of refined he-
lium falls far short of Federal costs of helium
production. In the market place, price is the
most direct measure of efficiency. The current
Federal price for refined helium is now $55
per MCF and generates revenue only suffi-
cient to cover operational costs and a slight
surplus. For instance, the Federal price does
not include the cost of crude helium. The best
estimate for assigning a unit value of the
crude in the Federal reserve is to divide 32
BCF—total Federal reserves of crude—into
$1.4 billion—total debt—to arrive at an approx-
imate cost of $40 MCF. If the cost of this free
crude were included, the Federal price would
be $95 per MCF, which is hardly competitive
with the private sector. Crude helium is free to
the Bureau of Mines because the money bor-
rowed from the taxpayer to buy the crude was
never repaid.

The Bureau of Mines hides the inefficiency
of the refining operation by including unrelated
revenue. When private producers extract
crude helium from Federal property, they pay
a royalty to the Bureau of Mines of approxi-
mately $5 million per year. This royalty income
is unrelated to Federal helium operations, yet
the Bureau of Mines uses the revenue stream
to subsidize its refining operation.

The Federal helium operation is the epitome
of an inefficient, Federal program that contin-
ues to exist despite the absence of current
need. The Department of the Interior entered
into the helium business in 1960, when Fed-
eral helium requirements were projected to in-
crease dramatically and no reliable sources of
helium were available in the private sector.
Today, the Federal Government's need con-
stitutes only 10 percent of the total demand for
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helium, and a vigorous private sector could
easily supply all Federal users at a competi-
tive price.

WHO USES THE HELIUM RESERVE?

The 1960 Federal Helium Act has been suc-
cessful in storing for the U.S. Government 32
billion cubic feet of crude helium—50 percent
or greater helium content, the remainder nitro-
gen—in a partially depleted natural gas field
near Amarillo, TX, called the Cliffside Field. A
pipeline system is used to transport crude he-
lium to storage. It is operated by the U.S. De-
partment of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, and
is also used by private industry to store any
crude helium that is not required to meet mar-
ket demand. Helium is being extracted by pri-
vate industry plants from natural gas going to
meet the energy demand of U.S. households
and industry. A portion of the private crude he-
lium is being stored in the Cliffside Field under
USBM supervision.

Does the U.S. Government need a crude
helium reserve? Worldwide helium demand
from 1972 to 1992 had a growth rate of 9.3
percent per year and now exceeds 3 billion
cubic feet per year. Although supply currently
exceeds demand current helium bearing natu-
ral gas being produced for market will soon be
depleted. Conservative U.S. Government esti-
mates forecast that U.S. helium demand will
exceed supply between 2001 and 2004. The
real value of the 32 billion cubic feet will be its
availability to the U.S. economy when the ex-
tractable helium is not adequate to supply de-
mand. Although the U.S. Government's helium
reserve will be very valuable once U.S. re-
serves of helium-bearing natural gas are de-
pleted, the current market value of the crude
helium reserve is far lower than some of the
estimates that have been quoted by various
uninformed sources. It would be totally unreal-
istic to expect to sell more than a small frac-
tion of the reserve for prices approaching cur-
rent market value. If the U.S. Government
were to attempt to dispose of the entire re-
serve—nine times annual worldwide de-
mand—over a short period of time, it would re-
alize only pennies on the dollar and severely
depress private industry prices for crude he-
lium. Any short-term sales of crude helium into
a depressed market will be at the taxpayers
expense.

By 2005 the helium reserve will become
very valuable—so valuable it will be consid-
ered irreplaceable for the smooth functioning
of our economy and then USBM sales will be
at prices consistent with the helium reserve’s
true value.

CAN THE GOVERNMENT SELL CRUDE HELIUM WITHOUT

DISRUPTING THE PRIVATE HELIUM INDUSTRY?

The world market for refined helium is just
over 3 billion cubic feet per year. Private re-
finer/marketers of helium are fully capable of
supplying this demand for the foreseeable fu-
ture. In addition, new helium production and
refining capacity is coming into service will
provide an abundant supply to satisfy an esti-
mated growth in demand of 7-10 percent per
year for the next 5 years.

The Government refines helium from crude
helium which is held in long-term storage and
sells it on the market in competition with he-
lium from current production. Selling crude he-
lium from the Federal helium reserve will cre-
ate an oversupply of helium. An over supply of
helium will push prices down making further
investment to recover helium from current nat-
ural gas production less likely. Government
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sales of helium at below market prices is
dumping a valuable and depleting commodity.

The Cliffside Field is the only economically
feasible storage capacity for crude helium—50
percent or greater helium, the remainder nitro-
gen. The Federal helium reserve has held this
crude helium since the 1960’s. The Cliffside
Field which contains the Federal helium re-
serve also serves private sector helium pro-
ducers as the only commercially storage site
for private sector crude helium. A fee is paid
to the Bureau of Mines for use of the pipeline
and storage capacity.

The natural gas from helium rich gas fields
will continue to be produced as a fuel even if
the helium is not recovered. This helium will
be lost forever.

Any sale of Government helium will displace
helium from current recovery or production
plants. Therefore, Government sales of refined
and/or crude helium to meet current demand
are not needed, will be disruptive and will
waste helium by reducing its recovery from
helium bearing natural gas currently going to
market.

SHOULD CRUDE HELIUM BE SOLD ANYWAY, TO RAISE

REVENUE?

This is a terrible idea. The Congressional
Budget Office seemingly will not credit helium
sales for deficit reduction purposes. Moreover,
crude helium sales to raise cash now would
undermine the long term value of the reserve,
because helium will continue to increase in
value. The fact is, helium sales into the private
market cost more than they gain.

CAN THE $1.4 BILLION HELIUM DEBT BE REPAID?

Back in 1960, Congress recognized that he-
lium was essential for such agencies as NASA
and the Atomic Energy Commission. It passed
a law creating the Federal helium activity to
ensure helium supplies to Federal users.
Given that the nascent private helium industry
could not then be expected to meet Govern-
ment demand, Congress authorized the De-
partment of Interior to borrow a quarter of a
billion dollars to set itself up in the helium
business, which included creating a stockpile
or reserve. The Treasury Department handled
the borrowing.

Mindful that Government agencies need dis-
cipline to return money to the taxpayers, Con-
gress directed that the incurred debt be amor-
tized and be paid in full by 1985. A final dead-
line of 1995 was mandated. Revenue to serv-
ice the debt would come from sales of helium.
Incredulously, some 36 years later not only
has the principal on the debt not been repaid
but neither has any of the interest. This in-
debtedness has now accrued to $1.4 billion.

Some in the Government attest that this bil-
lion dollar debt is not real. Since it is owned
by one Government agency to another Gov-
ernment agency it can be forgiven without ill
consequences. Yet, every week at the Treas-
ury’s auction of government securities this
debt is rolled over. It has been rolling over
every week now since the sixties—piling up in-
terest accumulation.

Can the taxpayers ever realistically expect
repayment of this debt? The answer is “yes”.
Had the Interior Department, U.S. Bureau of
Mines, carried out Congress’ mandate to am-
ortize the debt, this question would not be
asked today. The Department, however, chose
not to employ a rational pricing policy that
would have recovered this money. Instead of
slowly increasing the price of helium to keep
pace with inflation, it opted to simply freeze
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the price to its customers. It stayed nearly fro-
zen for over 20 years!

The Interior Department should initiate a re-
alistic pricing structure sufficient to start amor-
tizing this debt. It may take another 30 years
to pay it off, but at least taxpayers eventually
could be made whole. The worst thing the
Government can do now is simply to forgive
this debt. It would not only reward a bureauc-
racy for shunning a congressional mandate,
but more importantly it would forever remove
the discipline the Department needs to avoid
wasting this scarce, valuable element.

Helium is wasted by selling it too cheaply.
Cheap Government sales discourage gas pro-
ducers from extracting crude helium from cur-
rent natural gas production. When it wishes to
refine crude helium the Department simply
pulls crude helium from its stockpile. Helium
refined from current gas production ensures
that it is priced to market value.

WHY DOES THE FEDERAL HELIUM PROGRAM WANT TO

UNDERCUT PRIVATE INDUSTRY?

There have been several proposals made to
reform the Helium Program operated by the
Department of Interior's Bureau of Mines.
Some of these proposals would enable the
USBM to use the crude helium purchased and
stored with tax-payer dollars as a free feed
stock for their helium plant. The refined helium
that the Government produces from this free
feed stock could then be sold at prices below
those charged by the industry, which does not
have access to a free feed stock. Current pro-
posals to forgive the helium fund debt would
free the USBM to greatly increase their sales
into the private sector.

Sales of USBM helium into the private sec-
tor enable the USBM to spread their high op-
erating and administration costs over a larger
volume. This, coupled with the free feed stock
discussed above, helps hide the inefficiency of
their operation. As Federal research and de-
fense budgets have been reduced, the de-
mand by Government agencies for helium has
declined. This has left the USBM with a need
to increase their sales of helium into the pri-
vate sector in order to keep their inefficiency
from pricing them out of the business entirely.
No consideration is given to the fact that such
sales disrupt the normal function of the private
helium market and result in the waste of he-
lium, and lost or reduced income tax and roy-
alty payments to the Federal Government.

The USBM's stated policy has been to dis-
courage the sale of Federal helium into the
private sector, which according to their Annual
Reports to Congress have been very limited.
However, the DOI Inspector General reported
that during the period from 1989 through 1990
when the USBM reported sales of only 2 mil-
lion standard cubic feet of helium, 0.3 percent
of their total sales, into the private sector, it
actually sold 146 million standard cubic feet,
20 percent of their total sales. Their regula-
tions required a surcharge on sales to private
customers, which was almost never collected.
This problem largely disappeared in 1991
when the Director of the USBM increased the
USBM helium price and removed the incentive
to divert helium intended for Federal use to
private use. Now, the USBM is proposing to
reduce their price and this diversion of helium
into the private sector, whether officially en-
couraged or not, will return.

WHAT IS THE LEGITIMATE ROLE FOR THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT CONCERNING HELIUM?

Why is helium a valuable resource?

Helium'’s unique physical properties are critical

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

in many high technology applications, such as
manufacturing fiber optic cable, enhancing
magnetic resonance imaging [MRI] capability,
providing an environment for superconductiv-
ity, and industrial welding and fabrication. For
most uses of helium, no substitute exists. He-
lium is a byproduct of the extraction of natural
gas from certain helium-rich fields. If not cap-
tured when the natural gas is extracted, the
helium will be vented and lost forever.

Why is the Federal Government in the he-
lium business? Congress passed the Helium
Act Amendments of 1960 to ensure that suffi-
cient amounts of helium would be extracted
and refined to meet the Federal Government’s
expanding needs for space and defense pro-
grams. Also, the act was enacted to foster the
creation of a competitive private industry,
which was in its infancy in 1960.

Pursuant to this Act, the Bureau of Mines
within the Department of Interior now operates
the Federal Helium Program, which consists
of: an underground facility to store crude he-
lium; a pipeline to transport the crude helium
from the field to the storage facility and a plant
to refine—purify—crude helium. The Federal
refinery, which sells principally to Federal cus-
tomers, provides 10 percent of the refined he-
lium in the U.S. market.

Is the Federal Helium Program efficient?
The Federal helium operation is the epitome
of an inefficient Federal program that contin-
ues despite the absence of a current need.
For example, the Federal refinery employs at
least 80 people, while a typical private facility
can produce at least three times as much he-
lium with no more than 18 people. Moreover,
net receipts from the sale of helium to Federal
users, are vastly overstated because the Fed-
eral refinery does not include the cost of crude
helium in its price for refined helium.

Who needs the helium reserve? The Fed-
eral Government owns approximately 32 bil-
lion cubic feet of crude helium, which is cur-
rently stored in the underground facility. These
reserves represent an investment that will pay
dividends when current demand for helium ex-
ceeds current supply. U.S. production capacity
may well be insufficient to meet demand as
early as the year 2001.

Can the $1.4 billion helium debt be repaid?
Congress originally authorized the Interior De-
partment to borrow up to $250 million to enter
the helium business and stockpile crude he-
lium. The Bureau of Mines’ sales of refined
helium were supposed to generate sufficient
revenue to return this money to the Treasury,
but the outstanding principal and interest now
amount to approximately $1.4 billion. By pric-
ing helium to account for the debt, the Bureau
of Mines could repay the debt over several
years and ensure that any helium sold will
yield the highest possible return to the tax-
payer.

Can the Federal Government sell crude he-
lium without disrupting the private helium in-
dustry? The potential adverse affects of selling
too much Federal crude helium are significant.
Government sales will depress private produc-
tion of helium, because less helium will be
captured from current gas production. This will
mean more private needs being met by Gov-
ernment sales. As a result, some helium
would be lost forever. Any attempt to sell he-
lium just to raise Federal revenue will likely re-
sult in below market pricing due to excess
supply and, consequently, a poor return on the
taxpayers’ original investment. Moreover, there
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is no fiscal imperative to sell crude helium, be-
cause the Congressional Budget Office has
advised that sales of crude helium from the re-
serve are asset sales and, therefore, provide
no revenue for deficit reduction.

How should the Federal helium activity be
reformed? Unless Congress reforms the Fed-
eral Helium Program, the Department of Inte-
rior will continue to be the subject of criticism.
Since a vigorous, competitive private sector
helium industry now exists, the Federal Gov-
ernment no longer needs to take an active
role in the business. For all of these reasons,
Congress should enact H.R. 3008, which will:
first, require the Bureau of Mines to dis-
continue the processing and sale of refined
helium; second, preclude the sale of crude he-
lium by the Bureau of Mines until current pro-
duction of helium no longer satisfies current
demand; and third, eventually repay the he-
lium debt over two decades with revenue gen-
erated from the sale of crude helium, when
market circumstances merit its release.

Mr. Speaker, | ask that the following letter of
support for H.R. 3008 be included at this point
in the RECORD.

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
April 29, 1996.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Cox: The 300,000-
member National Taxpayers Union strongly
supports your legislation, H.R. 3008, the He-
lium Privatization Act.

Passage of the Helium Privatization Act is
long overdue. For several years now, the Na-
tional Helium Reserve has served as one of
the most glaring examples of our govern-
ment’s inability to rid itself of obsolete, low-
priority spending programs. This stark sym-
bolism seems to have no end, as the New
York Times reported that the Reserve was op-
erating even during last year’s federal shut-
down, when thousands of other federal em-
ployees were classified as ‘‘non-essential.”

Conceived in 1925 to prepare for an out-
break of blimp warfare, the National Helium
Reserve certainly fits the description ‘“‘non-
essential.”” Today the program costs tax-
payers millions per year to staff and main-
tain, plus millions more due to mandated
purchases by government agencies at in-
flated prices. Any proceeds from helium
sales to outside customers must be weighed
against the costs of the $1.4 billion in debt
the agency has incurred during its existence.
Meanwhile, private helium producers have
created an adequate and efficient market
that could easily sustain the needs of both
government and industry for the foreseeable
future in the absence of a federal program.

Your legislation resists simplistic, head-
line-grabbing approaches by providing a ra-
tional, methodical timetable for privatiza-
tion of the National Helium Reserve. The bill
will ensure a smooth transition to an all-pri-
vate helium market system as well as save
taxpayers $9 million annually. The Reserve’s
refining and marketing activities would
cease, and its stocks would be liquidated so
as to provide the best return for taxpayers
who have continued to fund this boondoggle.

The nation’s taxpayers expect and deserve
a visible commitment from their elected of-
ficials to reduce wasteful spending. If Con-
gress cannot muster the political will to
eliminate an obvious target such as the Na-
tional Helium Reserve, its credibility on
tough deficit reduction issues such as enti-
tlement reform could suffer. Accordingly,
National Taxpayers Union’s staff stands
ready to assist your effort to privatize the
National Helium Reserve, and to that end we
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urge your colleagues to work for swift pas-
sage of H.R. 3008, the Helium Privatization
Act.
Sincerely,
DAVID KEATING,
Executive Vice President.
COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS AGAINST
GOVERNMENT WASTE,
Washington, DC, April 29, 1996.
Hon. CHRIS COX,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Cox: On behalf of
the 600,000 members of the Council for Citi-
zens Against Government Waste (CCAGW), |
am writing to endorse The Helium Privatiza-
tion Act (H.R. 3008). This legislation not only
eliminates an archaic program, long overdue
for extinction, but also eliminates a sizable
debt already incurred by the program.

The National Helium Reserve was created
in 1925 as a response to expectations that
dirigibles would be an important aspect of
the military’s air might. With the rapid rise
of fixed wing aircraft, the need for dirigibles
was quickly eliminated. Sadly, the program
was not. Over the past 70 years, government
agencies have been forced to buy helium at
an inflated price, now costing taxpayers $25
million annually. The Reserve has also
mounted a $1.4 billion debt and a 100-year
stockpile. According to some experts, the
Reserve has enough helium to supply every
man, woman, and child in the country for
the next 19 years.

The National Helium Reserve symbolizes
exactly the type of bloated government bu-
reaucracy that taxpayers want eliminated.
This program has continued to survive, de-
spite meeting no apparent need and costing
the taxpayers far more money than buying
from private sources. Even worse, mis-
management has led to a sizable debt that
now needs to be eliminated. H.R. 3008 would
do just that. Profits from asset sales would
be large enough to eliminate this debt, and
taxpayers would no longer have to bear the
burden of this unnecessary program.

The Helium Privatization Act is common-
sense legislation. Even more encouraging is
the overwhelming bipartisan support that
this legislation has received. | applaud your
efforts to privatize this program and urge all
members of the House to support this meas-
ure. CCAGW will consider this vote for its
1996 Congressional Ratings.

Sincerely,
THOMAS A. SCHATZ,
President.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
April 24, 1996.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Cox: The U.S.
Chamber Federation believes it is time to
shut down the federal helium program.

The federal helium program was created
over sixty years ago when it was thought our
national defense would depend on blimps and
dirigibles. Those days are long past but this
program is still in business. Even though the
private sector is capable of fulfilling our he-
lium needs, currently producing over 90 per-
cent of U.S. supplies, federal agencies are re-
quired to purchase helium from the federal
program which has generated a $1.4 billion
debt.

Our fiscal budget situation demands the
elimination of this wasteful and inefficient
program. H.R. 3008 would terminate the De-
partment of the Interior’s helium refining
program. It would responsibly dispense with
the crude helium stockpile without disrupt-
ing the market and provide a return on the
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millions of taxpayer dollars invested in this
operation.

The U.S. Chamber Federation of 215,000
businesses, 3,000 state and local chambers,
and 1,200 trade and professional associations,
and 76 American Chambers of Commerce
abroad respectfully requests your strong sup-
port and the expeditious adoption of H.R.
3008.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.
Hon. C. CHRISTOPHER COX,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Cox: President Clinton
and both houses of Congress agree that shut-
ting down the federal helium operation is an
important reform necessary to reduce the
size and scope of government and to help bal-
ance the budget.

Helium conservation is still a worthy ob-
jective and the best way to achieve it is to
end this inefficient, wasteful federal program
that inappropriately completes with the pri-
vate sector helium industry.

We write to ask you to help move legisla-
tion that will terminate the Interior Depart-
ment’s helium refinery and deal responsibly
with the crude helium stockpiled in the he-
lium reserve. H.R. 3008 meets these objec-
tives and identical language has already
been approved by both the House and Senate
as part of the budget reconciliation package.
Since budget reconciliation is problematic,
we now ask that you support H.R. 3008.

Congress should approve this ‘‘good gov-
ernment” legislation that will help cut
waste and return to the taxpayers the tens of
millions of dollars invested in the helium

program.
American Gas Association, Citizens
Against Government Waste, Helium

Advisory Council, National Association
of Manufacturers, National Taxpayers
Union, Americans for Tax Reform,
Compressed Gas Association, Inc.,
Interstate Natural Gas Association of
America, Natural Gas Supply Associa-
tion, U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, the impor-
tance of helium and the Government involve-
ment in helium conservation and production
dates back to the passage of the Helium Act
of 1925. The building and operation of a large-
scale helium extraction and purification plant
went into operation in 1929 in Amarillo, TX,
that until 1960, was the only domestic helium
producer.

In 1960, Congress amended the Helium Act
to provide incentives for stripping natural gas
of its helium, for purchase of the separated
helium by the Government, and for its long-
term storage. With now close to 34.25 billion
cubic feet of helium in Government storage
and a large private-sector helium recovery in-
dustry, some have asked whether or not the
Federal Government should have a role in the
helium business.

While interest in helium began with World
War | when its military value as an inert lifting
gas was recognized by the Army and Navy, its
current uses have far surpassed what many
could have imagined. Helium now plays a vital
role in the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration [NASA] Space Shuttle program
as well as one of the most important materials
in modern science. These are but a few of the
current modern-day uses of helium that many
of the opponents of the helium operations
have failed to mention.

The Space Shuttle uses more helium than
any other single program in the Federal Gov-
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ernment. The principle consumption comes
just before launch time when the external tank
must be purged before the liquid hydrogen
fuel can be loaded. During flight, the hydrogen
is pressurized with a helium atmosphere to
force the liquid fuel to the turbines and the
three main propulsion engines. While this is
certainly the most high profile use at NASA,
several other space projects used liquid he-
lium supplied by the Bureau for cooling detec-
tors, instruments, and entire satellites down to
—452 degrees F. Currently NASA requires 80
railroad cars of helium for each shuttle launch
but it can only take it in gaseous form. No pri-
vate company can supply it in gaseous form,
so if H.R 3008 passes, NASA is going to have
to spend millions of dollars to accept the he-
lium as a liquid and then convert it to gas.

The Department of Defense [DOD] is also
very reliant upon helium. Bureau helium is
used by the Defense Nuclear Agency [DNA] in
experiments which simulate nuclear explo-
sions. The Air Force is deploying an oper-
ational airborne antisatellite missile system
with liquid helium in an aircraft before takeoff.

DOD has also awarded two competing $12
million contracts to develop a ground-based,
liquid-helium-cooled laser power system. The
Navy, too, is conducting research on the use
of airborne superconducting magnetometer to
detect submerged enemy submarines.

The Department of Energy [DOE] awards
and administers contracts with Government-
owned, contractor-operated [GOCQ] national
laboratories at Brookhaven, NY; Oak Ridge,
TN; Fermi and Argonne, IL; Los Alamos, NM,
and Berkely and Livermore, CA. DOE also
conducts defense-related research, develop-
ment and production, primarily at Los Alamos,
Sandia, Livermore, Rocky Flats, and Pantex.

Helium also plays a role in protecting our
borders. Helium-filled, radar platform blimps,
provide electronic surveillance of the southern
border of the United States. The helium-filled
inflatables float at 10,000 feet and provide
round-the-clock coverage from Arizona to the
Bahamas.

The Bureau is currently supplying liquid he-
lium to several universities and medical facili-
ties with Federal contracts who are conducting
research on magnetic resonance imaging
[MRI] to improve this technology.

The concern over shutting down Govern-
ment operations under H.R. 3008 has prompt-
ed a warning from the American Physical So-
ciety that, “Any helium that is not extracted
will be lost forever as the natural gas is
burned. Some incentive or requirement to
store it must be in place.”

All of the Federal agencies combined pur-
chase about $20 million per year of helium
from the Bureau. This is a small part of their
budgets for research, development, and oper-
ation of these Government activities. The he-
lium operations have supplied quality service
to the programs so vital to the national de-
fense, general welfare, and security to the Na-
tion. The helium operations provide their prod-
uct for numerous state-of-the-art projects that
are a far cry from the World War | dirigibles
that opponents claim as its only means for ex-
istence. Incidentally, the helium operations in
Amarillo began in 1929, several years after
World War I.

The Helium Program does not receive Fed-
eral appropriations. The program operates on
the revenues of returning between $7 to $10
million per year to the Treasury, even after op-
erating expenses. Since 1990, the Bureau of
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Mines has made debt repayments totaling
more than $40 million.

A General Accounting Office study in 1992
recommended that the helium debt be can-
celed since it was characterized as a book-
keeping transaction between two Federal
agencies, with no impact on the deficit or na-
tional debt.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that my comments will
give my colleagues a better understanding of
Federal involvement in helium. The national
media and others have both maligned and
misunderstood this program. | have urged my
colleagues to vote “no” on H.R. 3008 so that
true reform of the helium program may be-
come a reality. Sadly, H.R. 3008 will actually
prevent speedy privatization of the helium op-
erations and prohibit the sale of excess he-
lium.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises in strong support of H.R. 3008, the He-
lium Privatization Act of 1996. This legislation
represents a small but important step toward
a more commonsense approach toward devel-
oping the proper role of the Federal Govern-
ment.

The Federal Helium Program is clearly an
anachronism which deserves elimination.
While it may have served a purpose during
the first part of this century, the justification for
the Federal Helium Program has certainly run
out of gas.

This Member has long recognized the need
to eliminate this wasteful and nonessential
governmental program. In 1993, this Member
wrote to the President suggesting spending
cuts which would help reduce the Federal defi-
cit. This list included a proposal to sell the na-
tional helium reserves as a way to save tax-
payer dollars. This Member also cosponsored
helium privatization legislation introduced by
the distinguished gentleman from California
[Mr. Cox] in this Congress as well as the pre-
vious Congress.

The healthy private helium industry offers
strong evidence that the Federal Government
should get out of the business. The private
sector currently provides more than 90 percent
of the Nation’s helium needs. In fact, as a re-
sult of the efficiency of the private helium in-
dustry, the United States now produces eight
times more helium than the rest of the coun-
tries combined. It is unnecessary and im-
proper for the Federal Government to retain its
current monopoly on the sale of helium to
Federal agencies.

H.R. 3008 offers an effective approach to-
ward the privatization of the Federal Helium
Program. This legislation will save taxpayers
money by ending the production, refining, and
marketing at the Federal helium facility in
Texas. It will also require the sale of the Fed-
eral Helium Program’s production facilities and
other equipment and privatize the current he-
lium stockpile. The proceeds from these asset
sales will then be applied toward the pro-
gram’s massive debt to the taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, this Member urges his col-
leagues to vote for H.R. 3008, the Helium Pri-
vatization Act of 1996. It's commonsense leg-
islation which will benefit private business and
the American taxpayers.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, the recently
passed omnibus appropriations bill was a his-
toric achievement. With it, Congress signifi-
cantly reduced the Washington bureaucracy.
Nearly 200 outdated Federal programs were
eliminated.
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This was a good first step toward a bal-
anced budget. Now, we must maintain this
momentum by taking more steps. For in-
stance, we must get the Government out of
the money-draining helium production busi-
ness. This will save taxpayers nearly $9 mil-
lion annually—money badly needed in far
more vital areas of our economy. | urge a
“yes” vote on H.R. 3008.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | know of no
other Federal program more maligned and
misunderstood that the Department of Interior,
Bureau of Mines, helium operations. Many of
my colleagues have piled on board to elimi-
nate the program. They've heard the clever
talking points about German zeppelins and toy
balloons. Although | know | am in the minority
on this issue, | hope to set the record straight
on a few essential points.

The Federal helium operation is actually one
of the few Federal programs that has done
what it was intended to do. Going from a time
when there was no helium produced by the
private sector, the Helium Act has been tre-
mendously successful in helping to develop
private sector production and a strategic re-
serve for helium.

| hope my colleagues and the folks out
there listening to this debate will reflect on 67
years of dedicated, quality service given this
country by those who took on a mission in
1929. My colleagues who mention the cost to
taxpayers for this program are speaking of the
accumulated interest costs—not the annual
cost, which is a net positive gain to the U.S.
Treasury of $10 million last year alone.

A legitimate debate has taken place regard-
ing whether or not the Federal Government
should be in the helium business. Regardless
of your view, this bill, H.R. 3008, is not the
best answer. Here's why: This measure effec-
tively prevents private purchase of the helium
reserves and refinery. It attempts to recoup
the Government's investment with a formula
selling off 100 years worth of helium. But it will
do so at a price still higher than what its pri-
vate competitors sell at market.

The bill is designed—plain and simple—to
repay the debt and interest on a loan that was
made between two Federal agencies. But also
just as plain and simple, this bill will not pri-
vatize the helium operations. All of that excess
helium will remain unsold.

However, there is a better, more balanced
approach: It was offered by another one of our
colleagues, MAC THORNBERRY, during the
budget debate over this legislation in the Re-
sources Committee. His amendment would
have allowed some helium to be sold at mar-
ket price, as long as it did not disrupt the mar-
ket. Adequate helium stockpile would remain
for national security needs, while ensuring the
taxpayer a sufficient return on their invest-
ment. It would have canceled the bookkeeping
debt between two Federal agencies. This
commonsense substitute is nowhere in today’s
bill. The inclusion of this language into H.R.
3008 would have made this measure a better
investment for taxpayers. Without a balanced,
commonsense approach, | cannot support
H.R. 3008. | urge my colleagues to vote “no”
so that true reform of the helium program may
become a reality.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman, and with that, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CLINGER). The question is on the mo-
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tion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. CALVERT] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3008.

The question was taken.

Mr. THORNBERRY. 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.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the various bills considered today.

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

There was no objection.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
will stand in recess until 5 p.m.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 36 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 5 p.m.

0 1704
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. GOODLATTE) at 5 o’clock
and 4 minutes p.m.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 199
AND 1997—VETO MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the further consid-
eration of the veto message of the
President of the United States on the
bill (H.R. 1561) to consolidate the for-
eign affairs agencies of the United
States; to authorize appropriations for
the Departments of State and related
agencies for fiscal years 1996 and 1997;
to responsibly reduce the authoriza-
tions of appropriations for United
States foreign assistance programs for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, and for other
purposes.

The question is, will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAMILTON], pending which | yield my-
self such time as | may consume. Mr.
Speaker, during this debate, all time
yielded is for purposes of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the veto message on H.R.
1561.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, despite
the President’s State of the Union
promise to ‘““‘end the era of big govern-
ment’”’, on Friday, April 12, President
Clinton vetoed H.R. 1561, the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act. This
compromise bill delivered on the Presi-
dent’s pledge to reduce the size of Gov-
ernment through a flexible reorganiza-
tion of the international affairs agen-
cies. It was, regrettably, rejected by
the administration as unacceptably re-
strictive.

I am stunned by this assessment. In-
stead of working with the Inter-
national Relations Committees to ful-
fill the mutual goals of reforming our
international operations, the adminis-
tration remained mute and unwilling
to find a bipartisan approach.

The administration’s attempts to re-
invent and reform Government, are
merely hollow platitudes, with little
creativity, or bipartisan support to
sustain them. This is a great dis-
appointment since we should be well on
our way to organizing our inter-
national relations for the next century.
The only thing this administration has
reinvented are new excuses to maintain
the status quo.

Let me remind my colleagues that in
January 1995, Secretary of State War-
ren Christopher proposed the idea to
President Clinton to consolidate the
foreign affairs agencies that pro-
liferated during the cold war. He ar-
gued that consolidation would reduce
duplication, cut the budget, and pro-
vide a firm new direction to U.S. for-
eign policy in this century. Secretary
Christopher was right. His idea recog-
nized that to meet a changed world,
the institutions themselves need to be
changed.

The core missions of the Agency for
International Development, the U.S.
Information Agency, and the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency to
contain the spread of communism all
dissipated with the fall of the Berlin
Wall. Regrettably, the President dis-
agreed with his own Secretary of State
and chose to defend the bureaucracies.
The Foreign Relations Authorization
Act was offered as the blueprint for the
future, yet the President vetoed this
bill.

Many of our colleagues in the House
and the Senate agreed with the need to
change the foreign affairs structure to
meet the future. That support is well
placed and appreciated. This legisla-
tion reflects the interests of the Amer-
ican public to reduce spending and zero
in on the essential activities of our
international affairs agencies. It also
applies the MacBride fair employment
principles to Northern Ireland, links
expansion of our embassy to progress
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on POW’s/MIA’s, backs our allies on
Taiwan, helps protect Chinese women
fleeing coercive abortion policies, in-
cludes the Humanitarian Corridors Act
to help Armenia, and fully funds
antinarcotic and Peace Corps activi-
ties.

I want to make a special note regard-
ing Father Sean McManus. No one has
fought harder against discrimination
in Northern Ireland. Father Sean sin-
gle-handedly brought the MacBride fair
employment principles to the edge of
enactment. | am greatly disturbed to
see an apparent White House effort or-
chestrated to discredit Father Sean
and his work, so as to divert attention
away from another flip flop of a cam-
paign pledge. I am ashamed of their ac-
tions and opposition to the cause of
fair employment for all in Northern
Ireland.

This was a well considered bill, and
reflects many of the interests and con-
cerns of the administration. Over 20
major organizations including Citizens
Against Government Waste and the
American Legion support provisions in
this bill.

Therefore, | urge you to support the
veto override motion to end waste,
overlap, and duplication in our foreign
affairs agencies. Let us seize this op-
portunity to make constructive
changes that will move us effectively
into the next century.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto of H.R. 1561 and to vote no
on the motion to override which will
ensue shortly.

H.R. 1561 is a flawed bill. It would un-
dermine the foreign policy powers of
the Presidency and force the adoption
of policies that would harm U.S. na-
tional interests. It does not give the
President the funds he needs to con-
duct U.S. foreign policy and protect
and promote U.S. interests. It man-
dates a far-reaching reorganization of
the U.S. foreign policy apparatus that
has no connection to the real problems
of foreign policy.

In short, this bill, rather than revi-
talize U.S. foreign policy, as its spon-
sors suggest, would weaken the power
of the President—any President—to
conduct foreign policy. If we allow this
bill to become law we would be reduc-
ing U.S. influence in the world.

Let me mention several specific pro-
visions.

This bill interferes with the Presi-
dent’s authority to organize the for-
eign affairs agencies. It mandates the
elimination of at least one agency—
any agency—and severely reduces
budget levels at other agencies. Yet the
proponents have never demonstrated
the need for this reorganization. They
have never demonstrated how the con-
duct of American foreign policy would
be improved under this reorganization.
They have merely mandated that it
occur.
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This bill also includes numerous pol-
icy provisions that tie the President’s
hands in the conduct of foreign policy.
I will mention just three of the more
serious problems in this area.

It amends the Taiwan Relations Act
in a way that undermines longstanding
United States policy on China, includ-
ing the 1982 joint communique. The
management of relations with China is
one of the central challenges of United
States foreign policy. The administra-
tion right now is working to reduce
tensions between China and Taiwan.
This provision if enacted would com-
plicate, not facilitate, that task.

It unduly restricts the President’s
ability to normalize relations with
Vietnam, which could set back
progress that has been made on the
POW-MIA issue.

It limits United States participation
in international organizations, includ-
ing the United Nations. A provision re-
stricting intelligence sharing with the
United Nations infringes on the Presi-
dent’s power to conduct diplomacy.
These provisions would also make it
difficult, if not impossible, to pursue
efforts to reform the United Nations
and reduce the assessed United States
share of the U.N. budget.

The funding levels set in this bill are
inadequate to conduct U.S. foreign pol-
icy and protect U.S. interests. Reduced
funding levels of U.S. missions overseas
would limit our ability to promote
arms control and nonproliferation, re-
form peacekeeping, streamline public
diplomacy and promote sustainable de-
velopment.

U.S. foreign policy is most effective
when it enjoys bipartisan support, and
when the President and Congress work
together to advance U.S. interests.
H.R. 1561 has never enjoyed bipartisan
support, and does not appear to be
based on the principle of cooperation
between the branches. All but nine
Democrats opposed this conference re-
port when it was adopted in the House
on March 12, by a vote of 226-172. | urge
my colleagues who voted against the
conference report to vote today to sus-
tain the President’s veto.
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, 1 thank my good friend for
yielding me the time.

Let me just begin by expressing my
very sincere thanks for the great job
that Chairman BEN GILMAN did in
sheparding this legislation through the
Congress, through both Houses,
through a very difficult markup in full
committee, the divisive floor fight that
we had. Regrettably it was divisive,
and then a very difficult conference,
and now we are trying to deal with an
override attempt, and hopefully that
will succeed. He did a very good job. He
was very fair, and this legislation, |
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think, is a very reasonable piece of leg-
islation that merits the support of my
colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, when President Clinton
vetoed H.R. 1561, the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act of 1996 and 1997, he
gave a number of reasons. He said that
we were spending too little. He said it
was somehow inappropriate for Con-
gress to require the executive branch
to consolidate Federal agencies even
though the legislation mirrored Sec-
retary Christopher’s consolidation pro-
posal. As a matter of fact, it was even
less, far less than what actually Sec-
retary Christopher wanted us to do.
You might call it ““Christopher light”
in that regard. It would only consoli-
date and get rid of one agency rather
than three.

The President said it was inappropri-
ate to prohibit the expansion of our
Embassy in Hanoi until the Hanoi re-
gime comes clean on POW’s and MIA’s.
Mr. Speaker, | think the POW-MIA
issue is one of the most important is-
sues this Congress, this country could
ever face, and not to link those issues
with an ongoing effort to resume full
diplomatic relations with Hanoi would
be a serious mistake.

Mr. Speaker, he objected to the pro-
vision of H.R. 1561 which states that
the Taiwan Relations Act supersedes
the joint communiques with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, even though
this is a simple and uncontroversial
statement of law and fact. A law en-
acted by Congress and signed by the
President does supersede an agreement
entered into only by the executive to
the extent that there is any conflict
between the two.

Then the President provided a laun-
dry list, apparently generated by the
State Department bureaucracies, of
other provisions that they would prefer
not to have been in the bill. By discuss-
ing these issues and only these issues,
the President’s veto message managed
to obscure what H.R. 1561 is really all
about.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a human
rights bill. It is about the United
States vigorously pursuing a foreign
policy which is internationalist, not
isolationist, which is driven by fairness
and justice and not by diplomatic con-
venience. Despite the need to cut
spending and consolidate programs,
H.R. 1561 as passed by the House and
Senate manages to hold harmless or
even enhance the most important pro-
grams and to enact important policy
provisions that will support freedom,
building democracy and save lives.

Mr. Speaker, even more important
than spending levels are the foreign
policy provisions themselves. The bill
contains a number of important provi-
sions that would require human rights
be at the centerpiece of our U.S. for-
eign policy. For example, the Humani-
tarian Aid Corridors Act, section 1617
of the bill, would limit assistance to
countries that restrict the transport or
delivery of U.S. humanitarian assist-
ance. | offered this language to the bill,
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and | was also the prime sponsor of the
Humanitarian Aid Corridors Act be-
cause it is wrong, absolutely wrong for
any country receiving American assist-
ance to keep United States humani-
tarian assistance from reaching an-
other country; yet this is precisely
what is being done by Turkey, which
has been blockading Armenia for sev-
eral years. The result? People die, chil-
dren and mothers and families get sick-
er because our medicines and our food-
stuffs never get to Armenia, and those
that do get there get there in much
lesser amounts.

Then take, for example, the
MacBride principles, guaranteeing that
U.S. assistance programs in Northern
Ireland will only go toward projects
that do not engage in religious dis-
crimination, which provide employ-
ment opportunities for members of the
region’s Catholic minority. Here Mr.
Clinton has done 180 degrees. He has
done a flip-flop.

Members might recall that in April
1992, when asked about the MacBride
principles, then-candidate Clinton said:
I like the principles; | believe in them.
He went on to say how strongly he sup-
ports them. And yet in a letter that we
received from the White House dated
April 11, Anthony Lake writes: The
President does not believe it would be
useful to place conditions on the fund-
ing we provide to the International
Fund for Ireland.

He is now against the MacBride prin-
ciples. An election is coming up, so ex-
pect another flip-flop right before the
election on this one. The proof is in the
deed. The President vetoed the
MacBride principles, Mr. Speaker, and
now we have a situation where the dis-
crimination goes on unabated.

Mr. Speaker, | have so much to say
in so little time. On refugee protection
we provided very, very important lan-
guage in this bill that protects the Vi-
etnamese boat people, people who
fought with us side-by-side, who this
administration has in the past tried to
send back, joining with some in the
international community.

Mr. Speaker, we would help those
people and we also, as the distin-
guished gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN], the chairman, pointed out,
would help those women who today
languish in U.S. prisons. Their only
crime? They were victims of forced
abortion. These women who appeared
before my Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights
came in in chains, Mr. Speaker. These
women were almost 3 years in custody
simply because they fled the tyranny
of the People’s Republic of China.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation rein-
states the Reagan-Bush policy of a
well-founded fear of persecution being
sufficient if they can prove that they
have or are in fear of getting a forced
abortion.

Mr. Speaker, we have many, many
other important provisions in here
dealing with broadcasting, protecting
Radio Marti and Radio Free Asia and
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making sure that those important free-
dom broadcasts get up and running.

This is a good bill. | urge Members to
vote to override the President’s veto on
this important human rights legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, | include for
RECORD, the following information:

REFUGEE PROTECTION

The refugee provisions of H.R. 1561 would
prevent United States tax dollars from being
spent to return to Viet Nam and Laos thou-
sands of men and women who served side-
by-side with American forces.

These provisions would also restore the
Reagan-Bush policy of protecting people who
can show that they are fleeing forced abortion
or forced sterilization, or that they have actu-
ally been subjected to such measures—such
as the women now being held in Bakersfield,
California, most of them victims of forced
abortion or forced sterilization, all of them
about to be forced back to the People’s Re-
public of China. Mr. Chairman, this urgent hu-
manitarian provision has passed both the
House and Senate by wide margins. The Ad-
ministration recently announced that it sup-
ports this provision. And yet, tragically, Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed the bill that would have
enacted it.

H.R. 1561 would also require periodic re-
ports to Congress on what Fidel Castro is
doing to enforce his end of the Clinton-Castro
immigration deal of 1994, and on how people
are treated who are returned to Cuba pursuant
to the second Clinton-Castro immigration deal
of May 1995. And it would fill a gap in the law
by prohibiting the use of authorized funds to
return people to places in which they are in
clear danger of being subjected to torture.

DEMOCRACY BUILDING AND FREEDOM SUPPORT

Despite the need for cuts in international
broadcasting and other public diplomacy pro-
grams, H.R. 1561 would hold harmless two of
our “freedom broadcasting” programs: Radio
Free Asia and Radio/TV Marti. The bill would
also require that when cuts must be made,
they must not fall disproportionately on broad-
casts to countries such as Iran and lIraq,
whose people do not enjoy freedom of infor-
mation within their own country. The bill also
requires that Radio Free Asia commence its
broadcasts into China, Viet Nam, North Korea,
Burma, and other countries whose people do
not fully enjoy freedom and democracy, within
6 months. And the bill would continue the au-
thority for scholarship and exchange programs
for Burmese and Tibetan scholars who have
been forced into exile by the dictatorships that
currently exercise authority in these countries.

Mr. Speaker, even if the President were
right to oppose some provisions of H.R. 1561,
these human rights provisions were far more
important. Mr. Speaker, | ask my friends on
the other side of the aisle: Which is more es-
sential to America’s role in the world: Preserv-
ing the federal bureaucracy in exactly the
same structure it happens to have now, or
helping to end pervasive discrimination against
Catholics in Northern Ireland? Making the em-
bassy in Hanoi the biggest embassy it can
possibly be, or ending blockades against U.S.
humanitarian aid to Armenia and other coun-
tries? The sensibilities of the dictatorship in
Beijing, the soldiers of Beijing, or the inter-
nationally recognized human rights of torture
victims?

The President had a clear choice. He chose
to throw the baby out with the bath water.

the
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Today we in Congress—all of us, Republicans
and Democrats, who are interested in a vigor-
ous American foreign policy based on Amer-
ican values—have a chance to correct the
President’s mistake. Let us override this veto
by an overwhelming bipartisan margin.
GOVERNOR CLINTON ON MACBRIDE PRINCIPLES

AT IRISH FORUM, NEW YORK IN APRIL, 1992
I. QUESTION BY RAY O’HANLON, IRISH ECHO: IN

EFFECT: IF ELECTED WOULD HE SUPPORT THE

MACBRIDE PRINCIPLES?

Answer: “I like the principles. | Believe in
them. | would encourage my successor to
embrace them. If, Lord forbid, | don’t get
elected President, I’'m going to have a legis-
lative session in 1993 and would look at that.
As President | would encourage all the gov-
ernors to look and embrace them. | think it’s
a good idea. | like them very much.”’

Follow-up question by O’Hanlon: In effect:
One of the objections to the MacBride Prin-
ciples is that they may discourage invest-
ment, would you assure those in opposition
that they have nothing to fear from
MacBride.

Answer: “Absolutely. | think that it’'s a
way to encourage investment because it’s a
way to stabilize the political and economic
climate in the work force by being free of
discrimination. That argument is made
against any principles in a country where
there is discrimination. | just don’t buy that.
I don’t think that is a serious problem.””

1. PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON MARCH 17TH 1993 AT
THE WHITE HOUSE ST. PATRICK’S DAY CERE-
MONY
Asked by Conor O’Clery of the Irish Times

if he still supported the MacBride Principles,

Mr. Clinton replied “YES | DO.”’

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD the letter to which | referred:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, April 11, 1996.
The Reverend SEAN MCMANUS,
President, Irish National Caucus, Inc.,
Washington, DC.

DEAR FATHER McMaNus: Thank you for
your letter about the legislation linking the
MacBride Principles of fair employment to
funding for the International Fund for Ire-
land.

As you know, the Administration supports
the goals of fair employment which the
MacBride Principles embody. The Adminis-
tration also actively supports efforts to pro-
mote trade and investment in Northern Ire-
land and the border counties as the best way
to underpin a lasting peace. The President
does not believe it would be useful to place
conditions on the funding we provide to the
International Fund for Ireland, which has an
excellent record of attention to and effec-
tiveness on fair employment issues. U.S.
companies, with considerable experience in
equal opportunity employment, are among
the best employers in Northern Ireland in
terms of meeting the goals of fair employ-
ment.

The setting of the June 10 date for the be-
ginning of comprehensive negotiations on
the future of Northern Ireland marks a wa-
tershed in the peace process. In this critical
period, the Administration will continue to
work with the two governments and the par-
ties to help them achieve a just and lasting
settlement in Northern Ireland. | appreciate
your support for our efforts.

Sincerely,
ANTHONY LAKE,
Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. RICHARDSON].
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(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
there are some very good human rights
provisions here, as my colleague from
New Jersey mentioned. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN], is a very
good chairman of the Committee on
International Relations.

This bill, nonetheless, still needs to
be defeated. It has gone through a revi-
sion. It is better than it was when we
first were presented with it, but it still
should be vetoed, principally because it
infringes on the President’s right to
conduct foreign policy. It microman-
ages foreign policy. It forces the con-
solidation of agencies. It basically tells
the President that he has to eliminate
agencies to conduct foreign policy.

Mr. Speaker, it also authorizes
spending levels that would force other
organizations in the international di-

plomacy area to retreat. In other
words, we are retreating as inter-
nationalists through some of the

spending provisions in this bill. Plus,
the bill fails to provide necessary flexi-
bility for the administration to man-
age all of these agencies that this bill
is ordering virtually be dismantled.

The bill also hurts in very key areas
in the funding levels: Arms control and
nonproliferation, international peace-
keeping, international organizations,
public diplomacy, sustainable develop-
ment. What this is going to cause is a
severe reduction in force of highly
skilled personnel at several of our for-
eign affairs agencies.

Mr. Speaker, the bill messes with our
China policy. We do not need right now
to get into China policy. Things are
very delicate there. We do not need to
repudiate what President Nixon and
Secretary of State Kissinger, then Na-
tional Security Adviser Kissinger, pre-
ceded with in the Taiwan Relations
Act. What we have now is a new ven-
ture, a new China policy, which is not
in this bill what we should be doing at
this moment.

Relations with Vietnam, this is a
very, very sticky issue. The last thing
we want to do is deter and impede
progress on the POW-MIA issue. It is
coming. It is coming slowly. | do not
think we want to provoke a reaction
that is going to stymie any further
progress.

On participation in international or-
ganizations, Mr. Speaker, | am a mem-
ber of the Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence. | think we have
some good safeguards right now that
deal with intelligence sharing with
U.N. agencies. We do not need further
micromanagement of this issue.

On housing guaranteed programs:
South Africa, Eastern Europe, some
very good country programs in these
nations. Section 111 would terminate
several of these programs, specifically
as | said before, in South Africa and
Eastern Europe. And family planning,
this bill is not a good bill.

Mr. Speaker, I want to, despite the
fact that this is not a good bill, ac-
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knowledge the very worthwhile efforts
by many internationalists on the other
side. | think the President has the
main ability and right to conduct for-
eign policy. We are interfering in that.

Mr. Speaker, | think the gentleman
from Indiana has made some very via-
ble and positive statements about what
our role as a Congress should be. We do
have a role, of oversight, of war pow-
ers. But when we get in and microman-
age specific situations, | do not think
it is in the best interest of this coun-
try. The President’s veto should be
upheld.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GooD-
LING], a senior member of our Commit-
tee on International Relations.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to urge my colleagues to join me
in voting to override the President’s
veto of the conference report to H.R.
1561, the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1561 makes several
reforms to our Nation’s foreign policy
apparatus: Reducing bureaucracy and
cutting waste, while preserving our
ability to conduct the foreign affairs of
the Nation. That the President would
veto a bill which reduces duplication,
cuts the budget, provides firm direc-
tion to our foreign policy is baffling to
me. You cannot say you support bal-
ancing the budget and then veto pack-
ages which would accomplish just that.
You cannot say you support eliminat-
ing bureaucracy and then veto a bill
which does just that.

However, the president’s veto of the
bill did more than simply damage our
efforts to cut bureaucracy. His veto
also directly affects the lives of Chi-
nese detainees held for over 1,000 days
in the York County jail in my district,
the very city where the Articles of
Confederation were written and signed,
the very city which was the first cap-
ital of the United States. What is their
crime? Many of these men fled China in
fear of China’s coercive abortion and
sterilization policy.

It was mentioned that we cannot
interfere with our Chinese policy. What
is our Chinese policy? | have tried to
speak to the President of the United
States on this issue for several months,
and | only get to speak to the National
Security Adviser. When | spoke with
him, | said: | suppose this business has
something to do with our Chinese pol-
icy. He said: Oh, no, it has nothing to
do with our Chinese policy or he would
know about it, and he did not know
about it.

Had these individuals fled China for
the United States when the last two
Presidents were in office, they would
likely have been granted asylum in the
United States. Under President
Reagan, then Bush, fear of repressive
coercive population control policy,
which China clearly employs, was
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grounds for asylum. Under the Reagan-
Bush policy, these individuals would
likely have been set free, and the Fed-
eral Government would not be paying
over $1 million in taxpayers’ money
each year to keep them locked up.

Unfortunately, President Clinton
changed the policy when he took office
in the belief that fear of forced abor-
tion or sterilization does not merit
asylum in this country. H.R. 1561 would
change the U.S. law back to the
Reagan-Bush policy, which was the law
of the land for many years and which
hardly resulted in our Nation being
overrun by hordes of asylum seekers.

Mr. Speaker, I am the first to say
that illegal immigrants who have no
grounds for asylum must be sent away.
But it is wrong to make an example of
these Chinese men and women who fear
coercive population policy. This provi-
sion is supported by the Family Re-
search Council, the National Right to
life Committee, various churches and
pro-life groups. This provision is hu-
mane and, most of all, it speaks well of
America and Americans.

Mr. Speaker, | want to thank Chair-
man GILMAN for his work on this bill,
and | urge all Members to override the
veto, return fiscal sanity and justice to
American foreign policy.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California,
[Mr. BERMAN], a member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from Florida for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in urging my col-
leagues to vote to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto of H.R. 1561. This is the
third vote we have had on this bill.
Last June, 192 Democrats voted against
H.R. 1561. More recently in March, only
nine Democrats supported the con-
ference report. Only six Republicans
voted against the conference report.
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There is no bipartisan support for
this bill.

As | said at the time the conference
report was adopted, this was the first
time in 13 years that | had the honor of
serving in this body that a State De-
partment authorization bill has been
taken up in committee, on the floor, or
out of a conference committee without
bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would be happy to
yield. Let me just finish my statement,
and then, if 1 have time, | would be
happy to yield to the gentleman.

Why is this bill for the first time
breaking with the tradition that this
House and this Congress has had to
pass this legislation on a bipartisan
basis? It is because this bill is not
about a bipartisan foreign policy. It is
not about protecting America’s na-
tional interests while rationally re-
forming Government. This is about
tying another scalp to the Republicans’
Contract With America belt. It is about
nailing another agency so that the Re-
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publicans could pretend to claim to
have reduced the size of the Federal
Government without regard as to
whether or not their plan made sense
and protected our national interests,
just like the cockamamie idea to abol-
ish the Commerce Department when it
took every single purpose of that De-
partment and put it in some other part
of the Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, their plan would have
eliminated the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency at a time in which
clearly one of the most serious threats
we face are weapons of mass destruc-
tion: nuclear, biological, and chemical.
It is about usurping the rights of a
Democratic Commander in Chief, try-
ing to paint the President into a corner
so he would appear ineffective. Well,
President Clinton stood strong, said
“No.” As he stated in his veto message,
the inflexible, detailed mandates and
artificial deadlines included in this bill
should not be imposed on any Presi-
dent.

I urge my colleagues to support the
President, to sustain his veto, and, if |
have any additional times, | am happy
to yield to my friend, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | thank my friend for yield-
ing. Just let me say that, as my col-
league knows, he must find some
things in this bill that he agrees with.
I mean we worked together on the refu-
gee provisions. There are a lot of
things in this bill: the boat people, pro-
tections that are in the bill.

But let me just say, so the record is
very, very clear about this, during
markup of this legislation we had five
hearings that preceded the markup in
my subcommittee because major provi-
sions of this bill went through my sub-
committee because we are the commit-
tee of jurisdiction on the State Depart-
ment. | was much aghast and chagrined
by the fact that my ranking member
walked out. Rather than participate in
the markup, he walked out.

So we talk about bipartisanship. We
sought at every turn to include rather
than to exclude.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to respond simply by pointing out
two things.

One, | think in retrospect that that
was a mistake. Second, the gentleman
knows full well, because he has told me
on many occasions, he does not agree
with the decision to abolish these agen-
cies. He thinks the U.S. Information
Agency has a purpose independent from
the State Department in communicat-
ing a message to the captive countries
of this world that agency from the gov-
ernment to government relationships
of that State Department. He knows
there is no underlying sense in the abo-
lition of these agencies; that is why we
are supporting the President’s veto.
That is why it is the right thing.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, as the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia pointed out, | had misgivings
about the consolidation taken as it was
originally passed by the House, but we
worked with that. There was a spirit of
compromise, a spirit of giving and tak-
ing, and we got from a consolidation of
three agencies down to one, leaving the
option to the President of the United
States to decide which agency would
go. It is my feeling that USIA would
not go. It is made up of many more
people than ACDA and ACDA was the
most likely, which is a relic of the cold
war period. | did not know that for
sure, but now | have come to that con-
clusion after much study and research.

So it could be done. We have got to
save money.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CHaBOT], another distinguished
member of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the effort to override
President Clinton’s ill-advised veto of
the Foreign Relations Authorization
Act. It is time to end the foreign aid
ripoffs, and this legislation is a good
start.

I want to take a moment to applaud
the hard work and tremendous leader-
ship of the chairman, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN]. Chair-
man GILMAN and the Committee on
International Relations’ staff have
spent countless hours putting together
a truly historic piece of foreign policy
legislation, only to have it vetoed by a
President who prefers the status quo.
From the time our committee began
deliberations last year, the Clinton ad-
ministration stood in the way. In fact,
top White House lobbyists promised to
and | quote, ‘“‘delay, obfuscate and de-
rail any effort to consolidate outmoded
foreign policy bureaucracies and re-
duce the amount of taxpayer dollars
used for foreign aid.” They tried but
had failed. Congress passed the bill, but
the liberal foreign policy establish-
ment had the last word. The President
vetoed the legislation saying that our
money levels, quote, “‘fall unaccept-
ably below the level of foreign aid” he
wants.

Mr. Speaker, let us take a look at
just what the President vetoed: a bill
that would drastically reduce waste in
our foreign affairs bureaucracies, that
would fully fund our international war
on drugs, that would assist Chinese
women fleeing coercive abortion poli-
cies. that would finally apply McBride
fair employment practices to Northern
Ireland, and that would support our
longtime friends and allies in Taiwan.

Why did President Clinton veto this
bill? Too many reforms, too little bu-
reaucracy, too few tax dollars going to
foreign aid. So much for the President
who recently told us that the era of big
government is over.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1561 is a good bill.
It would strengthen America’s role in
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foreign affairs, and it would provide
much needed relief to the American
taxpayer.

Let us say no to the status quo, no to
the ripoffs. Override the Clinton veto.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Houston,
TX [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | thank
my colleague from Florida, and | guess
I risk to vigorously disagree with my
well-intended colleagues on the other
side of the aisle.

I come from a community richly di-
verse, with many international citizens
and international concerns. This is a
bad bill, and | would rather have a bet-
ter bill. | realize the intensity of the
work that went into H.R. 1561, and | ap-
plaud those who have worked on it. But
I think we can go a step further and
make this bill more responsive to the
responsibilities of the President of the
United States.

This bill would impede the Presi-
dent’s authority to organize and ad-
minister foreign affairs agencies to
best serve the Nation’s interests. The
Agency for International Development,
United States Information Agency, and
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency are doing valuable work that
would be undermined if various pro-
grams are consolidated under the State
Department.

Yes, we can save money. We all agree
that a balanced budget is important.
But the cuts in this particular legisla-
tion undermine the President’s effort
and this country to be a world leader.

This bill does not speak well of
America’s leadership in the world. As a
superpower, we must lead by example.
We must promote democracy and
human rights. We must not isolate our-
selves from the rest of the world.

I would ask my colleagues to con-
sider sustaining the President’s veto.
For example, this bill limits U.S. popu-
lation assistance. Here we go again,
with personal interests and attitudes
about the United States’ very forceful
and productive efforts in working with
the world population.

This bill does not allow very impor-
tant agencies, like the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency, to carry on its respon-
sibilities, and likewise, | say to my
friends on the other side of the aisle,
this bill simply ties the chief executive
officer’s responsibility on the world
forum.

Yes, it is important to find a balance
between the interests of Taiwan and
China. Well, we must find it in a way
that fairly treats all entities in this
and respect previous obligations that
this country has made and the Con-
gress has approved. Yes, we must deal
with countries like Indonesia and
Burma and Turkey and Ireland, but we
must likewise see fit to insure that we
bring forth a balanced State Depart-
ment funding and State Department
legislative bill.

I would ask simply that this veto be
sustained in order for us to get the bet-
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ter bill, the better bill that would in-
sure the reimplementation of agencies
such as the Agency for International
Development, the United States Infor-
mation Agency, and Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, as well as insur-
ing that the opportunity to deal with
U.S. population and opportunities and
service around the world are continued.

Please respond and recognize we
must work with the President, not
against the President, to insure the
right kind of policy internationally.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MANzULLO], another member of
our Committee on International Rela-
tions.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, in his
State of the Union Address, President
Clinton boldly declared that the era of
big Government was over. Sadly
enough, our vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto of H.R. 1561, the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, proves
the hollowness of his claim.

H.R. 1561 is the first bill in 40 years
to reduce and reform this country’s
international affairs bureaucracies. A
multitude of international agencies
and programs proliferated during the
cold war in an effort to contain and
roll back global communism. With this
mission successfully completed, it is
time to redesign our foreign policy ap-
paratus. H.R. 1561 consolidates the
Agency for International Development,
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and the U.S. Information
Agency into the State Department and
reduces their budgets to force stream-
lining efforts. This bill will save the
taxpayers $1.7 billion over 4 years.

In January 1995, Secretary of State
Warren Christopher proposed to Presi-
dent Clinton that he consolidate the
many foreign affairs agencies that had
sprung up during the cold war. Mr.
Christopher wisely argued that the
Agencies’ independence did not facili-
tate cohesive policymaking. Repub-
licans took the Secretary at his word
and devised such a streamlining bill.
Unfortunately, President Clinton ig-
nored the advice of his own Secretary
of State when he vetoed H.R. 1561.

Mr. Speaker, this bill reduces bureau-
cratic duplication, it cuts the budget,
and provides a bold new direction to
U.S. foreign policy for the coming cen-
tury. | ask my colleagues to help end
the era of big Government and support
the motion to override President Clin-
ton’s veto.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this provision, as ve-
toed by President Clinton, is styled the
American Overseas Interest Act. | find
it passing strange that in all of our dis-
cussions, not just here today, but in
the runup to this particular measure
being on the House floor and the subse-
quent veto by the President, very little
is being said about American interests
abroad in a fashion that allows for the
private sector to be considered by
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those actions that are undertaken by
us as policymakers.

It is a fact that American business
interests benefit greatly from the ef-
forts that are put forth on behalf of our
great country. Toward that end | can-
not believe that we would want to
mandate such a far-reaching reorga-
nization of the U.S. foreign policy ap-
paratus that has no connection to the
real problems of foreign policy.

0O 1645

In my view, having sat in many hear-
ings with my colleagues, it is reorga-
nization for the sake of reorganization.
In the final analysis, it just simply will
not serve the best interests of this

country.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am

pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAzI0].

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of the veto override of H.R. 1561, the
American Overseas Interest Act.

One of the most important provisions
in this bill is the inclusion of the
MacBride Fair Employment Principles,
consisting of nine fair employment,
antidiscriminatory principles that are
a corporate code of conduct for United
States companies doing business in
Northern Ireland. The MacBride Prin-
ciples were initiated in November 1984
and since their inception have provided
Irish-Americans with a direct, mean-
ingful, and nonviolent means of ad-
dressing injustice in Northern Ireland.
The principles do not call for quotas,
reverse discrimination, divestment—
the withdrawal of United States com-
panies from Northern Ireland—or dis-
investment—the withdrawal of funds
now invested in firms with operations
in Northern Ireland.

It is my hope that someday employ-
ment practices in Northern Ireland will
be fair so that this kind of legislation
will no longer be necessary. However,
at this stage in the Northern Ireland
peace process the voice of the United
States on the topic of fair employment
practices is more critical than ever. |
am proud to endorse this bill and urge
its passage.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], a
senior member of our Committee on
International Relations and the distin-
guished chairman of our Subcommittee
on International Economic Policy and
Trade.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
friend, the chairman of the full com-
mittee, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the President has been
very badly advised in vetoing this bill.
It is clear that the foreign aid estab-
lishment has closed ranks in opposition
to any meaningful reforms. The bu-
reaucracy has worked overtime to ma-
neuver the President into opposing any
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changes in our Government’s bloated
and outdated foreign policy machinery.

Consider just two provisions of our
bill which the bureaucracy has fought
tooth and nail: First, our bill curtails
the foreign aid pipeline. How many
Members in this House know that AID
has $8 billion socked away? That is
right, $8 billion left over from previous
years. This is on top of the $6 billion
that Congress appropriated to AID this
year. Five years ago, AID alerted us to
this problem. For 5 years, we have
fought to put some limits on this pro-
gram.

The bill before us would reduce this
foreign aid waste by $1 billion. It would
help make permanent reforms to stop
the waste that results from overfund-
ing foreign aid programs. But the oppo-
nents of this bill say no to any cuts in
the foreign aid pipeline.

Second, the bill shuts down one of
the worst-run programs in the Govern-
ment, the housing guarantee program.
How many Members know that for 35
years, the American taxpayer has co-
signed loans all over the world for
housing and community development?
Today, the American taxpayer is in
hock for nearly $3 billion in these guar-
anteed loans in 44 countries.

My subcommittee has conducted a 2-
year investigation of this program. Do
Members know what we uncovered? We
uncovered huge losses in this program.
Half, half of the countries which have
U.S.-backed loans have stopped pay-
ment. That is right; 22 out of the 44
countries. GAO estimates that we are
going to have to pay over $1 billion in
bad loans. Our bill would shut down
this program and stop the losses by im-
posing tough penalties on these dead-
beat foreign governments. But the for-
eign aid bureaucracy wants to keep
this program going even though it is
hemorrhaging money.

There are two other examples, but
these two examples, | think, pinpoint
the problem with this program. These
examples are of vital importance if we
are to make the reforms that our tax-
payers demand be made. But the for-
eign aid establishment says no to any
reform. For the bureaucrats that popu-
late the State Department, AID, and
USIA and the arms control agency, the
watchword is business as usual. We
cannot have business as usual. That is
why we want to override the Presi-
dent’s veto, because what we are doing
is making some very basic reforms that
have to be made.

Today, this House has the oppor-
tunity to strike a blow for reform and
to stop the abuse and put the interests
of the American taxpayer first for a
change. Mr. Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting for reform
by voting to override the President’s
ill-considered veto.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MORAN], a member of the Commit-
tee on International Relations.
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Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend and colleague for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to urge this
body to sustain the President’s veto of
this neoisolationist foreign aid bill
called the American Overseas Interests
Act. We all know this bill proposes
deep cuts in our foreign assistance
budget and wants to dismantle either
the Agency for International Develop-
ment, the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, or the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency. But what we do not ade-
quately appreciate is the important
and distinct responsibilities that all
these agencies perform on a day-to-day
basis. Those functions and responsibil-
ities will not be performed in the same
independent nor effective manner as
they are now performed if they are
combined within the administrative
structure of the State Department.
Some of their mission and independ-
ence will be compromised.

It is wrong for us to restrict this or
any other President’s ability to address
the complex international challenges
and opportunities of the post-cold-war
era. At issue is whether the United
States will have the policies and the
resources available to open markets, to
prevent conflicts, to advance our na-
tional interests through people-to-peo-
ple contacts by broadcasting the truth
as an antidote to the poison of extrem-
ist propaganda, and to prevent crisis
through humanitarian aid.

The United States must continue to
lead this world. We should not turn our
back on a half-century of success. Our
past strong investment and a vigorous
foreign policy continues to pay enor-
mous dividends: The end of the Soviet
Union, a world map dominated with de-
mocracies and allies, expanding mar-
kets, especially in the Third World, and
free elections in South Africa, just to
mention a few.

This bill undermines our leadership
role in the world. To cut development
aid will ultimately cost the United
States more in the form of foregone
markets, increasing demands for disas-
ter relief, worsening environmental
conditions and rising migration pres-
sures.

Foreign aid is an important, cost-ef-
fective investment in the future. About
1 percent of the Federal budget is actu-
ally spent on foreign aid. Yet, Members
have heard time and time again that
most of our constituents think that it
is about 15 percent of our budget that
we spend, and believe it should be
around 5 percent.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN. | yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | would just remind the gen-
tleman from Virginia that the foreign
aid portion of this legislation was
dropped in conference. This is consoli-
dation and State Department reauthor-
ization part C, which was in the origi-
nal bill, and the gentleman is correct
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in noting that that was dropped, so the
bill that the President vetoed had
nothing whatsoever to do with the for-
eign aid portion of the legislation.

Mr. MORAN. | appreciate that clari-
fication, Mr. Speaker, But the point
that 1 am making, Mr. Speaker, is the
support that this country has for for-
eign aid, more support than it is obvi-
ous to us when we listen to the debate.

The fact is that most Americans
think we should be spending five times
what we are spending for foreign aid.
The fact is that AID is a principal fun-
nel for that foreign aid. | do think that
their mission would be compromised if
in fact they are consolidated within
the State Department.

We ought not wait for a disaster to
act, because then the costs are going to
be much higher. We ought not revert to
the isolationist attitude of the 1930’s.
What happens in one part of the world
can happen in our part of the world. We
should not forsake our leadership role
in this world. We should be eager to
lead this world to promote our inter-
ests.

The United States is the world’s lead-
er. We have earned that position, not
just because we have the strongest
military, but because our diplomacy is
so effective. Our political and cultural
values are widely shared, and our eco-
nomic system is emulated around the
world. The reason is because in the
past we have had bipartisan support in
Congress and in the administration for
a sound appropriation for the manag-
ing of our foreign affairs. But with
leadership comes responsibilities. | do
not think this bill meets them.

We just heard from the AID adminis-
trator, Brian Atwood, in the Commit-
tee on International Relations. He has
cut over 17 percent of his personnel at
AID, from 11,000 to 8,700 since President
Clinton was elected. That is the second
largest cut in the Federal Government.
I do not think that cut would have hap-
pened if it was part of the State De-
partment.

The administration has already im-
plemented significant steps to reinvent
our international operations and re-
duce costs to the taxpayers. We have
asked the government to cut waste, to
reduce programs, and to freeze future
planning. This administration has re-
sponded vigorously with a scalpel, cut-
ting away the fat and the dead tissue.

The problem with this bill is that it
hacks away at the muscle and vital or-
gans with a cleaver. It is all posturing
and politics to be able to say we elimi-
nated an agency, whatever that agency
might be. We are given three choices,
but we have to eliminate one of them.
It is an artificial savings. It harms not
only the body politic, but more impor-
tantly, the head of this world in terms
of foreign policy, in terms of advancing
democracy, advancing truth through-
out the world.

We ought not do this. This is a step
backward. We have need to be moving
forward into a global economy and ad-
vancing our democratic interests, cre-
ating more purchasing capabilities in
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Third World countries that in turn re-
sult in market opportunities for our
firms.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
sustain this veto.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK],
a member of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 1¥> minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. BROWNBACK] is recognized for
3% minutes.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, |
ask my colleagues and urge them to
support this veto override. We need to
do this. We need to do this consolida-
tion. If it has not been already pointed
out, or even if it has, | would like to re-
iterate that this is being supported by
Secretary Baker, and previously it had
the support of Secretary Christopher,
until he was talked out of it by some
other people within the administra-
tion.

I think it is key to point out that
lead individuals within the administra-
tion, people that have occupied key po-
sitions within the foreign policy appa-
ratus, have said that we need to have
this sort of consolidation take place.
These old entities do not have a place
at this point in time of U.S. history. It
is important for us to be able to effec-
tively manage our foreign affairs re-
sources at a time of declining budgets,
at a time of declining budgets, when we
are going to better manage our foreign
affairs budgets and resources, that
they be put in together, that they be
allowed to be managed and consoli-
dated.

The very essence and focus of this
bill was to allow some people that are
running the foreign policy apparatus to
be able to more effectively and effi-
ciently operate the foreign policy appa-
ratus, rather than from these myriad
different stand-alone entities. Let us
allow some ability to be able to man-
age this. Any time we are going into a
time like we are of balancing the budg-
et for the first time since 1969, we are
going to be making changes, needed
changes, real changes to take place.
What we are going to have to do is
allow some flexibility of people in the
system to make those changes.

This bill does that. Secretary Chris-
topher was supportive of this bill, and
then was talked out of it by other peo-
ple within the administration, saying,
“Well, you should not do this.”” A prior
Secretary of State, Secretary Baker,
who | would say knows a little bit of
something about foreign affairs and
foreign policy, says, ‘“This is a good
thing to do. You need to be able to do
this to be able to manage foreign af-
fairs.”” We do not need 5 different enti-
ties doing foreign affairs in the United
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States. We need one Secretary of State.
We need to be able to act, to be able to
move, and to be able to get things
done.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is more pos-
turing and politics to leave it alone
and to not do the veto override; that it
is more posturing and politics to say,
well, OK, they are just trying to do this
to show that they can eliminate an
agency, rather than listening to their
own people within the system who have
said that these are things that needed
to be done; than to listen to the people
who historically have worked in this
area and are saying we need this to ef-
fectively manage in a time of
downsizing.

With that, Mr. Speaker, | urge my
colleagues to support the veto override.
It is needed. It is needed to effectively
manage the foreign affairs arena in our
country. | urge my colleagues to vote
in favor of the veto override.

O 1800

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWNBACK. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Let me
ask my colleague, for whom | have
great respect, and | certainly have
great respect for former Secretary
Baker that he mentioned, did he say
how this reorganization should take
place? And specifically which agency
should be eliminated? And could the
gentleman tell me how all of that, put
in context, is going to help improve
foreign policy?

Mr. BROWNBACK. | would be happy
to. He testified in front of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, of which my
colleague is a distinguished member, as
well, saying that this was an entity,
that one of these or several of these en-
tities needed to be folded within the
State Department itself. What we are
saying in this bill is, let us let the
State Department itself pick and
choose which would be the most effec-
tive now, at this point in time, so that
they could implement what Secretary
Baker and what Secretary Christopher
have suggested earlier, as well.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. But if the
gentleman will yield further, how does
that improve foreign policy? When a
mission is closed, a U.S. citizen is seek-
ing assistance in some foreign place,
how does that help that U.S. citizen?
And we do know that missions are
closed.

Mr. BROWNBACK. It helps by virtue
of allowing the key foreign policy lead-
er for this country who the President
has appointed, the Secretary of State,
the added flexibility to be able to say
in a time of declining budget, “‘I have
this as a higher priority than this arti-
ficially set entity over on the other
side that the Congress has put.” It
gives that individual greater flexibility
to be able to address what they deem
to be the key and the highest point in-
terest. That is why we urge this bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the gen-

Mr.
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tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE], a
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on International Relations and the
chairman of the Black Caucus.

(Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, President Clinton in his State
of the Union Address promised ‘“‘to end
the era of big government.” Big gov-
ernment is over. | think we’ve got the
wrong idea of exactly what the Govern-
ment should and should not do.

The other side wants us to believe
that the United States should not be
responsive to the needs of the poor, the
hungry, and the dying. They don’t
want to share in the cost of peacekeep-
ing missions, sustainable development
programs, population assistance, and
our national security.

Yes, the cold war and imminent nu-
clear threats of communism and rem-
nants of the past. The core missions of
USAID, USIA, and ACDA have
changed. Nonetheless, they have been
able to adapt to the paradigm shifts of
this era.

I am ashamed that | live in a society
that devalues human life. While our aid
budget is shrinking, our defense budget
is steadily increasing. Looks to me like
someone forgot to tell the GOP that
the Soviet Union is gone.

The GOP claim that this piece of leg-
islation is important because it re-
flects our American values. Our Amer-
ican values? If this is a reflection of
our American values, it is clear just
what we value.

We spend less than 1 percent on aid
to less developed countries even though
the American people said they would
be in favor of a 5-percent increase. The
G-7 countries especially Japan has be-
come the No. 1 aid donor. They are out-
ranking us in everything.

Where should U.S. foreign policy be
targeted for the 21st century? I’'ll tell
you. It should go to Africa and Asia
where almost 45 percent of the people
live below the U.N. level for absolute
poverty.

If this piece of legislation passed, it
would undercut U.S. leadership abroad
and damage our ability to assure a se-
cure future for all Americans. As an
American, | was led to believe that we
had a responsibility to help out our al-
lies and friends.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle want to end the Agency for Inter-
national Development’s housing guar-
anty [HG] program, and restrict the
United States from participating in the
U.N. Human Rights Committee.

They clearly have different value sys-
tems.

The GOP wants to change that. The
bill would also restrict funds to nor-
malize relations with Vietnam. The
Vietnam war was a horrible war in
American history. The hard work we
have made with the help of our foreign
commercial service has opened mar-
kets. They have, more importantly,
healed open wounds left from the war.
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Yes, my friends, the cold war is over.
However, when we talk about cutting
agencies like USAID, we are talking
about returning to those dark days of
foreign policy. Remember—when power
and democracy were Synonymous,
when ballistic missile proliferation
were our sleeping partners, our Japan
policy was viewed through Soviet lens.

The GOP wants to overturn glasnost
and detente.

The bill also limits participation in
international organizations such as the
United Nations. It also undermines the
President’s ability to conduct foreign
policy.

I have received many letters from my
constituents saying the United States
should pay up the debts owed to the
United Nations. We use the United Na-
tions as a shield and our scapegoat. We
used the United Nations in the gulf
war.

I cannot with a clear conscience sup-
port the veto override. The state of the
American Nation and the state of the
world are depending on it. At a time in
history when our enemies were clear,
someone once said, ‘“We can only se-
cure peace by preparing for war.”’

Even though the Berlin wall has fall-
en, the GOP wants to take us back to
isolationism of the 1930’s. Let’s let our
democracy programs work before our
missiles do. Sustain the President’s
veto of H.R. 1561—Foreign Relations
Authorization Act.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE], the distinguished senior
member of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. HYDE. | thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time and | thank the
gentleman for the characterization as
senior member. | appreciate that. |
guess | am.

Mr. Speaker, | just hope that the
Members will override the President’s
veto. | know that is difficult to do for
some Members, but there are some
very important human rights provi-
sions in this legislation, most signifi-
cantly, the MacBride principles which
require fair employment practices by
companies with using American funds
over in Ireland. If there is any reason
in the world why fair employment
should not obtain, especially with
American funds, 1 cannot think of it,
and the MacBride principles are very
important. This bill restores them. As
| say, they are very significant.

In addition, this bill remedies a situ-
ation where Chinese women have come
to this country to escape coerced abor-
tion, coerced sterilization, and they
have sought to apply for asylum. In-
stead, they were brought to our hear-
ing rooms in chains. | think that is a
stain on our Nation’s conscience. This
bill would give them legal status. We
consolidate the foreign aid bureauc-
racy, which is very important.

| think there are a lot of reasons to
vote to override and | hope the Mem-
bers do.

Mr.
Speaker,

HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
would the Chair be good
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enough to give me the remaining time
on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. HASTINGS] has 2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN] has 3%z minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. The gen-
tleman from New York has the right to
close; is that correct?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. That
being the case, Mr. Speaker, then, | am
pleased to yield my remaining time to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
ENGEL], a former member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations and
the newest member of the Committee
on Commerce, and we hope that he will
return to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. ENGEL] is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. ENGEL. | thank my friend from
Florida, who is my mother’s Congress-
man and is doing such a great job, and
I intend to return to the committee.

Let me say first of all, Mr. Speaker,
| hope that our House will vote to sus-
tain the President’s veto. This is not a
good bill and the President was correct

in vetoing it. This is an isolationism
bill. 1t is a retrenching bill, a retreat-
ing bill.

The United States is the leader of the
free world. No one anointed us as lead-
er. We took the mantle. As a result, we
have a responsibility. Countries look to
us and we have a responsibility for our
own self-interest.

There was no Democratic input into
this bill. There is a haphazard reorga-
nization of U.S. foreign policy agen-
cies. In fact, it is, Pick an agency, any
agency, we want to close an agency, it
doesn’t matter what agency, just pick
one. That is no way to conduct foreign
policy. The appropriations are too low.
There are not enough funds in here. It
undermines the President’s ability to
conduct foreign policy.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle unfortunately seem to want
to embrace isolationism. With the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union and the col-
lapse of communism, | feel that the Re-
publican Party is reverting back to its
100 years ago isolationism policies.
This is a dangerous policy.

Henry Kissinger, we all know Henry
Kissinger, a very prominent Repub-
lican Secretary of State, says about
this bill, and | quote, ‘““Further cuts
would necessitate closing many over-
seas posts with the result that there
would be less complete political and
economic reporting on foreign condi-
tions, less effective representation and
advocacy of U.S. interests in foreign
countries, and less adequate services
provided to U.S. citizens traveling
abroad, tourists or business people.”

So even Henry Kissinger realized
that the funding here is dangerously
low, and that this is an isolationism
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bill and not really a very good bill at
all. We should not undermine the
President’s ability to conduct foreign
policy. We are the leaders of the world,
my colleagues. Let us act like the lead-
ers of the world. Let us sustain the
President’s veto. This bill ought not to
become law.

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

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard the
President’s State of the Union promise
to end the era of big government.
President Clinton’s own Secretary of
State, Warren Christopher, showed
that over a year ago when he moved to
close three outdated international af-
fairs bureaucracies and fold their func-
tions back into the State Department,
giving the President the discretion to
pick and choose of those three agencies
which he wanted to fold.

This is not an isolationist policy. Re-
sponding to Secretary Christopher’s
plan, this Congress passed a major re-
form bill to follow through with this
plan, reducing waste, duplication, and
overlapping among these Federal agen-
cies that are best designed to fight a
cold war that ended 5 years ago.

And what was the President’s re-
sponse? His lobbyists responded by
promising to, and | quote, ‘“‘delay, ob-
fuscate and derail’” our bill. They
failed, and the Congress passed the
first sweeping foreign affairs reform
bill in over 40 years. The President
then used a congressional recess on a
Friday afternoon, after the press dead-
line, to veto the bill which his own Sec-
retary of State first suggested.

With this veto, the President de-
fended the bureaucracy and the status
quo in opposition to his own Secretary
of State. This is clear proof that under
this White House, the era of big gov-
ernment is not over. It lives on, despite
the best advice of senior members of
his own Cabinet.

We are here today to override the
veto of the Foreign Relations Author-
ization Act. In short, this bill gives the
President the flexibility to merge one
of three foreign affairs agencies back
into the State Department as rec-
ommended by Secretary Christopher.
This bill fulfills the President’s cam-
paign promise to back the MacBride
fair employment principles in Northern
Ireland. This veto means that he has
reneged on his promise to our Irish-
Americans.
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This bill, the product of many hours
of negotiations, fulfills many of the ad-
ministration’s objectives, and yet the
President vetoed the bill after months
of refusing to allow his agencies to
work with our House and Senate Com-
mittee on International Relations to
craft a bipartisan measure.

The hue and cry is that this needs to
be a bipartisan bill. This needs to be a
bipartisan process. Traditionally this
is a bipartisan measure, but, let me
point out, bipartisanship requires all
parties to participate in this debate.



H4160

In this case the administration, the
opposition party, offered nothing but
roadblocks. In over 50 hours of negotia-
tions on the bill’s conference, the
House and Senate Democrat staff only
attended for purposes of note taking.

I commend the members and staff of
our Committee on International Rela-
tions for their diligent, tenacious ef-
forts to enact this bill and to fulfill our
promise to the American people to re-
duce the size of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
support this motion to override the
President’s shortsighted veto of H.R.
1561, the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act. Congress has delivered and
the President should be held account-
able for rejecting a bill that helps to
advance our U.S. foreign policy and to
end the era of big government.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong opposition to the adoption of H.R.
1561, the objections of the President notwith-
standing.

| have served as a member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs and now the Committee
on International Relations since | was first
elected a Member of the Congress. In the
nearly 16 years that | have served in this
body, | have never seen such a partisan, one-
sided, ill-considered piece of legislation come
out of our committee.

Earlier the chairman of the Subcommittee
on International Operations and Human Rights
talked about the process by which this legisla-
tion was shoved through the Subcommittee
and Committee. He made reference to me, in
my capacity as ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, although he did not men-
tion me by name. | was the Democrat who
walked out of the subcommittee markup of the
sections of H.R. 1561 that were in the jurisdic-
tion of that subcommittee. | was joined in
walking out of that markup by every other
Democratic member of the subcommittee. Let
me explain why my colleagues and | took that
action.

Mr. Speaker, the traditional practice when
the Democrats were in the majority on the
Foreign Affairs Committee was to consult with
the minority on all of the issues being consid-
ered in the foreign affairs authorization legisla-
tion to reach bipartisan compromise on as
many issues as possible on the legislation, to
reach out and work together to resolve dif-
ferences. That did not happen. The chairman
of the International Operations Subcommittee
consulted with some individuals who were not
members of the subcommittee or even mem-
bers of the full International Relations Commit-
tee, and he included provisions of interest to
them. He did not, however, have the courtesy
to consult with me or other members of the
minority on the subcommittee on any of these
issues.

Not only were we not consulted on the leg-
islation, when we went into the markup of H.R.
1561, we did not have the final version of the
bill until the very morning the bill was to be
considered. As ranking minority member of the
subcommittee, the first version of the bill was
delivered to me late on a Wednesday night.
Major changes were made in that bill, and a
second revised version was delivered to me 2
days later on a Friday evening. The last
changes in the bill were made the following
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Sunday afternoon. The markup took place the
following day—on Monday morning.

| make this point, Mr. Speaker, because |
want the record to be clear. There was no bi-
partisan effort to work out differences or re-
solve problems in advance. The fact that all of
my Democratic colleagues joined me in walk-
ing out of the markup only indicates the par-
tisan nature of the process with which we
have been dealing on this legislation during
the past year.

| might add, Mr. Speaker, that the con-
ference report was handled in the same par-
tisan fashion. The Republican members of the
House International Relations Committee and
Republican members of the Senate Foreign
Affairs Committee met, made their decisions
on the legislation, and presented what they
had done to the Democratic Members. We
were invited to accept what they had done
without any opportunity whatsoever to partici-
pate in the process of producing a better piece
of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | have long advocated biparti-
san cooperation on our foreign policy. | am
still a strong advocate of such cooperation.
We are strongest when we are united. There
is no reason we can not and should not work
together for the improvement of our country’s
foreign relations. There are serious threats to
our Nation, serious threats in the international
arena which affect all Americans. We must
work together to meet those challenges. Mak-
ing partisan political points—which is precisely
what H.R. 1561 is about—will do nothing to
strengthen our Nation’s foreign policy. While
there are a few good elements in the legisla-
tion, on the whole it will weaken our Nation’s
ability to face the international challenges we
face. We need thoughtful cooperation, and we
need careful bipartisan consideration of such
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my colleagues
to join in voting against the override of the
President’s veto on this legislation. This is a
bad bill. This is a partisan bill. This is a bill
that should be defeated.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise
to again state for the RECORD that | am con-
stantly amazed at the lengths to which the
Gingrich Republicans will go to waste the time
and money of the American people. Again, we
are called to vote to override a Presidential
veto on a measure that has been voted for by
Members who are subservient to the conserv-
ative Republican leadership.

This bill was rejected by the President be-
cause it directs a major reorganization of U.S.
foreign policy agencies—structured in the
most partisan of ways. The President’s veto
message says: “This legislation contains many
unacceptable provisions that would undercut
U.S. leadership abroad and damage our ability
to assure the future security and prosperity of
the American people. It would unacceptably
restrict the President's ability to address the
complex international challenges and opportu-
nities of the post-cold-war era. It would also
restrict Presidential authority needed to con-
duct foreign affairs and to control state se-
crets, thereby raising serious constitutional
concerns.”

| couldn’t have said it better.

Mr. Speaker, all across America, school-
children studying American history are learn-
ing about America’s bipartisan foreign policy
that allows our Government to function from
administration to administration in our dealings

April 30, 1996

with other countries and world leaders with the
knowledge that there will be consistency in our
dealings with other governments. World lead-
ers trust American foreign policy because of
the strength of our historical ability to forge
and carry out a bipartisan foreign policy. This
bill strikes all that down.

The Gingrich Republicans have been unable
to impose their radical views on America’s for-
eign policy through reasonable debate so they
are attempting to force America’'s foreign pol-
icy to their philosophy by imposing reorganiza-
tion and restrictions on the President. The
Gingrich Republicans have been unable to
work in harmony with the Clinton administra-
tion so they are attempting to force their radi-
cal conservative views on America’s dealings
with foreign policy.

The Gingrich Republicans apparently don't
know anything about coalition-building and co-
operation with others in Congress to achieve
objectives through communication and coordi-
nation. These elementary organizational and
management strengths are the foundations of
America’s foreign policy development, and
without them being used successfully, America
is made to look like a bunch of kids fighting
over a ball on the playground.

In closing, the veto message states: “I rec-
ognize that the bill contains a number of im-
portant authorities for the Department of State
and the U.S. Information Agency. In its current
form, however, the bill is inconsistent with the
decades-long tradition of bipartisanship in U.S.
foreign policy. It unduly interferes with the con-
stitutional prerogatives of the President and
would seriously impair the conduct of U.S. for-
eign affairs. For all these reasons, | am com-
pelled to return H.R. 1561 without my ap-
proval.”

And for all these reasons, | urge my col-
leagues to vote to sustain the President’s veto
of H.R. 1561.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

I yield

GOODLATTE). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is, Will the House, on recon-
sideration, pass the bill, the objections
of the President to the contrary not-
withstanding?

Under the Constitution, this vote
must be determined by the yeas and
nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 234, nays
118, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 136]
YEAS—234

Allard Boehlert Chenoweth
Andrews Boehner Christensen
Archer Bonilla Chrysler
Armey Bono Clinger
Bachus Brownback Coble
Baker (CA) Bryant (TN) Coburn
Baker (LA) Bunn Collins (GA)
Ballenger Bunning Combest
Barr Burr Cooley
Barrett (NE) Burton Cox
Bartlett Buyer Crane
Barton Callahan Crapo
Bass Calvert Cremeans
Bateman Camp Cubin
Bereuter Campbell Cunningham
Bilbray Canady Davis
Bilirakis Castle Deal
Bliley Chabot DelLay
Blute Chambliss Diaz-Balart
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Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jacobs

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Chapman
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro

Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kim

King

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn

NAYS—188

Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
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Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent

Tate

Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez

Millender- Pickett Stupak

McDonald Pomeroy Tanner
Miller (CA) Rahall Taylor (MS)
Minge Rangel Tejeda
Mink Reed Thompson
Moakley Richardson Thornton
Mollohan Rivers Thurman
Montgomery Roemer Torres
Moran Rose Torricelli
Morella Roybal-Allard Towns
Murtha Sabo Traficant
Nadler Sanders Velazquez
Neal Sawyer Vento
Oberstar Schroeder Visclosky
Obey Schumer Volkmer
Olver Scott Ward
Ortiz Serrano Waters
Orton Sisisky Watt (NC)
Owens Skaggs Waxman
Pallone Skelton Williams
Pastor Slaughter Wilson
Payne (NJ) Spratt Wise
Payne (VA) Stark Woolsey
Pelosi Stenholm Wynn
Peterson (FL) Stokes Yates
Peterson (MN) Studds

NOT VOTING—11
Bryant (TX) Jefferson Lincoln
Clay Johnson (SD) Molinari
Ford Kaptur Rush
Hayes Kingston
0O 1836

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Kingston and Mr. Hayes for, with Ms.
Kaptur against.

So, two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof, the veto of the President
was sustained and the bill was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GoOODLATTE). The Clerk will notify the
Senate of the action of the House.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2951

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, having dis-
covered a clerical error relative to H.R.
2951, 1 ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN]
be removed as cosponsor of that bill.

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

There was no objection.

ORDER OF POSTPONED VOTES ON
SUSPENSIONS

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, after con-
sultation with the majority leader, |
ask unanimous consent that H.R. 3008,
a postponed vote on suspension, pre-
cede the vote on H.R. 1823.

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

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has concluded on all motions to sus-
pend the rules. Pursuant to the provi-
sions of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed today,
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in the order agreed to by the unani-
mous-consent request of today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 3008, by the yeas and nays;
and H.R. 1823, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

HELIUM PRIVATIZATION ACT OF
1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3008.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. AL-
LARD] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 3008, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 10,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 137]
YEAS—411

Ackerman Clement Foglietta
Allard Clyburn Foley
Andrews Coble Forbes
Archer Coburn Fowler
Armey Coleman Fox
Bachus Collins (GA) Frank (MA)
Baesler Collins (MI) Franks (CT)
Baker (CA) Condit Franks (NJ)
Baker (LA) Conyers Frelinghuysen
Baldacci Cooley Frisa
Ballenger Costello Frost
Barcia Cox Funderburk
Barr Coyne Furse
Barrett (NE) Cramer Gallegly
Barrett (WI) Crane Ganske
Bartlett Crapo Gejdenson
Barton Cremeans Gekas
Bass Cubin Gephardt
Bateman Cummings Geren
Beilenson Cunningham Gilchrest
Bentsen Danner Gillmor
Bereuter Davis Gilman
Berman de la Garza Gonzalez
Bevill Deal Goodlatte
Bilbray DeFazio Goodling
Bilirakis DelLauro Gordon
Bishop DelLay Goss
Bliley Dellums Graham
Blute Deutsch Green (TX)
Boehlert Diaz-Balart Greene (UT)
Boehner Dickey Greenwood
Bonilla Dicks Gunderson
Bonior Dixon Gutierrez
Bono Doggett Gutknecht
Borski Dooley Hall (OH)
Boucher Doolittle Hall (TX)
Brewster Dornan Hamilton
Browder Doyle Hancock
Brown (CA) Dreier Hansen
Brown (FL) Duncan Harman
Brown (OH) Dunn Hastert
Brownback Durbin Hastings (FL)
Bryant (TN) Edwards Hastings (WA)
Bunn Ehlers Hayworth
Bunning Ehrlich Hefley
Burr Emerson Hefner
Burton Engel Heineman
Buyer English Herger
Callahan Ensign Hilleary
Calvert Eshoo Hilliard
Camp Evans Hinchey
Campbell Everett Hobson
Canady Ewing Hoekstra
Cardin Farr Hoke
Castle Fattah Holden
Chabot Fawell Horn
Chambliss Fazio Hostettler
Chapman Fields (LA) Houghton
Chenoweth Fields (TX) Hoyer
Christensen Filner Hunter
Chrysler Flake Hutchinson
Clayton Flanagan Hyde
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Inglis Miller (CA) Scott
Istook Miller (FL) Seastrand
Jackson (IL) Minge Sensenbrenner
Jackson-Lee Mink Serrano

(TX) Moakley Shadegg
Jacobs Mollohan Shaw
Johnson (CT) Montgomery Shays
Johnson, E.B. Moorhead Shuster
Johnson, Sam Moran Sisisky
Johnston Morella Skaggs
Jones Murtha Skeen
Kanjorski Myers Skelton
Kasich Myrick Slaughter
Kelly Nadler Smith (MI)
Kennedy (MA) Neal Smith (NJ)
Kennedy (RI) Nethercutt Smith (TX)
Kennelly Neumann Smith (WA)
Kildee Ney Solomon
Kim Norwood Souder
King Nussle Spence
Kleczka Oberstar Spratt
Klink Obey Stark
Klug Olver Stearns
Knollenberg Ortiz Stenholm
Kolbe Orton Stockman
LaFalce Owens Stokes
LaHood Oxley Studds
Lantos Packard Stump
Largent Pallone Stupak
Latham Parker Talent
LaTourette Pastor Tanner
Laughlin Paxon Tate
Lazio Payne (NJ) Tauzin
Leach Payne (VA) Taylor (MS)
Levin Pelosi Taylor (NC)
Lewis (CA) Peterson (FL) Tejeda
Lewis (GA) Peterson (MN) Thomas
Lewis (KY) Petri Thompson
Lightfoot Pickett Thornton
Linder Pombo Thurman
Lipinski Pomeroy Tiahrt
Livingston Porter Torkildsen
LoBiondo Portman Torres
Lofgren Poshard Torricelli
Longley Pryce Towns
Lowey Quillen Traficant
Lucas Quinn Upton
Luther Radanovich Velazquez
Maloney Ramstad Vento
Manton Rangel Visclosky
Manzullo Reed Volkmer
Markey Regula Vucanovich
Martinez Richardson Walker
Martini Riggs Walsh
Mascara Rivers Wamp
Matsui Roberts Ward
McCarthy Roemer Watt (NC)
McCollum Rogers Watts (OK)
McCrery Rohrabacher Waxman
McDade Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (FL)
McDermott Rose Weldon (PA)
McHale Roth Weller
McHugh Roukema White
Mclnnis Roybal-Allard Whitfield
Mclintosh Royce Wicker
McKeon Sabo Williams
McKinney Salmon Wilson
McNulty Sanders Wise
Meehan Sanford Wolf
Meek Sawyer Woolsey
Menendez Saxton Wynn
Metcalf Scarborough Young (AK)
Meyers Schaefer Young (FL)
Mica Schiff Zeliff
Millender- Schroeder Zimmer

McDonald Schumer

NAYS—10

Abercrombie Dingell Waters
Becerra Gibbons Yates
Collins (IL) Rahall
Combest Thornberry

NOT VOTING—12

Bryant (TX) Hayes Kingston
Clay Jefferson Lincoln
Clinger Johnson (SD) Molinari
Ford Kaptur Rush
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Pursuant to the provi-
sions of clause 5, 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-
ceedings.

AMENDING CENTRAL UTAH
PROJECT COMPLETION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1823, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 1823, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice and there were—yeas 412, nays 0,
not voting 21, as follows:

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended, and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

[Roll No. 138]
YEAS—412

Abercrombie Chambliss Eshoo
Ackerman Chapman Evans
Allard Chenoweth Everett
Andrews Christensen Ewing
Archer Chrysler Farr
Armey Clayton Fattah
Bachus Clement Fawell
Baesler Clyburn Fields (LA)
Baker (CA) Coble Fields (TX)
Baker (LA) Coburn Filner
Baldacci Coleman Flake
Ballenger Collins (GA) Flanagan
Barcia Collins (IL) Foglietta
Barr Collins (MI) Foley
Barrett (NE) Combest Forbes
Barrett (WI) Condit Fowler
Bartlett Conyers Fox
Barton Cooley Frank (MA)
Bass Costello Franks (CT)
Bateman Cox Franks (NJ)
Becerra Coyne Frelinghuysen
Beilenson Cramer Frisa
Bentsen Crane Frost
Bereuter Crapo Funderburk
Berman Cremeans Furse
Bevill Cubin Gallegly
Bilbray Cummings Ganske
Bilirakis Cunningham Gejdenson
Bishop Danner Gekas
Bliley Davis Gephardt
Blute de la Garza Geren
Boehner Deal Gibbons
Bonilla DeFazio Gilchrest
Bonior DelLauro Gillmor
Bono DelLay Gilman
Borski Dellums Gonzalez
Boucher Deutsch Goodlatte
Brewster Diaz-Balart Goodling
Browder Dickey Gordon
Brown (CA) Dicks Goss
Brown (FL) Dingell Graham
Brown (OH) Dixon Green (TX)
Brownback Doggett Greene (UT)
Bryant (TN) Dooley Greenwood
Bunn Doolittle Gunderson
Bunning Dornan Gutierrez
Burr Doyle Gutknecht
Burton Dreier Hall (OH)
Buyer Duncan Hall (TX)
Callahan Dunn Hamilton
Calvert Edwards Hancock
Camp Ehlers Hansen
Campbell Ehrlich Harman
Canady Emerson Hastert
Cardin Engel Hastings (FL)
Castle English Hastings (WA)
Chabot Ensign Hayworth
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Hefley McKeon Sawyer
Hefner McKinney Saxton
Heineman McNulty Scarborough
Herger Meehan Schaefer
Hilleary Meek Schiff
Hilliard Menendez Schroeder
Hinchey Metcalf Schumer
Hobson Meyers Scott
Hoekstra Mica Seastrand
Hoke Millender- Sensenbrenner
Holden McDonald Shadegg
Horn Miller (CA) Shaw
Houghton Miller (FL) Shays
Hunter Minge Shuster
Hutchinson Mink Skaggs
Hyde Moakley Skeen
Inglis Mollohan Skelton
Istook Montgomery Slaughter
Jackson (IL) Moorhead Smith (M)
Jackson-Lee Moran Smith (NJ)
(TX) Morella Smith (TX)
Jacobs Murtha Smith (WA)
Johnson (CT) Myers Solomon
Johnson, E.B. Myrick Souder
Johnson, Sam Nadler Spence
Johnston Neal Spratt
Jones Nethercutt Stark
Kanjorski Neumann Stearns
Kasich Ney Stenholm
Kelly Norwood Stockman
Kennedy (MA) Nussle Stokes
Kennedy (RI) Oberstar Studds
Kennelly Obey Stump
Kildee Olver Stupak
Kim Ortiz Talent
King Orton Tanner
Kleczka Owens Tate
Klink Oxley Tauzin
Klug Packard Taylor (MS)
Knollenberg Pallone Taylor (NC)
Kolbe Parker Tejeda
LaFalce Pastor Thomas
LaHood Paxon Thompson
Lantos Payne (NJ) Thornberry
Largent Payne (VA) Thornton
Latham Pelosi Thurman
LaTourette Peterson (FL) Tiahrt
Laughlin Peterson (MN) Torkildsen
Lazio Petri Torres
Leach Pickett Torricelli
Levin Pombo Towns
Lewis (CA) Pomeroy Traficant
Lewis (GA) Porter Upton
Lewis (KY) Portman Velazquez
Lightfoot Poshard Vento
Linder Pryce Visclosky
Lipinski Quillen Volkmer
Livingston Quinn Vucanovich
LoBiondo Radanovich Walker
Lofgren Rahall Walsh
Longley Ramstad Wamp
Lowey Rangel Ward
Lucas Reed Waters
Luther Regula Watts (OK)
Maloney Richardson Waxman
Manton Riggs Weldon (FL)
Manzullo Rivers Weller
Markey Roberts White
Martinez Roemer Whitfield
Martini Rogers Wicker
Mascara Rohrabacher Williams
Matsui Ros-Lehtinen Wilson
McCarthy Rose Wise
McCollum Roth Wolf
McCrery Roukema Woolsey
McDade Roybal-Allard Wynn
McDermott Royce Yates
McHale Sabo Young (AK)
McHugh Salmon Young (FL)
Mclnnis Sanders Zeliff
Mclintosh Sanford Zimmer
NOT VOTING—21
Boehlert Hayes Lincoln
Bryant (TX) Hostettler Molinari
Clay Hoyer Rush
Clinger Jefferson Serrano
Durbin Johnson (SD) Sisisky
Fazio Kaptur Watt (NC)
Ford Kingston Weldon (PA)
0O 1907

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.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON S. 641,
RYAN WHITE CARE REAUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1995

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House may have
until midnight tonight, April 30, 1996,
to file the conference report on the
Senate bill, S. 641, to reauthorize the
Ryan White CARE Act of 1990, and for
other purposes.

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

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1972

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as cosponsor from the bill, H.R.
1972.

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

There was no objection.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2641, UNITED STATES MAR-
SHALS SERVICE IMPROVEMENT
ACT OF 1996

Ms. PRYCE, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-543) on the resolution (H.
Res. 418) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2641) to amend title 28,
United States Code, to provide for ap-
pointment of United States marshals
by the Director of the United States
Marshals Service, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2149, OCEAN SHIPPING RE-
FORM ACT

Ms. PRYCE, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-544) on the resolution (H.
Res. 419) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2149) to reduce regula-
tion, promote efficiencies, and encour-
age competition in the international
ocean transportation system of the
United States, to eliminate the Federal
Maritime Commission, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calender and ordered to be
printed.

FAREWELL TO DOORKEEPER GARY
HEUER

(Mr. ARMEY asked was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to take a few moments here to
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pause and offer our best wishes and our
thanks to someone whom all of us in
this Chamber know—Gary Heuer. After
28 years of Government service, Gary is
retiring. | hope he is retiring knowing
that he carries with him our admira-
tion and respect.

After dedicating his life’s work to his
country, Gary deserves our heartiest
thanks. As much as we might selfishly
miss him here where his work has been
so needed and appreciated, we can all
wish that in his retirement he will al-
ways have what he always gave to us—
the very best.

I direct your attention to the west
doors of the Speaker’s lobby. The heav-
ily bearded gentleman—known to some
of the Pages as the Mountain Man—is,
as most of you know, Gary Heuer. His
somewhat imposing presence masks a
kind and gentle core. His even manner
with all people, and an intellect sharp
in the ways of the legislative process
have made him a tower of stability in
a too-frequently chaotic atmosphere.

Gary’s government service began in
1962 with a 4 year stint in the Air Force
as a member of our expeditionary
forces in Southeast Asia, where he was
awarded the Good Conduct Medal. In
1966 he began working for U.S. Steel
after moving to Texas. As we all know,
moving to Texas is the sign of a truly
intelligent man.

Gary began working for the Office of
the Doorkeeper in 1972, and in the fol-
lowing 24 years, he has provided this
body and its Members with a dedica-
tion that we’ve all come to admire and
respect. Many of us here today have
found ourselves relying on Gary for his
insight and information with regard to
the activities in this Chamber. We—as
well as those future Members who have
yet to tread these Halls—will find our-
selves poorer for his absence.

Few present today have been so privi-
leged to witness the history that Gary
has observed—and, in a way, been a
part of. SONNY MONTGOMERY, JIM QUIL-
LEN, BILL YOUNG, JOHN MYERS, Tom BE-
viLL—those are just a few of the names
with whom Gary has shared his time on
Capitol Hill. Starting with Carl Albert,
Gary has served under five Speakers of
the House.

Six Presidents have presided over our
country while Gary has watched from
his vantage point here on the Hill.

All of us who know Gary will mark
his retirement as the departure of a
knowledgeable and dependable co-
worker. Those of us who know him
well, especially his friends in the
Chamber security unit of the Sergeant
at Arms, will note his retirement as we
would the departure of a much-loved
member of the family.

I understand Gary will be trading his
station in the Speaker’s Lobby for the
woodlands of Maryland and Indiana—
his two homes. And let me tell you, as
much as we will miss him, that does
not sound like a bad swap. But | hope
he will not forget he also has a home in
our hearts—the mat at the door will al-
ways read welcome.
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With true affection and respect we
say to him, Gary, thank you and God
bless you.

In your retirement, for all you have
seen and all you have observed, please
do not write a book. Thank you, Gary.

O 1915
TRIBUTE TO GARY HEUER

(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, |
want to concur and associate myself
with the remarks of my distinguished
majority leader. | think the tribute
that was made here is absolutely on
target. Many times we hear a name and
we do not put a name with a face, and
Gary has helped so many of us.

| just want to rise and say thank you,
and | know when you pass, as you
chronicled all of the highlights, you
also did some traveling back and forth
to Jack Brooks’ office. Anybody that
could stand Chairman Brooks has
earned some distinction in our hearts.
He was a tough customer.

So Gary, on behalf of all of us on this
side of the aisle, we appreciate all of
the kind remarks, all of the advice and
counsel you gave us, all of the little
things that Members ask about, and |
think it is fitting that the tribute was
made by our majority leader. | want to
associate myself with those remarks,
and | want to say God bless you from
all of us.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

LANGUAGE AND ITS RELATION-
SHIP TO IMMIGRATION IN THIS
COUNTRY

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

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, for
my 5 minutes, | want to speak to the
issue of language and its relationship
to immigration in this country. There
has been a great deal of debate in re-
cent months about the issue of declar-
ing English the official language of the
United States. Much of this movement
is fueled by a sense of resentment
about trying to deal with new, diverse
elements in American society dealing
with the pervasive sense of foreignness
that many people have. People talk dif-
ferent, people look different, people act
different. One of the ways that perhaps
some people feel the way to kind of
bring some order into this is to declare
English the official language.

There is not much we can do about
such resentment except to kind of wait
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awhile and see if people understand the
origins of where their resentment
comes from; but there is also allied
with this a great deal of misunder-
standing and misimpressions and a
lack of information about what immi-
grants are all about.

I want to bring some attention to a
study, a recent study, done by Prof.
Alejandro Portes, of the Johns Hopkins
University, and Ruben Rumbaut of
Michigan State, who have recently
concluded a study entitled ““Growing
up American: Dilemmas of the New
Second Generation,” which | believe
refutes many, many of the misconcep-
tions people have about immigrants.

One of the things that perhaps we
need to bring to this debate about the
role of immigrants in American society
is certainly the role of language choice
and language use by such immigrants
in American society, in order to better
inform the debate about declaring Eng-
lish the official language of the United
States.

This study collected data from over
5,000 children and is the largest study
of its kind in recent history. There are
those who want to establish English as
the official language who believe and
frequently try to get others to believe
that English is somehow in jeopardy of
becoming extinct because immigrants
are not willing to learn English.

In direct contrast to these assump-
tions, in San Diego, according to the
Portes-Rumbaut findings, 90 percent of
the respondents reported speaking Eng-
lish well or very well, and in Miami,
this figure was over 99 percent. In fact,
also sometimes advocates of declaring
English the official language have pro-
claimed that immigrants have too
strong a desire to retain their native
language, a desire which | do not find
problematic, but perhaps some people
do.

However, this study found that, sur-
prisingly, between 65 to 81 percent of
the children of immigrants preferred
speaking English to their parents’ na-
tive language. So what we have, basi-
cally, is a replication of the exact same
linguistic assimilation process that ex-
isted in this country at the turn of the
century, and it has been largely un-
documented and not well understood
because people do not want to find out
what exactly is going on in these com-
munities.

In fact, the exact opposite problem
has been expressed by many immigrant
communities where, in fact, language
loss is occurring at a very rapid rate,
something that should be of concern to
a country interested in educating its
children, and certainly a country that
should learn how to value bilingualism
for its own sake.

This study also pointed out that
quite contrary to the common assump-
tion, if students live in kind of ethnic
enclaves or neighborhoods where they
have larger numbers of people from
similar ethnic backgrounds, they actu-
ally are likely to learn English faster
than people who live in more isolated
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communities related to their ethnic
background. So this study challenges a
lot of commonsense assumptions about
the nature of linguistic assimilation
this country.

This really should be the basis of our
understanding of why we may not need
to declare English the official language
of the United States. It already func-
tions as the lingua franca of the coun-
try. There are no problems associated
with that. Any attempt to introduce
English as the official language is an
attempt to solve a problem which sim-
ply does not exist.

THE PRESIDENT’'S VETO OF THE
PARTIAL BIRTH ABORTION BAN
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, |
probably will not take my 5 minutes. |
do want to take a few minutes tonight
and talk a little about a newspaper
that came to our house that we get
every month from the diocese of Wi-
nona.

Hubert Humphrey, who came from
Minnesota, a great Senator from the
other party, once observed that if you
love your God, you must love his chil-
dren. I want to talk for a few minutes
about the issue that was at the center
of this month’s issue of the Courier
newspaper that is published by the dio-
cese of Winona; that is, the partial
birth abortion ban veto of the Presi-
dent by a few weeks ago.

In some of the strongest language |
think I have ever seen on the pages of
this newspaper, they take the Presi-
dent and the veto and the entire issue
of the partial birth abortion ban to
task. | would like to read for the
RECORD, and | will place this into the
RECORD, a letter that was written by
all of the Minnesota bishops to express
their position on this issue, because, as
| say, this is some of the strongest lan-
guage | think | have ever heard them
use, and | think it needs to be part of
this debate.

I think Americans of all faiths,
Americans of all particular stripes, and
frankly, an awful lot of Americans who
would describe themselves as pro-
choice, find themselves somewhat sur-
prised by the veto, and are saying that
it is time that the Congress try to mus-
ter the votes so we can override this
veto.

I want to read the letter that the
Catholic bishops put together, because
it is such a strongly worded letter and
such a good letter.

Let me read it:

President Clinton’s veto of the Partial
Birth Abortion Ban Act is no less offensive
for being widely expected. We denounce it.
We do so not only from the resources of our
faith, but also as citizens who, like millions
of others, fear that this veto further imperils
the human rights principles that have guided
our nation for over 200 years.
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The President claims that the Constitution
forces him to veto the partial birth ban be-
cause Roe v. Wade requires an exception for
serious adverse health consequences. But as
the President and everyone familiar with
abortion law knows, neither the Roe Court
nor any other has ever ruled on the constitu-
tionality of a law against killing a child dur-
ing the process of being born. It is also well
known that a ‘“‘health’ abortion, as inter-
preted by the Supreme Court, includes rea-
sons having to do with a woman’s marital
status and age, as well as for any reason rel-
evant to a pregnant woman’s social or emo-
tional “‘well being.” In other words, the ex-
ception the President insists upon would
only ensure the continued practices of par-
tial-birth abortions for virtually any reason
whatsoever.

No claims about ‘“‘what the Constitution
requires’ and no rhetoric about ‘‘safe, legal
and rare’”’ abortions can camouflage the na-
ture of this Presidential veto. It is a declara-
tion of unconditional support for abortion—
abortions under any circumstances and by
any means whatsoever, even those bordering
on infanticide.

We strongly urge Congress to override this
indefensible presidential veto and to begin to
bring a modicum of sanity to the abortion
debate in our country.

O 1930

As | said, Mr. Speaker, this is one of
the strongest letters | think the Min-
nesota Bishops have ever put together,
but this is an important issue. | hope
that all Americans will join in this de-
bate, and | hope all Americans will
pray for this Congress, pray for this na-
tional leadership so that we can bring
an end to this grisly, destructive prac-
tice which the Congress is attempting
to outlaw. If we can get the votes to
override this veto, we can bring an end
to this procedure once and for all in
the United States.

MENTAL ILLNESS PARITY SHOULD
BE PART OF HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. TowNs] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, each year
mental health services are being pro-
vided to millions of our constituents,
representing every age, ethnic and eco-
nomic group in the country. Unlike
many insurance policies, mental health
illness does not discriminate among its
victims. The illness could hit any one.
And, without the proper treatment,
leave an entire family scarred for life.

Mental illness can be every bit as de-
bilitating as other major medical ill-
nesses including heart disease and can-
cer; like them, mental illness can be
successfully treated, enabling patients
to return to productive lives. It would
be unconscionable to legislate limits
on the scope and duration of treatment
for cancer, heart disease or diabetes.
Unfortunately, time after time, limits
are placed on mental health services
and it is wrong.

For some strange reason there is a
stigma placed on mental illness and I
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believe this stigma is the root of igno-
rance. Mental illness is not due to
some sinful behavior. The stigma has
kept many individuals from seeking
help, and it has prevented health pro-
fessionals from providing needed serv-
ices. It is my honest belief that if
health plans provided parity in their
mental health coverage the stigma
would be instantaneously removed. No
longer would patients be too embar-
rassed to seek help. And, no longer
would providers be forced to turn pa-
tients away, and discriminate between
illnesses.

People with mental illness, severe
and otherwise, are just as sick as the
next person who is suffering from can-
cer. The idea of not being able to think
and reason for yourself is as disabled as
one can be. The only real and impor-
tant difference between physical ill-
nesses such as cancer, or heart disease
is that mental illness is a disease of the
brain, and it appears to be more com-
plicated. This disease can manifest it-
self in our centers of thought, reason,
and emotion and leave us totally de-
pendent on someone to think for us.

Individuals in need of health benefits
for physical disabilities has come a
long way. But mental health benefits
are not at the same level, even though
they serve an important population.
These individuals are desperately in
need of insurance reform. According to
the American Psychological Associa-
tion, overall national mental health
costs are small—only 7 percent of the
total health care spending. Insurance
carriers have traditionally limited
mental health benefits out of fear that
parity of coverage would attract poor
risks, increase their costs, and put
them at a competitive disadvantage.

During the 103d Congress | actively
worked to pass universal health cov-
erage and was pleased that the dispar-
ity of mental health benefits was
brought to the forefront of that debate.
Now in the 104th Congress, we have a
real opportunity to do something about
this disparity.

I urge the conferees to allow the
mental health community a chance to
be on equal footing with other illnesses
that are receiving benefits.

ADMINISTRATION UNVEILS NA-
TIONAL DRUG CONTROL STRAT-
EGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MicA] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | come to
the House floor tonight to talk about
President Clinton and this administra-
tion’s supposedly new policy relating
to national drug control strategy.

Yesterday the President was in my
State, and | was somewhat excited
about the possibility of his coming to
Florida and announcing a new drug
strategy. Unfortunately, my hopes for
some new approach to this tremendous
problem facing our country, particu-
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larly under his stewardship, were im-
mediately dashed when 1 first learned
that the President’s major activities
were several Democratic fund-raising
events in the Miami area and | guess a
golf game and some other activities. |
really thought he was going to come
forth with a new strategy, but that was
not the case.

Then I got my hopes up until | got a
copy of the national drug control strat-
egy that was just released by the ad-
ministration. 1 had hoped that there
would be some solid solutions to some
of the problems, and | find that actu-
ally it is just sort of repackaging in
sort of a slick cover some of the same
approaches that have proven so ineffec-
tive during the past 3% years.

What is particularly disturbing is
this whole pattern from this adminis-
tration relating to drug abuse, sub-
stance abuse, and it started right after
the President came into office when he
first of all dismantled the drug czar’s
office and fired the bulk of the staff.
Most of the reductions in the Executive
Office of the White House, the
downsizing, in fact, took place in the
drug czar’s office. Then the President
ended drug testing for White House and
executive staff members.

Then the President in fact appointed
Joycelyn Elders our chief health offi-
cer for the Nation, and she adopted a
policy of, instead of ‘*Just say no,” her
theme was ‘““‘Just say maybe.”” Maybe
we should allow legalization. Maybe we
should allow children to use drugs.

Then we saw the reversal of the pol-
icy in the Andean region, where we
shared information with countries that
were trying to stop drug trafficking.
We denied radar and intelligence shar-
ing through a distorted policy of this
administration.

Then we saw the dismantling of
interdiction for 2 years under the Dem-
ocrat control of the House. We saw
them take apart a program which had
so many successes in the 1980°’s and
early 1990’s of stopping the flow of nar-
cotics into this country.

Then we saw drug treatment as the
major emphasis in the drug war. |
heard my colleague from Indiana, Mr.
SOUDER, say yesterday that drug treat-
ment as the major emphasis in a drug
war is like treating only the wounded
in a conflict. We see the results of it
even in the President’s own strategy.

Adolescent drug use. If we look at
this chart, in 1992 we see it going down.
In 1992, when this administration took
office, we see a dramatic, sharp in-
crease. Every one of these chart figures
streaming off the chart there in mari-
juana, LSD, inhalants, stimulants.

With marijuana, marijuana use in-
crease has dramatically leaped forward
in the past 3% years. In fact, there has
been a 50-percent increase in marijuana
use among our adolescents for each of
the last 3 years.

So we see really a lack of leadership,
we see a lack of initiative, ideas, and
we see packaged again the same policy.
We are not even at the level of inter-
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diction funding of the last year of the
Bush administration.

I look forward to working with the
new drug czar, General McCaffrey, and
the Members of Congress to turn this
around But this is another policy for
disaster. In fact, we must start getting
serious about narcotics control and we
must take a new, positive direction,
not the path so unsuccessful in the
past.

IN MEMORY OF DONNIE MINTZ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, my friend
Donnie Mintz was buried yesterday in
New Orleans—the victim of a heart at-
tack that took his life too soon at age
53.

Donnie led a remarkable life and will
be missed by many.

Donnie and I met 38 years ago in 1958
when we were teenagers attending a
leadership training institute of the Na-
tional Federation of Temple Youth in
Kresgeville, PA. Two southern boys at
a camp of highly talented teenagers,
mostly from the Northeast and Mid-
west, Donnie and | became lifelong
friends.

Our lives intersected many times in
the years that followed. Donnie was
elected regional president of the
Southern Federation of Temple Youth
[SOFTY], and | was elected vice-presi-
dent of the Texas-Oklahoma Federa-
tion of Temple Youth [TOFTY]. Later,
Donnie was elected national president
of the temple youth movement, and I
was elected national treasurer.

Donnie attended Columbia Univer-
sity in New York where he became a
Fulbright scholar and ultimately re-
turned to Louisiana to earn a law de-
gree from Tulane. While he attended
Tulane, Donnie helped establish the an-
nual direction speakers series and later
was named to the Tulane Leadership
Hall of Fame.

Though at different schools, we were
members of the same college frater-
nity, Zeta Beta Tau, and served in the
same Army Reserve program [JAG] but
in different cities. During those years,
we would see each other at Army Re-
serve summer camps.

We shared a love for politics and
talked about it often. | always thought
Donnie Mintz would be elected to pub-
lic office long before | would be.

But Donnie’s life took a different
path. He built a successful law firm in
New Orleans, was active in a variety of
civic causes and served numerous Jew-
ish organizations on both a local and
national level. Donnie served as chair-
man of the Anti-Defamation League’s
national advisory board. He also was
one of a few Jewish lay leaders chosen
to meet with Saudi Arabia royalty
when lIsrael’s contacts with that coun-
try were minimal. He was granted a
papal audience.

In addition, Donnie served as chair-
man of the Louisiana Health Care Au-
thority, the Board of Commissioners
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for the Port of New Orleans, the Down-
town Development District and the
United Way. He was also president of
the Metropolitan Area Committee,
Kingsley House, Touro Synagogue and
the Jewish Federation of Greater New
Orleans. Donnie also served on the
board of directors for the New Orleans
Symphony.

His passion was for the city of New
Orleans. Though a decided underdog, he
ran two very competitive campaigns
for mayor falling just short each time.
After his attempts for mayor, Donnie
returned to his law practice and pur-
sued strengthening black-Jewish rela-
tions.

He was extremely interested in the
subject because as Tulane Law School
Dean John Kramer said, ‘‘he felt the
bridges ought to be there. He felt the
strong minority communities were the
Jewish and the black communities, and
the last thing that should happen was
that they should be turned against
each other. He never gave up.”

He and his wife Susan raised two tal-
ented children, Michelle and Arthur,
and always had time for me and my
family whenever we visited New Orle-
ans. And when my career took me to
the House of Representatives, he
hosted receptions in his home, intro-
ducing me to his friends.

My most vivid memory of Donnie
comes from that leadership institute in
the summer of 1958. On one of the first
days of the program, we took some
time off to play softball. When Donnie
came to the plate for the first time, he
laid down a perfect bunt and raced to
first base. As he reached the bag, he
stumbled, landed hard and suffered a
concussion. Near the end of the 2-week
institute, we played softball again.
Donnie now recovered from a serious
injury, came back up to bat. On the
first pitch, he laid down a bunt iden-
tical to the one on the play when he
had been hurt, and beat the throw to
first. Donnie was not intimidated by
adversity. He never backed off from a
challenge and he lived his life at full
speed.

Donnie Mintz touched the lives of
many people. His city, his State and
his Nation are better because of him.
He will be missed.

IN MEMORY OF DONALD MINTZ

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, my
home city of New Orleans lost a great
leader and a good man on Sunday when
my friend Donald Mintz died in his
sleep. Donald was a civic activist who
worked unceasingly to improve living
conditions in his city and a national
Jewish lay leader who strove mightily
to help those of different races and
faiths understand and work better with
each other.

In New Orleans,
chairman of the Dock Board,

Donald had been
the
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Downtown Development District and
the United Way, and president of the
metropolitan Area Committee, Kings-
ley House, Touro Synagogue and the
Jewish Federation of Greater New Or-
leans, and had served on the board of
numerous other civic organizations as
well—always with an energy, a flair, a
seriousness and a wisdom which helped
each organization reach unprecedented
achievements. He loved New Orleans,
and he sacrificed greatly to serve her.

All of us who knew him, and the all
very, very many whose lives were
bettered by his efforts, have been en-
riched by his life and are sorry for his
passing.

O 1745

THE QUINN FAMILY: ANOTHER
TRAGEDY CAUSED BY ICWA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, last week |
came to this floor to announce my
hopes that some minor changes can be
made to the Indian Child Welfare Act
so that it will no longer have the
chilling effect it does on adoptions in
this Nation and so that it serves the in-
terests of children first.

Last week | told of the heart wrench-
ing story of the Rost family from my
own district in Columbus, OH, and
their still unresolved battle to adopt
the twin girls they have had for almost
3 years now. The girls, unbeknownst to
the Rosts, turned out to be %2 Pomo
Indian due to blood from a great-great-
great-grandparent. The twins and their
adoptive parents still fear the day that
the courts rule the twins be returned
to a dysfunctional abusive environ-
ment due to a twisted, inaccurate, yet
far too common application of the In-
dian Child Welfare Act.

Today | want to share with you an-
other of the countless horror stories |
have heard from all over our country.
This case took place in the State of
Washington, where the Quinn family
spent 3% years fighting for custody of
their son, Loren.

This couple had worked with a 14-
year-old biological mother for 7
months prior to the birth of a baby
boy. They were even present to cele-
brate the birth mother’s 15th birthday.
The prospective parents attended the
birth of the little boy at the invitation
of the birth mother and and later took
him into their home, honoring her
wishes. There they loved and nurtured
him.

Weeks later, they got the horrible
message, the worst fear of all adoptive
parents, that nightmare that becomes
a reality, that the birth mother had
changed her mind and wanted the child
back.

Although she had voluntarily relin-
quished custody of her child, even cho-
sen this couple, she attempted to re-
verse her decision under the Indian
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Child Welfare Act by retroactively en-
rolling with the Cherokee Nation.

It took 3% years to finally reach a
conclusion in the courts, 3% years of
horror, sleepless nights and worry of
the unknown for this family who want-
ed nothing more than to provide a se-
cure and happy home for the little boy
they loved so much.

Mr. Speaker, night feedings, diapers,
pediatricians, bottles and baths, birth-
day parties, first steps, bedtime sto-
ries, bedtime prayers, colic, car seats,
first words and lullabies, on and on and
on, these are the joys of a family. But
for 3%z years the normal joy was some-
what subdued, because for 3%z years the
future of this family was unknown.

He would have been removed from
the only home and family he ever
knew, and, Mr. Speaker, many courts
have ruled this way. They misinterpret
the intent of ICWA, take these children
and send them to strange places. Now,
we must ask ourselves, is this what is
in the best interest of the children in-
volved? Is this what ICWA was in-
tended to do?

Mr. Speaker, not only the legislative
history but common sense dictates
that the answer is no. Very simple,
minor reforms to the Indian Child Wel-
fare Act would clarify these ambigu-
ities. Membership in the tribe would be
effective from the date of admission
and could not be applied retroactively
as in the case of the Rosts and the
Quinns and countless others.

Mr. Speaker, ICWA was intended to
stop State court abuses of native
American children in involuntary
placements. It was needed and well in-
tended at the time. But it was not in-
tended to interrupt voluntary adoption
proceedings. As it is currently written,
ICWA is a factor in every single adop-
tion in this country because it is hard
to say, and almost impossible to deter-
mine what child may or may not,
through some remote part of its herit-
age, be some part Native American.
And who can prepare for a law being
applied retroactively, no matter how
diligent and careful?

The simple and minor changes to
ICWA will preserve the intent of the
act, ensuring the culture and heritage
of Native Americans, and at the same
time protect the rights of birth par-
ents, adoptive parents, and, above all,
the children.

Mr. Speaker, | can almost guarantee
that every Member in this body has at
least one case of a judicial abuse of
ICWA in their districts. | urge my col-
leagues to support these changes. Con-
gress created these ambiguities, with
all the best intentions, in 1978. It is
time for Congress to correct them and
stop the heartbreak.

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

[Mr. MARKEY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear in the Exten-
sions of Remarks.]
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FIRST LADY’S FINGERPRINTS ON
BILLING RECORDS

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, Newsweek magazine reported this
week that the FBI had discovered Mrs.
Hillary Rodham Clinton’s fingerprints
on billing records from the Rose law
firm discovered at the White House in
January. These billing records have
been under subpoena and could not be
found for over 2 years. Nobody knew
where they were. And yet, just re-
cently, they were found in President
Clinton and Mrs. Clinton’s personal
residence at the White House by Mrs.
Clinton’s secretary.

Independent counsel Kenneth Starr is
investigating to determine if anyone
obstructed justice by hiding the sub-
poenaed records. The billing records
supply important information about
Mrs. Clinton’s work for Madison Guar-
anty Savings & Loan and the Castle
Grande real estate projects. Arkansas
Governor Jim Guy Tucker, who at the
time this was taking place was the
Lieutenant Governor under President
Clinton, is on trial right now in Arkan-
sas for fraud because he defaulted on
loans over $1 million related to Castle
Grande.

Now, Mrs. Clinton was the billing
partner at the Rose Law Firm for the
Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan ac-
count. However, she stated in a sworn
statement to the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration that she did very little work
for Madison Guaranty and could not re-
call the Castle Grande project.

Yet, these mysterious billing records,
that could not be found for over 2 years
that were just found, tell a different
story. They show that she had 14 meet-
ings and conversations with Madison
executives about Castle Grande and she
drafted a comprehensive option agree-
ment for this project.

Regarding the fingerprints, White
House lawyers told reporters that Mrs.
Clinton reviewed the billing records
during the campaign in 1992. Now, this
sounds strange, because if she reviewed
them in 1992, she should have remem-
bered that she had done extensive work
on this project and on this comprehen-
sive option agreement for the project.

Anyhow, they said that the finger-
prints on the telephone records can re-
main intact on paper and other mate-
rials for years, so her fingerprints on
the billing records do not necessarily
mean that she saw the records re-
cently.

Now, this is very interesting, Mr.
Speaker, because when Vincent Foster
died, you remember Vincent Foster,
the assistant counsel to the President
at the White House, when Vincent Fos-
ter died, a suicide note was found in his
briefcase. At least that is what they
called it. Despite the fact that it had
been torn into 28 pieces, you have to
tear it to get 28 pieces 14 of 15 times,
there was not one single fingerprint on
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any one of those pieces. Investigators
and various Clinton administration of-
ficials said at the time that it was not
unusual, because fingerprints do not
attach themselves easily to paper.

Now, here we have the President’s
wife, the First Lady, Hillary Rodham
Clinton, her fingerprints are all over
these telephone records that nobody
could find for 2 years and were found in
their residence, while they were under
subpoena, incidentally, and they are
saying that it is not unusual for the
fingerprints to be attached to paper,
and that she probably attached them
to those documents in 1992 during the
Presidential campaign.

Now, you cannot have it both ways.
Either it can be attached to paper, you
can get fingerprints on paper, or you
cannot. Her fingerprints were on the
documents, but the fingerprints were
not on Vince Foster’s alleged suicide
note.

Adding to the mystery, the first two
times that the White House counsel at
the time, Bernie Nussbaum, search
Vincent Foster’s briefcase, he did not
find any torn up note. The note was
found 6 days later when another White
House aide searched the briefcase for a
third time.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it has to be one
way or the other. If fingerprints attach
themselves easily to paper and stay
there for years, there is no explanation
for why Vincent Foster’s note had no
fingerprints on them, especially since
it had been torn into 28 pieces. And if
fingerprints do not attach themselves
easily to paper and if they wear off
quickly, then Mrs. Clinton must have
handled the billing records more re-
cently than her aides are saying, which
was 4 years ago, in 1992.

Mr. Speaker, this is something else
that | hope we get to the bottom of.
Those records were subpoenaed over 2
years ago. They should have been given
to the independent counsel. They are
not. They were found in the White
House Presidential residence. They had
the First Lady’s fingerprints all over
them.

There is something very mysterious
about this. It should be explained fully
to the American people. They were sub-
poenaed. They may have been an ob-
struction of justice, keeping those
records from the independent counsel.
If that is the case, somebody should be
held accountable for it.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 29, 1996]

FIRST LADY’S PRINTS ON DOCUMENT,
MAGAZINE SAYS
(By Susan Schmidt)

Hillary Rodham Clinton’s
have been identified on the legal billing
records that were discovered in the White
House In January, according to a published
report.

The records, sought for more than two
years by Whitewater special investigators
and the subject of several subpoenas, consist
of a 116-page computer printout detailing
work Clinton and other lawyers at the Rose
Law Firm did during the 1980s for the now-
failed Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan.

The independent counsel’s office asked for
the fingerprint analysis in an attempt to de-

fingerprints
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termine where the records were, why it took
so long to find them and whether there are
grounds to bring obstruction of justice
charges against anyone for failure to produce
them.

Newsweek reported in the issue on news-
stands today that Clinton’s fingerprints are
among those the FBI has found on the docu-
ment. Deputy White House counsel Mark
Fabiani said the administration has no inde-
pendent knowledge of the fingerprint analy-
sis. “‘In January we said it was possible Mrs.
Clinton handled these records during the 1992
campaign, so this report should not be sur-
prising,”” he said. Clinton said she did not re-
call whether she looked at the document
during the campaign.

Fingerprints can remain intact on some
materials, including paper, for years.

The billing records show that most of Clin-
ton’s work for Madison was on the Castle
Grande project. That real estate project led
to indictments, including some of the
charges in the ongoing criminal trial in Ar-
kansas of Madison operators James B. and
Susan McDougal. The Clintons and
McDougals were joint owners of Whitewater,
another land venture in the Ozarks. In the
billing records, Castle Grande is referred to
under the name “IDC,” the entity that sold
the land to Madison.

During interviews with federal investiga-
tors in 1994 and 1995, Clinton was unable to
recall most of the work that she did for
Madison.

In particular, she said she was unable to
recall doing any work on Madison’s Castle
Grande real estate venture. The Rose billing
records were discovered this year by Carolyn
Huber, a White House aide who handles per-
sonal correspondence for the Clintons, as she
unpacked items that had been in the ‘“book
room’” in the White House residence. How
the document got to the book room remains
a mystery.

David E. Kendall, the Clintons’ attorney,
and White House special counsel Jane
Sherburne, called before the Senate
Whitewater committee in January, testified
that they realized the document—and the
circumstances of its discovery after two
years—would be of great interest to inde-
pendent counsel Kenneth W. Starr and the
committee.

Sherburne said she raised the issue of
whether Starr would want to check the docu-
ment for fingerprints and questioned wheth-
er they should turn it over to Starr before
copying it.

After a discussion, she, Kendall and a law-
yer for Huber decided to examine and copy
the document and to notify Starr and the
Senate committee the following day.

Republicans contended that Sherburne and
Kendall had knowingly made it more dif-
ficult to obtain fingerprints from the
records.

Yesterday, a White House official who re-
fused to be named accused Starr’s office of
leaking the results of the fingerprint analy-
sis, although the official said he didn’t actu-
ally know the source of the information.

“It is not surprising that this outrageous
leak should come at a time when independ-
ent counsel Starr is being criticized for al-
lowing the erosion of public confidence in
the fairness of his work because of his con-
tinuing partisan affiliations,”” said the offi-
cial. Clinton aides have recently insisted
that Starr’s Republican credentials and out-
side legal work for clients with interests ad-
verse to the government render him unfit to
conduct an impartial probe.

[From Newsweek, May 6, 1996]
TELLTALE FINGERPRINTS?

As President Clinton prepared for his
videotaped testimony in the trial of his
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Whitewater partners James and Susan
McDougal, independent counsel Kenneth
Starr has received new evidence in his probe
of the discovery of Rose Law Firm billing
records in the White House last summer.
Sources close to the inquiry told Newsweek’s
Michael Isikoff that FBI experts have identi-
fied Mrs. Clinton’s fingerprints on the docu-
ments. The records, detailing her work for
McDougal’s Madison thrift, were subpoenaed
in 1994 but not turned over until this Janu-
ary.

The documents include computer printouts
and photocopied pages made during the 92
campaign. They were removed from the Rose
firm in '92 by the late Vince Foster. Mrs.
Clinton has said she had ‘“‘no idea’” the pa-
pers were in the White House. Her lawyer
David Kendall later said ““it is possible’” Mrs.
Clinton was shown the records in 92, but
“‘she does not recall.”” Kendall now says the
fingerprint discovery is ‘“‘not surprising.” At
the least, the findings show Mrs. Clinton re-
viewed the records in ’92, undercutting her
claim she couldn’t recall many of the mid-
’80s meetings they cover. And, says one
source, they could be ‘“‘critical’’ in building a
potential obstruction-of-justice case against
her. Starr’s office declined to comment on
the FBI finding, but Newsweek has learned
the prosecutor is intensifying his inquiry. In
recent weeks, Mrs. Clinton’s chief of staff,
Maggie Williams, and close friend Susan
Thomases have been recalled by a grand jury
for further questioning about the records.

MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS,
THE EPITOME OF HEALTH CARE
REFORM

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

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to-
night to say a few words about our
health care system. The current debate
over changing our system seems to
have fallen victim to partisan political
posturing. That is unfortunate.

Three years ago, along with a dozen
of my Democratic colleagues, | cospon-
sored legislation to create medical sav-
ings accounts, most commonly known
as MSA’s. Today, | am still a Demo-
crat, and | am still a supporter of
MSA'’s.

MSA’s are an idea whose goal is to
re-introduce the consumers’ best inter-
ests into the health care market place.
Clearly, consumers’ needs are not being
met. For instance, when was the last
time a mammogram sale was adver-
tised?

We see advertisements concerning
sales on eye check-ups, eyeglasses, and
frames—we even receive mailings on
teeth cleanings and annual dental
exams. So what is the difference?

Typically, an individual’s health care
expenses are paid for by their insur-
ance policy, so there is never a thought
about finding premium care at low
costs. Why? Because people are spend-
ing the insurance company’s money,
not their own.

But when it comes to spending
money on eyeglasses or for a dentist—
money that typically comes right out
of one’s own pocketbook—cost, service,
and quality suddenly become impor-
tant. In fact, due to cost effective shop-
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ping, spending for those industries was
relatively flat during the years health
care costs were soaring.

MSA’s would encourage the same
kind of consumer response for health
care. By forcing doctors and hospitals
to compete for patients who are con-
cerned about quality and cost, health
care spending will slow down. Ulti-
mately, this competition will lead to
sales on important services, such as
mammograms.

Likewise, MSA’s will provide a real
incentive to shop around for the best
values and alternatives when non-
emergency treatment is needed. The
incentive? Consumers will keep the
money they save.

Critics of MSA’s claim that this in-
centive will lead healthy people to
choose MSA'’s, leaving sick people in a
separate, and therefore, more expensive
health insurance pool. But while many
healthy people will choose to save
money, the sick will also choose MSA'’s
because their out-of-pocket costs will
be less.

Moreover, during recent health care
debates, a rallying cry on both sides of
the aisle was choice. MSA’s provide
that choice for consumers, and that is
exactly what MSA'’s are about.

And what is wrong with giving a
break to people who take care of them-
selves, exercise regularly, watch what
they eat and drink, and don’t smoke?
Don’t they deserve something for their
efforts?

We as a society are already subsidiz-
ing those who abuse drugs and alcohol
and are severely overweight. According
to one recent study, one out of every
four welfare mothers uses illegal drugs
or drinks excessively. In addition, it is
documented that Medicaid recipients
use prescription drugs 2.2 times as
much, see their doctors 3.6 times more,
and visit the hospital 4.5 times as often
as those who have their own insurance.

So | ask again, what is wrong with
giving people a break for taking care of
themselves?

There are additional reasons that
MSA’s are good for the consumer.
MSA’s will reduce administrative over-
head as small bills will be settled and
paid directly between provider and
consumer. They will also increase the
record low savings rate of Americans.
Lastly, since MSA'’s provide an incen-
tive to stay healthy, preventive medi-
cine will be encouraged.

These are the reasons | support the
MSA concept when | first heard about
it, and these are the reasons | support
MSA'’s today.

O 2000

But there is an additional and very
powerful reason why |1 still support
MSAs. They are clearly successful
where they are being offered, in spite of
Congress’ failure to act on the needed
changes in the Tax Code.

So | say to my colleagues, as we pre-
pare to reconcile the House and Senate
health reform bills, include MSAs in
any health insurance reform measure
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that will come out of Congress this
year, because MSAs will cut costs, pro-
vide choice, promote healthy lives and
save money for the consumers. Is that
not what the epitome of reform is?

MILITARY PREPAREDNESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | have
here in my hands a Marine ammo
pouch. This is the type of a pouch that
the Marine Corps infantryman uses to
put his M-16 rounds of 5.56 millimeter
rounds in for combat operations. This
empty Marine ammo pouch represents
yet another symbol, really, of the Clin-
ton Defense budget coming apart at the
seams.

Pursuant to conversations and brief-
ings that we had with the Marine Corps
and other services, when | asked as the
chairman of the Procurement Sub-
committee on National Security if
they had enough ammunition to fight
two regional conflicts, which is what
we want our Marines and our Army to
be able to fight, the Marines said can-
didly, no, Congressman, we do not. And
we said, well, how short are you of am-
munition? And they sent over a list of
the ammunition that they were short;
included in it is $30 million in basic M-
16 bullets. That is 96 million bullets
that the Marine Corps infantrymen are
short, should they have to fight two re-
gional conflicts.

That means if we got into a fight in
the Persian Gulf, like the one we had
with Saddam Hussein, and then at the
same time, we saw the North Koreans
moving down the Korean Peninsula and
we had to stop them with Marines,
with soft bodies, those Marines would
not have enough ammunition to do
their job and protect themselves be-
cause this administration has come up
millions of dollars short in ammuni-
tion.

Now, last week we had a hearing on
safety, aviation safety, after the F-14s
crashed. We had three F-14 crashes be-
fore the hearing, one right after the
hearing. At the same time, we had
three of the Harrier jump jets, those are
vertical takeoff jets, that the Marines
use. And the Marine aviation leaders
told us that the Clinton administration
does not intend to make the safety up-
grades to 24 of those Marine Harrier
jump jets. They further told us that
those safety upgrades that they make
the aircraft 40 percent safer for the
pilot flying it.

Now, when you consider that about 30
percent of our Harrier jump jets have
crashed, that is a pretty big safety
margin and a penny-wise and pound-
foolish move for the Clinton adminis-
tration to make, to cut safety upgrade
money out of the budget. But this is a
result of these massive defense cuts
that the Clinton administration is ad-
ministering to the men and women who
serve in the Armed Services.
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Well, once again the cavalry is com-
ing to the rescue and under the leader-
ship of the gentleman from South
Carolina, FLOYD SPENCE, the chairman
of the Committee on National Secu-
rity, we have put in today in the pro-
curement markup enough money for
every one of those 93 million bullets
that the Marine Corps is short under
the Clinton administration’s budget.

We have also put into the budget
today enough money to make every
one of those 24 upgrades, safety up-
grades, for the Harrier jump jets so our
Marine pilots will be able to fly them
in a condition which is 50 percent safer
than the condition the Clinton admin-
istration would have them flying in.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, this is very, very disturbing, be-
cause we have been led to believe, | and
all my colleagues, have been led to be-
lieve that our military preparedness is
adequate for almost any eventuality.

We have been to Somalia, we are now
in Bosnia, we have 20, 25, 30,000 troops
over there, we have aircraft carriers
over there, and the gentleman is saying
that we are short on bullets as well as
other areas of preparedness? That is
very distressing.

Mr. HUNTER. | am telling my friend
the story gets worse. We are $30 million
short on basic bullets, that is M-16
ammo for the riflemen. Total, we are
about $365 million short on ammuni-
tion, if we count the mortar rounds we
are short, the howitzer rounds and all
the other types of ammunition that go
into a Marine amphibious force.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, the reason this is very distress-
ing to me is President Carter had the
same kind of policy that the gentleman
is talking about during his administra-
tion, and when Ronald Reagan came in,
we had seen 10 or 11 countries go Com-
munist because, first of all, we did not
have that determination to deal with
them; and, second, we were not mili-
tarily prepared. And if we are not mili-
tarily prepared, we are going to have
problems with some of these terrorist
states: lIran, Irag and some of these
others, Libya, that are trying to get
nuclear weaponry and delivery systems
now.

So | think it needs to be made very
clear to everybody that is paying at-
tention, all of our colleagues, that
without military preparedness we
could have all kinds of problems like
we had back in the early 1980’s because
we were not prepared.

I remember back then when | came
to Congress we had people in training
exercises that were using dummy shells
in order to prepare. And that is some-
thing we cannot tolerate.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely correct, but the
Republicans are coming to the rescue
and we are going to have enough ammo

the
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for those Marines to be fully equipped
in wartime, and a lot of other equip-
ment.

THE WORKING POOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, be-
tween 1979 and 1992 the number of
working poor in America increased by
44 percent.

Some may not care about that—I do.

I care that millions of our fellow citi-
zens are holding down jobs, while slid-
ing into poverty.

It’s not fair. We can begin to correct
some of that unfairness by increasing
the minimum wage.

I also care about this Nation’s small
businesses—the backbone of our econ-
omy.

I would not promote a policy to help
the working poor if it was shown that
such a policy would substantially hurt
small businesses.

Sometimes we are given false
choices—employees with livable wages
can be helpful to small businesses’
profits.

According to the best evidence | have
seen, a modest increase in the mini-
mum wage will help the working poor,
without hurting small businesses sub-
stantially or over a period of time.

Not long ago, the New York Times
told the story of a town in my state of
North Carolina and that town’s experi-
ence the last time the minimum wage
was raised.

Jacksonville is located in Eastern
North Carolina, just outside of my con-
gressional district.

The civilian population of Jackson-
ville is 80,000, but it is also home to
40,000 marines at Camp Lejeune.

When the marines went to the Per-
sian gulf war in 1990 and 1991, the econ-
omy of Jacksonville suffered—small
businesses were hurt.

But, according to the New York
Times, when the minimum wage was
last raised—for the first time in two
decades—in 1991, the economy of Jack-
sonville did not suffer. Small busi-
nesses were not hurt.

In fact, following that increase in the
minimum wage, unemployment in
Onslow County, where Jacksonville is
situated, declined.

In fact, unemployment declined by
more than a half of a percent, following
the first incremental increase, and by
1% percent, following the second in-
crease.

And, notably, employment in the
County’s restaurants grew from 3,180,
the year before the first increase, to
3,778, the year after the second in-
crease.

And, Mr. Speaker, the total number
of restaurants in the County grew too
during that same period of time, from
204 to 225.

The experience in Onslow County was
apparently similar to the experience of
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other counties throughout North Caro-
lina, following the 1991 minimum wage
increase.

A recent survey of employment prac-
tices in North Carolina after the 1991
minimum wage increase, found that
there was no significant drop in em-
ployment and no measurable increase
in food prices.

The survey also found that workers’
wages actually increased by more than
the required change.

In another study, the State of New
Jersey raised its minimum wage to
$5.05 while Pennsylvania kept its mini-
mum wage at $4.25.

The researchers found that the num-
ber of low wage workers in New Jersey
actually increased with an increase in
the wage, while those in Pennsylvania
remained the same.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes we must
commit our young people to war and,
during those times we recognize that
sacrifices must be made.

Small businesses in Onslow County
sacrificed for the Persian Gulf war.

But, Mr. Speaker, we do not have to
commit our young people or any of our
citizens to poverty, especially when
they are ready, willing and able to
work.

An increase in the minimum wage
may not keep us out of war, but it can
keep working Americans out of pov-
erty.

The President’s proposal would in-
crease the minimum wage 90 cents over
2 years—just as we did in 1991. In 1991,
the increase enjoyed bipartisan sup-
port, with President George Bush sign-
ing the Bill.

Since 1991, the minimum wage has re-
mained constant, while the cost of liv-
ing has risen 11 percent. Greater than
one-third—36 percent—of all minimum
wage workers are the sole wage earner
in a family. Fifty-eight percent of all
poor children have parents who work
full-time.

In my view, the best welfare reform
is a job at a livable wage. Raising the
minimum wage would make it easier
for people to find an entry level job
that pays better than a government
subsidy, and creates a strong incentive
to choose work over welfare.

That same New York Times article
profiled a young woman waitress, who
was saving to buy a new, $20,000 mobile
home to replace the one she bought
used for $2,500. It seems her goal is not
threatened by a possible increase in the
minimum wage.

Notwithstanding the possible mini-
mum wage increase, the competition
just introduced a new menu, with lower
prices.

Let’s pass H.R. 940, the minimum
wage increase. It is the right thing to
do. It is the fair thing to do. | care
about small businesses, and it will not
hurt small businesses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes.
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[Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

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

[Mr. RIGGS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. FURSE addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

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

[Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

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

[Mr. WELDON of Florida addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

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

[Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

HEALTH CARE REFORM UNDER
THE KENNEDY-KASSEBAUM BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, this
evening | would like to talk about
health care reform, and particularly
the effort that has been put into legis-
lation and has been passed now in both
houses that was sponsored in the Sen-
ate by Senators KAsSseBAUM and KEN-
NEDY on a bipartisan basis and here in
the House by the gentlewoman from
New Jersey, Congresswoman ROUKEMA,
who is a Republican, as well as a num-
ber of Democrats.

This reform was essentially put into
motion, | believe earlier this year,
when President Clinton, in his State of
the Union Address, called upon both
the House of Representatives and the
Senate to pass the Kennedy-Kassebaum
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bill, as it has come to be called, in
order to achieve incremental health
care reform, particularly as it deals
with what we call portability; that is
the ability for someone to take their
insurance with them if they change
jobs or if they lose their job or become
self-employed, and also with regard to
preexisting conditions.

As many of my colleagues, | am sure,
are aware, right now if one has a debili-
tating condition or some sort of health
condition that would probably result in
a greater amount of health care, many
insurance companies in many States
will simply not provide insurance to
such an individual, even when they are
willing to pay for it.

So President Clinton, who, as many
of us know, was instrumental in trying
to raise the attention of the American
public and the Congress a few years ago
to the need for health care reform and
the need to provide more Americans
with health insurance coverage, ac-
knowledged in his State of the Union
Address that although he had not been
able to achieve a system of universal
health care coverage, that did not
mean that we should not try to move
in an incremental way, in a small way,
toward some health insurance reform.

O 2015

He called upon the Congress to pass
the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill this ses-
sion and indicated that he would sign
it once it passed both the House and
the Senate. If | could just say very
briefly the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill es-
sentially would make it easier for
workers who lose or change jobs to buy
health coverage, and it would limit the
length of time that insurers could
refuse to cover an applicant’s preexist-
ing medical problem. Hence, again, the
main purpose of it is to increase port-
ability for health insurance and to
abolish the situation with those with
preexisting conditions who would not
be able to get health insurance.

Now, the Senate last week passed the
Kennedy-Kassebaum health insurance
reform bill unanimously, 100 to 0. Un-
fortunately, here in the House of Rep-
resentatives, much earlier, a few weeks
earlier, perhaps a month earlier, we
passed a bill that included and added to
the Kennedy-Kassebaum measure a
number of controversial provisions
that, | believe and | think are almost
universally recognized, would doom the
chances of this legislation becoming
law.

Among the special interest provi-
sions in the House bill are the so-called
medical savings accounts, tax-free sav-
ings accounts from which participants
could pay for everything but cata-
strophic health care costs. The problem
with such accounts, although they may
seem like a good idea on their surface,
is that they would be a good deal only
for the healthiest, wealthiest people in
our health care system, those who do
not have the high health care costs
that they have to incur on a regular
basis. But health insurance would in-
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crease for the average American be-
cause insurance companies would be
left with only sicker and more costly
enrollees in their health insurance
plans.

Mr. Speaker, so basically what the
medical savings accounts do is provide
a tax break, if you will, for the healthi-
est and wealthiest among us. That
means that by dividing the insurance
pool so that the healthiest and wealthi-
est Americans are taken out of the in-
surance pool, which relies on having all
types of people in it, would be divided.
The sicker and the poorer people would
remain, which would result in the in-
surance companies having to raise
their premiums.

Most important, though, in terms of
what | believe the Republican leader-
ship here in the House was trying to
accomplish by adding these provisions,
the medical savings accounts, to the
Kennedy-Kassebaum bill, was essen-
tially that they were trying to pay off,
if you will, or provide a financial wind-
fall for the Golden Rule Insurance
Company, whose top executive has
given Republican political committees
over $1 million in contributions in the
last 4 years. Now, Democrats in the
House offered a straightforward health
insurance reform bill as a substitute
for this more controversial bill with
these added provisions.

The Democratic substitute would
have prohibited many of the current
unfair insurance practices which fail to
protect individuals and families with
significant health problems and make
it difficult for small businesses to ob-
tain quality coverage for their employ-
ees. The Democratic substitute would
have made it easier for people who
change or lose their jobs to maintain
adequate health insurance coverage,
just like the original Kennedy-Kasse-
baum bill. It also included a provision
whereby the self-employed could de-
duct 80 percent of their health insur-
ance costs.

Now, of course, when a bill passes the
House and a different bill passes the
Senate, they have to go to conference,
and in the conference they come up
with an agreement on what bill would
finally come back to both House of
Congress and be considered before it
goes to the President. What we have to
hope is that when this conference oc-
curs that the conference committee
will drop the controversial House pro-
visions and send a bipartisan bill to the
House or Senate floor for final approval
that can pass.

Mr. Speaker, | wanted to go into, in
the time that | have tonight, a little
more detail about some of the dif-
ferences between this House and the
bill and why 1 believe very strongly
that we must bring something very
similar to the Senate bill, in other
words the original Kennedy-Kassebaum
bill, to the floor if we are ever going to
see health insurance reform this year.

Let me comment a little bit on the
politics, if you will, of the Republican
leadership in the House basically would
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profit because of the insurer, the Gold-
en Rule Insurance Company that has
ties with the Republican Party. Again,
I do this not because | want to say ter-
rible things about the Republican lead-
ership but because | hope that by ex-
posing what really is happening here,
and that is to provide this big windfall
to this particular insurance company,
we will then allow that provision on
the medical savings accounts to be
dropped and will not come to the floor
again and will essentially disappear.
But let me talk to you a little bit
about this Golden Rule Insurance Com-
pany that basically will profit from the
medical savings account provision.

Now, this is a health insurance com-
pany, as | said, with close political and
financial ties to Republican leaders,
OK? The company, the Golden Rule In-
surance Company, sells a special type
of health insurance that would have to
be purchased by people with these tax-
free accounts, the medical savings ac-
counts. Many of the Democrats of
course have denounced this as bad
health policy. Essentially what we are
saying is that the Republicans are
doing this to reward the Golden Rule
Insurance Company. Its former chair-
man, J. Patrick Rooney, basically his
father founded the company. His fam-
ily still controls it.

If 1 could just make some comments
about or take some quotations from a
New York Times article Sunday, April
14 of this year that talked about the
Golden Rule Insurance Company. | will
specifically make reference to one of
my colleagues, Representative CYNTHIA
MCKINNEY, a Democrat of Georgia, who
asked on the House floor when this bill
came up why medical savings accounts
were included. She said: You just fol-
low the money.

The Golden Rule Insurance Co. has
given more than $1.4 million to the
GOP, and, coincidentally, Golden Rule
just happens to be the premier com-
pany peddling medical savings ac-
counts. Common Cause, the public af-
fairs lobby, said that Mr. Rooney and
John M. Whalen, the Golden Rule’s
president, had given more than $117,000
to GOPAC, the political action com-
mittee that helped Mr. GINGRICH take
control of the House. And Golden Rule,
interestingly enough, has resisted ef-
forts by several States to require the
sale of health insurance to all appli-
cants and to limit premium variations.

Although we are trying to accom-
plish certain goals with health insur-
ance reform here in the House on the
Federal level, the bottom line is and in
many States, including my own State
of New Jersey, there have been efforts
to try to eliminate preexisting condi-
tions as a means for health insurance
and also to encourage portability. But
Golden Rule has resisted efforts by sev-
eral States to require the sale of health
insurance to all applicants. In fact,
when New Hampshire was considering
such legislation in 1993, State Senator
Jean Shaheen, a Democrat, issued a
news release saying that Golden Rule
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represents everything that is wrong
with health care in America. She as-
serted that the company had resorted
to lies and half-truths, telling policy-
makers their premiums would soar.

In Kentucky, another State that was
considering this legislation, State Rep-
resentative Ernest Scorzone, a Demo-
crat, said the Golden Rule had run a
campaign of disinformation, misin-
formation, and outright deception.

Mr. Speaker, what we are trying to
point out is that Golden Rule, not only
on a Federal level but also on a State
level, has not been helpful in terms of
the whole issue of health care reform,
particularly as it pertains to the issues
of portability and trying to abolish
preexisting conditions, which are the
hallmark, if you will, of the Kennedy-
Kassebaum bill.

Now, one of the main reasons why |
and others are concerned about these
extra provisions that have been added
to the House version of this health care
reform is because we are totally con-
vinced that these additions will imperil
any possibility of getting health care
reform or health insurance reform
passed this year.

I think my colleagues understand
that, in order to get something passed
through the House and the Senate and
finally passed by the Senate, signed by
the President, you have to have a con-
sensus. You have to have agreement. If
you have some basic provisions, like we
are trying to make it easier for people
to transfer their insurance between
jobs, or that we do not want preexist-
ing conditions to be a basis for whether
or not you get coverage, it is fairly
easy to get a consensus on those provi-
sions in the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill.
But if you start loading this legislation
up with the medical savings accounts,
with malpractice reforms, with myriad
other things, many of which have been
included in the House version, then you
will never get the health reform insur-
ance passed in time.

Mr. Speaker, we only have another
probably 6 months before the election
and the new Congress. This is one thing
that we can get passed on a bipartisan
basis, and we should try to do so. Sen-
ator KAsseBaUuM, a Republican from
Kansas, has repeatedly warned that, if
House Republicans are successful in
getting MSA'’s, the medical savings ac-
counts, approved in the final con-
ference report, the result could dev-
astate health insurance. She said, and |
quote: “‘lI would hate to see them in-
cluded by design to a certain extent to
take down the legislation.”

Again, we know that, if these con-
troversial provisions are added, that
there is a real possibility we will not
have health care reform passed in this
Congress. Let me also point out that it
was not just the medical savings ac-
counts that were added in the House.
There were other provisions as well. In
the New York Times, an editorial just
in the last week on April 23, 1996, said
that there were three unfortunate pro-
visions, that the conference committee
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should strike three provisions in the
House version, that the conference
committee should not include if this
bill is eventually to become law.

First, they mentioned it imposes ar-
bitrary caps on financial rewards for
malpractice suits, thereby protecting
doctors from patients who have been
needlessly disfigured or worse. Whether
or not you agree with malpractice re-
form, it should not be in this bill be-
cause it makes it more difficult for
this bill to pass. Second, it would pro-
vide a tax break for medical savings
accounts, and again the New York
Times is critical of the medical savings
accounts because they say that it will
basically give tax breaks to the
wealthy and healthy, divide the insur-
ance pool and increase premiums for
everyone else.

The third flaw they mentioned in the
House then is a provision to encourage
small employers to band together into
purchasing cooperatives that would be
allowed to steer clear of chronically ill
applicants. The Senate bill on the
other hand encourages small employers
to form purchasing cooperatives but
under rules that would prohibit dis-
crimination. What the New York Times
said is the conference committee
should essentially adopt the Senate
bill, and that would accomplish a lot
because it would make it possible to
get this bill finally passed.

Now, lest my colleagues think that
we do not have anything to worry
about and that in fact the conference
committee, when it meets, is going to
report out a clean bill, like the Senate
version without the medical saving ac-
counts and these other riders that
would make it more difficult to pass,
let me assure you that there are a
number of forces out there that are
working very hard to get the medical
savings accounts, these tax breaks, if
you will, for the healthy and the
wealthy, included.

First of all, in today’s Wall Street
Journal there was an editorial that
strongly urged Presidential candidate
DoLE to move ahead and insist that the
conference include medical savings ac-
counts. He, the Republican Presi-
dential candidate, has sworn that he
will back MSA’s, the medical savings
accounts, in the health bill. In fact, it
has been very difficult for the other
body to actually appoint conferees to
this conference committee because the
Republican Presidential candidate is in
fact trying to assure that proponents
of medical savings accounts are in-
cluded in larger numbers in the con-
ference committee.

So clearly, clearly there is an effort
not only in the media or certain media
but also amongst the Republican Presi-
dential candidate and his supporters to
try to get these medical savings ac-
counts, these tax breaks, as | said, for
the healthy and the wealthy included
in the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill which
would ultimately make it impossible
to pass any health care reform.

Mr. Speaker, | just wanted to point
out, if I could, in some of the time that
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I have remaining, that for those who
say, well, this is only a small reform,
this does not address the larger issue of
affordability for health insurance or
the fact that so many millions of
Americans now have no health insur-
ance, well, that is true. And | would be
the first to recognize the fact that we
continue to have a problem with fewer
and fewer people able to afford health
insurance, and as a consequence more
and more people do not have any
health insurance. In fact, the Demo-
cratic Party, my colleagues on the
Democratic side in the House, formed a
health care task force, which | happen
to be one of the cochairmen of last
year. We put forward a set of Demo-
cratic principles on health care reform.
Our two major principles are that we
want to achieve more affordable health
insurance and we want to expand the
number of people in this country that
have health insurance.

I would maintain that the Kennedy-
Kassebaum bill in its pure form or in
the form that passed the Senate does
help in an incremental way to provide
more Americans with health insurance,
maybe 20, 25 million Americans who
will be positively impacted by it. So,
while we see the numbers of people who
are uninsured continue to go up, we
know that this bill, although modest,
would help in the effort to try to cover
more Americans and provide more
Americans with health insurance.

Mr. Speaker, we also know that, if it
is passed in its clean form and the way
the Senate passed it without the medi-
cal savings accounts, that it certainly
would not make health insurance less
affordable. If in fact you include the
medical savings accounts, in fact, that
is what would happen. Health insur-
ance would become less affordable for
the average American.
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Just in case, again just to give you
an idea about the magnitude of the
problem that we face in trying to
achieve more coverage for Americans,
just in my own home State of New Jer-
sey within the last 2 weeks a new re-
port came out, 124-page Healthy New
Jersey 2000 report, that actually was
released last month, and if | could just
summarize some of the information
that shows that the percentage of unin-
sured New Jersey workers, and |1 am
talking about working Americans,
working new Jerseyans, actually dou-
bled in the last 4 years. This latest re-
port statistically shows that 14.6 per-
cent of New Jersey’s full-time em-
ployed workers had no health insur-
ance coverage in 1993, twice the per-
centage that was uninsured in 1989.
About 15.5 percent of the overall popu-
lation under the age of 65 was without
insurance in 1993, working or not, up
from 11.7 percent in 1989. That is about
1.1 million New Jerseyans. Now, you
take that across the country. You will
probably find about 40 million Ameri-
cans now who do not have health insur-
ance coverage, and the number contin-
ues to grow.
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The statistics are even more signifi-
cant when you look at minorities. The
rate of insurance coverage is worse for
blacks, among whom one in five is
without coverage, insurance, and for
Hispanics, among whom one in three is
uninsured. And these figures take into
account the fact that Medicaid covers
the poorest families and the disabled,
so we are primarily talking about
working Americans because if you are
below a certain income, you are eligi-
ble for Medicaid. But many people are
not, and of course those are primarily
working people.

I only mentioned that because again
| feel very strongly that even though in
the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill we are
talking about a modest effort to try to
increase the availability of health in-
surance to Americans, | think even
that modest effort needs to be moved
forward, and it is very wrong for the
Republican leadership here in the
House of Representatives to stop that
reform from moving forward just be-
cause they want to include these medi-
cal savings accounts for special inter-
ests that support them. And even if
they honestly believe that that is the
way to go, they should drop the effort
because it is going to make it virtually
impossible for us to get this health in-
surance reform passed in this session of
Congress.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, if | could just say as this
health insurance reform, as the Ken-
nedy-Kassebaum bill, goes to con-
ference, the Republicans need to drop
these controversial provisions and stop
dragging their feet so we can get a bill
passed this year, this Congress. | urge
the House Republican leadership to fol-
low the Senate lead and strike the spe-
cial-interest tax-free accounts for the
healthy and the wealthy.

The Republican leadership needs to
quit stalling and pass bipartisan health
insurance now so it can go to the Presi-
dent’s desk and he can sign it, and we
can all declare victory for the average
American and help those people who
find it more and more difficult to buy
health insurance.

SUPPORT H.R. 2270

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SHADEGG] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | rise
tonight to address an issue of what |
believe is of grave concern for this Na-
tion, and that is an issue dealing with
the fundamental law of the land.

I hold here the Constitution of the
United States, and all of us as individ-
uals learned about this document and
studied it in grade school and high
school civics. Some of us might have
even gone back since then and read a
provision or two. | want to focus on the
importance of this document and on
the importance of an issue that | think
has become abused.
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Mr. Speaker, this document sets
forth the vision of our Founding Fa-
thers for a powerful central Govern-
ment, but with limited and specifically
enumerated powers. Now, why did they
spell out that? Why did they say that it
should have certain powers and that
they should be significant powers, but
that they should be limited and specifi-
cally enumerated?

Well, if you reflect on your history,
you will realize that the Founding Fa-
thers of this Nation had themselves re-
cently escaped an oppressive central
Government, a central Government
which took the form of a king, a king
who could at will order whatever he
wanted and command or demand what
he chose. The Founding Fathers, fear-
ing that we might return to that sys-
tem, felt we should spell out in a single
document which would bind the Nation
forever those powers granted to the
Federal Government and that they
should be adequate and complete for
that Government to do its jobs.

But they recognized that there were
many States which would make up this
Union and that those States would play
a fundamental role, and they addressed
and they considered the division of
power between the Federal Govern-
ment on the one hand and the States
on the other, and to address that con-
cern they spelled out in an amendment,
which | want to call to the attention of
my colleagues here in the House, the
10th amendment, which reads, and |
think it is important for us to under-
stand what it reads and to think
through its meaning, the 10th amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution address-
es this issue of what level of Govern-
ment should exercise which powers.
And it says specifically:

The powers not delegated to the
United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are re-
served to the States respectively or to
the people.

Now, Mr. Speaker, many of those in
my freshmen class were elected on a
platform that has to do with that, the
10th amendment to the U.S. Constitu-
tion. We have watched through our
lifetimes, and | have watched through
my lifetime, as the Federal Govern-
ment located here in Washington, DC,
thousands and thousands of miles from
my constituents at home in Arizona,
has sought to bring to itself more and
more and more and more power, and in
doing that what it has done at the
same time is to reduce by ever-growing
amounts the power and the authority
of all the good men and women who
serve in State legislatures around this
Nation, all the good men and women
who serve on county boards of super-
visors or city councils. Indeed as the
Congress has arrogated unto itself all
this power, it has left less and less
power for individual citizens of this
country.

Now, why should that be of concern?
It really is kind of simple, and that is
what this boils down to: The truth is
my constituents back in Phoenix, AZ,
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have a better chance of affecting a de-
cision if they can go down to their city
council or down to the board of super-
visors or even down to the legislature
and raise an issue, than if in order to
affect that issue they have to come all
the way here to Washington, DC, thou-
sands of miles from my home.

| believe it is critical for this Con-
gress to recognize that in ignoring the
10th amendment over the past several
decades and in arrogating more and
more power to ourselves in Congress,
quite frankly so that politicians here
can buy themselves back into office,
what we have done is we have taken
power away from the citizens. It is
time to end that.

Now, how do we end that? | want to
talk to my colleagues tonight about
one simple idea, and that is the notion
as set forth in a bill which I have intro-
duced to this Congress, which would, 1
believe, restore meaning to the 10th
amendment of the U.S. Constitution. |
hold a copy of it here. It is H.R. 2270. It
is for Federal legislation quite unique
in that it is less than 3 pages long. It is
a simple bill which simply says that
before any one of our colleagues, before
any one of us here on the floor, could
introduce a new bill calling for the
Federal Government to take on some
new project or some new legislation,
you would have to spell out the powers
granted to it to do that under the U.S.
Constitution. | urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting this and to set
the terms so that we could not debate
on this floor legislation in areas that
the Constitution did not grant us the
authority.

It is a simple idea; it is H.R. 2270. It
says, out of respect for the 10th amend-
ment, before we introduce a bill, we
must spell out the constitutional au-
thority that gives us, the Congress, the
power to legislate in that area. It is a
critical first step.

THE MYTH OF THE MAGICAL
BUREAUCRAT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HOEKSTRA] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, before
we start with our prepared remarks
this evening, | would like to assure the
gentleman from Arizona that as we
move forward and as we get to another
week of active reform in this Congress
probably around the middle of July, we
expect that that piece of legislation
will have worked its way through the
committee process and will be one of
the items that this full House will have
the opportunity to talk about.

Mr. SHADEGG. If the gentleman
would yield briefly? 1 simply want to
thank the gentleman for his assistance
in moving this piece of legislation for-
ward, thank him for cosponsoring the
bill, and tell him that | spoke today
with the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
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CANADY], the chairman of the Constitu-
tion Subcommittee of the Committee
on the Judiciary. He has indicated to
me just what you have indicated; that
is, that we are hopeful that we will get
hearings on this legislation in the near
future and that it can move forward. |
appreciate the gentleman’s effort on its
behalf. | appreciate your support, and I
think it is a step in the right direction.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. And the issue that
we are going to be talking about to-
night builds very much off of the prob-
lem that you describe. We are going to
be talking about the myth of the magi-
cal bureaucrat, the myth of moving all
of this power and responsibility from
parents, from local levels of govern-
ment to State governments, that the
best place to make these types of deci-
sions is in Washington. And we are
going to be going through a number of
examples this evening which we hope
expose that myth for what it really is.
It is for a bunch of people in Washing-
ton making decisions, spending money
in areas where they really cannot have
a significant, positive impact or most
importantly, where they are not the
most effective agent for bringing about
the types of results that we want.

Mr. SHADEGG. If the gentleman
would yield again, let me just simply
say | commend you for this effort, and
I want to pass on something. One of the
greatest influences in my life, as | sup-
pose in, hopefully, many American
boys’ lives, is their own father. My fa-
ther was a tremendous influence on
me, and he was very fond in the later
years of his life of saying that the
problem with the Congress was that it
had come to believe that it knew how
better to run every American business
and every American’s life than those
individuals themselves. And that is the
kind of notion that | think your effort
is going at.

The simple truth is that the 535
Members of this Congress, House and
Senate combined, no matter how well-
intended, and the huge army of bureau-
crats that we control, and there are
thousands, tens of thousands of bureau-
crats that we control, simply cannot
know better how to run the day-to-day
lives of every American and the day-to-
day businesses of every American busi-
ness or of every American church or
synagogue. We simply cannot run those
organizations better than they, and the
myth of the mystical bureaucrat that
can do it better than we can is indeed
dead wrong.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. As we move forward
this evening, we are going to talk
about this myth as it applies to edu-
cation, as it talks about creating jobs,
as we talk about Medicare, as we talk
about environmental types of legisla-
tion, so that is one of the key areas.

We could not have had a better intro-
duction to our topic tonight than the
legislation that the gentleman talked
about, and | again would like to just
reaffirm that | expect that this House
will take positive action on legislation
like that this summer so that this Con-
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gress can again begin focusing on the
issues that Washington should be deal-
ing with, that Washington is good at,
in moving the other types of decisions,
the other types of responsibility and
the dollars back to State, local, and
maybe even back to the taxpayers, par-
ents and individuals who really are the
driving force behind so much of what
goes on in this country.

Mr. SHADEGG. | commend you for
your efforts and wish you the best.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Thank you.

Let me just give a little bit of a brief
introduction about what we want to
accomplish this evening.

This is an election year. We are in
the middle of a lot of rhetoric flying
around. Those of us in Congress who
want to focus on the real problems are
finding it very difficult to break
through what we call the clutter, the
clutter and the noise. As Members of
the Republican majority, we have
grown accustomed to being called
mean-spirited, radical. We are accused
of being against women, children, and
the elderly. We are accused of not car-
ing for the poor or for the environ-
ment.

In the middle of all this rhetoric,
what is really going on? Many of my
constituents, many of the American
people, seem to be very confused. We
want to take this hour to really set the
record straight on what we are trying
to do in this Congress. We want to
focus on what we believe is the core
issue that is defining this battle in
Washington, that has defined the bat-
tle, really, from January 1995 to the
present point.
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Many have thrown around labels.
Some have called us extremists. But
let us cast aside the labels for a little
while. Let us cast aside the accusations
and other typical Washington political
jargon, and let us get down to the bot-
tom of the debate. What are we really
trying to do here? What is the core of
the debate?

We can go back to the 1930’s, the New
Deal. Ever since the 1930’s Congress has
placed more and more of its faith in
Washington, its bureaucracy, its bu-
reaucrats, and in its money, in its pro-
grams, and in its services. As we have
done that, we have moved much of the
decisionmaking away from parents, in-
dividuals, entrepreneurs, small busi-
nesses. What we have done is we have
created a myth that too many people
have come to believe, the belief in the
Washington bureaucrat: A belief in
Washington money, a belief in Wash-
ington programs, and that Washington
services can solve many, if not all, of
this Nation’s problems. This is really
what all the fuss is about.

Since becoming the majority in Con-
gress, Republicans have been attacking
the myth that Washington can solve
everyone’s problems. We know that few
Americans believe in Santa Clause.
Even fewer believe in the tooth fairy.
But here in Washington, everyone



H4174

seems to believe in the magical bureau-
crat: this magical persons who can
solve everyone’s problems.

It is as though we believe that bu-
reaucrats are magicians and that by
spending tax money, taxpayers’ money,
your money on programs and services,
what can they do? they can raise and
educate children better than parents.
They can build communities. They
build communities and homes better
than parents or better than Habitat
For Humanity; that they are better at
creating effective, income-generating
jobs; that they are better than entre-
preneurs and small businesses.

It is time for us to confront this bu-
reaucratic myth. Blind faith in the
Washington bureaucracy is hurting
America. It is hurting America, in | be-
lieve four specific ways.

First, the myth that Washington can
solve everyone’s problems has created
a belief that success is defined by
spending money, success is defined by
spending money and creating pro-
grams, not by the results that those
programs or those dollars generate.

Second, the myth that Washington
can solve everyone’s problems has cre-
ated the substitution effect, where peo-
ple have a disincentive to take per-
sonal responsibility for their future
and for themselves, where they have a
disincentive to take care of their chil-
dren and to participate in their com-
munity, because someone from Wash-
ington is supposed to do that; in other
words, because a Washington magical
bureaucrat is going to solve the prob-
lem, 1 do not have to exercise personal
responsibility to solve it myself.

The third is the myth that Washing-
ton can solve everyone’s problems has
caused Congress to legislate to the low-
est common denominator, creating
one-size-fits-all programs which lower
the standards. The minimum wage
fight, | think, is an excellent example.
Here we are debating a minimum wage,
the lowest common denominator, in-
stead of talking about increasing wages
for everyone, which is the highest com-
mon denominator. Instead of focusing
on the ideal, we are willing to lower
the standard for everyone.

Finally, the myth that Washington
can solve everyone’s problems has cost
the American taxpayers trillions and
trillions of dollars. If it were inexpen-
sive to believe that magical bureau-
crats actually exist, we could keep
spending money on the myth, but it is
costing us. It is costing us, the tax-
payers and working American families,
big bucks, too many bucks to continue
down this path. The myth that Wash-
ington can solve everyone’s problems
produces harmful thinking, it costs too
much, it is hurting America in many
different ways, and it is not working.

It is not a budgetary problem, it is a
cultural problem: Magical bureaucrats
substituting for parents, magical bu-
reaucrats shoving everyone into one-
size-fits-all programs, magical bureau-
crats defining success by the dollars
they spend, instead of the results they
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achieve, magical bureaucrats doing all
this with trillions and trillions of dol-
lars that working Americans pay every
year in taxes. We will never restore fis-
cal and moral sanity to our Nation
until we destroy this blind faith in
Washington to solve our problems.

Why is it so hard to balance the
budget? Because Washington believes
the myth, Washington perpetuates the
myth, and Washington works every day
trying to convince American people
that the myth is real. Why is it so hard
to reform Medicare? Because Washing-
ton believes the myth and sells the
myth. Why is it so hard to improve en-
vironmental laws? Because Washington
believes the myth and perpetuates the
myth.

Why is it so hard to eliminate the
Department of Education? Because
Washington believes the myth and sells
the myth each and every day that mag-
ical bureaucrats sitting at desks in
Washington educate Kkids better than
parents and better than teachers, and
have more caring for local students
than parents and local school boards.

Why is it so hard to eliminate the
Department of Housing? Because Wash-
ington believes the myth that magical
bureaucrats sitting at desks in Wash-
ington build communities more effec-
tively than local citizens or than orga-
nizations like Habitat for Humanity.
We cannot continue down this path.

With this introduction, Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NEUMAN].

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, what
comes to mind today is one of these
mythical bureaucrats the gentleman is
talking about. I was in a committee
meeting with them discussing housing,
this very issue. | saw in this meeting
the almost fear that somehow, if Wash-
ington allowed the people in Beloit,
WI, or Kenosha, WI, to decide how to
handle the housing problems in their
own community, if we gave them the
flexibility to make decisions how to
best serve the needs in their own com-
munity, that somehow things were
going to go astray; but they are not
going to go astray, because | have a lot
of faith in Tom Kelly in Beloit, WI, and
the people running the housing pro-
grams out there. They best know how
to take care of the people in Beloit,
much better than the people do here in
Washington, DC.

I think this whole thing comes down
to how can we best turn that respon-
sibility over to the people locally to
best allocate those dollars to do the
best job for their people in their own
community. That is really what this
should be all about.

This is America. This is not supposed
to be a country where somehow the
people here from Washington are con-
trolling all the lives of the people out
there. This is supposed to be America,
where people are taking responsibility
for themselves, and the local school
boards and the local towns are deciding
how to best spend that money, or how
to let the taxpayers keep their own
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money better. That really is what this
is all about.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].

Mr. BROWNBACK. | appreciate the
gentleman from Michigan yielding to
me, Mr. Speaker. | appreciate very
much the gentleman also taking us to
the root of the problem we are talking
about today. That is the concept and
the idea that we are going to create
governmental solutions, and from a
centralized planning authority in
Washington, actually solve problems.

I want to talk about one particular
example in this area that we are talk-
ing about, a magical bureaucracy being
able to solve an issue. This is the agen-
cy of HUD, Housing and Urban Devel-
opment.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to start
this off by saying that no one here
questions the good intentions of the
people who work in these agencies, of
the employees at HUD, or the people
even that design these programs. These
are good people with good intentions,
but the problem is we want to talk
about reality and what has been the ac-
tual reality of what has happened after
all these good intentions and all this
investment of resources and all these
people pouring in from a centralized
solution.

We are talking about a centralized
bureaucratic organization in the form
of HUD, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment as an agency, trying centralized
solutions from Washington for a Na-
tion that covers 260 million people
across five time zones that has the
largest economy, that is the inter-
national leader of the world. We are
going to plan all this in one central en-
tity. That is the fallacy of what we are
talking about.

The Department of Housing and
Urban Development began with great
fanfare in 1965. It was on the front lines
of Lyndon Johnson’s war on poverty. It
was charged with these things: Renew-
ing our cities, encouraging job cre-
ation, providing decent, safe shelter for
low-income Americans. That was the
charge in 1965. You can say, did we ade-
quately fund HUD, this centralized
planning model of what we were going
to do?

Since then, in 1965, HUD and other
bureaucracies have spent more than
$5.5 trillion on poverty programs, $5.5
trillion. That is basically about the
size of our national debt today. It
would be virtually about $19,000 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica. Yet, by virtually any standard, any
measure, poverty, crime, drug abuse,
and violence are far worse today than
when HUD was created in 1965, and
since we spent the $5.5 trillion. This is
what the good gentleman from Michi-
gan is pointing out about the fallacy of
saying that, OK, if we are going to
solve a problem, let us create a bu-
reaucracy with good people in it to de-
sign a program that is going to fit the
entire Nation in a one-size-fits-all, and
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then let us fund it, and if it is not
working, the answer is for us to put
more money into it.

Mr. Speaker, | just beg to differ on
that. The centralized command and
control type of model failed in the
former Soviet Union, has failed in com-
mand and control areas, and it is fail-
ing in America today. Past and current
attempts to fix HUD have met with a
great deal of resistance and past fail-
ure. Created in 1965, the entity has al-
ready gone through four major reorga-
nizations of where we are going to re-
invent HUD, four major reorganiza-
tions since 1965. All have failed.

Jack Kemp’s efforts to reform HUD
by giving power to tenants were stifled
by a reluctant Congress at that point
in time and an inflexible system. Yet
the problem underlying HUD’s national
housing policy is the myth upon which
it is created: The notion that Washing-
ton can address the housing needs for
all Americans through a centralized
system here where we set here how it is
going to be in Connecticut, in Kansas,
in California; this is how it is going to
be. It just does not work.

There has been a surge of more than
200 separate Washington-based housing
programs that have tended to displace
rather than encourage local innovation
and creativity. | want to add as a side
note here as well, there have been a
number of these that are trying to en-
gage now more local creativity and in-
novation. | think those are on a posi-
tive note, as they try to localize and
get local solutions brought forward.

We have had a lot of rules and regula-
tions coming out of HUD as well that
have stifled local creativity and inno-
vative solutions to housing needs. It
has caused former HUD Secretary Jack
Kemp to recently conclude that HUD is
an agency with a disparate and con-
tradictory mission. ““The more | was at
HUD, the more | realized that the flaws
were endemic to the bureaucracy.”

He went on to say at a press con-
ference we had, where Secretary Kemp
was calling for the elimination of HUD
and us giving these decisions back to
local tenants, that there are good peo-
ple that work at HUD. It is a failed de-
sign of the system. It is a failure for us
to think that we can manage, and that
a mythical Washington bureaucracy
will solve the problem, because it will
not. It tends to get more of a central-
ized focus.

Our model for housing opportunities
is local empowerment. It is rooted in
the premise that housing policy should
bypass governmental bureaucrats and
central planners and provide direct as-
sistance to tenants themselves. In
other words, we would seek to give
vouchers to tenants that we want to
help and ask them to go find their own
housing abilities, whether it be with
public housing, whether they purchase
a housing unit, or whether it be in pri-
vate renting. Housing is a local issue.
Washington cannot solve local housing
needs. Indeed, the more we focus on
Washington, the more we take away
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from local housing innovative solu-
tions that we could come forward with.

Just recently the HUD bureaucracy
has announced the planned construc-
tion of a new project in Washington,
DC that has an estimated cost of
$186,500 per unit, $186,500 per unit. This
represents, | think, an enormous waste
of taxpayer money, not to mention
those poor families who will lose out
because of the finite resources that will
be spent on this project. Instead, HUD
could have provided housing vouchers
to individuals, they could have pro-
vided them to 35 families for 1 year for
the initial cost of building one new
unit in this housing project.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that HUD has obligated the Fed-
eral Government to spend, and get this
number, $180 billion over the next 30
years to pay for the public and private
housing commitments, most of which
were made more than 10 years ago.

This experiment in central planning
is already being passed on to our chil-
dren. Besides, HUD’s attempts to fix
our Nation’s housing problems, this bu-
reaucracy applies Washington’s an-
swers to igniting economic growth in
our urban communities.
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A number of us believe that the key
to economic growth in our urban com-
munities and other places is to cut the
burden of Washington. Let us cut that
taxation, litigation, regulation and
manipulation out of Washington so
that we can have those localized solu-
tions spring up and people go forward.

As Jesse Jackson once said, capital-
ism without capital is just another
ism. We need to remove the barriers to
self-creating capital. Block grants will
not do this. People do it. People do
these things. The Republican Congress
has already passed reforms to try to be
able to cut back on taxation, regula-

tion, litigation and manipulation so
people and localized solutions can
flourish.

On a worse note, the HUD bureauc-
racy has become in some cases a cata-
lyst of racial and economic segrega-
tion. That is according to a doctor who
has worked at HUD, and an April 1996
desegregation suit brought against
HUD, Thompson versus HUD, et al. by
the American Civil Liberties Union of
Maryland on behalf of several Balti-
more public housing tenants who al-
leged that HUD illegally segregated
black public housing tenants for 6 dec-
ades. This resulted in a settlement
which caused HUD to break up several
of the dilapidated Baltimore projects.

As one can see, there are direct social
and economic costs to this mythical
bureaucracy. The American people re-
alize that compassion is not measured
in how many billions we spend on bu-
reaucratic solutions when this is done
and people are hurt by it. This is one of
the most uncompassionate solutions of
all.

Fortunately, there is a better way.
You have brought that to our atten-
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tion. Our society benefits when people
realize their own freedoms and creativ-
ity and our Government does not try to
replace them. That is why | think this
is a good discussion about a mythical
bureaucracy does not solve things.
Many times it can actually hurt or
concentrate problems.

It is people. It is individual solutions.
We have those solutions we are offering
to the American people.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | would just ask the
gentleman to go back to his first state-
ments where in 1965 we started creat-
ing this myth of HUD. And what were
the parameters and the directives that
the President in 1965 laid out? What
was the myth that was created or
started to be created in 1965. That con-
tinued to be driven even into 1996 as we
try to change some of these programs?

Mr. BROWNBACK. The myth that
was created, | want to read these off, it
was on the front line of Lyndon John-
son’s War on Poverty, charged with re-
newing our cities, encouraging job cre-
ation, providing decent, safe shelter for
low-income Americans. We followed up
spending-wise, spending nearly $5.5
trillion since then on HUD and other
low-income programs.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | think we should
just also say that if we go into Wash-
ington, DC, we go to the public housing
projects, to get to the public housing
projects that are inhabited today we go
by 3 and 4 empty buildings. We go into
Chicago, we go by almost a mile of
empty public housing. We did not do
any of those things very well.

I am sure my colleague from Wiscon-
sin would like to say something about
this. He is a builder in his real life;
when he has a real job, he is in the con-
struction industry. But my guess is, |
just did some rough numbers at $55,000
for a down payment for a smaller
home, | recognize over these 30 years
we could have built 100 million homes.
Given a nicer home, we could have
built, at $110,000 a house, we could have
still built 50 million homes over the
last 30 years. It is amazing, $19,000 for
each and every American is how much
we have spent on this program for the
last 30 years with these kind of results.

| yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. NEUMANN. I will just point out
with 250 million people in the United
States of America, that is literally one
home for every 5 people with the
money we have spent.

The other thing I could not help but
think, as the gentleman from Kansas
was going through some of these num-
bers, contrasting what you are talking
about to a program like Habitat for
Humanity. Back when | was in the
building business when, before | got
into the political world in any way,
shape or form, I had a group of people
from Janesville, WI come to me and
say, ‘“‘Hey, MARK, you’re building a lot
of homes. Would you consider giving us
a hand in this Habitat for Humanity
project?”

Rather than the Government coming
in to do this, we got together in the
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community and built the house. When
the person moved into that house, it
was a truly needy person that received
this help. Can you imagine Habitat for
Humanity, with the local support and
local effort that they get from the
local people, spending anywhere near
this kind of money, and what they
could have done with one-tenth of this
amount of money if the control had
just been left out there locally and we
had had involvement with the local
people to help the most needy people in
their community? Can you imagine
what we could have done in this coun-
try instead?

Mr. BROWNBACK. | think we would
have renewed our cities, encouraged
job creation, and provided decent, safe
shelter for low-income Americans.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | think if we take a
look at Habitat for Humanity, it is ac-
tive in Michigan. They take a caring
attitude in reaching out and finding
the people to move into these houses.
These people are part of the process.
They maintain their dignity. They put
in sweat equity. They work hard. They
put them on finance plans to enable
them to buy these homes. They put
them in the middle of the community
so they are not segregated into little
areas or pockets of the community.

Mr. NEUMANN. It is not only the
person that is working on the home
that winds up moving into the home, it
is the community leaders and the com-
munity involvement that makes this
process successful. | still ride by that
first house that we built in Janesville,
WI every now and then. It is still there,
it is well cared for. Everything is right
about it. It is not only the person that
moves into the house, it is the involve-
ment of the community in solving the
problem. They own the solution to this
problem and they are going to make it
real.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | would like to
thank the gentleman from Kansas. You
have got us off to a good start in talk-
ing about exposing this myth.

I now want to turn our attention to
another myth. We have talked about
the one that Washington creates com-
munities, Washington creates homes,
and we have found out that after $5.5
trillion that is not the reality. | would
now like to address another myth, that
Washington bureaucrats create jobs,
that they are better than entre-
preneurs, they are better than small
business at creating jobs. To do that, |
would like to go back to my colleague
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] who has
created real jobs working in the pri-
vate sector as a small businessman in
Wisconsin.

Mr. NEUMANN. | appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. This is an area that |
very much like to talk about because
we need the American people to under-
stand that the American dream is not
dead.

When my wife Sue and | started, we
literally were in a position where we
could not afford to pay our bills, and
we took a chance on the American
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dream. As we fulfilled the American
dream, many jobs were created. We
started in the real estate business and
eventually got into home-building.

The first year in it we lost money.
We built 9 homes, providing 18 jobs,
and we literally lost money. My dream
in that first year was simply to have
the Government get out of our way,
and allow our business to concentrate
on growth and expansion and the
things that would make a business suc-
cessful.

As we stayed in the second year we
basically had two choices, either let
the Government take our business
away from us, that is, the banks or
whoever would take it, or we would
turn the business around and become
profitable. The second year we built 27
homes, then to 81, then to 120.

The key to this discussion is the way
jobs are created is not by going to the
government and asking for Govern-
ment spending or a Government pro-
gram. The way jobs are created is by
entrepreneurs allowing their businesses
to grow and expand like ours did.

At the end of 4 years when we were
building 120 homes a year, there were
250 people in southeastern Wisconsin
working because of that. Just think
what that means. What that means is
those 250 families are not on welfare.

Let us just go the next step. What
were we really looking for to be suc-
cessful in business? We just wanted
Washington, the Government, to get
out of the way so we could be success-
ful at promoting job expansion and job
growth.

When we look at the homebuilding
business, and this is one | am very fa-
miliar with, what is the best thing that
can happen for the creation of jobs? It
is not more Government spending. It is
a balanced budget. Why a balanced
budget? It is because, like Alan Green-
span says, when the budget gets bal-
anced, interest rates will stay low, 2
percent, a full 2 percentage points
lower.

What happens when the interest
rates are low? Our young people again
have a chance to live the American
dream. When the interest rates are low,
people can afford to buy houses and
cars, and people have to go to work to
make those houses and to make those
cars. When they go to work, they are
no longer on the welfare rolls or on un-
employment, costing the government
money, but instead they are paying
money in.

We just did this. We have just been
through a balanced budget battle
where everyone understood we were se-
rious about getting to a balanced budg-
et. Look what happened. When | came
here they were projecting deficits for
fiscal year 1996 of $200 billion. We said
we cannot have that. That is not good
for our country. We are going to a bal-
anced budget.

As we went down this road to a bal-
anced budget exactly as Alan Green-
span said, the interest rates stayed
low, we stayed on track. We passed a
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rescission bill that took $16 billion out,
then we passed the appropriations bills
that took another $23 billion out, and
the markets reacted.

This is the good news. It is not those
numbers. The good news is the markets
reacted, interest rates stayed down,
people went out and bought Suburbans,
they went out and bought Jeeps, they
went out and bought houses, and people
went to work building those products.

When they went to work, they went
off the welfare rolls, and guess what
happened? We not only hit the deficit
targets that we had in our glide path to
a balanced budget, we actually for the
first time are about $13 billion ahead of
schedule. We are not only on our glide
path to a balanced budget but we are
actually ahead of schedule in this an
election year.

I have a chart that shows this. This
red line is where we were with the defi-
cit when | first came here. This is so
exciting to talk about because America
does not understand that we are actu-
ally winning this battle against the
budget. When we win the battle, it
means jobs for our young people and it
means the American dream can once
again be fulfilled by American citizens.

This red line shows where we were
when | came here, the deficit where it
was headed. After 12 months here, yes,
through lots of budget fights, very dif-
ficult budget battles and a couple of
presidential vetoes, we had made
progress. The yellow line shows where
we were after 12 months.

We dared to dream, to dream that we
were actually going to balance the
budget, not the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings stuff that did not get done be-
cause they hit an election year and
failed. We dared to dream we were ac-
tually going to do it.

This green line shows our dream, our
glide path to a balanced budget. But
here is what is different about this
Congress versus the other Congresses
that have been here before us. This
Congress not only maintained their
path to a balanced budget in this, an
election year, we are actually ahead of
schedule.

America does not seem to know that
through all of those budget battles
that we went through last year, we are
winning. And when we were winning,
everything worked exactly the way it
was supposed to. People started buying
those houses and cars, they started
going back to work, and the cost of the
Federal Government for welfare rolls
and for unemployment went down just
the way it was supposed to work. That
is what led us to this point where we
are ahead of schedule.

Having said that, | have to caution
what is going on today. For some rea-
son, a lot of people in this city have
kind of lost sight of the fact that we
have to keep working, that it is not
going to be easy to get to a balanced
budget.

And when we start losing sight of the
fact that we have to keep our efforts
focused on a balanced budget, let me go
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right back to jobs and job creation.
What is going to happen is, the interest
rates are going to start to climb and
inflation is going to pick up. When that
happens it is much more difficult for
the entrepreneurs to be successful out
there and it just plain does not work.
It is a spiral in reverse.

We cannot allow that to happen. We
have to refocus our attention on bal-
ancing the budget, which is what | am
doing here and which is what many of
the freshman class came here to do.

Just one more thing. We have accom-
plished what is on this chart not by
raising taxes on the American people
like we saw in 1993, not by making it
more difficult for our families to make
ends meet because they have to pay
higher taxes. We did this by reduced
spending. The reality is that is the way
it should be done. From the entrepre-
neurship from the private sector here,
the best thing that government could
do is get the mythical bureaucrat out
of our way and allow the businesses to
have the capital available to grow and
expand and employ people so people
can once again live the American
dream.

I just have one final point on this,
and | think it is very important. The
American people need to understand
that when the Federal Government bal-
ances their budget, that means the
government is not going to borrow $150
billion a year. When the Government
does not borrow that money, it is
available out there in the private sec-
tor for our young people to use to buy
houses and to buy cars.

That is the whole cycle, the positive
cycle. If we can get to a balanced budg-
et, the government does not borrow
that money, it is not available in the
private sector for our people to build
houses and buy cars and so on, and
when they do those things, there are
more jobs created. When they create
those jobs, businesses have to expand.

What is necessary for businesses to
expand is the availability of capital.
Then we are right back to balancing
the budget. If the Federal Government
does not borrow that money, the cap-
ital is available for our businesses to
expand, and when the businesses ex-
pands, that is job opportunities. Those
are real job opportunities for real
American people. That is what this
should be all about. That is what the
budget battle is about.

The final words here, we are winning.
We have been through a lot in the last
year and a half in the budget battles
and doggone it, we are winning. We are
winning the battle and we are doing it
without raising taxes on the American
people.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | thank the gen-
tleman for his discussion on that point,
because really the giant sucking sound
here in Washington is the Federal Gov-
ernment sucking capital out of the cap-
ital markets, away from entrepreneurs,
away for young people, away from peo-
ple who want to start businesses or
build homes or start their futures. The
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magical bureaucrats in Washington
here define their success by how much
money they spend on, quote-unquote,
job creation programs, not by how
many jobs they actually create.
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If | had to make a choice about where
I wanted to invest my dollars or who |
wanted to have spending dollars to cre-
ate jobs, I would go with entrepreneurs
and not sending them to Washington
and having Washington try to pick
winners and losers.

Washington would never have picked
Steve Jobs at Apple Computer as say-
ing that looks like a good investment.
Here is a guy working out of his ga-
rage. Let us go pump some money into
that because | think that is going to
create a new industry. | doubt if they
would have picked Bill Gates. Those
are not the type of people bureaucrats
look at and say that is the wave of the
future, because they are out of the
mold. Entrepreneurs break the rules.
Bureaucrats live by the rules. They
cannot accept these kind of challenges.

I would like to yield to my colleague
from Minnesota, who has joined us
from the exalted Speaker’s platform.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Michigan
for yielding. | was listening probably
more intently than most of the Mem-
bers of Congress to this debate. I got
excited by the discussion you have
been having, and particularly about
this chart, listening to what you are
talking about. I think you have really
sort of hit on what is, if | could de-
scribe it as, the nub of the great debate
we are having in America today and
the great debate we are having in this
Congress.

In fact, let me say it this way: Sen-
ator PHIL GRAMM from Texas said it so
well earlier this year when he was ac-
cused by some of the administration, I
think it may have been the President.
He said, you know, if PHIL GRAMM’S
budget passes, it means that there is
going to be less money spent on edu-
cation, there is going to be less money
spent on children, and there is going to
be less money spent on nutrition. And
he really said it right. He said this is
not a debate about how much money is
going to be spent on education, or chil-
dren, or nutrition. This is a debate
about who gets to do the spending.

Ultimately, whether we are talking
about housing policy, Medicare reform,
all these others things we are talking
about, the debate is about who gets to
decide. Is it going to the American
families or some magical bureaucrat
here in Washington? We know it in our
hearts, and | think the people under-
stand this better than we sometimes
give them credit for. They can make
those decisions much better for them-
selves and their own families, and they
will spend the money much more firm-
ly than we can spend it here in Wash-
ington.

We can beat on the bureaucracy and
the bureaucrats, and as | think the
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gentleman from Kansas, Representa-
tive BROWNBACK, said, these are good
people. They are trying to do the right
thing. But ultimately the system con-
sumes the participants. In fact, 1 was
reminded as you were speaking earlier
of something Thomas Jefferson said so
long ago. He said, “Those who would
trade freedom for security will lose
both and deserve neither.”’

We have bought into this idea over
the last 30 or 40 years that somehow
Washington knows best and somehow
that elected officials and bureaucrats
in Washington can make better deci-
sions than families and communities
and individuals back in their neighbor-
hoods. So | am delighted to just take a
few minutes to say | think we are on
the right track. We are winning this
battle.

When we say we, | think we mean we,
the American people, because this ulti-
mately is not a debate between Repub-
licans and Democrats, it is not a de-
bate between the Congress and the
President; it really is a debate about
the future of this country. It is about
real individuals and about real fami-
lies. It is not about dollars and cents
and CBO and GAO, because sometimes
we get bogged down in this debate
about numbers and accounting. This is
not an accounting exercise, it is about
whether or not we are going to pre-
serve the American dream for our Kids.

So | congratulate you for participat-
ing in this special order tonight. |
think the American people need to
hear more about this, because as | have
said before, facts are our friends. The
more the American people see about
what is really going on here in this
Congress, | think the more they are
going to agree that this is the direction
the United States of America is going
to have to move.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | thank the gen-
tleman for his comments. | would like
to move on and talk briefly about what
the gentleman introduced, which was
the issue of education. | think when
Senator GRAMM actually got into a lit-
tle bit of a debate with a bureaucrat
from the Department of Education,
who said that | think | know more
about educating your kids and | care
more about educating your Kids than
what you do, his retort was if you
know so much about my Kkids, what are
their names? | do not know that much
about your kids was the answer.

But you know, that is the other myth
that we are fighting here, that Wash-
ington bureaucrats, that a Washington
bureaucracy cares more about the edu-
cation of our kids than what parents in
local communities do.

This myth is also hurting America. It
creates the illusion that the magical
Washington education bureaucrat can
substitute, think about it, that the
people in Washington can substitute
for parents and local teachers. The
myth again creates the illusion that
spending equals results. The more dol-
lars you spend, the better results you
are going to have. And the myth leads
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to policy designed for the lowest com-
mon denominator.

Let us take a look at each one of
those. The myth creates the illusion
that many Washington education bu-
reaucrats substitute for parents and
local teachers. The myth assumes that
parents have not addressed the major
issues their children face, assumes that
parents do not have the will to make
the sacrifices on behalf of their chil-
dren, assumes that parents do not have
the knowledge and the expertise to
solve their children’s educational prob-
lems. Therefore, the magical Washing-
ton bureaucrat must step forward,
meet the social obligations that fami-
lies, citizens, local schools and commu-
nities are ignoring.

The reality is that Federal programs
displace parents and local initiatives
and solutions. They drive parents out
of the process.

I have gone back and talked to par-
ents, | have talked to local school ad-
ministrators, and what you find is that
the schools that work best are the ones
that have the open door policy, that
say any time a parent wants to come
into their Kkid’s school, the doors are
open.

But what has happened is more pro-
grams come from Washington, more
mandates come from Washington, the
end result is that administrators at the
local level are starting to look more
toward Washington for their direction
about what they should be doing in
their schools rather than looking to
the parent and the local community for

what should be going on in their
schools.
Once that link between the local

community and the local school is bro-
ken, education goes only one way, and
that is down, because once the local
community no longer trusts the local
schools because they do not reflect the
values, the priorities, of the local com-
munity, the school system is lost.

The myth creates the illusion that
spending equals results. Hey, if you are
spending $1 billion on the Save the
Kids Program, you must be saving
kids, right? Otherwise why would you
spend those kinds of dollars and why
would you have a program with that
kind of name on it?

The myth says the problem is not
with the programs themselves, but
with the taxpayers. According to the
myth, the taxpayers never cared
enough to increase taxes and spend
money on these programs when they
had control at the local level, and
Washington had to step into the proc-
ess.

The myth says that the people who
want change, those of us saying this
does not work and what is “‘this,” what
we have created here in Washington by
showing that we care, it is kind of like
what my colleague from Kansas de-
scribed in the housing and urban devel-
opment. What we have created here in
Washington is 760 programs. We really
care, 760 programs. We care even more,
because we have created 40 agencies,
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departments, or commissions, and boy,
we really care because we are spending
$120 billion.

But what is the reality of all of this
spending? The reality at HUD was that
we were going to improve America. The
reality of 40 commissions, 760 pro-
grams, is SAT scores are dropping. In
1994, 17-year-olds scored 11 points worse
in math than 1970. Sixty-six percent of
17-years-olds do not read at a proficient
levels and reading scores have consist-
ently fallen since 1962. U.S. students
scored worse in math than all other
large countries except Spain. Finally,
freshmen, think about it, 30 percent of
all college freshmen, think about it, 30
percent of all college freshmen must
take remedial education classes.

In 1996, despite the poor results in
educational achievement, many of us
that are advocating this, for saying
take these dollars, move it to the par-
ents, move it to local school districts,
to get involved with the kids, we are
extremists. We do not care when we
say the system is broke. The myth, the
reality that Washington is trying to
perpetuate, is not reality. The reality
is a failed program. It is a myth that
we care.

The myth leads us to develop policies
that are for the lowest common denom-
inator. We are not driving for excel-
lence in education. We are trying to de-
sign something for the lowest common
denominator. There are lots of prob-
lems here in education.

Mr. BROWNBACK. If the gentleman
would yield for just a minute for a
question, | would ask you, you came
from the private sector in the business
world. What would happen to your
business had you done something simi-
lar, investing this sort of time, re-
sources, and focus in a particular pro-
gram area and had the types of results
that you have just articulated?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If | were still em-
ployed, most likely if these were the
results of my area of responsibilities, |
would be unemployed. The business
would have never let such a key part of
its future languish with these kinds of
results for this long. They would have
stepped in a long time ago and said
“You are selling us down the wrong
track. You are out. We have got to
take a new look at addressing it,”” be-
cause this is a very critical matter. We
are talking about the education of our
kids, the kids that are going to be run-
ning this country in 5, 10, 15 years, the
kids that have to compete on an inter-
national basis if this country is going
to continue to be the leading example
for the world. Business would have
never survived if they let this problem
go on.

Mr. BROWNBACK. If I can ask an-
other question, and | am just giving
you this hypothetical question, if this
was your company and this was your
core product that you had to have good
results out of, and you were having
these sort of results, they would not
have said to you, OK, Mr. HOEKSTRA,
we are going to give you another $1 bil-
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lion to spend because you have not pro-
duced on this, and the reason is we just
did not give you enough money.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. No; they would not
have given me $1 billion. They would
have asked me to come up with a new
plan, to come up with a new process, to
systemically take a look at what | was
trying to do and figure out what the
real problem was.

It is very evident here in education.
The problem is not money. Some of the
best school districts in the country
have some of the lowest per pupil
spending. It is not an issue of dollars,
it is an issue of where decisions are
made. As we are trying to reform this
and improve it, we do hear the extrem-
ists now calling us. Like you said, if |
were making the kinds of decisions and
changes we are trying to make here in
Washington in the business world, |
would be called too conservative, not
willing enough to really face the is-
sues.

We are proposing change here in
Washington and we are gutting pro-
grams that in reality do not work.

Mr. BROWNBACK. If the gentleman
will yield further, let me put you in an-
other role and ask you if you were the
superintendent of schools at a particu-
lar local school district and had these
sort of results, spending this sort of
money in this sort of program design,
what do you think the school board
would ask of you there?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The school board
would ask for my resignation. They
would say ‘““These are our kids. We need
to get somebody in here that can get
the job done.” So they might, before
that, they might ask me what the
problem is? The problem is, | think, as
we have talked about it, we have asked
administrators and bureaucrats to look
to Washington for their direction.
When you take a look, | have oversight
on the Education Department. The
Education Department, they are not
educational experts. You would think
they would be educational exports.
They are accountants, primarily, be-
cause they are moving money around
the country rather than really provid-
ing expertise.

I would be glad to yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. NEUMANN. Just a couple of
points. With the 760 different edu-
cational programs, would you have any
idea how many bureaucrats are nec-
essary to run each one of the pro-
grams?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Well, at this point
in time we are trying to gather that in-
formation. Finding 760 programs is dif-
ficult. Having them scattered over 40
different agencies, we are calling up
these agencies, trying to get that data.
No, I do not know how many people
there are in Washington.

Mr. NEUMANN. Is it safe to say
there are a good number of bureaucrats
necessary to run each one of these 760
different programs?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. There are bureau-
crats at every level. There are over
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5,000 in the Department of Education,
which administers about 260 of these
programs. There are bureaucrats at the
local level who are trying to figure out
what is coming from Washington.

Mr. NEUMANN. How many of these
bureaucrats work for nothing?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. At last count, | do
not believe that there were any. Actu-
ally, it would be illegal for them to
volunteer.

Mr. NEUMANN. Let me go on with
the point. With 760 different programs
and a large number of bureaucrats,
Washington bureaucrats, necessary to
run each one of the programs, and each
one of those bureaucrats drawing a sal-
ary, we have many, many tax dollars
designed to help the education of our
young people that are going to pay sal-
aries of people here in Washington, as
opposed to getting out to the young
people these dollars were designed to
help.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. We have a tremen-
dous number of dollars that should be
intended to educate kids that are never
making it down to the local classroom.

Mr. NEUMANN. I would just like to
point out as it relates to education
there is another way to do this. Before
I built homes, | was a math teacher. |
came out of college as a math teacher.
I would go downtown and hear from our
businesses downtown that my students
did not understand the math that the
people downtown thought they should
understand.

We did not turn to Washington, DC,
for a solution. | was teaching at Mil-
ton, WI, at the time. What we did was
a survey. We developed a survey and we
sent it out to our local people. You see,
I took offense at the idea that my
math students did not know the math
that they thought they should know
coming out my classroom. That some-
how was very offensive to me.

So we did a survey. We asked them
what is it you are expecting our stu-
dents to know when they come out of
our classrooms? We got lots of people
that responded to our survey. We devel-
oped a test to see whether or not the
people downtown were right or whether
or not our students actually did not
know what they were supposed to know
when they graduated from high school.
Guess what we found?
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We found the vast majority of them
did not know what our businesses ex-
pected them to know when they came
into the private sector to take a job.
So what we did at that point is initi-
ated a program locally, at Milton, WI,
at Milton High School, and through the
school system there that corrected the
problem. Within 2 to 3 years we found
the problem was corrected and the vast
majority of the students graduating
gained the knowledge that was nec-
essary, that the business people down-
town expected them to know before
they graduated from our high school.

But that is the difference between
the idea of Washington, DC and the bu-
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reaucrats here solving a problem ver-
sus the people in Milton, WI; the local
control and the local people being in-
volved and what it is they expect their
students to know and how to develop
solutions to problems locally. It does
not have to be done from Washington,
DC.

The other thing that happens when
Washington starts doing it, and the
gentleman alluded to it, every time we
take a responsibility for education
away from the parents and away from
the community people, that is one less
reason that they have to be involved in
the education of the young people. And
as their involvement decreases, the
test scores go down, as the gentleman
was alluding to.

So the gentleman is right on the
money here. We need to get education
back to the local level and get the
local businesses and the local employ-
ers, we need to get those folks actively
involved with the school systems decid-
ing what it is that our students need to
know in order to function in our soci-
ety when they get out of high school.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to now yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK]
to talk about, I am not sure we will
have time to get all the way through
with it, but to at least talk about one
other myth that is being perpetuated
here in Washington.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, |
want to again thank the gentleman for
yielding to me for a few moments. |
want to take a few moments to explain
how the myth of the magic of Washing-
ton bureaucracy is actually at times
hurting the environment which it is de-
signed to protect.

The environmental movement has
produced some wonderful results of
protecting the environment, especially
in improving people’s attitudes and
people’s outlooks and actually improv-
ing the environment. We are all com-
mitted to a good, clean, healthy envi-
ronment. If we do not provide a good,
clean healthy, environment for our
kids and our grandchildren, they will
not have anyplace to live.

We have to take care of Mother
Earth, we have to do the right things
to take care of the environment, and |
know of no Member in Congress, no
Member whatsoever that is not strong-
ly supportive of a good, clean environ-
ment. We have to provide that. But |
want to provide one bit of information
that | do not know if it is commonly
known about Washington bureaucracy
and the environment.

Does the gentleman know who the
biggest polluter in America is? The big-
gest polluter in America today?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
would yield, it is the U.S. Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. BROWNBACK. It is the Federal
Government. It is the Federal Govern-
ment. For example, hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars and many decades will
be required to clean up Federal hazard-
ous waste sites. | will give the gen-
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tleman some General Accounting Of-
fice numbers on this. And the General
Accounting Office is the watchdog of
the Federal agencies of the Federal
Government.

GAO says Federal agencies expect to
spend $54 billion this year, this year, to
clean up their own facilities as far as
environmental waste and environ-
mental problems created. And the Of-
fice of Management and Budget esti-
mates that as much as $389 billion in
additional funds may be needed
through 2070 just to clean up pollution
and waste caused by Washington.

There are many government pro-
grams in Washington and run by Wash-
ington, and enacted by this Congress
even, or past Congresses, and operated
by government bureaucracies that ac-
tually harm the environment. The Gov-
ernment should take steps to make
sure its own house is in order. If we
could clean up the Federal Govern-
ment’s own mess, the bureaucracy
mess that we have created, that the bu-
reaucracy has created, we will go a
long ways towards improving the envi-
ronment in America, towards making
this country better for our children
and our grandchildren.

It makes no sense for Washington, a
Washington bureaucracy to subsidize
environmental destruction on the one
hand while establishing laws and regu-
lations and bureaucracies to mitigate
that damage on the other hand. And
here is a classic example of a place
working against itself on an overall
policy that we all support: a clean,
good, healthy environment, better for
our children and grandchildren in the
future; and yet the Federal Govern-
ment being the biggest polluter in
America.

| yield back to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | do not know if my
colleague from Wisconsin has any clos-
ing comments. | think we are about at
the end of our time.

Mr. NEUMANN. Do we have a little
time left to do an environmental quiz?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. We have 4 minutes.

Mr. NEUMANN. Would the gen-
tleman like me to do a little environ-
mental quiz here tonight? | want to see
where the gentleman stands.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Only if the gen-
tleman asks my colleague from Kansas
all the questions.

Mr. NEUMANN. | will ask my col-
league from Kansas. This is a question
I ask the American people in virtually
every town hall meeting | go to. | do a
little environmental quiz and | just ask
a few questions.

The first one is, does the gentleman
think it makes sense for the Federal
Government, before they initiate a new
rule or a new regulation, to do a cost-
benefit analysis; that is, to decide if
the cost is worth the benefit received?

Mr. BROWNBACK. That would seem
basic to me, something we should ask
of everything.

Mr. NEUMANN. That is the first
antienvironment vote that we took, be-
cause that is what we said. We want a
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cost-benefit analysis before we enact a
new regulation.

Does the gentleman think it makes
sense, when we talk about spending the
American taxpayers’ dollars to clean
up waste sites, that we first do a risk
assessment and we clean up the sites
that are the highest risk to the envi-
ronment first and the other ones later?

Mr. BROWNBACK. Well, 1 would
think that it would make absolute
sense to clean up the highest priority
ones first.

But | want to inquire of the gen-
tleman of one. Does the gentleman
think when we clean up an environ-
mental site that we should pay more to
lawyers and lawsuits on cleaning up an
environmental site or should we actu-
ally pay money to clean up that site?

Mr. NEUMANN. It is clear to me we
should be using the dollars to clean up
the site. And right now only 50 percent
of the tax dollars are actually getting
out there to be used on cleaning up the
site.

And | would point out that is another
vote that has been scored as
antienvironmental if we do a risk as-
sessment.

Now let me ask another one. If the
Federal Government initiates a new
rule or a new regulation, and that new
rule or new regulation causes an indi-
vidual’s property, has individual prop-
erty, to decrease in value by more than
20 percent, say, the public is going to
gain by this new rule or regulation.
They want a waterway through a farm,
so a farmer can no longer farm his
land. So they initiate this new rule or
regulation.

Does the gentleman think it is rea-
sonable that the Federal Government
should compensate the individual citi-
zen for the loss of his property value?

Mr. BROWNBACK. Not only reason-
able, but | believe constitutional.

Mr. NEUMANN. That is
takings, and that is the
antienvironmental vote we took.

Let me do one more question. If there
was a forest fire and the trees burned
out, and we are now looking at all this
charred timber out there, and a lumber
company says | can still harvest some
of the timber, even though it is
charred, we can still harvest some of
this timber.

So the lumber company makes a deal
they will buy the charred timber and
replant the forest. Would it make sense
to the gentleman that we would allow
the lumber company to go in and har-
vest the charred timber and replant the
forest, as opposed to leaving the
charred timber to stay there to rot?

Mr. BROWBACK. That would make
sense to me.

Mr. NEUMANN. That was the fourth
antienvironmental vote that has been
scored by the environmental groups in
this country today.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, | think just recently the
fifth environmental vote was if a Mem-
ber votes against allocating family
planning, which is the code word for

called
third
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worldwide abortion, if we vote against
family planning as part of the foreign
aid package, is that an environmental
vote? If a Member voted against pro-
moting abortion on an international
basis, that is an antienvironmental
vote.

I think the gentleman has a great
quiz, and 1 want to thank my col-
leagues for joining me. | think we are
going to keep raising this issue over
the coming weeks.

Washington has drawn its strength
from this myth for way too long. Wash-
ington cannot solve everybody’s prob-
lems, and when it pretends to, it really
ends up too often hurting America and
Americans.

When we move decisionmaking to
Washington, we substitute Washington
wisdom, “Washington wisdom,’” for the
common sense of the American people.
That is not the direction we want to be
going. That is not the direction we
need to go to address the problems that
are facing this country. It is costing us
trillions and trillions of dollars.

I think working together we will one
way restore Washington to its proper
role in American society. That is what
our colleague from Arizona talked
about when we began this an hour ago.
There is much work to do to make that
happen, but we are committed to work-
ing on that and seeing what we get
back to common sense America and
away from Washington wisdom.

CUTS IN GOVERNMENT WASTE
NOT MADE IN NEW BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHRYSLER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, last Thurs-
day we passed a large appropriations
bill which completed the process of
budgeting and appropriations for the
fiscal year which began last October 1.
It is finally all over and | have read the
boast in the papers and heard them on
television and radio of the majority
party, the Republican majority, that
they have cut the Federal budget by
$23 billion this year, $23 billion since
they came into power; $23 billion has
been cut out of the Federal budget.

And one would say, well, it is won-
derful that all that waste has been
trimmed, but when we examine the na-
ture of the cuts, we find that the places
where one knows there is a great deal
of waste have not received any great
cuts. On the other hand, when we go to
look at the fine print of what we passed
last Thursday, we find there are many,
many people on the bottom, the folks
who need the most in our society, who
are going to be hurt. They are the vic-
tims of the $23 billion in cuts.

It is quite interesting just to pick up
today’s paper, the New York Times,
and see a contrast in articles. On one
page we have an article which talks
about the Freemen. You might say,

April 30, 1996

well, I am getting off the subject. The
Freemen are out there in Montana and
surrounded by the FBI, there is a
standoff, there is a possibility that we
may have some kind of violent explo-
sion there. What does it have to do
with the budget of the United States?
What does it have to do with the fact
that the Republican majority are
boasting they cut the budget by $23 bil-
lion? Well, the article that | am refer-
ring to that appeared in today’s New
York Times is headlined as follows: It
says ‘‘Freemen Depended on Subsidies.
Evicted Anti-Tax Rancher and Part-
ners Got $676,000 in U.S. Aid.”

These are people who are angry with
the government and have been yelling
loudly to outsiders that they want the
government off their back. The latest
sign that has been posted by the leader
of this group calls the U.S. Govern-
ment a corporate prostitute. Neverthe-
less, they are the beneficiaries. The
Clark family is the beneficiary of
$676,000 in U.S. aid.

This category certainly has not been
hurt much by the $23 billion in cuts be-
cause the $23 billion in cuts that have
taken place under the leadership of the
Republican majority do not involve
drastic cuts in the programs that the
Freemen were beneficiaries of, agri-
culture programs of various Kkinds.
There is a whole slew of agricultural
beneficiary programs that have been
flowing to the farmers, the agri-
businesses, for many years and they
are not being drastically cut in this $23
billion cut this year.

The farmers programs are going to be
phased out over a 7-year period. That is
the public relations hype that we have
been told: Do not worry, they are going
to be phased out over a 7-year period.
But they are still absorbing billions of
dollars in waste.

And | will read on in this article and
we can see what kind of waste | am
talking about.

In the case of Mr. Clark, Ralph E.
Clark is the leader of the Freemen. It
is his ranchhouse that is surrounded.
“Mr. Clark, a Freeman in a cowboy
hat, nailed to a fence post a manifesto
denouncing the Federal Government