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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 28, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable GiL
GUTKNECHT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed bills and a
concurrent resolution of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 833. An act to designate the Federal
building courthouse at Public Square and
Superior Avenue in Cleveland, Ohio, as the
“Howard M. Metzenbaum United States
Courthouse’;

S. 1000. An act to designate the United
States courthouse at 500 State Avenue in
Kansas City, Kansas, as the ““Robert J. Dole
United States Courthouse’’;

S. 1043. An act to designate the United
States courthouse under construction at the
corner of Las Vegas Boulevard and Clark Av-
enue in Las Vegas, Nevada, as the “Lloyd D.
George United States Courthouse’; and

S. Con. Res. 43. Concurrent resolution urg-
ing the United States Trade Representative
immediately to take all appropriate action
with regards to Mexico’s imposition of anti-
dumping duties on United States high fruc-
tose corn syrup.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize 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 leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ViscLosky] for 5
minutes.

BALANCING THE BUDGET

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, the
most important thing that we can do
for our children and their children is to
balance the Federal budget. Unfortu-
nately, | fear that we will snatch de-
feat from the jaws of victory by enact-
ing expensive new tax cuts before the
budget is actually balanced.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear to me that
the best tax cut we can give to the
American people is to balance the Fed-
eral budget. It has been shown that by
balancing the budget we can stimulate
economic growth and reduce interest
rates on everything from home mort-
gages to car loans. Keeping these con-
siderations in mind, | firmly believe
that we must resist the destructive
idea of granting tax cuts at this time.

There is little question that we have
made tremendous progress in reducing
the deficit in the past 5 years. From a
record high of $290 billion in 1992, pro-
jections cited last week indicate that
the deficit may fall below $45 billion by
the end of this year.

Unfortunately, this body missed a
golden opportunity last week to make
sure that we would finally reach a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002. By re-
jecting a commonsense measure that
would have applied enforcement proce-
dures to the budget resolution, both
parties put other interests above that
of balancing the budget. This raises se-
rious questions about a real willingness
to make the tough choices needed to
get us to a balanced budget.

Given the failure of the House to
enact enforcement legislation, it is
now more important than ever to keep
our eyes on the goal of balancing the
budget and finishing the job. Achieving
this goal can only happen one step at a
time. The first step should be to reduce
spending by reforming entitlement pro-
grams.

With America’s population aging and
people living longer, the number of
beneficiaries in programs such as Medi-
care is growing much faster than the
working population. For this reason,
Medicare and other entitlement pro-
grams are projected to run out of
money early in the next century unless
we make basic reforms to these pro-
grams right now.

Secondly, if no changes are made to
Medicare and other spending programs,
all the progress we have made in reduc-
ing the deficit will be in vain.

It should also be pointed out that the
enormous growth of entitlement spend-
ing is threatening the discretionary
programs that allow us to invest in the
future of this country. Estimates from
the Congressional Budget Office show
that by the year 2002 mandatory spend-
ing will consume 70 percent of the Fed-
eral budget.

We depend on discretionary programs
for building roads, putting more police
officers on the street, and making our
economy more productive. We must use
the opportunity before us to slow the
growth of mandatory spending and
achieve a more sustainable balance.

While cutting spending is the first
step in balancing the budget, | believe
we will take a giant leap backward if
we compound our current fiscal prob-
lems by granting significant new tax
cuts that will increase the deficit.
Studies show that the cost of the tax
bill approved by the House on June 26
is heavily backloaded, hiding the bill’s
true cost and threatening to unbalance

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper containing 100% post consumer waste

H5829



H5830

the budget shortly after it is designed
to be balanced.

It is clear to me that many Members
of this body are only interested in
using the balanced budget debate as a
pretense to grant expensive new tax
cuts. We are now so close to finally bal-
ancing the budget, it makes absolutely
no sense to me to start moving in the
opposite direction with tax measures
that will drive up the deficit.

If we would simply pass the spending
reforms called for by this year’s budget
resolution, and do no harm by enacting
new tax cuts, we would balance the
budget before the end of the century
and achieve a surplus of at least $20 bil-
lion in the year 2002. This, | believe, is
the wisest course of action because it
allows us to invest for the future needs
of this country, and ensure that we do
not produce a budget that is a 1-year
wonder, balancing in the year 2002, but
becoming unbalanced shortly there-
after.

Mr. Speaker, now more than ever it
is imperative that Members of both
parties, along with the President, come
together in a unified effort. We must
take this opportunity to pass meaning-
ful entitlement reform, hold off on
granting expensive tax cuts until we
can afford them, and keep our promise
to balance the budget once and for all.

THE SPECTRUM GIVEAWAY IS A
MISNOMER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, you
might title my 5 minutes this after-
noon ‘““The Spectrum Giveaway is a
Misnomer.”” The spectrum issue has
generated a lot of misinformation, and
as a member of the Subcommittee on
Telecommunications, Trade and
Consumer Protection, | feel obliged to
clear up the confusion. Some pundits
and politicians have the notion that
providing broadcasters access to the
digital spectrum represents a massive
giveaway. They are not understanding
the point.

But first let us talk about what the
spectrum is. It is broadcast airwaves, a
series of frequencies for transmitting
signals. The spectrum had no impact
on human life until Mr. Farnsworth de-
veloped broadcast television. I might
add, Mr. Speaker, that there is a statue

of Mr. Farnsworth in Statuary Hall
here in the Capitol.
Almost literally, something was

made from nothing. Over the years, the
media have invested billions of dollars
to put the previously idle analog spec-
trum to productive use. As a Nation,
we have benefited from these broad-
casts through weather alerts, political
debates and coverage of the first Moon
walk.

With the advent of high definition
technologies, the broadcasters need ac-
cess to a new spectrum, the digital
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spectrum. Again, the broadcasters will
invest billions of dollars to deliver free
TV over these frequencies. Individual
stations will also have to convert at a
cost of up to $20 million each.

Now, obviously, this is a huge cost,
particularly for most broadcasters in
small- and medium-sized markets like
many in my home State of Florida,
where they have assets under $10 mil-
lion. However, there are many who
want broadcasters to give up the old
analog spectrum, spend billions of dol-
lars on new equipment to convert to
digital TV, and then continue to de-
liver free TV and pay for the digital
spectrum all together. Well, it cannot
be done.

Mr. Speaker, heaping auction costs
on top of this transition cost will make
it virtually impossible for many local
broadcasters to provide free, over-the-
air programming in the digitized world.
It does not take a genius to figure out
that if enough broadcasters are forced
out of these auctions by these costs,
consumers will have fewer choices in
their viewing options.

Mr. Speaker, |1 do not agree with
those advocating the up-front auction
of the digital spectrum loaned to
broadcasters. These advocates should
look at this issue in the proper con-
text. In the 1980’s, the government and
broadcasters developed an understand-
ing to develop and promote high defini-
tion television over digital trans-
missions. The Federal Communications
Commission, with the endorsement of
Congress, agreed to provide broad-
casters an additional 6 megahertz of
spectrum. This added 6 megahertz of
spectrum is necessary to assure that
the old analog transmissions, current
over-the-air TV, is not disrupted in the
transition to digital transmission.

This does not mean that | support a
government giveaway to the media. We
can still, Mr. Speaker, generate gov-
ernment revenue from this exchange,
and let me explain.

Once the transition from analog to
digital is completed, we can then auc-
tion off the analog spectrum for cel-
lular and other transmissions. In addi-
tion, the government may charge
broadcasters a fee if they provide ancil-
lary service such as paging or faxing in
the new digital spectrum.

Last week William Safire, a leading
columnist, called this exchange a sweet
payoff to broadcasters and compared it
with the prospect of, ‘“‘giving Yellow-
stone National Park to the timber
companies.”” Mr. Speaker, | wish to
offer a different analogy this after-
noon: The Homestead Act of 1862.

Mr. Speaker, through this act, the
Federal Government parceled out bil-
lions of acres of what it considered
worthless western land. Now a settler
received a 160-acre plot of land and the
government got a pledge that the land
would be cultivated and put to produc-
tive use. What was then considered the
‘‘great American desert’’ is now among
the most valuable land in the world.

My position is that a rational ap-
proach providing a win-win situation
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for all should be involved. The govern-
ment wins because its coffers will be
filled with analog action proceeds and
fees from supplemental digital serv-
ices. Those who care about free, over-
the-air broadcasting win because tele-
vision will not be interrupted in the
transition from analog to digital.
Broadcasters win because they will re-
main competitive in the new informa-
tion age. But above all, consumers win
with continued free access to news and
information and more competition
among information and entertainment
providers.

The up-front auction of the digital
spectrum could be a roadblock to the
new era of communications. Combined
with other technologies, digital TV
will yield a single box sitting in our
living rooms; one device functioning as
our TV, telephone, computer, modem,
radio, and VCR. Mr. Speaker, let us not
let misguided policies stand in the way
of progress.

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 42
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

O 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. GOODLATTE] at 2 p.m.

PRAYER

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

O God, as You have brought us to-
gether from many backgrounds and di-
verse traditions, so we may strive to
demonstrate a unity of spirit that re-
flects the solidarity You have given us
at creation. We are grateful that we
are blessed by our diversity and we
learn from each other. We accept the
challenge of celebrating our own herit-
age even as we celebrate the heritage
of others. We thank You, gracious God,
for our history as we pray that Your
spirit will lead and guide us in the days
ahead. This is our earnest prayer.
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 Florida [Mr. HASTINGS]
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come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida
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.

led the

DEMOCRATS AND TAX CUTS

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, when the Democrats on the
other side make their arguments ex-
plaining why they oppose our tax cut
package, | listen to them. It is not fun,
but I do listen.

The problem is their arguments are
extremely weak. The first argument is
that most of the benefits go to the
rich. My response to that argument is
that they speak as if there is a pot of
money that is distributed to people,
that the Government divides up some
amount of benefits and decides where
the benefits go.

This is simply wrong. A tax cut sim-
ply means that the Government will
take less. It will take less from upper
income people. It will take less from
lower income people. And let us please
try to remember, it is their money to
begin with; no one is giving them any-
thing.

The second argument is that the tax
credit should apply to the working
poor who pay no income taxes but who
do pay payroll and other taxes. But
low-income workers already receive a
subsidy for the payroll taxes through
the EITC, and payroll taxes are for
Medicare and Social Security anyway,
for which they will also get a subsidy.
So that is why their arguments simply
do not add up.

LAKE TAHOE

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, Mark
Twain once described Lake Tahoe as
the fairest picture the whole Earth af-
fords. But with an estimated 30 percent
of Lake Tahoe surrounding forests that
are dead and dying and the lake losing
a foot of clarity each year, many vital
environmental changes must be made
to ensure that we pass on to our chil-
dren the same wonderful gift of nature
in the same pristine fashion as which
we once found it.

A very important first step in this
battle was taken when the President
hosted the Lake Tahoe environmental
summit this weekend. As a result of
these meetings, $48 million in Federal
funds were committed to the Lake
Tahoe Basin for cleanup and conserva-
tion efforts. But most important, the
majority of these dollars will be made
available to the people of Lake Tahoe
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and not to a Federal bureaucratic
agency.

Mr. Speaker, the agreement reached
at Lake Tahoe is a shining example
that the concerns of environmentalists
and private property owners are not
mutually exclusive. | applaud all those
involved in this weekend’s activities.

CHILDREN’S HEALTH CARE

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

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, as
budget negotiators work to finalize the
details of our historic agreement, we
must make bolstering children’s health
coverage for low-income children a top
priority. It is unconscionable that the
most developed country in the world
has 10 million uninsured children, in-
cluding 167,000 in my State of Mary-
land.

I strongly urge my conference com-
mittee colleagues to adopt the Senate
bill’s provisions which contain an addi-
tional $24 billion for children’s health
and the guarantee that the funds can-
not be used for other purposes. We
must also insist on a meaningful bene-
fits package, including vision and hear-
ing coverage. It is about time we used
an increased tobacco tax to fund chil-
dren’s health insurance. Smoking dra-
matically affects children’s health and
drains our health care system. Raising
cigarette taxes is one of the best ways
to keep children from smoking, which
translates into fewer deaths later in
life from smoking-related illnesses.

Mr. Speaker, 90 percent of uninsured
children have working parents, and of-
tentimes these parents must choose be-
tween paying rent or buying private in-
surance or quitting their jobs to qual-
ify for Medicaid. Let us seize this op-
portunity.

POLITICIZATION OF THE
JUDICIARY

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, before
coming to Congress | spent 7Yz years as
a circuit court judge in Tennessee. |
tried the felony criminal cases, the
murders, the rapes, the armed robber-
ies, burglaries, drug cases, the at-
tempted murder of James Earl Ray,
many serious cases.

I have several years of experience
with our criminal justice system. Yet
never have | seen such a partisan polit-
ical use of our legal system as is pres-
ently going on.

The worst is the action being taken
against the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON], the chairman. His com-
mittee subpoenaed records from the
Justice Department on July 8. Then his
campaign records were subpoenaed just
3 days later. Blatant political retribu-
tion just because he was trying to do
his job.
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The Justice Department should not
be used as a tool for partisan political
purposes. Attorney General Reno
should be embarrassed by this
politicization of her department, and
she should not allow to it proceed any
further.

The White House enemies list from
many years ago was just talk and did
not come close to the partisan political
use of our legal system that is being
done against the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON] today, or, | might
add, the political IRS audits of the
Heritage Foundation and 11 other con-
servative think tanks while no similar
action is being taken against liberal
think tanks.

FOUR YEARS’ DIFFERENCE

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, what
a difference 4 years can make. Four
years ago, with the other team in
charge, they were about to vote on the
largest tax increase in American his-
tory, while the other problems of wel-
fare and Medicare reform were being
ignored. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice was projecting $200 billion deficits
as far as the eye could see. As we
speak, negotiators are putting the fin-
ishing touches on a plan that will guar-
antee the first balanced budget in a
generation and the first tax relief for
working families in more than 16 years.

We have reformed welfare, and 1.3
million families are on payrolls rather
than on the welfare rolls. Medicare is
being saved. Mr. Speaker, what a dif-
ference 4 years have made.

MEDICARE

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | call all
my colleagues’ attention to the Medi-
care spending graph | have here. In
1995, this is what the President said. He
said the plan of the Republicans was
excessive, and he vetoed our bill be-
cause of these excessive cuts.

Now in 1997, he says, this budget over
here keeps our fundamentals intact,
protects Medicare for our parents, pre-
serves and protects the program. No-
tice that this program is less spending
than the one he vetoed in 1995. Let us
review, Mr. Speaker. He vetoed a wel-
fare bill three times, calling it ex-
treme; yet he signed the identical wel-
fare bill and tries to take credit. Then
he goes on and talks about this Medi-
care program, this one with less spend-
ing, and says it protects our seniors
whereas this one, which he vetoed, says
it is extreme.

Now he goes on to say, our tax cuts
are excessive and will blow a hole in
the deficit. Mr. Speaker, | think the
President has credibility problems. Let
us remember this history in this budg-
et debate.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken at a later time.

MORATORIUM ON LARGE FISHING
VESSELS IN ATLANTIC

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1855) to establish a moratorium
on large fishing vessels in Atlantic her-
ring and mackerel fisheries, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1855

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

SECTION 1. MORATORIUM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act (16 U.S.C.
1801 et seq.), no large fishing vessel may en-
gage in fishing for Atlantic herring or Atlan-
tic mackerel within the United States exclu-
sive economic zone until—

(1) the National Marine Fisheries Service
has completed a new population survey into
the abundance of the discrete spawning
stocks of Atlantic herring and Atlantic
mackerel; and

(2) the Secretary of Commerce has ap-
proved and implemented fishery manage-
ment plans developed by the appropriate re-
gional fishery management council for At-
lantic herring and Atlantic mackerel, which
specifically allow large fishing vessels to
participate in those fisheries.

(b) LARGE FISHING VESSEL DEFINED.—IN
this section, the term ‘‘large fishing ves-
sel”—

(1) except as provided in paragraph (2),
means a fishing vessel (as that term is de-
fined in section 3 of the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(16 U.S.C. 1802)) of the United States that is
equal to or greater than 165 feet in length
overall and has an engine of more than 3,000
horsepower; and

(2) does not include such a vessel that en-
gages only in processing fish harvested by
fishing vessels of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] and the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
Let me just begin my very brief re-
marks by thanking the gentleman from
Hawaii for his ardent and helpful effort
with regard to moving this bill swiftly
through the committee and bringing it
here to the floor. The gentleman from
Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] and | have
worked very closely together and |
want to express my deep appreciation
to him at this point.
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Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support,
obviously, of H.R. 1855, a simple and
straightforward measure that will
place a moratorium on large fishing
vessels in the Atlantic mackerel and
herring fisheries.

Why is congressional intervention
and management of these two species
needed? Well, herring and mackerel are
the two fisheries on the east coast that
have not been fished to death yet.
Mackerel, the mackerel world market
and the prices have increased substan-
tially because the eastern European
countries can no longer depend on Gov-
ernment support and because the de-
mand for mackerel and herring in
those societies has grown to an unprec-
edented level.

This has created an economic reason
to fish on these two species and it has
created therefore new fishing pressure.

Herring has just recently recovered
from being badly overfished. This re-
covery caused serious pain among the
New England fishermen who had to
find an alternative source of fish in
order for them to survive. They in-
creasingly turned to cod and haddock
at Georges Bank, which has since been
overfished and that fish stock has now
crashed. Now herring is being targeted
once again.

Now it looks as though the Atlantic
herring and mackerel fisheries are
faced with a new disastrous threat.
Large fishing vessels are poised to
enter these fisheries. High prices and
the apparent abundance of these spe-
cies has attracted the attention of fish-
ermen and businessmen throughout the
world who have responded by investing
in large fishing vessels to harvest this
American resource for sale overseas be-
cause there is no market here. The
market is overseas.

The capacity of each of these vessels
exceeds 50 metric tons per year. That is
a large fishing vessel, to say the least.
One such vessel plans to begin harvest-
ing this fall. It is therefore imperative
that we establish safeguards to prevent
another fishing disaster like those suf-
fered by redfish, shark, striped bass, as
well as cod and haddock, which I men-
tioned before.

There are a number of things that we
need to point out. Fact No. 1, we do not
know with any certainty how many
fish, that is, mackerel and herring,
there are. The National Marine Fish-
eries Service, which we know as NMFS,
has not done a stock assessment spe-
cifically on herring and mackerel
stocks. The only information we have
on these species is from a complex
large pelagic survey that was done and
incidentally, just incidentally, men-
tions herring and mackerel. Therefore,
fact No. 1 is that we do not know how
many fish there are.

Fact No. 2, the moratorium is tem-
porary in nature but it is also an emer-
gency measure. The moratorium on
large fishing vessels will only last as
long as it takes the National Marine
Fisheries Service to do a separate
stock assessment on herring and mack-
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erel to find out how many fish there
are, two tremendously important east
coast fisheries. Imagine that, knowing
how many fish there are before we
begin to take them in large numbers.
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So fact No. 2, we need to do stock as-
sessments before additional fishing
pressure is brought to bear on these
species.

Fact No. 3, the councils that care for
these fisheries or regulate these fish-
eries are moving quickly to preserve
them as well, but they need more time.
The mid-Atlantic and New England
fisheries management councils have
passed resolutions and motions to pro-
tect these fisheries from overharvest.
The councils need the time to react to
what could be a sudden unsustainable
increase in the harvest. This bill gives
them the time to develop fishery man-
agement plans which do not exist at
this time.

Fact No. 4, the National Marine Fish-
eries Service has guessed that the
mackerel fishery can sustain only
about 150,000 metric tons of annual har-
vest. Three of these large vessels,
which are poised to enter this fishery,
could easily meet and possibly exceed
this harvest within a single year. It is
not clear that the resource can with-
stand this fishing effort and remain
healthy and viable. Therefore, we need
to take care of the management plan
before this fishing pressure starts.

The National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice seems content to wait until the
stocks crash before taking action to
protect these fisheries. That is why we
need this moratorium. As someone who
has witnessed the pain and suffering
experienced by fishermen from New
England, | do not believe that we
should fish now and pay later. We must
end this cycle of destroying our re-
sources without knowing how much
fishing pressure they can endure. Help
to conserve the Atlantic herring and
mackerel stocks by voting ‘‘yes’ on
this bill, H.R. 1855.

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

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,
before | begin, | would like to thank
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAxTON] for his kind remarks. | would
like, in addition, to cite the work of
the staff with regard to this and other
bills, Mr. Speaker. It is outstanding
work always.

Mr. Speaker, the remarks of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey are such that
I think they make a compelling case in
and of themselves. | would like not to
reiterate them but to amplify them
somewhat.

The temporary moratorium on the
entry of large fishing vessels into these
two fisheries will provide the East
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Coast councils the opportunity they
need to develop management plans to
protect the resources without the
threat of overcapitalization. | think
that the gentleman from New Jersey
has made a clear and compelling case
in that regard.

Too many fisheries in the United
States are already overcapitalized, and
seasons that used to last for months
are now over in days. In New England,
coastal communities have been dev-
astated by the crash of cod and had-
dock stocks. Mackerel and herring will
be the only healthy fisheries if they
can survive the next several years, but
not if those stocks are suddenly being
harvested by an influx of large vessels.
Four or five of these boats could elimi-
nate the opportunities for fishermen
that have little else to depend upon.

It is time that we learn from the mis-
takes of the past and encourage the
proactive approach by the councils to
the problems of overcapitalization.
This bill does that by giving the coun-
cils the time to do their job. It will be
good for the fishing industry and the
fish, and | urge Members to support the
bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. ALLEN].

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER-
croMBIE] for yielding me this time, |
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SaxToN] for his leadership on this
issue, and | thank both of them on be-
half of fishermen all throughout the
State of Maine.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today as an origi-
nal cosponsor of H.R. 1855. This bill es-
tablishes a moratorium on the intro-
duction of large fishing vessels into the
Atlantic Coast herring and mackerel
fisheries until comprehensive studies
are conducted on the health of the
spawning stocks.

Several initiatives financed by for-
eign countries have surfaced which
focus on the use of very large offshore
factory trawlers on the Atlantic Coast
to catch and process large quantities of
mackerel and herring. This is of great
concern to local fishermen in Maine,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and New
Jersey who are working to develop
these fisheries locally.

We are all aware of the devastating
effect overfishing has had on our eco-
system. European stocks have been se-
verely overfished, accounting for world
interest in U.S. stocks. While our
stocks are considered to be strong,
stocks of mackerel and herring, many
in the industry do not believe they are
robust enough to withstand the take of
large factory trawlers. There is no Fed-
eral fishery management plan for her-
ring and the scientific information on
the abundance of both species is ques-
tionable.

Mr. Speaker, we simply cannot re-
peat the mistakes of the past by over-
fishing and overcapitalizing our marine
resources. This is responsible legisla-
tion and I urge its passage.
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. DELAHUNT].

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, | want
to extend my gratitude to the chair-
man of the subcommittee, who has
really provided some leadership in this
matter that concerns us all here.

More than 20 years ago my prede-
cessor, Gerry Studds, in this Chamber
helped enact landmark legislation to
ensure that foreign fleets would no
longer be allowed to deplete fish stocks
off our coasts. Well, here we go once
more. Unless we vote today to approve
H.R. 1855, factory trawlers will return
and will bring with them an updated
high-tech version of overfishing aimed
at two of the few healthy stocks we
still have left, Atlantic herring and
mackerel.

As the House deliberates today, at
least one displaced factory trawler is
being retrofitted in Norway in prepara-
tion to set sail for the waters off the
New England coast. This one vessel
alone is capable of harvesting 50,000
metric tons of mackerel in 1 year, one-
third of the maximum sustainable
yield for the whole Atlantic coast, not
to mention the likely impact of
bycatch on haddock and scores of other
marine species.

We just do not know enough about
the population dynamics of herring and
mackerel to risk placing such enor-
mous new pressures on these species,
species on which the industry, marine
mammals, coastal communities and
the entire coastal ecosystem depend.
Without this bill, we stand to repeat
the mistakes of the past.

In the late 1960’s and 1970’s, large
Russian and Polish vessels plied our
shores and threatened to decimate our
fishing industry and our stocks. It took
the passage of the Magnuson Act to
push them from our waters, leaving
what we thought was plenty of fish to
go around.

Meanwhile, however, we allowed our
own industry to expand. Soon it was
vastly overcapitalized, putting renewed
pressures on groundfish. We are all too
aware of the consequences.

Yet less than a year after reauthoriz-
ing the Magnuson Act, we are watching
factory trawler vessels again prepare
to invade our fisheries. New England
fishermen, stressed by declining
stocks, higher prices and a shortened
season, face bleak times as we await
the slow process of rebuilding ground-
fish stocks.

Already, we have too many boats
chasing too few fish and far too many
vessels that will never again go to sea
at all. Without this bill, local fleets
trying to diversify their interests will
be rewarded only by drastic levels of
new competition that will remain with
us forever.

For the sake of both fish and the
fishermen, it is my own hope that the
Fisheries Council will develop and im-
plement management plans that make
further congressional action unneces-
sary. | strongly support H.R. 1855 be-
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cause it encourages the council to com-
plete this important work and because
it shows that we can learn from our
mistakes.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. TIERNEY].

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the ranking member for yield-
ing me this time, and also the chair-
man, who was kind enough to carry
through on his pledge made to me dur-
ing the subcommittee hearings in ad-
dressing my concerns with the unin-
tended loopholes that were originally
in the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, before | comment on
the present status of the issue, or even
the future, | feel it is important to
take a look back at the recent history
of the fishing history in the United
States, specifically in the New England
area.

It was barely 20 years ago that we
faced the decimation of fishing stocks
because of overfishing. We face the
prospect of repeating that mistake.
This time, however, the threat could be
much larger.

While | respect my colleagues from
the west coast who might oppose this
legislation, it is, in fact, the very cur-
rent condition of the North Pacific Pol-
lock Fishery, located off the west
coast, that leads me to be concerned
about the havoc these trawlers could
wreak on the herring and mackerel
fisheries found in the Atlantic.

Mr. Speaker, we are trying to ensure
the viability of our fishing industry in
the Northeast by preventing the fac-
tory trawlers from overfishing the wa-
ters at the expense of fishermen whose
very livelihoods depend on a well-
plenished fishery. While the herring
and mackerel stock are currently
thriving, my concern is shared with the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
DELAHUNT] that by allowing these fac-
tory trawlers in the area, we will place
the smaller fishing boats at risk once
again. And these are, in fact, the same
sized fishing boats that suffered the
blunt of the depleted stocks that oc-
curred in the 1970’s.

Once these factory boats are in our
waters, it would be extremely difficult
to control the size and scope of their
catch. Our fishing industry will never
survive if we make that mistake.

Protecting the natural resource is in-
telligent public policy, whether we are
talking about the industry’s interest or
the public interest or the interest of
the conservation community. | support
this moratorium to allow the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the De-
partment of Commerce time to com-
plete the requirements as outlined in
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, many of my constitu-
ents up in Gloucester, as well as other
areas of my district, are extremely
concerned about this issue. In fact, |
know many of these people who have
worked tirelessly on the issue and sup-
port this bill are now watching the de-
bate at this very moment. | join them
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in pressing for the necessary protection
to continue the fishing tradition that
has been passed down from family to
family, from generation to generation.
It is my hope that we will not inherit
from a previous generation the problem
of depleting these much-needed re-
sources.

Again, | thank the ranking member
and the chairman for providing me a
chance to have input in this process.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
may | inquire as to how much time is
remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
has 10 minutes remaining and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]
has 14 minutes remaining.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. BALDACcCI].
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Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE] for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of H.R. 1855. As a cosponsor of this leg-
islation, | know that it is going to es-
tablish a moratorium on entry of large
fishing vessels in the Atlantic for her-
ring and mackerel fisheries.

Herring have provided a living for
Mainers for well over 100 years. From
sardines and exports to lobster bait,
the fishery continues to play a promi-
nent role in the economies of coastal
communities. Estimates and anecdotes
suggest that a large herring fishery ex-
ists, but the resource is poorly under-
stood.

The National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice has not yet done a stock assess-
ment. While the resource appears to
have potential, it is of grave concern to
most of the maritime community that
there is no fishery management plans
in place and that there is no way to en-
sure that the harvest is conducted at a
sustainable rate.

The absence of sound science clearly
impacts the ability of the councils to
develop or amend the appropriate fish-
ery management plans. It is clear that
the councils are moving in that direc-
tion. | believe that it is essential to de-
velop the research that will serve as
the foundations for sound plans. This
bill does just that. It calls for the
science to be conducted. It gives the
councils the breathing room necessary
to develop solid plans.

What makes congressional action
necessary is the prospect that fishing
efforts for the two species may rapidly
overdevelop and include very large
freezer trawlers. This troubling sce-
nario is compounded by the very real
possibility that this could all occur be-
fore comprehensive plans are in place.

I would add that the moratorium
would be temporary. It would remain
in place until the completion of popu-
lation survey and the approval of man-
agement plans. 1 urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 1855.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, yielding
myself such time as | may consume, as
has been stated here with regard to the
species in question, there is a signifi-
cant population of herring and mack-
erel, and we believe that it is impor-
tant that we maintain a balance within
the ocean ecosystem and that this spe-
cies should be protected from over-
harvesting.

We do not want, in other words, his-
tory to repeat itself, as it did with the
shark population, when the National
Marine Fishery Service, in the 1980’s,
declared it an underutilized species.
The species was fished on with very,
very heavy fishing pressure. And by
1993, the National Marine Fisheries
Service had to declare the shark fish-
ery an endangered fishery.

As with regard to other historical
precedents, red fish in the Gulf of Mex-
ico, in 1980 it was declared an underuti-
lized species, and by 1986, with the tak-
ing of more than 10 million tons a year,
the species became overutilized, over-
fished, and endangered.

Another example is with regard to an
international problem with regard to
the Atlantic blue fin tuna. During the
1970’s, blue fin were abundant all over
the north Atlantic and the south At-
lantic, as well. Today, the blue fin pop-
ulation, because of overfishing, is just
13 percent of what it was back in those
years.

So, in order to avoid this occurrence
with regard to herring and mackerel, 1
urge passage of this bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is will the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1855, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H. Con. Res. 123. Concurrent resolution
providing for the use of the catafalque situ-
ated in the crypt beneath the rotunda of the
Capitol in connection with memorial serv-
ices to be conducted in the Supreme Court
Building for the late honorable William J.
Brennan, former Associate Justice of the Su-
preme Court of the United States.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu-
tion of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 33. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
the National SAFE KIDS Campaign SAFE
KIDS Buckle Up Car Seat Check Up.
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NEW MEXICO STATEHOOD AND EN-
ABLING ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1997

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 430) to amend the act of June
20, 1910, to protect the permanent trust
funds of the State of New Mexico from
erosion due to inflation and modify the
basis on which distributions are made
from those funds.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 430

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

SECTION 1. PERMANENT TRUST FUNDS OF THE
STATE OF NEW MEXICO.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ““New Mexico Statehood and Enabling
Act Amendments of 1997°".

(b) INVESTMENT OF AND DISTRIBUTIONS
FROM PERMANENT TRUST FUNDS.—The Act of
June 20, 1910 (36 Stat. 557, chapter 310), is
amended—

(1) in the proviso in the second paragraph
of section 7, by striking ‘“‘the income there-
from only to be used” and inserting ‘“‘dis-
tributions from which shall be made in ac-
cordance with the first paragraph of section
10 and shall be used’’;

(2) in section 9, by striking ‘“‘the interest of
which only shall be expended’ and inserting
““distributions from which shall be made in
accordance with the first paragraph of sec-
tion 10 and shall be expended’’; and

(3) in the first paragraph of section 10, by
adding at the end the following: “The trust
funds, including all interest, dividends, other
income, and appreciation in the market
value of assets of the funds shall be pru-
dently invested on a total rate of return
basis. Distributions from the trust funds
shall be made as provided in Article 12, Sec-
tion 7 of the Constitution of the State of
New Mexico.”.

(c) CONSENT OF CONGRESS.—Congress con-
sents to the amendments to the Constitution
of the State of New Mexico proposed by Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 2 of the 42nd Legisla-
ture of the State of New Mexico, Second Ses-
sion, 1996, entitled “A Joint Resolution pro-
posing amendments to Article 8, Section 10
and Article 12, Sections 2, 4 and 7 of the Con-
stitution of New Mexico to protect the
State’s permanent funds against inflation by
limiting distributions to a percentage of
each fund’s market value and by modifying
certain investment restrictions to allow op-
timal diversification of investments’, ap-
proved by the voters of the State of New
Mexico on November 5, 1996.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] and the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 430 is identical to
H.R. 1051, a bill introduced by my col-
league, the gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. SKEEN]. S. 430 is a result of
very hard work by the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] and the entire
New Mexico delegation and has no op-
position from the Administration. Fur-
thermore, this bill is very beneficial to
citizens of New Mexico.
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I would also like to commend my
other colleague, the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. ScHIFF], who has
added his support to the bill. S. 430
would amend the New Mexico Enabling
Act of June 20, 1910, in order to protect
the permanent trust funds of the State
of New Mexico from erosion due to in-
flation by modifying the basis on which
distributions are made from those
funds and by loosening the current in-
vestment restrictions. The modifica-
tions include changing the payout to a
fixed percentage of the fund, thereby
allowing a portion of the interest and
dividend income received to be rein-
vested. This bill would also loosen in-
vestment restrictions and allow broad-
er investments options and opportuni-
ties.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has already
been overwhelmingly endorsed by the
voters of New Mexico, has been passed
by the Senate, and | urge my col-
leagues to support S. 430.

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

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

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 430 is an important
housekeeping measure that amends the
act of June 20, 1910, which provided
statehood to the territory of New Mex-
ico. The bill changes the manner in
which State permanent funds are in-
vested and also changes the distribu-
tion formula for fund revenues.

Mr. Speaker, the voters of New Mex-
ico approved these changes to the New
Mexico State Constitution in 1996 in an
effort to maximize the returns of the
funds, which are used for education and
the care of the poor and needy in the
State of New Mexico. Since the reve-
nues in the two New Mexico funds are
derived from activities that occur on
former Federal lands granted to the
State under the Enabling Act of 1910, it
is necessary to obtain the consent of
Congress before the State’s constitu-
tional amendments can be imple-
mented.

The Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands held a hearing
on H.R. 1051, the House companion bill
to S. 430, on June 17, 1997. The legisla-
tion is supported by the entire New
Mexico congressional delegation. The
administration has no objection to the
measure, and | am not aware of any
controversy associated with this bill. |
support S. 430 and recommend that the
House approve this proposed legisla-
tion.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN], the author of the House bill,
who has worked untiringly to bring
this bill to the floor, and my gratitude
to the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. SKEEN] for the hard work that he
has pursued on this measure.
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON] for yielding me the time. Also,
I want to thank majority and minority
groups for the rapidity with which they
have responded to an emergency situa-
tion insofar as this kind of enabling act
is concerned. | want to express the
greatest appreciation to the majority
and minority leadership for their help
in expediting the consideration, and |
also want to express my sincere thanks
to the leadership of the House of Rep-
resentatives committee and their
staffs.

Members on both sides of the aisle
have gone out of their way to help New
Mexico, and | want to express our
greatest appreciation to all of them for
doing this in a timely fashion. | am not
going to spend a lot of time on this be-
cause | think the responses from the
two gentleman that are handling the
bill today indicates the nature and why
it is here before us.

And once again, | will say it over and
over again, this proves that this body
can move rapidly to a situation and
with much appreciation for the rapid-
ity in which they have done this be-
cause it was becoming an emergency
kind of situation for New Mexico.

Thanks once again to the entire body
and members of the staff and those
folks who support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | am here today to support
passage of S. 430, a bill amending the New
Mexico Statehood and Enabling Act of 1910.
The entire New Mexico delegation supports
this legislation as well as Gov. Gary Johnson
and the State legislature.

| do want to express our State’s greatest
appreciation to the majority and minority lead-
ership for their help in expediting the consider-
ation of the legislation. | also want to express
my sincere thanks to the leadership of the
House Resources Committee and their staffs.

Members on both sides of the aisle have
gone out of their way to help New Mexico and
| want to express our appreciation.

This legislation is identical to H.R. 1051
which was cosponsored by Representative
STEVE ScHIFF and Representative BILL
ReDMOND. The Parks and Public Lands Sub-
committee of the House Resources Committee
held a hearing on the legislation June 17.
There is no opposition to the legislation and
the administration has no objection to the leg-
islation. S. 430 passed the Senate on May 22,
1997.

Basically the issue behind this legislation in-
volves the manner in which the State of New
Mexico invests its money and how it then dis-
perses the funds to our public schools, higher
education, State hospitals, the School for the
Visually Handicapped, the School for the Deaf,
and others. The Enabling Act has governed
the distribution of State investment funds and
related activities since statehood. However as
investment patterns changed it became appar-
ent to New Mexico that the system no longer
was keeping pace with modern investment
strategies. Following an intensive review the
issue was placed before the voters last year
as an amendment to the New Mexico Con-
stitution. The amendment passed by a 2 to 1
margin. All this legislation does is amend the
New Mexico Statehood and Enabling Act so it
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is in conformity with this new change in the
New Mexico Constitution.

In 1957 Congress amended the Enabling
Act to allow State permanent fund investments
in corporate stocks for the first time. However,
that amendment made no provision regarding
how distributions were to be made from in-
vestment returns from the stock. So in fact it
was ruled that only dividends from stocks
could be distributed which has the effect that
no significant investments were made in
stocks. The real impact meant that invest-
ments were in fact basically limited to invest-
ments that were income based.

Mr. Speaker, New Mexico’s budget year be-
gins on July 1. Passage of this legislation now
will allow the State to disburse last year's
earnings for the benefit of meeting the edu-
cational needs of the State’s children. It is im-
portant that the New Mexico permanent fund
be managed in a modern and effective man-
ner. These changes will allow that to happen
and further it will allow the State to preserve
the two permanent funds the State maintains
for future generations. In closing | once again
want to thank everyone involved in helping
New Mexico gain passage of this important
legislation.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I too certainly would like to commend
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN] as the chief sponsor of this
piece of this legislation. | am sure that
on a bipartisan basis we are able to
work very well in getting this piece of
legislation through this Chamber. |
thank the gentleman for being here
and for the comity on the work that
both subcommittee members have
tried earnestly to get this legislation
through.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | am in
support of the bill at hand, but I really
got up because | would like to speak on
H.R. 1855, which | know just passed. |
am very pleased over the fact that it
did. This is an important bill, H.R. 1855,
that protects an important resource to
fishermen in my district from over-
utilization and depletion.

I would like to just summarize by
saying that H.R. 1855 serves to prohibit
large fishing vessels from engaging in
the harvest of Atlantic herring and At-
lantic mackerel within our EEZ wa-
ters. Mr. Speaker, these large vessels
should be temporarily restricted from
the Atlantic herring and Atlantic
mackerel fishery until accurate infor-
mation has been collected. To date, no
ship of this size has fished this vulner-
able fishery.

I must inform this Chamber that I
am not concerned as to whether NMFS
has declared these stocks to be fully
utilized or even underutilized. These
vessels have the potential of making
any fishery overutilized in a short pe-
riod of time. Large fishing trawlers are
highly efficient and can catch five to
six times more than any vessel cur-
rently registered with NMFS on the
Atlantic coast. Furthermore, the proc-
essing capacity of large vessels is so
great that they can fill quotas. As a re-
sult, these ships will compromise the



H5836

Atlantic herring and the Atlantic
mackerel fishing seasons.

As members of our committee are
aware, stock quotas are spread over a
number of ships and are not meant to
be filled by a small percentage of ships.
My fear is that a large, highly efficient
ship could close a fishery and reduce
its stock simply because of the number
of fish it can catch. | am concerned
with NMFS’s ability to react if over-
utilization occurs and this fishery
needs to be shut down. If we allow a
ship of this size into a forage fishery
and we are mistaken as to the size of
the stock, we will have a problem. And
I would prefer that we err on the side
of conservation, not exploitation.

In the past, we have encouraged high-
ly efficient gears to fish underutilized
stocks. | do not want to get into exam-
ples. But | have to say that in the
1980’s we encouraged the fishing gears
to redirect efforts toward the shark
species. At the time, sharks were con-
sidered to be underutilized. Since then,
we have witnessed a drop in various
shark species as a result of this redi-
rected effort.

Mr. Speaker, we should learn from
that mistake and be cautious of re-
directing any highly efficient gear. |
want to say, Mr. Speaker, that a vote
in favor of H.R. 1855 is a vote for pro-
tecting one of our Nation’s largest pub-
lic resource. We have the opportunity
to save the fish stock not only for
those fishermen who depend on this re-
source along the Atlantic coast, but for
future generations of fishermen as
well. That is why | strongly urge my
colleagues to support and pass H.R.
1855.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SaxToN] for all the
work that he has done on this legisla-
tion.

| would also like to note that with the de-
pleted state of the North Atlantic groundfish,
and restrictions on other fisheries, certain New
England fishermen have been forced into the
mackerel and herring fishery. It is my belief
that this highly efficient gear will most likely
compromise their needs and whatever relief
these fishermen have experienced through
herring and mackerel fisheries.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I have no additional speakers at this
time, and | yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, we have
no additional speakers at this time,
and | yield back the balance of my
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 430.

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

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on
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EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
REGARDING ACTS OF ILLEGAL
AGGRESSION BY CANADIAN
FISHERMEN WITH RESPECT TO
PACIFIC SALMON FISHERY

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 124),
expressing the sense of the Congress re-
garding acts of illegal aggression by
Canadian fishermen with respect to the
Pacific salmon fishery, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 124

Whereas Pacific salmon migrate across
international boundaries, allowing United
States salmon stocks and Canadian salmon
stocks to intermingle as they travel through
the waters of the North Pacific Ocean;

Whereas after many years of negotiations,
in 1985 the United States and Canada signed
the Pacific Salmon Treaty based on a pri-
mary principle of conservation and a second-
ary principle of equity;

Whereas the United States and Canada
formed the Pacific Salmon Commission to
implement the Pacific Salmon Treaty;

Whereas the Pacific Salmon Commission
does not regulate the Pacific salmon fishery,
but provides regulatory advice and rec-
ommendations to the United States and Can-
ada;

Whereas since the signing of the Pacific
Salmon Treaty, the United States and Can-
ada have not agreed on the definition of “‘eq-
uity’” for purposes of the principle of equity
underlying the Treaty, and this disagree-
ment has created a rift between the 2 govern-
ments and the regional stakeholders of the
Pacific salmon fishery;

Whereas Pacific salmon fishery regulatory
regimes have not been in place since 1994 be-
cause of a lack of agreement;

Whereas an illegal fee in violation of inter-
national agreements was assessed on the
United States fishermen traveling to Alaska,
and neither the United States Government
nor United States fishermen have been reim-
bursed for that fee;

Whereas since 1994, the United States and
Canada have used special negotiators, a me-
diation process, and the current stakeholders
process to attempt to resolve past disputes
and negotiate annual and long-term Pacific
salmon fishery regimes;

Whereas the good faith efforts of the Unit-
ed States in attempting to resolve dif-
ferences under the Pacific Salmon Treaty
have not been matched, as demonstrated in
particular by the rejection of continued at-
tempts by the United States to reach agree-
ment and the withdrawal from negotiations
in June 1997 when an agreement seemed im-
minent;

Whereas Canadian fishermen have been
frustrated with their own government’s ef-
fort to resolve the Pacific Salmon Treaty
disputes and have used the harassment of
United States citizens as a way to get atten-
tion;

Whereas Canadian fishermen, in protest
over the lack of an agreement regarding var-
ious issues under the Pacific Salmon Treaty,
recently undertook acts of illegal aggression
against United States citizens by blocking
the passage of a United States vessel, and
there was a failure to act quickly to end
those acts; and

Whereas those acts and that failure should
be condemned: Now, therefore, be it

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

(1) the recent acts of illegal aggression by
Canadian fishermen with respect to the Pa-
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cific salmon fishery and the slow response to
those acts should be condemned;

(2) the President should immediately take
steps to protect the interests of the United
States with respect to the Pacific salmon
fishery and should not tolerate threats to
those interests;

(3) the President should use all necessary
and appropriate means to prevent any fur-
ther illegal or harassing actions against the
United States or its fishermen with respect
to the Pacific salmon fishery; and

(4) negotiations with the stakeholders with
respect to the Pacific salmon fishery should
resume in good faith in the fall following the
1997 fishing season.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] and the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

0O 1445

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

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 124 is introduced in response to
illegal actions taken by Canadian fish-
ermen on the weekend of July 19, 1997.
Two hundred and fifty Canadian fisher-
men illegally blockaded an Alaskan
ferryboat leaving from Prince Rupert,
British Columbia. By taking these ac-
tions, Canada has escalated the Pacific
salmon treaty negotiations beyond the
scope of the treaty.

The gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Resources, has referred to the
blockade as goon squad tactics. While |
do not go quite that far, | find the
blockade very unfortunate and very
disruptive to negotiations, negotia-
tions which are extremely important
to another species, several species ac-
tually, of the Northwest salmon popu-
lation.

House Concurrent Resolution 124
asks the President to use all necessary
and appropriate means to compel the
Government of Canada to prevent any
further illegal actions. In addition, the
resolution urges Canada to return to
the negotiations this fall after the fish-
ing season has ended. | would also like
to urge Canada to return to the nego-
tiations without further incidents.

Mr. Speaker, this is an extremely im-
portant matter. It affects the liveli-
hood and the lives of American citi-
zens, many of whom live in the State of
Alaska. It is also important because
this House, along with the other House
and our Government, and | am sure the
Canadian Government as well, would
like to take appropriate and necessary
steps to provide for the rebuilding of
salmon stock in the Northwest. This
incident that occurred just a few days
ago stands in the way of that process.
We believe that it should be brought to
a hasty end.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 124 was originally referred to the
Committee on Resources and the Com-
mittee on International Relations. The
version we are taking up today under
the suspension of the rules has been
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modified to address concerns raised by
the Committee on International Rela-
tions and is now referred solely to the
Committee on Resources. | urge my
colleagues to support this timely and
much needed resolution.

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

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,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON] has referred to the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], our great
chairman, and in the context of his re-
marks quoted one or two of them from
the gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. Speaker, | am sure it is known
that the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG] has a well-deserved reputation
for being blunt and direct. It remains
for the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SAXTON] and myself to take up the
diplomatic mantle with respect to our
committee and those elements ex-
pressed to us by the Committee on
International Relations.

May | say in any context, Mr. Speak-
er, that the Canadian Government is
indeed fortunate that the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] is in the proc-
ess of recuperating and recovering from
a recent operation, and I am sure all
Members join with me in wishing the
gentleman from Alaska a speedy recov-
ery and a quick return to us here in the
Congress. We need his leadership. We
need his dynamism here.

In this particular instance, Mr.
Speaker, the long-running debate over
the Pacific salmon treaty has been con-
tentious without a doubt. But both the
United States and Canada share re-
sponsibility for the continuing im-
passe. As such, the recent blockade of
an Alaskan ferryboat, as referred to by
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON], by Canadian fishermen was
not only illegal, it was counter-
productive to the ongoing negotiations.

This resolution condemns the actions
of the Canadians, but, more impor-
tantly, it urges them to return to the
bargaining table that they abandoned
this past June. Proper conservation
and management of the Pacific salmon
is more important to both the United
States and Canada than confrontation.
We cannot reach a meaningful agree-
ment unless both sides are willing to
come to the table and negotiate in
good faith.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | would just like to
close by saying that on the domestic
side in the United States and on the
Canadian side in Canada, it is ex-
tremely important that we reach
agreement internally in this country
as well as in Canada and between our
two countries on a plan that will re-
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verse the decline in the population of
the Northwest Pacific salmon. We are
working diligently with Members from
four northwestern States to try to ar-
rive at an American plan. We are work-
ing with the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YOUNG] because a very important
part of the salmon stock comes from
Alaska. And we are hopeful that the
folks in British Columbia will be able
to put in place a conservation plan for
that part of the stock.

But it goes without saying that un-
less we have not only domestic co-
operation, and, incidentally, we have
tentatively scheduled a hearing in
Idaho on this very matter during the
break, during the August break for, I
believe, the 15th of the month, and so
we are diligently doing what we can to
try to reverse the population decline of
this species.

I personally appeal to the Canadian
Government and to others who may be
aware of our discussions here today to
move as rapidly as we possibly can on
an international basis to bring this
very important conservation matter to
a conclusion. We care about American
fishermen, we care about Canadian
fishermen, and we care about the salm-
on stock very much. That is why we
are moving so diligently to try to ac-
complish the goals outlined here today.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | would say only in con-
clusion that the gentleman from Alas-
ka [Mr. YOUNG] is a man of resolute
purpose, and so | advise both Govern-
ments that they should take this op-
portunity to come to a quick conclu-
sion. Otherwise, | think when the gen-
tleman from Alaska gets back, he will
be happy to volunteer to solve the
whole problem all by himself.

The remarks of the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SaxTtoN] are well-
taken, Mr. Speaker, and | trust that
both Governments will take this oppor-
tunity, particularly over the break
that we have coming, and bring the
issue to a conclusion.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the resolution being presented by
the gentleman from Alaska.

This resolution is necessary because of an
unfortunate and unacceptable situation that
took place 2 weeks ago, when certain Cana-
dian fishermen took the law into their own
hands through an act of aggression aimed at
the United States commercial fishing industry,
allegedly in retaliation and frustration over the
lack of progress in the renegotiation of the
United States-Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty.

Specifically, 2 weeks ago in Prince Rupert,
British Columbia, more than 150 Canadian
fishing vessels surrounded the Alaskan ferry
Malaspina, forming a blockade and would not
let the ferry leave port for 3 days, stranding
300 innocent passengers, and disrupting a key
transportation link on the Alaska Marine High-
way. The fishermen conducting the illegal
blockade of the ferry claimed that they were
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conducting the disruptive act of aggression to
bring attention to their government because of
their frustrations and claims that Alaska is
overharvesting sockeye salmon headed for
spawning waters in the Fraser River.

As outrageous as this act was by the Cana-
dian fishermen, equally unacceptable was the
slow response by the Canadian Government
to enforce its own laws. Canada allowed this
situation to go on for 3 days. Even after a Ca-
nadian Federal judge ordered the blockade
ended, Royal Canadian Mounted Police took
no immediate action to enforce the order and
end the blockade.

Canada is our neighbor and valued ally. We
respect her sovereignty, and we support a free
trade relationship that benefits the long-term
stability and growth of both our nations’
economies. This is why | have been a strong
supporter of the North American Free Trade
Agreement [NAFTA]. My State borders Can-
ada, and my State benefits from open access
to Canadian markets. My State also has a sig-
nificant fishing industry as a component of its
economy, and this industry has been hard hit
by a variety of unfortunate factors such as en-
dangered species listings and El Nino condi-
tions that have closed and reduced access to
key fisheries. Many fishermen have gone out
of business and the survivors are struggling.

Our fishermen recognize that the migratory
patterns of salmon means that Canada, Alas-
ka, and the Pacific Northwest States have a
shared responsibility for the conservation and
management of salmon populations moving
through adjacent waters. Progress and com-
pletion of a new United States-Canada Treaty
is the best insurance possible to provide sta-
bility for the commercial fishing industry on
both sides of the border.

QOur fishermen are frustrated as well. They
want progress and they want results. But they
have respected the rule of law, and have com-
municated their concerns through the adminis-
tration and their elected officials. Canadian
fishermen are going to have to do the same,
and the Canadian Government is going to
have to discourage future illegality by moving
swiftly to enforce its own laws.

We encourage the President to join us in
condemning the actions taken by Canadian
fishermen 2 weeks ago, and urge the Cana-
dian Government to condemn such acts as
well.

| believe that Canada should be justifiably
criticized for the deterioration of the present
situation regarding progress on treaty negotia-
tions. It was Canada that walked out on nego-
tiations this past June, when the United States
side was making significant moves toward a
resolution. The only way that this situation is
going to be resolved is if everyone stays at
the table.

Our side is working to make progress and |
urge the Canadians to work to do the same.
Regarding the southern issues involved in the
Pacific Salmon Treaty, the last United States
proposal on coho, built on detailed scientific
analysis, would have provided for sound con-
servation and rebuilding of the depleted coho
stocks by reducing the harvest rate by ap-
proximately 50 percent. It would also have
provided a west coast Vancouver Island coho
troll fishery approximately three times as large
as the United States fishery, and would have
enabled Canada to intercept approximately 30
percent more United States-origin coho than
U.S. fishers take in Washington and Oregon.
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In contrast, State Department negotiators indi-
cate that the proposal that Canada put on the
table failed to meet even the minimum require-
ments necessary to conserve coho.

Regarding sockeye, the last proposal put on
the table by the United States would have as-
sured Canada received more than 80 percent
of the Fraser River sockeye harvest. To ac-
complish this, the United States negotiators
proposed a major restructuring of the sockeye
fleet to reduce the nontreaty commercial fish-
ery by 40 percent. This would have led to sig-
nificant sacrifice on the United States side, but
Canada would not recognize this and accept
the proposal, and instead pushed for an even
greater reduction.

The point is that our side has been trying
and is continuing to push for an overall re-
negotiation of the treaty that benefits both na-
tions. | believe that Mary Beth West, the lead
U.S. negotiator on the treaty, is working in
good faith to reach an expeditious resolution
to the major sticking points in the negotiations.
Recently, she appointed former EPA Director
and Washington resident William Ruckels-
haus, to serve as a mediator to help get the
negotiations back on track.

We all want to see progress and a long-
term resolution to problems associated with
the extension of the United States-Canada Pa-
cific Salmon Treaty. However, illegal acts and
attempts at blackmail are not the way to make
the situation better and to move us forward.
The negotiations are complex, the underlying
issues have enormous economic implications
for the commercial and recreational fishing in-
dustry on both sides of the border. But we
must deal with these matters and resolve ten-
sions through good faith negotiations.

The Canadian fishermen were wrong to
blockade the Alaskan ferry Malaspina, and the
Canadian Government was wrong not to act to
enforce laws against that illegal action.

| support this resolution condemning these
events and urge Canada to return to good
faith negotiations on the Pacific Salmon Trea-
ty.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, | have
introduced House Concurrent Resolution 124
to respond to what | call goon squad tactics
taken by Canadian fishermen on the weekend
of July 19, 1997.

Canadian fishermen, frustrated with their
Government's effort to resolve Pacific Salmon
Treaty disputes, further escalated the salmon
strife by illegally blockading the M/V
Malaspina, an Alaskan ferry, in Prince Rupert,
British Columbia. What | find most reprehen-
sible, is the failure of the Canadian Govern-
ment to enforce a court order to end the
blockade. Innocent passengers were held hos-
tage while the Government of Canada turned
a blind eye.

This isn't the first time the Government of
Canada has condoned illegal actions. In 1994,
258 United States fishermen were unfairly
charged an illegal transit fee by the Canadian
Government to transit from Washington to
Alaska through the Inside Passage. U.S. fish-
ermen have only two choices when traveling
from Washington to Alaska. The safe route is
through the Inside Passage, while the alter-
nate is traveling in the treacherous waters of
the Pacific Ocean. This illegal fee forced U.S.
vessels to either risk their safety or be illegally
fined.

In 3 years, the Canadian Government or its
citizens have purposefully ignored and violated
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international law and harassed United States
citizens. How many times are we supposed to
put up with Canada’'s disregard for inter-
national law? House Concurrent Resolution
124 asks the President to use all necessary
and appropriate means to compel the Govern-
ment of Canada to prevent any further illegal
actions.

Mr. Speaker, Canada’s past actions are se-
rious and | would hope that Congress and the
administration can work together to develop
and implement measures to help protect the
interests of the United States with respect to
the Pacific salmon fishery. The United States
should not tolerate threats to those interests
from the action or inaction of a foreign govern-
ment or its citizens.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, House Con-
current Resolution 124, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on the legislation just considered,
H.R. 1855, S. 430 and House Concurrent
Resolution 124.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING USE OF CAPITOL
GROUNDS FOR SAFE KIDS BUCK-
LE UP CAR SEAT SAFETY CHECK

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 98) au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol
Grounds for the SAFE KIDS Buckle Up
Car Seat Safety Check.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 98

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. USE OF CAPITOL GROUNDS.

The National SAFE KIDS Campaign (in
this resolution referred to as the ‘“‘sponsor’)
shall be permitted to sponsor a public event,
the SAFE KIDS Buckle Up Car Seat Safety
Check, on the Capitol grounds on August 27
and 28, 1997, or on such other dates as the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President pro tempore of the Senate may
jointly designate.

SEC. 2. TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

(&) IN GENERAL.—The event authorized to
be conducted under section 1 shall be free of
admission charge to the public and arranged
not to interfere with the needs of Congress,
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under conditions to be prescribed by the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and the Capitol Police
Board.

(b) EXPENSES AND LIABILITIES.—The spon-
sor shall assume full responsibility for all
expenses and liabilities incident to all activi-
ties associated with the event.

SEC. 3. EVENT PREPARATIONS.

(a) STRUCTURES AND EQUIPMENT.—Subject
to the approval of the Architect of the Cap-
itol, the sponsor may erect upon the Capitol
grounds such stage, sound amplification de-
vices, and other related structures and
equipment, and may take such other actions,
as may be required for the event authorized
to be conducted under section 1.

(b) ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS.—The Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and the Capitol Police
Board may make such additional arrange-
ments as may be required to carry out the
event.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. KiM] and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. LAMPSON] each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kim].

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

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 98, au-
thorizing the wuse of the Capitol
Grounds for the Safe Kids Car Seat
Check on August 28, 1997. This event is
sponsored by the National Safe Kids
Campaign. This campaign will educate
families about the importance of the
proper installation and use of car seats
for children. Parents will have the op-
portunity to have an expert inspect car
seats for proper installation.

There is a nationwide effort to con-
duct these inspections. This campaign
is a grassroots effort intended to de-
liver important safety messages
through more than 200 Safe Kids Coali-
tions and other private service organi-
zations nationwide. This event is open
to the public and free of charge and
will be arranged not to interfere with
the needs of Congress under the condi-
tions prescribed by the Architect of the
Capitol and the Capitol Police Board.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important resolution.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | join the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kim] and other
members of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure in biparti-
san support for House Concurrent Res-
olution 98, which would authorize use
of the Capitol Grounds for the Safe
Kids Buckle Up program. The event is
scheduled for August 28 and is part of a
national effort to assist parents in pro-
tecting young children from the lead-
ing cause of unintentional death of
children, which is motor vehicle injury.

Each year, approximately 1,400 chil-
dren die as motor vehicle passengers
and more than 280,000 are seriously in-
jured. I am deeply saddened to report
that in my State of Texas, Mr. Speak-
er, 86 children age 8 and under died in
motor vehicle crashes in 1995. Because
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many of those children were com-
pletely unrestrained, many of those
deaths could have been prevented.

This event will focus on proper in-
stallation of car seats and provide
other important preventive tips to re-
duce injury and increase child safety.
Educating our families is critical to
protecting our children from becoming
national statistics. It is a very worth-
while event. It deserves our support.
Mr. Speaker, it could prove to save
lives.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. KiM] and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHu-
STER] as well as the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] for their ex-
peditious handling of this matter.

In closing, | would like to thank both
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYyER] and the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MoORELLA] for their in-
troducing the resolution and for focus-
ing national attention on the impor-
tance of child safety seat use. Unfortu-
nately the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER] could not come here this
afternoon because of his involvement
with the Committee on Appropriations.

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

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | ap-
preciate the opportunity to bring
House Concurrent Resolution 98 to the
House floor. This resolution will allow
the National Safe Kids Campaign to
use a small portion of the Capitol Hill
Grounds to conduct a car seat safety
check.

I particularly want to thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Kim], the
subcommittee chairman. | want to
thank also the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], chairman of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], the ranking
member, for their leadership and sup-
port in moving this bill through the
House in a timely manner.

The Safe Kids Buckle Up initiative is
a joint project between the National
Safe Kids Campaign and General Mo-
tors Corp. to educate all families
across America about the importance
of buckling up on every ride. Child pas-
senger safety is on the minds of citi-
zens nationwide.

This program will provide parents
and care givers with essential informa-
tion about properly securing children
in an automobile. It is not an insignifi-
cant issue, Mr. Speaker. Motor vehicle
crashes are the leading cause of unin-
tentional injury-related death to chil-
dren ages 14 and under. Yet 40 percent
of children are still riding unre-
strained.

More disturbing is the fact that of
children who are buckled up, 8 out of 10
are restrained incorrectly. Each year,
more than 1,400 children die as motor
vehicle passengers and an additional
280,000 are injured. Tragically, most of
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these injuries could have been pre-
vented. Car seats are proven life savers,
reducing the risk of death by 69 percent
for infants and 47 percent for toddlers.

Since 1990, the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration has re-
ported that 43 children have died as a
result of air bag deployment. This is a
statistic that has prompted nationwide
concern about air bags. But let me tell
my colleagues the rest of the story.
Thirty-nine of these children would
have lived if they had been properly re-
strained in a child safety seat in the
rear of their car. Eleven of those chil-
dren were infants placed in the front
seat of a car in a rear-facing child seat,
and 27 of those children were totally
unrestrained, while two others were
only wearing their lap belts.

It will take a nationwide effort to
combat this problem. Safe Kids Buckle
Up is a grassroots effort that will dis-
seminate key safety messages through
more than 200 Safe Kids Coalitions,
health and education outlets like hos-
pitals and community health centers,
and GM dealerships in all 50 States. In
addition, educational workshops and
car seat checkup events will be avail-
able at participating GM dealerships.

The car seat checkup will be the
highlight of the program which will
take place at the foot of the Capitol on
Thursday, August 28, to kick off the
Labor Day weekend, one of the busiest
travel weekends of the year. Federal
employees, congressional Members and
staff, and parents from the metropoli-
tan area are all invited to participate.
I am honored to say that | am support-
ing this event and the overall program
along with the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER], the other chief spon-
sor of this legislation.
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We urge everyone to support this
concurrent resolution allowing this
event to take place. Protecting our
children is a national issue that de-
serves national attention.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 98, authorizing
the use of the Capitol for the safe kids buckle-
up car seat safety check.

| have always believed, that it is of the ut-
most importance, that we protect those who
are unable to protect themselves—our Na-
tion’s children.

Sadly, in 1995, in North Carolina alone, 39
children, ages 8 and under died, as occupants
in motor vehicle accidents. Of these, only
nine, were restrained in child safety seats, and
six were restrained by seat belts. Twenty-two
of these children were completely unre-
strained.

In other words, many of these deaths could
have been prevented, by proper child safety
precautions.

The safe kids buckle-up car seat safety
check will help parents learn the importance of
child safety seats, and it will help them ensure
that the seats are used properly, so that we
can prevent such tragic deaths in the future.

This program will save children’s lives.

As a member of the bipartisan Missing and
Exploited Children’s Caucus, working for the
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safety of America’s children, | strongly support
House Concurrent Resolution 98.

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise this morning in support of House Con-
current Resolution 98, legislation authorizing
the use of Capitol grounds for the safe kids
buckle-up car seat safety check.

The car seat safety check is an excellent
program worthy of our support. At the event,
parents will be able to bring their cars and
have an expert verify that their car seat is
properly installed. This service is performed
free of charge so that it will be accessible to
all families regardless of their income level.

The car seat safety check will be sponsored
by the National Safe Kids Campaign and by
General Motors Corp. and is scheduled to be
held on August 28. With a “yes” vote today
we can ensure that it is held here on Capitol
grounds thereby reinforcing the critical impor-
tance of properly restraining and protecting
our Nation’s children.

It is a tragic fact that motor vehicle crashes
are the leading cause of unintentional injury
related death among children ages 14 and
under in the United States, accounting for
more than 40 percent of all unintentional injury
related deaths. In 1995, 2,900 children ages
14 and under died, and more than 330,000
were injured, in motor-vehicle-related crashes.
Children ages 4 and under account for nearly
40 percent of all childhood motor vehicle occu-
pant deaths and nearly 30 percent of injuries.
In my home State of Texas, 86 children, ages
8 and under, died as occupants in motor-vehi-
cle-related crashes in 1995. Of these only 10
were restrained in child safety seats.

The majority of these deaths and injuries
are preventable. For while motor vehicle safe-
ty features are designed for the comfort and
protection of an adult-sized body, these same
devices may place children at greater risk.
Child safety seats and seat belts, however,
when correctly used and installed, can prevent
injury and save children’s lives.

Child safety seats when correctly installed
and used, reduce the risk of death by 69 per-
cent for infants under age 1 and by 47 percent
for toddlers ages 1 to 4. In fact, it is estimated
that if all child passengers ages 4 and under
were restrained, 200 of those children could
be saved from death and an additional 20,000
from injury a year. Sadly, however, almost 40
percent of children ride unrestrained by either
child car seats or seat belts, and even when
installed, 8 out of 10 car seats are installed
improperly.

| urge my colleagues to vote with me this
afternoon in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 98 and the safe kids buckle-up car
seat safety check. This is a vote for our chil-
dren’s lives. Thank you.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, |
other requests for time, and
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | have
no further speakers either, so | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
GOODLATTE]. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. KiM] that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, House Concurrent
Resolution 98.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)

have no
I yield
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the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on House
Concurrent Resolution 98.

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

There was no objection.

CONCERNING THE CRISIS IN
CAMBODIA

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 195) concerning the crisis
in Cambodia, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. REs. 195

Whereas during the 1970s and 1980s Cam-
bodia was wracked by political conflict, civil
war, foreign invasion, protracted violence,
and a genocide perpetrated by the Khmer
Rouge from 1975 to 1979;

Whereas the Paris Agreement on a Com-
prehensive Political Settlement of the Cam-
bodia Conflict led to the end of 2 decades of
civil war and genocide in Cambodia, dem-
onstrated the commitment of the Cambodian
people to democracy and stability, and es-
tablished a national constitution guarantee-
ing fundamental human rights;

Whereas the 1991 Paris Peace Accords set
the stage for a process of political accommo-
dation, national reconciliation, and the
founding of a state based on democratic prin-
ciples;

Whereas the international donor commu-
nity contributed more than $3,000,000,000 in
an effort to secure peace, democracy, and
stability in Cambodia following the Paris
Peace Accords and currently provides over 40
percent of the budget of the Cambodian Gov-
ernment;

Whereas the Cambodian people clearly
demonstrated their support of democracy
when over 93 percent of eligible Cambodian
voters participated in United Nations spon-
sored elections in 1993;

Whereas since the 1993 elections, Cambodia
has made significant progress, as evidenced
by the decision last month of the Associa-
tion of Southeast Asian Nations to extend
membership to Cambodia;

Whereas notwithstanding the notable soci-
etal and economic progress since the elec-
tions of 1993, concern has increasingly been
raised regarding the fragile state of democ-
racy in Cambodia, in particular the quality
of the judicial system, which has been de-
scribed in a United Nations report as thor-
oughly corrupt; unsolved attacks in 1995 on
officials of the Buddhist Liberal Democratic
Party; and the unsolved murders of journal-
ists and political activists;

Whereas tensions within the Cambodian
Government have erupted into violence in
recent months;

Whereas on March 30, 1997, 19 Cambodians
were killed and more than 100 were wounded
in a grenade attack on a peaceful political
demonstration in Phnom Penh;

Whereas preliminary reports by eye-
witnesses and reports in Phnom Penh to the
FBI of witness intimidation indicate that
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forces loyal to Hun Sen were involved in the
March 30, 1997, grenade attack;

Whereas in June 1997 fighting erupted in
Phnom Penh between military and para-
military forces loyal to First Prime Minister
Prince Norodom Ranariddh and Second
Prime Minister Hun Sen;

Whereas on July 5, 1997, Second Prime
Minister Hun Sen deposed the First Prime
Minister in a violent military coup d’etat;

Whereas at least several dozen opposition
politicians have died in the custody of Hun
Sen’s forces, some after being tortured, and
hundreds of others have been detained due to
their political affiliation;

Whereas democracy and stability in Cam-
bodia are threatended by the continued use
of violence to resolve political differences;

Whereas internal Cambodian Government
reports and investigations by United States
drug enforcement agencies have reported
that Hun Sen and his forces have received
millions of dollars in financial and material
support from major international drug deal-
ers; that Hun Sen has publicly threatened vi-
olence against any Cambodian official who
attempts to arrest alleged drug barons Teng
Bumma and Mong Rethy; and in a July 23,
1997, press conference in Cambodia Teng
Bunma admitted to providing $1,000,000 to
Hun Sen to fund the ongoing coup and is pro-
viding his personal fleet of helicopters flown
by Russian pilots to ferry Hun Sen’s troops
to suppress democratic forces in western
Cambodia;

Whereas representatives of the United Na-
tions and the Government of Thailand esti-
mate at least 30,000 Cambodian refugees (in-
cluding wounded civilians and malnourished
children) displaced by the ongoing fighting
are massed, without assistance, in northwest
Cambodia near the border of Thailand;

Whereas the administration has suspended
assistance to Cambodia for 1 month in re-
sponse to the deteriorating situation in Cam-
bodia; and

Whereas the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) has decided to delay
indefinitely Cambodian membership: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that—

(1) the forcible assault upon the democrat-
ically elected Government of Cambodia is il-
legal and unacceptable;

(2) the recent events in Cambodia con-
stitute a military coup against the duly
elected democratic Government of Cam-
bodia;

(3) the authorities in Cambodia should
take immediate steps to halt all extralegal
violence and to restore fully civil, political,
and personal liberties to the Cambodian peo-
ple, including freedom of the press, speech,
and assembly, as well as the right to a demo-
cratically elected government;

(4) the United States should release the re-
port by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
concerning the March 30, 1997, grenade at-
tack in Phnom Penh;

(5) the United States should declassify and
release all reports by the United States Drug
Enforcement Agency related to Cambodia
that were compiled between 1994 and the
present;

(6) the United States should press the au-
thorities in Cambodia to investigate fully
and impartially all abuses and extralegal ac-
tions that have occurred in Cambodia since
July 4, 1997, and to bring to justice all those
responsible for such abuses and extralegal
actions;

(7) the administration should immediately
invoke section 508 of the Foreign Operations,
Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104-208),
as it is required to do;

(8) the United States should urgently re-
quest an emergency meeting of the United
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Nations Security Council to consider all op-
tions to restore peace in Cambodia;

(9) the United States should encourage the
Secretary General of the United Nations to
expand the monitoring operations of the
United Nations Special Representative on
Human Rights in Cambodia;

(10) the United States and the Association
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) should
coordinate efforts to restore democracy, sta-
bility, and the rule of law in Cambodia;

(11) direct United States assistance to the
Government of Cambodia should continue to
be suspended until violence ends, a demo-
cratically elected government is reconsti-
tuted, necessary steps have been taken to en-
sure that the election scheduled for 1998
takes place in a free and fair manner, the
military is depoliticized, and the judiciary is
made independent;

(12) at least a substantial share of pre-
viously appropriated United States assist-
ance to the Government of Cambodia should
be redirected to provide humanitarian assist-
ance to refugees and displaced persons in
western Cambodia through nongovernmental
agencies or through Cambodian civilian, po-
litical, or military forces that are opposing
the coup; and

(13) the United States should call for an
emergency meeting of the Donors’ Consult-
ative Group for Cambodia to encourage the
suspension of assistance as part of a multi-
lateral effort to encourage respect for demo-
cratic processes, constitutionalism, and the
rule of law.

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

from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kim].

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on this
resolution, House Resolution 195.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, earlier this month the
world watched in disbelief as violence
erupted once again in Cambodia. On
July 5, Second Prime Minister Hun Sen
and his forces loyal to him ousted the
democratically elected First Prime
Minister in a classic coup d’etat.

The chairman of our committee, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GiL-
MAN], together with the ranking minor-
ity member, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON], along with several
of their colleagues, introduced House
Resolution 195 to express our deep con-
cern about the tragic events that have
unfolded in Cambodia. On behalf of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN], the chairman of the committee,
and | express my appreciation to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
ToN] as well as to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN],
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the chairman and ranking Democrat
respectively on the Subcommittee on
Asia and the Pacific, in seeing that
this resolution was able to move to the
floor.

The resolution expresses the sense of
the House that the forcible change of
the democratically elected government
in Phnom Penh is illegal and unaccept-
able. The resolution also urges the ad-
ministration to take specific decisive
actions to return peace, stability and
democracy to the Cambodian people.

We also call upon the Cambodian au-
thorities from all political factions to
halt the violence and extralegal ac-
tions, bring to justice those people re-
sponsible for the reported abuses and
restore all personal and civic freedoms
to the Cambodian people.

As the leader of the free world, the
United States must take resolute ac-
tion whenever and wherever tyranny
threatens to destroy democracy. Cam-
bodia has taken a regrettable, but
hopefully temporary turn off the path
to democracy, peace and prosperity. It
must not stand idly by while liberty is
threatened in Southeast Asia.

I urge my colleagues to support this
timely and most important resolution.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GiIL-
MAN], the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations, and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON], the Democratic ranking member,
for introducing this timely measure
concerning the deplorable crisis in
Cambodia. | also would like to state
that | am also an original cosponsor of
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | wanted to join my col-
leagues of the Subcommittee on Asia
and the Pacific, the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER],
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BERMAN], the gentleman from Ilowa
[Mr. LEACH], and the gentleman from
Illinocis [Mr. PORTER] as original co-
sponsors of this House Resolution 195.
Like many of our colleagues in Con-
gress and those watching around the
world, I was shocked, appalled and sad-
dened by the return to violence in
Cambodia, a small nation still wracked
by the scars of the Khmer Rouge geno-
cidal Kkillings of a million Cambodians
and a civil war that raged for 2 dec-
ades.

As everyone knows, Mr. Speaker, the
co-Prime Minister Mr. Hun Sen has
ousted Prince Ranariddh from Cam-
bodia’s government, destroying the
fragile democracy brokered by the 1991
Paris Peace Accords. The Paris peace
plan, backed by the United States,
China, the Soviet Union, Japan, Viet-
nam, the Asean countries, France, the
United Kingdom, India, Australia and
other members of the United Nations
was designed to bring to an end the
decades of conflict in Cambodia. Since
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the Paris agreement and the U.N. su-
pervised elections in 1993, Cambodia
has enjoyed relative peace and prosper-
ity, with an economy expanding at a 7-
percent rate.

During the last 6 years, the inter-
national community has invested more
than $3 billion to bring about this
peace and stability in Cambodia. The
United States alone has contributed
over $300 million, increasing foreign as-
sistance to Cambodia to $38.4 million in
1997, with an administration request
for $38.6 million for fiscal year 1998.

With the outbreak of violence again
in Cambodia where scores of Cam-
bodians have been Kkilled, hundreds
wounded and executions and torture
widely used by Hun Sen’s forces, it
begs the question, Mr. Speaker, wheth-
er anything has changed in that coun-
try and whether the international com-
munity has achieved anything by the
massive investment of time and re-
sources in Cambodia.

Given the serious setbacks to Cam-
bodia’s democracy, | support the ad-
ministration’s freeze of United States
assistance to Cambodia and applaud
the cutoff and reduction in aid from
Germany and Australia.

As to Japan, Cambodia’s top donor of
aid, | hope they eventually will heed
our call for the international commu-
nity to suspend assistance until the re-
turn of law and democratic government
in Cambodia. With foreign aid paying
for half of Cambodia’s budget, cutting
off assistance sends the strongest and
most effective statement of objection
to Hun Sen’s military rule in Phnom
Penh.

Likewise, the decision of the Asean
nations to stop Cambodia’s entry into
Asean this month is an appropriate
condemnation of Hun Sen’s resort to
violence.

I applaud Secretary of State
Albright’s appointment of Stephen So-
larz as her special envoy to Cambodia
and am confident that our former col-
league, a greatly respected Asia-Pacific
policy expert, shall work with Sec-
retary of State Albright and the Asean
ministers delegation to mediate a po-
litical solution to Cambodia’s crisis.

Mr. Speaker, while | am hopeful that
these efforts of the international com-
munity will help in bringing peace and
stability back to Cambodia, ultimately
the matter will have to be decided by
the Cambodian people themselves. |
would hope that we learned that from
our tragic experience in Vietnam,
which resulted from shortsighted Unit-
ed States foreign policy. In the end it
is the will of the people in the country
that will determine whether democracy
is to prevail.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues to adopt this worthy legisla-
tion before us, which calls for our Na-
tion and the international community
to support efforts leading to the resolu-
tion of peace, the rule of law and the
democratic government in Cambodia.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. LOFGREN].

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution and
thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLMAN] and the original cospon-
sors for introducing this important leg-
islation.

Several months ago a number of
Cambodian emigres, now my constitu-
ents, approached me with their con-
cerns about Second Prime Minister
Hun Sen and the fragility of democracy
in Cambodia. When | asked the State
Department about this, | was informed
that in their view the allegations that
had been brought to my attention
against Mr. Sen were, quote, merely
part of the partisan bickering between
the parties. History, | am sad to say,
has now proven my constituents cor-
rect, certainly more knowledgeable
than those in the State Department
who downplayed the concern.

This resolution makes it clear that
the United States will not tolerate the
violence that has hit Cambodia or the
anti-democratic actions of Hun Sen.
Mr. Sen’s Kkilling spree, directed
against those who would oppose him or
who would seek to bring to light his re-
lations with the narcotic trade, has re-
sulted in the murder of hundreds of
Cambodians.

Last fall 1 had the privilege of meet-
ing in San José, at home, a number of
prominent Cambodian ministers, in-
cluding the Minister of the Interior
Hou Sok. The Minister of the Interior
has now been murdered by Hun Sen
forces because of the reporting that he
did linking Sen to drug lords who are,
it is reported, bankrolling the new re-
gime and trying to turn Cambodia, to

quote the Washington Post, into a
narco state.
Mr. Speaker, the rampages in the

killing fields of Cambodia have gone on
for far too long. We must stand firm to
prevent history from repeating itself
yet again. | support the suspension of
the assistance to Mr. Sen’s regime, |
support the call for the U.N. Security
Action to take some action. | strongly
support the calls for justice and democ-
racy in Cambodia.

For the sake of the Minister of the
Interior who has now been murdered
and the others who have already died
and for the victims of torture, | urge
my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion. | hope this marks merely the first
of many actions this Congress will take
on this vital issue. We do know that
the Cambodian people love peace and
democracy. We must support their ef-
forts, and we must not tolerate or en-
tertain the notion that Hun Sen, who is
the perpetrator of a coup, could play a
part in democratic Cambodia any more
than his predecessor Pol Pot could do
so.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker. | rise in strong
support of this important and timely resolution.
| would just offer a few thoughts on the very
disturbing recent events in Cambodia.
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First, there should be no doubt the United
States and the international community have
important interests at stake in Cambodia. The
United States helped lead the negotiations
among the Permanent Five members of the
U.N. Security Council leading up to the Cam-
bodian peace agreement. We did so in order
to create a legitimate and internationally rec-
ognized government, to reduce foreign inter-
ference, advance regional peace and stability,
and avert the return to power of the genocidal
Khmer Rouge. It remains in the U.S. interest
to see that those objectives are met.

Second Prime Minister Hun Sen’s coup
d’etat in Cambodia—and there can be no
doubt this was a coup, a sudden and decisive
exercise of force in politcs—and subsequent
resort to murder, torture, and political intimida-
tion has betrayed the hopes for peace and
prosperity by the Cambodian people. It has
undermined the interests of the United States
and the broader international community in a
politically and economically stable Cambodia
in which fundamental human rights are re-
spected. It has set back Cambodia’s efforts to
join ASEAN and hindered its re-integration into
the world community. Vietnam’s role, if any, in
this affair may be troubling for regional stabil-
ity. The coup also raises the specter of civil
war. Tragically, it may also very well help re-
suscitate the Khmer Rouge at a moment of
maximum peril for the movement, when it ap-
peared that its collapse was imminent, and
that Pol Pot and other senior leaders—evi-
dently now under house arrest—might be
turned over to an international tribunal for
crimes against humanity.

Hence it is paramount that the United
States, ASEAN, Japan, and other parties to
the Paris accords promptly engage in a full
court press to make Hun Sen—and other
leaders within the CPP—understand that no
Cambodian Government will not receive sig-
nificant international support if it uses political
intimidation and violence against its oppo-
nents. Until very recently, | have been less
than impressed by the vigor and determination
that the administration has brought to bear on
this issue.

Hun Sen and his colleagues in the CPP, as
well as Prince Ranariddh and his supporters,
need to understand that their mutual mis-
calculations and zero-sum struggle for political
supremacy has driven a stake in the heart of
a Cambodia’'s economic recovery and recon-
struction.

Prior to the recent deterioration in the politi-
cal and security environment, Cambodia’s
prospects were brighter than at any time in the
last 25 years. But unless the political process
created by the Paris accords is sustained,
marcroeconomic instability, inflation, height-
ened levels of already widespread corruption,
and a substantial decrease in aid from bilat-
eral donors as well as the international finan-
cial institutions are likely to result. Without for-
eign external assistance, foreign investment,
or significant revenues from tourism, Cam-
bodia’s already difficult external debt situation
will be exacerbated. In short, the Cambodian
economy will be seriously set back. These
consequences need to be very carefully con-
sidered by the Hun Sen and his colleagues in
Phnom Penh.

The deteriorating situation in Cambodia has
occasioned much criticism of the U.N. peace-
keeping effort in Cambodia. Some of this criti-
cism is well-founded, but much of it is not.
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Perhaps the biggest flaw in the U.N. effort was
the failure to assert control over the security
apparatus of Hun Sen in the run up to the
election. As to the failure to disarm the parties,
I would remind Members that disarmament
and demobilization did not occur because the
Khmer Rouge did not live up to their obliga-
tions. There was no support from any of the
countries providing peacekeeping troops for a
U.N. mandate that encompassed forcible dis-
armament. There was and is no NATO-like co-
alition that could accomplish this task. And
while this Member has long favored a modest
U.N. standing force to fulfill some of these ob-
jectives, such a force did not then and does
not now exist.

But there is also much to be proud of in
what was then an unprecedented peacekeep-
ing effort. Over 350,000 refugees were repatri-
ated. Over five million Cambodians were reg-
istered to vote. Despite Khmer Rouge at-
tempts to derail the election, a secret ballot
was held in which the overwhelming majority
of Cambodians exercised their right to vote. In
the wake of the election an active opposition
press sprung up, over 100 foreign and indige-
nous NGO'’s operated freely throughout the
country, and the once-feared Khmer Rouge
gradually diminished as a military force and
began to turn in on itself. Despite tremendous
poverty, and serious human rights and democ-
racy concerns, there can be no doubt the peo-
ple of Cambodia were moving forward toward
better days and a better life.

The egregious failure of Cambodia’s leaders
to pursue the national interest instead of self-
interest, most particularly on the part of Hun
Sen, severely jeopardizes the hopes and
dreams of the Cambodian people. The inter-
national community needs to act now to pre-
vent a fait accompli, to use its very substantial
diplomatic and economic leverage to stave off
the total collapse of prospects for a peaceful
and prosperous Cambodia. After 25 years of
civil war, genocide, and national destruction,
the people of Cambodia deserve better.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
express my strong support for the resolution
offered by the gentleman from New York, [Mr.
GILMAN] and to urge all Members to give this
matter their attention. As an original cosponsor
of House Resolution 195, | am pleased that
the House has moved quickly to consider this
resolution and to take a firm and principled po-
sition regarding the violent, anti-democratic
coup which recently took place in Cambodia.

In April of this year, | sent a letter to Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright expressing
grave concerns about events that were going
on in Cambodia at that time. A copy of this let-
ter follows these remarks. Second Prime Min-
ister Hun Sen, who gained his position in the
Cambodian Government not through elections
but by threatening violence, appeared to be
orchestrating a parliamentary coup by attempt-
ing to split the governing coalition which had
won the U.N.-sponsored 1993 elections. This
letter followed an earlier one which seven of
my colleagues and | sent to the co-prime min-
isters after the tragic March 30th grenade at-
tack on Sam Rainsy and the Khmer National
Party during a peaceful demonstration calling
for judicial reform. It was my hope that Sec-
retary Albright would visit Cambodia during
her trip to the region and, in her trademark
manner, “tell it like it is” when she met with
Hun Sen and First Prime Minister Ranariddh,
urging them to renounce political violence and
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work together to prepare for democratic elec-
tions in 1998.

Unfortunately, Secretary Albright's trip to
Cambodia never happened and, just days
after she had been scheduled to visit, Cam-
bodia again plunged into armed conflict. This
country, which has suffered so much, went
from euphoria over reports that Pol Pot had
been captured and might soon be brought to
trial, to the despair of another strongman tak-
ing power through illegitimate means. Cam-
bodia’s fragile democracy was being disman-
tled by armed thugs and political assassina-
tion. While this is an old story for the people
of Cambodia, we had hoped it would be one
that remained in their past.

The United States and the international
community have been implicit in allowing this
latest tragedy. In 1993, the royalist-led demo-
cratic coalition decisively won the first elec-
tions held in Cambodia, soundly defeating Hun
Sen’s formerly communist Cambodian Peo-
ple’s Party. These elections were marked by
high voter turnout, despite the deadly political
violence which preceded them. The people of
Cambodia spoke out strongly in favor of
democratic self-government, but the inter-
national community denied their aspirations by
allowing the loser of these elections—Hun Sen
and the CPP—to threaten and bully its way
into maintaining a large share of power in the
new government. | believe this decision was
the root cause of this latest assault on Cam-
bodian democracy because it sent the mes-
sage to Hun Sen that we are not willing to
back up democracy in the face of force, and
it was just a matter of time before he could
discard with impunity the democratic struc-
tures we were building.

Now, our Government is preparing to make
the same mistake again. Since 1993, we have
allowed Hun Sen to build a legacy of intimida-
tion and corruption, and to strengthen his hold
on power, by ignoring belligerent and anti-
democratic tendencies on his part. Our admin-
istration has refused to call Hun Sen’s power
grab by its proper name—a coup. They have
suspended assistance to Cambodia for 30
days to sort things out, but have not yet tied
resumption of assistance to the restoration of
the legitimate government, as the law would if
this had been declared a coup.

| welcomed Secretary Albright's strong
words to ASEAN over the weekend and |
hope that this signals a firm resolve to stand
with and for the people and the democratic
forces in Cambodia. That is certainly the inten-
tion of the Congress by passing this resolution
today. This resolution lays out a fair and flexi-
ble approach to this difficult situation by calling
for actions which send the right message not
only to Hun Sen, but also to those others who
would choose violence and thuggery over de-
mocracy and the rule of law. | want to espe-
cially commend my friend, the chairman of the
International Relations Committee, for includ-
ing in this resolution a statement concerning
the redirection of assistance away from the
Cambodian Government to those who are in
need as a result of this conflict. This is cer-
tainly the least our Government can do after
failing the Cambodian people so miserably up
to this point.

| believe that we have a duty to the Cam-
bodian people, perhaps like no others, as a
result of our involvement in so much that has
gone wrong in the recent history of the Cam-
bodian state. We owe the people of Cambodia
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our moral support and strength. | am hopeful
that 1998 will bring free and fair elections
where the Cambodian people can again ex-
press their longing for democracy, freedom,
and a brighter future. | am also hopeful that
the international community, led by the United
States, will give them this opportunity and re-
spect their choices by defending them from
the threat of violence, rather than giving in to
it.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 23, 1997.
Secretary MADELEINE ALBRIGHT,
U.S. Department of State, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADELEINE: | am writing to express
my grave concerns about recent and emerg-
ing events in Cambodia, and to urge that the
United States take all appropriate actions to
ensure that the situation there does not de-
teriorate further.

It is my understanding that the situation
in Phnom Penh is extremely tense at this
time, and that Hun Sen seems to be attempt-
ing to orchestrate some sort of parliamen-
tary coup in an effort to wrest control of the
Cambodian government from the present co-
alition. It is also my understanding that par-
liamentarians from the FUNCINPEC coali-
tion are currently in hiding at the home of
First Prime Minister H.R.H. Prince
Ranariddh, and that there are credible re-
ports that FUNCINPEC members have been
kidnapped by military units loyal to Hun
Sen.

If accurate, such developments are ex-
tremely disturbing, particularly in light of
the recent violent attack on Sam Rainsy
during a Khmer National Party rally. It
would appear that certain parties are refus-
ing to maintain their commitments to the
democratic political process, and thereby se-
riously jeopardizing the very future of the
Cambodian nation. | urge the administration
in the strongest possible terms to call on the
parties to renounce political violence and
manipulation, and to use peaceful, demo-
cratic means to settle any disputes.

The United States has invested a great
deal in the retrieval of the Cambodian state.
Should events continue to unfold as they are
presently doing, our efforts would most like-
ly be completely lost. We cannot afford, from
a financial or moral perspective, to allow
this to happen. | thank you for your atten-
tion to this extremely urgent matter, and |
would appreciate your keeping me apprised
of events and U.S. actions in the wake of this
volatile situation.

Sincerely,
JOHN EDWARD PORTER,
Member of Congress.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I have no additional speakers, so |
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Kim] that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, House Res-
olution 195, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DEATH ON THE HIGH SEAS ACT

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2005) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to clarify the application
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of the act popularly known as the
Death on the High Seas Act to aviation
incidents, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2005

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

SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION AMENDMENT

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 40120(a) of title
49, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing “(including the Act entitled ‘An Act re-
lating to the maintenance of actions for
death on the high seas and other navigable
waters’, approved March 30, 1920, commonly
known as the Death on the High Seas Act (46
U.S.C. App. 761-767; 41 Stat. 537-538))" after
“United States™.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) applies to civil actions
commenced after the date of the enactment
of this Act and to civil actions that are not
adjudicated by a court of original jurisdic-
tion or settled on or before such date of en-
actment.

SEC. 2. FAMILY ASSISTANCE TASK FORCE RE-
PORT.

Section 704(c) of the Federal Aviation Re-
authorization Act of 1996 (49 U.S.C. 41113
note; 110 Stat. 3269) is amended by striking
““model plan’ and inserting ‘‘guidelines”.

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

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself as much time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation was in-
troduced on June 20 by our very distin-
guished colleague from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDADE], along with 40 bipartisan
colleagues. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. McDADE] introduced this
legislation in response to the TWA 800
tragedy last year.

Let me just add that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE] has
been reelected time and time again be-
cause he really cares about his con-
stituents and tries to help them in
every way that he can. This legislation
is another example of that because
many young people from his district
died tragically in the TWA 800 crash.
But this legislation will help people all
over this Nation, and it could help fam-
ilies years from now if, God forbid, we
have another similar crash in the
ocean.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is de-
signed simply to clarify that applica-
tion of the Death on the High Seas Act
to aviation accidents. This issue arises
because the Supreme Court last year
decided in the case of Zuckerman ver-
sus Korean Airlines that the Death on
the High Seas Act applies to lawsuits
that arise out of an aircraft crash in
the ocean more than 3 miles from land.
The effect of this decision is to treat
families differently depending on
whether their relative died in an air-
craft that crashed into the ocean or
one that crashed on land. | think it is
fair to say almost no one in the avia-
tion or legal communities believed this
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Death on the High Seas Act would
apply to the TWA crash until the re-
cent decision in the Zuckerman case.
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However, as a matter of simple fair-
ness and equity, a 1920 maritime ship-
ping law should not apply to the vic-
tims of the TWA crash, and this is the
injustice that this legislation will cor-
rect if we pass this bill.

As of now, if we do not enact the bill
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDADE], if a plane crashes into
the ocean, the Death on the High Seas
Act applies. This act denies families
the ability to seek compensation in a
court of law for the loss of companion-
ship of a loved one, their relatives’ pain
and suffering, or punitive damages. Ba-
sically, they are limited to recovering
only lost wages.

Thanks to the Zuckerman decision
and this law, it means that parents will
receive almost no compensation in the
death of a child. On the other hand, if
a plane crashes on land, State tort laws
apply. These would permit the award of
nonpecuniary damages such as loss of
companionship and pain and suffering.

Simply put, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2005
amends the Federal Aviation Act so
the Death on the High Seas Act does
not apply to airline crashes. It would
accomplish this by specifically stating
that the Death on the High Seas Act is
one of the navigation and shipping laws
that do not apply to aircraft.

With this legislation, we will ensure
that all families will be treated the
same, regardless of whether a plane
crashes into the ocean or onto land.

Again, Mr. Speaker, let me thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE] for his very swift response in
introducing this legislation, which will
help a number of constituents in his
district, and others across the Nation
who were devastated by the loss of
their loved ones in the TWA Flight 800
tragedy.

Let me also thank the distinguished
chairman of the full committee, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], for his outstanding leader-
ship on this legislation, as well as the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], and espe-
cially my good friend, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. LiPINSKI], the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
Aviation.

This is a good bill, and | urge all
Members to support it.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, on July 10, 1997, the
Subcommittee on Aviation held a very
emotional hearing regarding TWA
Flight 800. Family members of the vic-
tims were there to tell the stories of
their loved ones and how, 1 year later,
they are still struggling with their
loss. The family members’ main objec-
tive that day was to bring to our atten-
tion the gross inadequacy that is cre-
ated when the Death on the High Seas
Act is applied to aviation accidents.
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As Chairman DUNCAN said, if a plane
crashes into the ocean more than 3
miles from land, as did TWA Flight 800,
the Death on the High Seas Act ap-
plies. This act denies families the abil-
ity to win noneconomic damages in a
lawsuit. This means that a family
member could not be compensated, for
example, for the loss of companionship
of a loved one; parents could not be
compensated for the loss of their teen-
aged sons and daughters; sons and
daughters could not be compensated
for the loss of their elderly parents.
However, if a plane crashed on land,
State tort law or the Warsaw Conven-
tion would apply. Both permit the
award of noneconomic damages.

The effect of applying the Death on
the High Seas Act to aviation acci-
dents is a threat to families, definitely
depending on whether their loved ones
died in an air crash into the sea or one
that crashed on land. This is obviously
absurd and unfair. The value of an indi-
vidual’s life does not change depending
on where the plane happens to come
down. H.R. 2005, as amended, intends to
correct this critical flaw of the Death
on the High Seas Act.

First, the bill simply adds the act to
the list of shipping laws that do not
apply to aviation.

Second, the bill makes this change
applicable to all cases still pending in
the lower courts, which includes the
family members of the victims of TWA

Flight 800.
| strongly urge all Members to sup-
port this bill. It is a simple piece of

legislation that will fix the harmful in-
adequacies that result when the Death
on the High Seas Act is applied to avia-
tion disasters.

| want to congratulate the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] for spear-
heading this bill through the sub-
committee and the full committee, and
I want to state once again, it is an
honor and privilege to work with him.
His cooperation is always outstanding.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI]
again for his very kind remarks. | do
not know of any other subcommittee in
the entire Congress where the chair-
man and the ranking member have a
better relationship than do the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LiPINSKI] and
I, and | know that | treasure that rela-
tionship personally.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
very distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE], author of
this important legislation.

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

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 2005, the Airline
Disaster Relief Act. | want to thank
my friends, Chairman SHUSTER, sub-
committee Chairman DUNCAN, the
ranking members, the gentleman from
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Minnesota, Mr. OBERSTAR, and the gen-
tleman from Illinois, Mr. LIPINSKI, for
their hard work and leadership in
bringing this bill to the floor.

The measure was introduced by my-
self and a 40-member bipartisan coali-
tion only 26 working days ago. The
Subcommittee on Transportation and
Infrastructure’s swift consideration of
the measure is greatly appreciated by
my cosponsors, by me, and, most of all,
by the families who had lost loved ones
in TWA Flight 800.

Today, in my opinion, we are doing
what the people sent us here to do; that
is, to craft laws of pressing and imme-
diate importance which justly empower
the people from which this body’s
power is derived. This bill, Mr. Speak-
er, fulfills this mission.

On July 17, 1996, 230 people lost their
lives in the tragic crash of TWA Flight
800. Included among them were 21 peo-
ple from Montoursville, PA, a small
community in my district. The people
of Montoursville were brutally im-
pacted by this air disaster, facing the
sudden loss of 16 high school students,
members of the French Club, and five
chaperones, who were on their way to
France to enrich their educational ex-
perience.

For the families of the victims
aboard TWA Flight 800, the tragedy
was made even worse by the applica-
tion of an antiquated 1920 maritime
law, which my colleagues have referred
to, known as the Death on the High
Seas Act. The act would prevent the
families of TWA victims from receiving
just compensation, which they would
be entitled to under State law.

Ironically, the Death on the High
Seas Act was passed in 1920 to help wid-
ows and orphans of sailors who were
lost at sea but limits the compensation
to income. The effect of that arcane
statute is that claimants must appear
before a district judge without the ben-
efit of a jury and can receive com-
pensation only for loss of income, not
companionship, not pain and suffering,
none of the other tort applications that
exist in the State courts.

Today, when State tort laws have
progressed to a point where value is
placed on human life, the application
of this skewed statute is inequity, un-
fair and inhumane. This is particularly
true in the death of children, for they
are generally not economic providers
for their families, and thus, family
members would receive virtually no
compensation for the loss of a loved
one who is not a wage earner.

The Death on the High Seas Act is
invoked when a disaster occurs 3 miles
out to sea, the old 1 league measure-
ment from antiquity. No parent ought
to be told by our Nation’s legal system
that longitude and latitude will deter-
mine the value of their children or de-
termine their rights in a court of law.

For this reason, | introduced this
bill, which will negate the application
of the Death on the High Seas Act. It
will amend the Federal Aviation Act so
airline disasters at sea, as my friend,
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the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPIN-
SKl1], just said, are treated the same as
incidents on land.

The gross injustice of the Death on
the High Seas Act must be changed. No
law should make a loved one valueless
because an aviation disaster occurs at
sea and not on land. Where a plane
crashed ought not to dictate a person’s
rights in a court of law.

Both the Supreme Court and the
White House Commission on Aviation
Safety and Security recommended that
the Congress correct these inequities.
Additionally, the CBO, in examining
this legislation, points out it does not
have any budgetary impact.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to bring jus-
tice to the application of Federal laws
which regulate airline disaster claims.
Passage of this act will be an impor-
tant step in achieving this objective.

I want to thank again the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
DuNcaN], one of the ablest Members of
this body, and my friend, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LiPiNsKi], for
their cooperation.

I urge Members to overwhelmingly
approve this bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by just
saying that not only will this bill make
changes that most people thought were
in effect already, but it will correct po-
tentially a great injustice that would
have been done to the families of these
victims of the TWA Flight 800 crash
and change a law that should have been
changed many years ago. This will po-
tentially help families for many years
to come.

This is good legislation. As the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE] said, | likewise would like to
urge our colleagues to pass this legisla-
tion overwhelmingly.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, last July 17,
230 people died when TWA flight 800 ex-
ploded 9 miles off the coast of Long Island.
This was and continues to be a national trag-
edy. For almost 1 year, the families of those
who perished have had to deal with more than
the pain of losing a loved one. They endured
sitting for hours after the crash, waiting for the
final passenger list that would confirm their
worst fears. They waited anxiously for any in-
dication that someone might have survived the
fiery crash. To this day they continue to wait
for an explanation for the disaster. Until ques-
tions begin to be answered, it is impossible to
complete the healing process.

This tragedy is made all the worse by an
outdated law that prevents survivors from
suing in State court, in front of a jury, for dam-
ages like pain and suffering and loss of com-
panionship that are traditionally available
under the tort law system. Had the plane
crashed seconds earlier—when the plane was
only 2 miles off of New York's coast—this
would not be an issue. However, at 9 miles
out, the 1920 “Death on the High Seas Act”
governs. This outdated law dictates that law-
suits arising from aviation accidents that occur
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more than 3 miles off of the United States
shoreline be brought in Admiralty Court and
limits recovery of damages for * * * survivors
to lost income only. While this may have been
an appropriate law 77 years ago, in 1997 it is
nothing short of outrageous today.

A constituent of mine, Carol Ziemkiewicz,
lost her daughter, Jill, on that flight. JilI's life-
long dream of becoming a flight attendant be-
came a reality when she completed her train-
ing at TWA and began her work on TWA do-
mestic flights. After only 1%2> months Jill was
assigned to her first international flight. She
would be going to Paris, where she was eager
to visit the Garden of Versailles. An hour be-
fore TWA flight 800 left to take Jill to Paris,
she called her mother and summed up her an-
ticipation—her last words to her were “I'm
psyched.”

Jill was only 23 years old. Her life, along
with everyone else on the plane, was ended
too early. But the 230 people who died in that
crash were not the only victims on that fateful
night. Those victims left behind families,
friends, and loved ones; people who continue
to live but whose lives will never be the same
because of this tragedy.

| am a proud cosponsor of H.R. 2005. H.R.
2005 will help to ensure that Carol
Ziemkiewicz and the hundreds of other surviv-
ing family members like her know that the
lives of their loved ones had value—that what
happened to them was a tragedy and we all
must do what we can to ease their pain and
suffering. They have been through enough. |
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 2005.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, as an origi-
nal cosponsor of H.R. 2005, the Airline Disas-
ter Relief Act, | want to commend my col-
league, Congressman McCDADE, for introducing
this important bill. This is must-pass legislation
that will ensure equitable treatment for those
families who suffer the agonizing loss of a
loved one resulting from international aviation
disasters.

Currently, various laws exist which impact
the ability of family members to seek retribu-
tion for the death of a loved one. Specifically,
in 1920, the Disaster on the High Seas Act
was enacted for the immediate family of sail-
ors lost at sea to obtain compensation for lost
income. This act is applicable when the avia-
tion accidents occurs more than 3 miles from
the shoreline. Because TWA 800 crashed 9
miles off the Long Island coast, the Supreme
Court has ruled, in similar cases, that the High
Seas Act would apply.

What that means for family members of the
TWA 800 air disaster is that they will only be
allowed to receive minimal compensation from
TWA because this antiquated law restricts
compensation to loss of income. Under the
1920 act, plaintiffs are not entitled to damages
for pain and suffering, loss of companionship,
or loss to society. In fact, those families that
lost children, like the 16 students from
Montoursville High School in Montoursville,
PA, who were participating in a long-awaited
French Club trip to France, would receive al-
most no compensation because children do
not contribute any income to the family. Senior
citizens fall into the same category as chil-
dren. Moreover, victims' family members
would be restricted from having a jury trial and
would have to present their claim to a judge
under maritime law.

Justice Scalia stated that the Supreme
Court feels the law is antiquated but it's up to
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Congress to change it. Furthermore, the White
House Commission on Aviation Safety and
Security has stated:

Certain statutes and international trea-
ties, established 50 years ago, historically
have not provided equitable treatment for
families of passengers involved in inter-
national aviation disasters. Specifically, the
Death on the High Seas Act of 1920, although
designed to aid families of victims of mari-
time disasters, have inhibited the ability of
family members of aviation disasters to ob-
tain fair compensation.

At a time when so many Americans are
traveling abroad, either taking part in the glob-
al economy or seeing the sights of other coun-
try’s cultures, it is important that Americans
know that their court system is accessible to
them should the unthinkable happen.

Over 200 families lost loved ones on TWA
flight 800. It is unconscionable that those fami-
lies will not be provided the same access and
compensation available to the families in-
volved in the Value-Jet tragedy. This despite
the fact that both disasters happened roughly
the same time after take off and the same dis-
tance from the respective airports. The only
difference being that TWA 800 was past the 3-
mile limit allowed by the 1920 act. Finally, it is
interesting to note that this 1920 act was de-
signed to address maritime disasters and was
enacted at a time when there were no trans-
oceanic flights. However, it is being applied to
circumstances relating to airline disasters.

| would like to take this opportunity to pay
tribute to two of my constituents, Robert Miller
and his wife of 30 years Betty were two of the
230 people aboard flight TWA 800. Robert Mil-
ler had been Tenafly’'s popular and affable
borough administrator for almost 5 years, and
his wife was a school teacher in Dumont.
While this legislation will not ease the pain of
their loss, it will provide their daughter the
same access and compensation available to
other families involved in similar tragedies.

In addition, | would like to commend one of
my constituents who has worked hard to see
that this legislation received the attention it so
deserves. Mr. Hans Ephraimson-Abt. lost a
23-year-old daughter when a Soviet fighter
plane disabled Korean Airline Flight 007.
Since that personal tragedy, Mr. Ephraimson
has devoted himself to assisting other families
involved in similar tragedies. He has served as
the chairman of the American Association for
Families of KAL 007 Victims, a support group
that has extended its activities to assist fami-
lies involved in other air accidents to cope bet-
ter with their tragedies’ aftermath.

He has been an active participant in the ef-
forts to improve after-crisis management, as
well as to update and modernize laws and
treaties. In that regard, yesterday, Mr.
Ephraimson testified before the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation’s Task Force on As-
sistance to Families of Aviation Disasters.
Year after year he has continued to fight for
the rights and needs of families who have suf-
fered as a result of airline disasters. He has
pushed for comprehensive regulations, and to
improve domestic and international civil avia-
tion.

It is through the hard work and diligence of
people like Mr. Ephraimson that we have
learned of the need to change the provisions
of the 1920 act to make it more applicable to
today’'s modern disasters. He and others like
him are to be commended for their unselfish
dedication to making all of our lives better and
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safer, and he is to be commended for his tire-
less dedication to helping ease the pain of
those that have suffered a family tragedy due
to an airline disaster.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 2005, as amended.

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

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ““A bill to amend title 49,
United States Code, to clarify the ap-
plication of the Act popularly known
as the ‘Death on the High Seas Act’ to
aviation incidents, and for other pur-
poses.”.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DUNCAN. 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 matter
on H.R. 2005, the bill just considered.

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

There was no objection.

CONCERNING THE SITUATION BE-
TWEEN THE DEMOCRATIC PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF KOREA AND
THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 74) con-
cerning the situation between the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
and the Republic of Korea, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 74

Whereas the Korean demilitarized zone re-
mains extremely tense 44 years after the
ending of the Korean War, as evidenced most
recently by a mortar attack and exchange of
gunfire on July 17, 1997;

Whereas with more than 1,000,000 soldiers
in the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea and 600,000 soldiers in the Republic of
Korea, both militaries are on a constant high
alert;

Whereas the threat of North-South mili-
tary confrontation between the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea and the Republic
of Korea is of grave concern to the United
States;

Whereas 37,000 United States troops are
stationed on the Korean Peninsula;

Whereas the United States and the Repub-
lic of Korea have long had a close relation-
ship based on mutual respect, shared secu-
rity goals, and shared interests;

Whereas as a result of an invitation ex-
tended last year by President Clinton and
Republic of Korea President Kim Young
Sam, four-party preparatory talks involving
the United States, the Republic of Korea, the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, and
the People’s Republic of China are likely to
begin in August 1997 to determine timing,
venue, level of representation, and broad
agenda categories for forthcoming talks;
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Whereas the participation of China is inte-
gral to the success of any agreement; and

Whereas it will be impossible to resolve
the conflict on the Korean Peninsula and
fashion a lasting solution unless the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea and the Re-
public of Korea engage in direct dialogue,
without depending on other parties to act as
intermediaries: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) supports United States troops who have
faithfully served the interests of the United
States by ensuring stability on the Korean
Peninsula,

(2) supports our Republic of Korea allies
who have made good faith efforts to resolve
this conflict; and

(3) supports four-way talks between the
United States, China, the Republic of Korea,
and the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea to peacefully and permanently resolve
the conflict between the two Koreas.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. KiM] and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kim].

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

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on this
concurrent resolution.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, the Korean
peninsula remains one of the world’s
most heavily militarized regions, a hot
spot of potential confrontation that
has endured for more than 40 years.
The mortar attacks and exchange of
gunfire between the North and South
Korean forces that occurred on July 17,
1997, highlight the extremely tense sit-
uation that exists every day along the
so-called Demilitarized Zone.

As demonstrated by the presence of
37,000 American troops on the Korean
peninsula, the United States is for-
mally committed to maintaining sta-
bility and security in the region. Our
strong support for the four-party talks
is a further proof that the United
States Government wants to see im-
proved relations between North and
South Korea, which will hopefully
bring a final and lasting peace to the
peninsula.

The distinguished gentleman from
Florida [Mr. HASTINGS] has introduced
a timely and well-fashioned concurrent
resolution that reemphasizes the sup-
port of the Congress for our brave serv-
ice men and women stationed in the pe-
ninsula and for continued diplomatic
efforts to bring the two parties to-
gether to resolve the conflict. House
Concurrent Resolution 74 also, quite
properly, recognizes our South Korean
allies for their good-faith efforts at
achieving peace.
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I fully support the passage of House
Concurrent Resolution 74 and commend
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HAST-
INGS] for his leadership in authorizing
this resolution.

I thank the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER], the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Asia and the
Pacific, for his prompt consideration of
this measure in his subcommittee, and
the ranking Democrat on the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON], and on the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from California
[Mr. BERMAN], for their cooperation in
advancing it to this point.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and | rise in support of the resolution.

First | want to express my apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Florida
who | think was the original cosponsor
or the original sponsor of this resolu-
tion, along with the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. The Korean
peninsula, | think, is the most dan-
gerous place in the world today. Yet
American troops working in close part-
nership with our South Korean friends
and allies have helped maintain the
peace there for over 44 years. So all of
us owe a debt of gratitude to those who
gave their lives during the Korean war
and to those who stand guard today
along the demilitarized zone separating
North and South Korea.

This resolution gives voice to our
gratitude, expresses our strong backing
for both American troops in Korea and
our stalwart South Korean allies. The
resolution also supports the four-way
talks between the United States,
China, the Republic of Korea, and the
democratic People’s Republic of Korea
to peacefully and permanently resolve
the conflict between the two Koreas. |
think this legislation deserves our sup-
port. | ask my colleagues to vote ‘“‘yes”’
on the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. HAST-
INGS], the chief sponsor of this resolu-
tion.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the distinguished
ranking member for yielding me this
time.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kiwm], the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER],
my friend and colleague, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN]
as well for their expeditious handling
of this matter in the Subcommittee on
Asia and the Pacific.

I especially point to the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kim], my good
friend, for this resolution was con-
ceived by me when the gentleman from
California [Mr. KiM] and myself and
other Members of the House, along
with the Speaker of the House, visited
South Korea. It was a moving experi-
ence to go there and to go there with
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the gentleman from California [Mr.
Kim], who obviously understands and
understood the dynamics in that area
better than any of us could.

It really is just a sense of the Con-
gress expressing our support for and
encouragement of four-party talks be-
tween the United States, South Korea,
North Korea, and China. Since the Ko-
rean peninsula was divided at the end
of World War 11, between the North and
South, repeated attempts at reunifica-
tion have failed. The 1950 through 1953
Korean war ended in an armistice
agreement which altered hostilities but
left the two sides technically at war,
divided by a heavily fortified demili-
tarized zone that the gentleman from
California [Mr. KiMm] and myself and
others had an opportunity to visit re-
cently.

Since 1970 there have been several at-
tempts to replace the 1953 armistice
agreement with a peace deal that could
lead to a unified Korean peninsula. But
as you know, Mr. Speaker, these at-
tempts have been fragile if not precar-
ious, yet at times the dialogue between
North and South Korea has produced
cooperation in various forms such as
cultural exchanges, a unified sports
team, reunions of separated families
and limited trade.

With this resolution, it is our hope
that the nothing ventured nothing
gained outlook prevails at the four-
party talks initiated by the United
States and our stalwart ally, South
Korea. Without the participation of
each and every one of the invited par-
ties, these talks will become moot.
This resolution loudly and clearly
states that the U.S. Congress strongly
encourages all parties to come to the
table and stay there until a formal
peace treaty is developed.

For its part, North Korea is already
plagued by food shortages and eco-
nomic mismanagement. Most nations
avoid the North because its leaders can
be and at most times are unreliable. It
has no legal system. Its roads and rail-
ways are crumbling. Its work force is
starving and its huge military is a con-
stant threat to peace and stability in
that region.

By encouraging these four-party
talks, our goal is to alleviate the im-
mense threat that a dangerous, unsta-
ble region poses to our ally, South
Korea. Yet we must do so in a manner
which does not necessarily condemn
North Korea. Rather, our solution
must relieve the pain and suffering in
the region by replacing it with peace
and security.

Forty-four years after the ending of
the Korean war, the border between the
two countries remains extremely tense.
The border remains extremely tense as
evidenced by the recent mortar attack
and gunfire exchange on July 17. Last
August, when the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KimM] and others and | trav-
eled to South Korea with Speaker
GINGRICH, we stood on that border and
visited our troops stationed at the de-
militarized zone.
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This amendment is also about Amer-
ican soldiers and South Korean sol-
diers. It is an expression of support for
the men and women stationed over
there with the hope that these four-
party talks will lead to a unified
Korea, eliminating the need for their
deployment.

Reunification is a goal claimed by
both North and South Korea. Let us en-
courage this ambition by making re-
unification a sincere goal of our for-
eign policy. | urge all of our colleagues
to support this resolution. | thank the
gentleman, once again, for yielding me
the time.

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

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise this afternoon in
strong support of the resolution intro-
duced by our colleague from Florida
[Mr. HASTINGS], which supports our
U.S. troops who faithfully served the
interests of the United States by ensur-
ing stability on the Korean peninsula
and the four-way talks between the
United States, China, South Korea and
North Korea.

Mr. Speaker, | represent a very
unique American community. The
American citizens of Guam live in the
Asia-Pacific region, and Guam is the
closest American community to the
events occurring on the Korean penin-
sula and would be a crucial part of any
effort to deal with any hostilities on
the peninsula.

Mr. Speaker, as part of my ongoing
work in the Committee on National Se-
curity, | have traveled to Korea for on-
site briefings and witnessed firsthand
our challenge there. As America re-
mains engaged in the effort to peace-
fully settle the conflict between North
and South Korea, we must commend
and vigorously support the recent ef-
forts to begin the four-way talks.
These talks will contribute to greater
security in the Asia-Pacific region and
are of tremendous importance to Guam
and the rest of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, this House has taken
many steps in directing United States
policy in Korea. At a time of severe
starvation and growing internal strife
in North Korea, we must resolve to act
on our commitments and demonstrate
international leadership.

Passage of this resolution will again
reassure Koreans that we in the United
States are working to establish a con-
crete and lasting peace on the Korean
peninsula by living up to our respon-
sibility as a signer of the armistice
agreement. As we support the resolu-
tion, let us not forget the distinguished
service of our men and women in uni-
form who have been the main force for
peace in that part of the world.

| urge this body to pass this very im-
portant resolution.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. RoycE], a member
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of the Subcommittee on Asia and the
Pacific, my good friend.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kim], for yielding
to me this time. | want to commend
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HAST-
INGS] for offering this resolution.

This resolution makes an important
statement that the House of Represent-
atives supports our troops on the Ko-
rean peninsula. We support our friends
and allies in the Republic of Korea and
we support the proposed North-South
four-party talks that at long last seem
to be moving forward.

We are all hopeful that the recent
agreement of the North Korean Gov-
ernment to sit down and agree to the
final details of four-party talks will
lead to substantive negotiations. Now
more than ever, it is important to have
such channels of communication open
to discuss the future of North Korea,
and future relations between the North
and South. And | really want to take
this opportunity to urge all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA].

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to support House Concurrent Res-
olution 74, as introduced by my good
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. HASTINGS].

Mr. Speaker, after that terrible con-
flict commonly known as the Korean
war, for some 44 years now our Nation
has had to maintain an effective pres-
ence in the demilitarized zone that is
separating North Korea from South
Korea. Even until now, Mr. Speaker,
the crisis in the Korean Peninsula re-
mains one of the most tense in the
world. North Korea has an army of over
1 million soldiers, compared to South
Korea’s 600,000 sailors and soldiers.

Mr. Speaker, history has dem-
onstrated several times that all the
bullets, the guns, the cannons, and all
other manner of military weapons are
not worth a dime if the country cannot
feed its soldiers. Recent reports indi-
cate, Mr. Speaker, that there is cur-
rently a shortfall of approximately 2.3
million tons of grain in North Korea.
What this simply means is that the
North Korean people are starving and
there is serious concern if the crisis
has been alleviated or do we expect
more problems in the future.

Mr. Speaker, | believe it is only prop-
er that the People’s Republic of China,
our Nation, and the two Koreas should
engage in meaningful dialog.

Mr. Speaker, I have been to South
Korea, and | was very impressed with
its economic and political develop-
ments in recent years. With South Ko-
rea’s development in technology and
industrialization, and with the tremen-
dous potential of resources available to
North Korea, a unified Korea could
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really become a great nation to provide
for the needs of some 60 million people
living in both North and South Korea.

I want to commend the gentleman
from California [Mr. KiM], my good
friend, for also being a part of the man-
agement of this legislation. | urge my
colleagues to support this piece of leg-
islation.

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

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | have no fur-
ther requests for time, and | yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. KiM) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, House Concurrent
Resolution 74, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

EXPRESSING CONCERN OVER
VIOLENCE IN REPUBLIC OF CONGO

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 175) expressing concern
over the outbreak of violence in the
Republic of Congo and the resulting
threat to scheduled elections and con-
stitutional government in that coun-
try, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. REs. 175
Whereas President Pascal Lissouba de-
feated former President Denis Sassou-

Nguesso in a 1992 election that was deter-
mined to be free and fair;

Whereas losing candidates raised questions
concerning the results of the 1993 legislative
election and used those concerns to cast
doubt on the entire democratic process in
the Republic of Congo and as the rationale
for creating private militias;

Whereas thousands of citizens of the Re-
public of Congo have been killed in intermit-
tent fighting between Government soldiers
and private militiamen since 1993;

Whereas there are concerns about the un-
finished census and resulting electoral list to
be used in the scheduled July 27 election;

Whereas the recent fighting resulted from
the Government’s attempt to disarm former
President Sassou-Nguesso’s ‘‘Cobra’” militia
in advance of the scheduled July 27 election;

Whereas the fighting and uneasy peace has
caused serious loss of life and diminished
ability to care for those who are without ac-
cess to adequate medical care or food and
water;

Whereas the fighting between Government
troops and militiamen have forced the evac-
uation from the country of foreign nationals
and endangered refugees from both Rwanda
and the former Zaire; and

Whereas African governments have at-
tempted to bring about a negotiated settle-
ment to the current crisis: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) condemns the current fighting and
urges the warring parties to reach a lasting
ceasefire that will allow for humanitarian
needs to be addressed as soon as possible;
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(2) calls on all private militia to disarm
and disband immediately to end the continu-
ing threat to peace and stability in the Re-
public of Congo;

(3) commends African leaders from Gabon,
Equatorial Guinea, Cameroon, Benin,
Central African Republic, Senegal, and Chad
for their efforts to negotiate a peaceful set-
tlement and encourages their continuing ef-
forts to find a sustainable political settle-
ment in this matter;

(4) supports the deployment of an African
peacekeeping force to the Republic of Congo
if deemed necessary;

(5) urges the Government of the Republic
of Congo, in cooperation with all legal politi-
cal parties, to resolve in a transparent man-
ner questions concerning the scheduled elec-
tions and to prepare for open and trans-
parent elections at the earliest feasible time;
and

(6) encourages the United States Govern-
ment to provide technical assistance on elec-
tion related matters if requested by the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Congo.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. Roycge], and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON],
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. RoYycEe].

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on this
resolution.

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

There was no objection.

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

Since violence in the Republic of
Congo escalated several weeks ago, an
estimated 3,000 lives have been lost
there. What started as an effort by
Congo President Pascal Lissouba to
safeguard upcoming elections by neu-
tralizing the so-called Cobra militia,
operated by a political rival, has de-
generated into ethnic cleansing.

All this has developed beneath the
media’s radar. As the world watched
the unraveling of the Mobutu regime in
the neighboring country then known as
Zaire, the Republic of Congo was seen
as a safe haven for refugees from that
collapsing nation.

But today nearly a quarter of the
population of the city of Brazzaville
has left town to avoid being caught in
the fighting. Unfortunately, these refu-
gees have found themselves stopped
along the way and Killed if they belong
to the wrong ethnic group. This resolu-
tion is a reinforcement of our Govern-
ment’s commitment to the democratic
process in Congo-Brazzaville. It calls
for a disengagement of forces and a
lasting cease-fire and applauds the Af-
rican efforts to resolve this crisis. It
unanimously passed the Committee on
International Relations several weeks
ago.

0O 1545

Mr. Speaker, when this resolution
was before the House last week, there
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was some confusion over whether it
called for an international peacekeep-
ing force. Let me say clearly that this
resolution calls for any such force to be
an African force.

Mr. Speaker, a resolution of the cri-
sis in Congo-Brazzaville is not only a
priority for regional strategic reasons,
but the example of a democracy unrav-
eling is a poor one for other African na-
tions. | ask for my colleagues’ support.

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

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
and | rise in support of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | support the resolution
because | believe it does draw attention
to an explosive situation in central Af-
rica, and | want to express my appre-
ciation for the leadership of the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. Royce], for his sponsorship of the
resolution and for putting the resolu-
tion forward.

I do think the gentleman’s expla-
nation is important to notice. There
was a misunderstanding on the floor of
the House last week. This resolution
supports the deployment of an African
peacekeeping force to the Republic of
Congo, and only supports it if it is
deemed necessary. | think the resolu-
tion was not fully understood at the
time of the vote last week.

This resolution reflects the views of
the U.S. Congress on the importance of
this issue. | hope the resolution will
encourage the parties to maintain the
current cease-fire and to reach a politi-
cal solution in the ongoing talks. |
urge the adoption of the resolution.

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

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the balance of my time to thank
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON] and ask my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution, which sends an
important message to the region.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. RoYce] that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, H. Res. 175, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

BANKRUPTCY JUDGESHIP ACT OF
1997

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
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(H.R. 1596) to amend title 28, United
States Code, to authorize the appoint-
ment of additional bankruptcy judges,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1596

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 ‘‘Bankruptcy
Judgeship Act of 1997”".

SEC. 2. PERMANENT JUDGESHIPS.

Section 152(a)(2) of title 28, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the item relating to the central dis-
trict of California, by striking ‘21" and in-
serting ‘‘25”";

(2) in the item relating to the district of
Maryland, by striking ‘‘4’” and inserting “‘5”’;

(3) in the item relating to the district of
New Jersey, by striking ‘8" and inserting
“9”"; and

(4) in the item relating to the western dis-
trict of Tennessee, by striking ““4”” and in-
serting ‘5.

SEC. 3. TEMPORARY JUDGESHIPS.

(a) APPOINTMENTS.—The following judge-
ship positions shall be filled in the manner
prescribed in section 152(a)(1) of title 28,
United States Code, for the appointment of
bankruptcy judges provided for in section
152(a)(2) of such title:

(1) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the eastern district of California.

(2) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the southern district of Florida.

(3) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the district of Maryland.

(4) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the eastern district of Michigan.

(5) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the southern district of Mississippi.

(6) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the eastern district of New York.

(7) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the northern district of New York.

(8) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the southern district of New York.

(9) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship
the eastern district of Pennsylvania.

(10) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship for
the middle district of Pennsylvania.

(11) 1 additional bankruptcy judgeship for
the eastern district of Virginia.

(b) VAcANCIES.—The first vacancy occur-
ring in the office of a bankruptcy judge in
each of the judicial districts set forth in sub-
section (a) which—

(1) results from the death, retirement, res-
ignation, or removal of a bankruptcy judge,
and

(2) occurs 5 years or more after the ap-
pointment date of a judge appointed under
subsection (a), shall not be filled.

SEC. 4. EXTENSION.

The temporary bankruptcy judgeship posi-
tion authorized for the district of Delaware
by section 3(a)(3) of the Bankruptcy Judge-
ship Act of 1992 (28 U.S.C. 152 note) is ex-
tended until the first vacancy occurring in
the office of a bankruptcy judge in that dis-
trict resulting from the death, retirement,
resignation, or removal of a bankruptcy
judge and occurring 10 years or more after
October 28, 1993. All other provisions of sec-
tion 3 of the Bankruptcy Judgeship Act of
1992 remain applicable to such temporary
judgeship position.

SEC. 5 TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

The first sentence of section 152(a)(1) of
title 28, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows: ‘“Each bankruptcy judge to
be appointed for a judicial district as pro-
vided in paragraph (2) shall be appointed by

for

for
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the United States court of appeals for the
circuit in which such district is located.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] and the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
LOFGREN] each will control 20 minutes.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1596.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, | rise in favor of this
legislation, the Bankruptcy Judgeship
Act of 1997, and urge its adoption by
the House.

We would think it is an anomaly, Mr.
Speaker, to have a request for new
bankruptcy judges at a time when the
gross national product seems to be in
good shape and inflation is down and
the economy is in fairly good shape,
yet the evidence is sound that bank-
ruptcies, personal and otherwise, are
on the rise. Therefore, the Judicial
Conference, on whom we rely in the
Committee on the Judiciary for the
general themes of what we can best do
to serve the Federal judiciary, has re-
quested that these new judgeships be
created.

There would be 7 permanent new
judges and 11 temporary judges across
the 14 Federal judicial districts. It
would extend one temporary judgeship
already in existence in another dis-
trict.

Because | personally put so much
stock in the findings of the Judicial
Conference, those findings have formed
the basis for the hearings that we held
in this regard over the last two terms
and the reports on which we based
some of our recommendations.

The bill that is in front of us has
been cosponsored by Members on both
sides of the aisle. The gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HYDE], the chairman of
the full Committee on the Judiciary,
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CONYERS] the ranking member on the
minority, as well as the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER] the sub-
committee ranking member, and this
individual, all of us have cosponsored
and have urged the passage of this leg-
islation.

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

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

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

Mr. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the motion to suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1596, the
Bankruptcy Judgeship Act of 1997.

This legislation is both urgently nec-
essary and long overdue. Although
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bankruptcies continue to rise, over 1
million filings in 1996, Congress has
failed to provide the necessary re-
sources to do the job. We have not pro-
vided for any new bankruptcy judge-
ships since 1992. When the cases pile up
in bankruptcy court, businesses that
are owed money are left holding the
bag, families trying to straighten out
their lives face delay, and many cases
will receive less attention than they
merit.

I would note that this year the Ad-
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts
has recommended an increase in the
number of permanent bankruptcy
judgeships in the Central District of
California by four and the addition of a
temporary bankruptcy judgeship in the
Eastern District of California.

This bill also reflects the improved
method instituted by the Administra-
tive Office of the U.S. Courts for meas-
uring the work required to adjudicate
the huge chapter 11 cases. Until re-
cently, the largest unit of measure
used for the purpose of calculating ju-
dicial workload was a $1 million chap-
ter 11.

Under that system of measuring judi-
cial workload, a case involving $1 mil-
lion worth of debt was statistically in-
distinguishable from a $1 billion case.
By failing to measure the actual work-
load in these cases, the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts consistently
failed to recommend adequate re-
sources for courts that heard the mas-
sive chapter 11 cases. This bill reflects
the newer and more accurate measure.

We cannot afford to have debtors and
creditors held up in court because
there are not enough judges to hear the
cases. H.R. 1596 is a measured response
to the need for additional bankruptcy
judges. | urge its adoption and join
with the chairman in pointing out that
this is indeed a measure that has re-
ceived bipartisan support among its
sponsors and on the committee.

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WoOLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the bill, H.R. 1596, and | want to
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. GEKASs] for yielding me time to
speak on the personal bankruptcy cri-
sis in America.

In 1996 alone over one million cases
for bankruptcy were filed, an increase
of 27 percent over the 1995 filings,
which equaled 926,000. In 1997 bank-
ruptcy filings have exceeded 100,000 per
month across the country.

While the entire Nation needs addi-
tional bankruptcy judges to help man-
age the increased caseload, H.R. 1596 is
targeting areas most in need for addi-
tional assistance, with temporary
judgeships to be authorized for the
Eastern District of California, the
Southern District of Florida, the Dis-
trict of Maryland, the Eastern District
of Michigan, the Southern District of
Mississippi, the Eastern District of
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New York, the Northern District of
New York, the Southern District of
New York, the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania, the Middle District of
Pennsylvania, and the Eastern District
of Virginia.

Also, the legislation calls for an addi-
tional four permanent judges to be au-
thorized for California, Maryland, New
Jersey, and Tennessee.

Why are we in a personal bankruptcy
crisis in America? A recent study con-
ducted by SMR Research Corp. in
Hackettstown, NJ, looked at the bank-
ruptcy crisis and found that while
there is no single prime cause of bank-
ruptcy, there is a connection between
bankruptcy and gambling.

That study states, and | quote, Mr.
Speaker,

It now appears that gambling may be the
single fastest growing driver of bankruptcy.
Once limited to Nevada and New Jersey, ca-
sino gambling has spread very rapidly
through many States. Indian reservation ca-
sinos have been one new mode for this
growth, and riverboat and coastal gambling
boats have been added.

This is a fascinating and enlighten-
ing study which | will submit for the
RECORD for all our colleagues to read.

When we look at the areas where
H.R. 1596 targets the need for addi-
tional bankruptcy court assistance, we
can see a link to the areas where gam-
bling has proliferated in recent years.
The SMR Research study states, and |
quote,

The bankruptcy rate was 18 percent higher
in counties with one gambling facility and
was 35 percent higher in counties with five or
more gambling establishments.

The study continues, and |
again, Mr. Speaker,

The effect of gambling on bankruptcy
seems quite clear when you look at a map.
Among all the counties in Nevada, for in-
stance, we find that the closer you come to
Las Vegas and Reno, the higher the bank-
ruptcy rate. In California the two counties
with the highest bankruptcy rates are River-
side and San Bernadino. They also happen to
be the two counties closest to Las Vegas.
The fourth highest bankruptcy rate in Cali-
fornia is in Sacramento County, which is
closest to Reno.

If we look at H.R. 1596, we see the
Central District of California will be
authorized four additional permanent
bankruptcy judges and the Eastern
District of California will be getting an
additional temporary judge to handle
the swelling number of bankruptcy fil-
ings.

Mr. Speaker, | will not belabor the
point, but I urge our colleagues to read
the SMR Research report. We see Con-
gress must be educated on the effects
of gambling in our society. We are act-
ing today to increase bankruptcy
judgeships, which | believe can be
linked to the proliferation of gambling
today, but we just cannot continue to
add more and more judges to solve this
crisis. Getting to the heart of the prob-
lem is a challenge not only facing this
Congress but the newly established Na-
tional Gambling Impact Study Com-
mission.

quote
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Mr. Speaker, the SMR information |
referred to earlier follows:

THE PERSONAL BANKRUPTCY CRISIS, 1997
(Published by SMR Research Corporation)
THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

In 1996, SMR Research issued a 56-page
study on the causes of wildly rising personal
bankruptcy filings. We knew the subject was
timely, but little did we imagine the media
coverage that would follow.

The 1996 study was mentioned in major
newspapers and magazines across the land,
on television, and even became the subject of
two stories in the Wall Street Journal.

Fate is strange. Publicity is nice, but the
1996 study was not exactly a typical SMR
production. The explosion in bankruptcies
had caused a lot of demand for information
from our lending industry clients, especially
unsecured lenders. We put together the 56-
page piece as a section of our 1996 annual
credit card market study, and later offered
the bankruptcy section by itself to non-cred-
it card issuers.

Although 56 pages might look big to some
folks, it was the shortest research study we
have done since 1985. We found ourselves
making conclusions in the 1996 study with
some statistical backing, but not always de-
finitive proof.

This study, by contrast, is indeed a stand-
ard SMR Research work. The scope is much
greater, and allows us to cover the subject
completely, with a meaty section on solving
(or at least mitigating) the personal bank-
ruptcy dilemma. Where the 1996 study fo-
cused solely on some of the core causes of
bankruptcy, this study covers the full nature
of the problem.

We look at the common misperceptions
about bankruptcy and provide the statistics
that show why they are such vast over-state-
ments. Unemployment is not the primary
driver of bankruptcy, nor is the overall
consumer debt load. Lender marketing and
easy credit also are not the prime cause.

In fact, there is no single prime cause of
bankruptcy. In this study, you’ll see cov-
erage of many things that result in bank-
ruptcy, with some quantification of which
ones are in the worst. The additional space
allows us to cover things we couldn’t cover
last year, like the connection between bank-
ruptcy and gambling—perhaps the fastest-
growing problem of all.

In addition, this study, for the first time
we know of, shows the demographics of
bankruptcy, using our county-level statis-
tical database that goes back to 1989.

Regarding solutions to the problem, they
are not easy. The bankruptcy spike is based
at least in part on serious, intransigent,
worsening, socio-economic problems. This
underlying core puts upward pressure on fil-
ings, and the upward pressure really explodes
when you throw lawyer advertising and
bankruptcy’s loss of social stigma into the
mix.

Still, we are quite confident that there are
steps available to creditors to help control
their own bankruptcy loss exposure. We
think the best solution of all may be the
most radical, which is for creditors to adopt
some of the risk-control techniques of the in-
surance industry. This would mean using ac-
tual geographic loss statistics as a supple-
mental aid in credit scoring, pricing, and
marketing. This material appears starting
on Page 157.

SMR has been following the bankruptcy
subject, and has been building its database of
filings, for eight years. After all that time,
we finally have created a research study that
we believe addresses all the central issues in
the bankruptcy crisis.

We appreciate your patronage and hope
you get good value from the research.
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GAMBLING AND BANKRUPTCY

It now appears that gambling may be the
single fastest-growing driver of bankruptcy.

Once limited to Nevada and New Jersey,
casino gambling has spread very rapidly
through many states. Indian reservation ca-
sinos have been one new mode for this
growth, and riverboat and coastal gambling
boats have added more.

If you have not been tracking the spread of
gambling, you may be in for a shock about
how pervasive gambling facilities have be-
come.

Note that in the state of Nevada, there are
only 17 counties (most of them very large).
But across the nation, there are now 298
counties that have at least one major legal
gambling facility: a casino, a horse or dog
racing track, or a jai alai game. That’s the
count in one recent guide to U.S. gambling
facilities, and it does not include such things
as places where state lotteries or bingo par-
lors are available. The lotteries and bingo
parlors tend to involve small-ticket gam-
bling, whereas the other facilities obviously
involve the larger dollars per customer.

The three addictions & changed mores

When we published our shorter study on
the causes of bankruptcy in 1996, we had sus-
picions about gambling. But we had not yet
put together enough solid data and informa-
tion to make conclusions, therefore we said
little about the subject.

Actually, since we were looking at events
that can cause insolvency, we were sus-
picious in 1996 about all three of the serious
addiction problems in America: alcoholism
and drug and gambling addiction. We remain
suspicious about all three of those problems.
But of the three, it’s quite clear that gam-
bling is the fastest-growing phenomenon.

For those who make and supply alcohol,
drugs, and gambling, all are very large busi-
nesses. But you don’t have to be a sociologist
to see that societal mores are changing most
rapidly on gambling. Over the last 20 years,
state governments themselves have entered
the gambling business with lotteries. We see
no states as yet that have gone into the her-
oin trade or where the government itself ad-
vertises Jim Beam. So, the concept of gam-
bling now has the tacit blessing of govern-
ment.

Meanwhile, private entrepreneurs have
created dazzling and sophisticated facilities
that have eliminated the ‘‘sleazy’ from gam-
bling and turned it into a recreation. Las
Vegas is now a city-sized adult theme park
with attractions for the kids, too. American
Indians, operating on reservations beyond
the authority of state laws, have seized on
casinos as a new method to generate cash
and improve their standard of living Cruise
ships of all sorts have set up table games and
slot machines.

Hard-bitten gamblers of old played poker
at tables in a friend’s Kitchen or sat in cold
bleachers to watch the horses. Today’s gam-
blers only enjoy the fines food, free drinks,
the best entertainment, super-quality hotels,
and the widest variety of gambling adven-
tures that have ever been available. And, of
course, all of this now happens at places
much closer to most of the larger population
centers. Gambling can indeed be fun these
days—but some smallish percentage of gam-
blers do develop problems that translate into
bankruptcy.

STATISTICS, GAMBLING, AND BANKRUPTCY

As in so many aspects of bankruptcy, per-
fect data related to the gambling problem
don’t exist. No one has asked all the bank-
ruptcy filers if gambling contributed to their
financial problems, and we strongly suspect
that if filers were asked that question, many
would be too embarrassed to answer hon-
estly.
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But we can look at evidence in many other
ways. Recently, for example, we input into
our county-level records the number of gam-
bling places that exist in each county, if any.
We obtained the information, covering more
than 800 casinos, race tracks, and jai alai
“frontons’” from the 1997 edition of The Gam-
ing Guide: Where to Play in the US of A,
published by Facts on Demand Press of
Tempe, AZ. The directory provides street ad-
dresses and zip codes for the gaming estab-
lishments. We used the zips against SMR’s
Zip Code/County Matching database to put
the right numbers of facilities in the right
counties.

Then, we aggregated the bankruptcy rates
of those places and compared them to those
of counties that have no gambling at all. The
bankruptcy rate was 18% higher in counties
with one gambling facility and it was 35%
higher in counties with five or more gam-
bling establishments.

This exercise probably understates the se-
riousness of the problem, since many coun-
ties that have gambling facilities also have
very small populations, and actually draw
their customers from other places.

So, when we look only at counties with
more sizable resident populations and gam-
bling facilities, we see even greater evidence
of the problem.

A look at the map

The effect of gambling on bankruptcy
seems quite clear when you look at a map.
Among all the counties in Nevada, for in-
stance, we find that the closer you come to
Las Vegas and Reno, the higher the bank-
ruptcy rate.

In New Jersey, casinos are permitted only
in Atlantic City—and that’s also where the
resident population has by far the highest
bankruptcy rate. Generally speaking, the
closer you come to Atlantic City, the higher
the bankruptcy rate in New Jersey. One ex-
ception to this rule is Cape May County, just
south of Atlantic City, where the bank-
ruptcy rate is not so high. But Cape May also
is a big retirement place with high average
age in the population. As shown in our demo-
graphics section, high-age populations do not
have high bankruptcy rats.

In California, the two counties with the
highest bankruptcy rates are Riverside and
San Bernardino. They also happen to be the
two counties closest to Las Vegas. The
fourth-highest bankruptcy rate in California
is in Sacramento County, which is closest to
Reno.

In Connecticut, the map hardly matters.
Connecticut is so tiny that everyone has ac-
cess to the gambling parlors in the middle of
the state. This is a state that used to have a
bankruptcy rate far below the national aver-
age. But Indian casino gambling is now huge
and well-entrenched. The smaller of the In-
dian casinos, the Mohican Sun in Uncasville,
boasts 3,000 slot machines. In Connecticut,
the bankruptcy rate per capita has risen
more than twice as fast as the national rate
of increase since 1990.

WHAT THE EXPERTS SAY: SCOPE OF THE
PROBLEM, AND THE CREDIT CARD CONNECTION
Aside from these observations, we set out

this year to interview many of the leading
U.S. experts on gambling, gambling addic-
tion, and the financial impact of gambling.

Their studies have suggested, fairly con-
sistently, that more than 20% of compulsive
gamblers have filed for bankruptcy as a re-
sult of their gambling losses. They also show
that upwards of 90% of compulsive gamblers
had used their credit card lines to obtain
funds for gambling and then lost. The same
studies show that problem gamblers have a
lot of credit cards on which to draw.

““One of the things we know about problem
gamblers is that they tend to have lots and
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lots of credit cards and those credit cards
have been maxed out in terms of their credit
limits,” said Rachel Volberg, one of the lead-
ing researchers into problem gambling in the
U.S. and internationally. Volberg is presi-
dent of Gemini Research, a consulting firm
in Roaring Spring, PA. She is a frequent “‘ex-
pert witness’ on the problem in state legis-
lative hearings and has done research under
contract for various government units in Or-
egon, Colorado, New York, California, Michi-
gan, Mississippi, Georgia, Louisiana, lowa,
Connecticut, and Canadian provinces.

Volberg is not the only researcher to note
the connection with credit cards. “It’s not
unusual for problem gamblers to have eight
to 10 credit cards,”” adds Henry Lesieur, pro-
fessor of criminal justice at the University of
Ilinois, Normal, another leading authority
on compulsive gambling.

The amount gamblers owe is quite large.
According to studies of Gamblers Anony-
mous members in Illinois conducted in 1993
and 1995 by Lesieur, the median average life-
time gambling debt of those surveyed was
$45,000, and the median amount owed at the
time they entered GA was $18,000. The me-
dian is the midpoint of a list of numbers,
with 50% of the numbers being higher and
the other 50% being lower.

However, the mean average debts of prob-
lem gamblers were far higher than the me-
dian amounts. The mean average lifetime
gambling debt of those surveyed was $215,406,
with three people saying they owed $1 mil-
lion or more. The mean debt upon entering
GA was $113,640, including one person who
said he owed $1 million and another admit-
ting to owing an incredible $7.5 million.

BANKRUPTCY FILING RATES IN U.S.
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In another study dated April 1996 by the
University of Minnesota Medical School, a
survey of problem gamblers in Minnesota
found the average lifetime gambling debt
was $47,855, although individual amounts ran
into the hundreds of thousands of dollars.
The median amount was $19,000. Recent
debts—those accumulated in the past six
months—averaged $10,008, while the median
amount was $4,500.

In late 1995, the Minneapolis Star Tribune
examined 105 bankruptcy filings made in
that city in which it was determined that
gambling was a factor. The results of the
study appeared in a five-part series that ran
in the paper in December 1995.

The newspaper found that of the $4.2 mil-
lion of total debt declared by the 105 filers,
$1.14 million—or 27%—was comprised of gam-
bling losses. Almost half of the 105 filers—52,
to be exact—claimed they had gambling
losses. Their average debt was $40,066, which
was more than the average annual income of
$35,244. The average gambling loss was more
than $22,000. Filers carried an average of
eight credit cards, although many had 10 or
15 cards and one person had 25. And heavy
debts were being carried on each card.
Counties with gambling have higher bankruptcy

rates

Let’s return to the county-level data. In
the table that follows, we divided up the
country among counties with gambling fa-
cilities and those without. The differences in
bankruptcy rates between them are striking.
It’s quite clear that those counties with
legal big-ticket gambling have higher bank-
ruptcy rates than those counties that don’t
have gambling, and those counties with
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many gambling houses have higher bank-
ruptcy rates than those places with just a
few.

We examined more than 3,100 counties. For
the entire United States, the personal bank-
ruptcy filing rate per 1,000 population in 1996
was 4.20. But the national rate for purposes
of comparison to counties was 4.22 (using 1996
bankruptcies divided by 1995 populations; the
1996 county populations were not available
when we did this analysis). For the 2,844
counties without gambling, the bankruptcy
rate was lower, at 3.96.

According to The Gaming Guide, there
were 298 counties that had legalized gam-
bling within their borders. In these counties,
the bankruptcy filing rate in 1996 was 4.67, or
18% higher than for those counties with no
gambling. When we subdivide the universe of
counties with gambling between those with
five or more locations and those with four or
less, we learn more. The places with the
most gambling facilities have a much higher
bankruptcy rate.

Of the 298 counties with gambling, 275 had
only one to four facilities. Their combined
1996 bankruptcy filing rate was 4.53 per 1,000
residents, or 14% greater than the 3.96 rate
among counties without gambling. However,
in the 23 other counties with five or more
gambling facilities, the combined bank-
ruptcy rate was 5.33, a whopping 26% higher
than the 4.22 national bankruptcy rate and
35% higher than at counties with no gam-
bling at all. Many of these counties with 5+
gambling facilities are in Nevada, but most
of them are not.

COUNTIES WITH GAMBLING FACILITIES* VERSUS COUNTIES WITH NO GAMING ESTABLISHMENTS

Number of ~ Aggregate popu- 1996 bankruptcy 1996 fil-

counties lation filings ings/1000
All counties with gaming facilities 298 97,385,935 454,384 467
Counties with 5+ gaming facilities 23 16,391,661 87,435 533
Counties with 1-4 gaming facilities 275 80,994,274 366,949 453
Counties with no gaming facilities 2,844 166,526,572 658,724 3.96
All'US. counties 3142 263,912,507 1,113,108 422

1Gambling facilities include land, tribal, and boat casinos; dog, horse, and harness race tracks, and jai alai frontons.

Again, these data tell only part of the
story, since some gambling parlors (espe-
cially tribal casinos) are located in thinly
populated places and draw almost all their
customers from other places.

So, it’'s important to also look at more
populous areas located very near to gaming
facilities. Indeed, not only do many gam-
bling facilities draw from other nearby popu-
lation centers within the U.S., but in addi-
tion there are many legal casinos in several
Canadian provinces. These often are located
just beyond the U.S. border and cater to
American gamblers in the Detroit area, up-
state New York, and other northern states.

Thus, we believe many counties have high
bankruptcy rates tied in part to gambling,
yet the county doesn’t register in our table
as a ‘‘gambling’ county. If we included coun-
ties contiguous to those places with legalized
gambling, we’re sure the numbers would
show an even stronger correlation between
high bankruptcy rates and gambling. The
following mini study of the Memphis, TN,
area illustrates our point.

Las Vegas East: Would you believe it’s Tunica
County, MS?

In the table below, we show the 24 counties
in the U.S. with the worst U.S. bankruptcy
filing rates in 1996 (10.0 or more filings per
thousand residents) and where the popu-
lation is greater than 25,000.

A significant number of these worst places
share one trait—all are within easy reach of
major gambling casinos. This is true of just
about all of the counties on the list that are

located in Tennessee, Mississippi, and Ar-
kansas.

Neither Tennessee nor Arkansas has legal
casino gambling within its borders. In fact,
neither state even has a lottery, for that
matter. Yet, several of their biggest counties
are located near the 10 major riverboat casi-
nos in Tunica County, MS. Tunica is located
in the extreme northwest corner of Mis-
sissippi, just south of Memphis, TN. Accord-
ing to The Gaming Guide, Mississippi has the
largest amount of ‘‘gaming area’’—that is,
square feet of casino gambling—in any state
outside Nevada. And most of that gaming is
centered in Tunica County. Major casinos
are also located in the Biloxi-Gulfport area
on the Gulf of Mexico.

The profusion of super-high bankruptcy
rates among the counties located near the
Mississippi River casinos in Tunica County
is quite remarkable. Indeed, the counties in
the tristate area within the Memphis metro-
politan area have some of the highest per-
sonal bankruptcy rates in the nation. We
view their close proximity to the Tunica ca-
sinos as very meaningful.

Shelby County, TN, where Memphis is situ-
ated, easily had the highest county bank-
ruptcy rate in the nation in 1996, at 17.28 per
1,000 population—more than four times the
national average. It’s also by far the biggest
county in terms of population among the
most bankrupt counties. Memphis also hap-
pens to be the headquarters of Harrah’s, one
of the biggest casino operators.

Also on the list of worst counties are two
Mississippi counties. DeSoto, with a Decem-
ber 1996 filing rate of 10.65, borders Tunica

County. Marshall County, at 11.47, is adja-
cent to DeSoto. Tunica County itself, the
likely source of some of this trouble, has a
population of just 8,132 souls, and a bank-
ruptcy rate of just 5.78, less than the state
average of 6.16.

Also high on the list of most bankrupt
counties is Crittenden County, AR, at 11.16.
It’s the county located just across the Mis-
sissippi River from Shelby County. Tipton
County, TN, at 10.96, is adjacent to Shelby
County on the north. Madison County, TN,
at 10.73, is located just east of Shelby. But
other counties located near Shelby in Ten-
nessee sport high bankruptcy rates, includ-
ing Haywood, Lauderdale, Fayette, and
Crockett, to name a few. These counties
don’t appear on our list of worst counties be-
cause their populations were less than 25,000.

The Tunica casinos aren’t the only ones
catering to Tennessee residents. There’s also
a casino located upriver in Caruthersville,
MO, in that state’s southeastern panhandle.
It may be part of the reason for the 10.56/1,000
bankruptcy rate in Dyer County, TN, which
is located just across the river. Also, Gibson
County, TN, just east of Dyer, had a bank-
ruptcy filing rate of 10.12. It’s worth men-
tioning that both Dyer and Gibson Counties
are also both within a two-hour drive of the
Tunica casinos.

The next table shows that 9 of the 24 U.S.
counties with the highest bankruptcy rates
in 1996 also were places located very close to
three gambling sites.
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COUNTIES WITH HIGHEST BANKRUPTCY FILING RATES,
1996
[Minimum population 25,000]

County name Population Filings Filings/1000
Shelby, County, TN 865,058 14,952 17.28
Coffee County, GA .. 32,697 432 13.21
Jefferson County, AL 657,827 8,124 12.35
Bibb County, GA . 155,066 1,912 12.33
Troup County, GA 57,882 705 12.18
Walker County, GA ........ 60,654 705 11.62
Marshall County, MS® .. 32,078 368 11.47
Crittenden County, AR 49,889 557 11.16
Clayton County, GA ....... 198,551 2,209 11.13
Liberty County, GA . 58,749 650 11.06
Coweta County, GA 72,021 789 10.96
Tipton County, TN® . 43,423 476 10.96
Murray County, GA ........ 30,032 325 10.82
Madison County, TN? ... 83,715 898 10.73
Baldwin County, GA ... 41,854 448 10.70
DeSoto County, MS?® ... 83,567 890 10.65
Dyer County, TN2 ... 35,900 379 10.56
Manassas City, VA . 32,657 333 10.20
Gibson County, TN2 47,728 483 10.12
Scott County, MS3 .. 25,042 253 10.10
Rhea County, TN ........... 26,833 271 10.10
Talladega County, AL .... 76,737 774 10.09
Spalding County, GA ..... 57,306 575 10.03
Ware County, GA .......... 35,589 357 10.03

LLocated near casinos in Tunica County, MS.

2L ocated near casino in Caruthersville, MO.

3Located near casino in Philadelphia, MS.

MORE EXAMPLES

Of course, scenarios like this can be seen in
other areas of the country. Atlantic County,
NJ, is a leading example. It is home to all of
that state’s legalized gambling casinos, and
the 1996 bankruptcy rate was 7.10 filings per
1,000 residents. That was 71% higher than the
state average bankruptcy rate of 4.16. And
most of the time, counties located closest to
Atlantic had higher bankruptcy rates than
others further away.

Of course, Atlantic City draws customers
from all kinds of places, including many
from New York City. Our point is that the
resident population in a gambling county
has the easiest and most frequent oppor-
tunity to use the facilities, therefore we
should expect to see some result in the per
capita bankruptcy rate.

Similarly, the 1996 bankruptcy rate in Ne-
vada is more than 50% higher than the na-
tional average. In Clark County, where Las
Vegas is located and where more than half of
the state’s more than 300 casinos are based,
we see the highest bankruptcy rate within
the state. Nor is it surprising that the two
counties with the highest bankruptcy rates
in California are those just across the border
from Las Vegas, San Bernardino (7.04) and
Riverside (6.77). Those two counties also now
have tribal casinos of their own.

Moving to Maryland, Prince Georges Coun-
ty has by far the highest bankruptcy rate
among counties in that state—6.72 filings per
1,000 population in 1996, almost 50% higher
than the state average of 4.57. By way of
comparison, the next highest county bank-
ruptcy rate in Maryland is 5.27, a signifi-
cantly lower figure. What’s going on in
Prince Georges?

The answer is that Prince Georges is the
only county in Maryland where casino gam-
bling is legal. Legal casinos are located at
charitable organizations, such as Elks and
Knights of Columbus halls and volunteer fire
departments. These casinos have strict lim-
its on operating hours and betting and don’t
have the glitz of Las Vegas or Atlantic City,
yet they do now exist and the casinos are
used. Prince Georges County also has har-
ness racing.

Gambling & low-bankruptcy States: Would they
be even better without it?

All of the prior information is highly sug-
gestive that gambling influences bank-
ruptcy. Yet, as all the rest of this study
shows, there are many other bankruptcy
drivers. Therefore, the correlation between
bankruptcy and the physical location of
gambling facilities is certainly imperfect.
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There are some states, for instance, where
there are gambling facilities, yet the bank-
ruptcy rates are reasonably low. These
states include South Dakota, Minnesota, and
lowa—all located in the moderate bank-
ruptcy ‘“‘corridor’ of the upper Midwest.

It’s hard to tell in these areas whether
gambling has no effect on bankruptcy, or if,
on the other hand, bankruptcy would be even
less of a problem without the casinos. The
Minnesota university study referenced ear-
lier in this section suggests that bank-
ruptcies in that state are caused at times by
gambling.

Indeed, the notion that gambling is a
major negative for bankruptcy in all geog-
raphies is supported by information from our
interviews and from a lot of local newspaper
articles we have reviewed. The actual gam-
bling debts may have become credit card
debts prior to the filer entering bankruptcy
court, but that doesn’t change the cause of
the financial trouble. The following material
will add more from this review of experts and
news articles.

QUANTIFYING THE PROBLEM

10% of Filings Might Be Linked to Gambling;
20% of Problem Gamblers Go Bankrupt

Articles we studied, often quoting attor-
neys who specialize in personal bankruptcy,
suggested that about 10% of bankruptcy fil-
ings are linked to gambling losses. That fig-
ure could be higher depending on location.
Most of the debt is racked up on credit cards.

According to the experts on compulsive
gambling with whom we talked, no com-
prehensive national study on problem gam-
bling has been conducted in the U.S. since
the early 1970s. However, several state stud-
ies have been done, all concluding that 20%
or more of compulsive gamblers were forced
to file for bankruptcy protection because of
the losses they had incurred.

In the April 1996 study of compulsive gam-
blers in Minnesota conducted by two profes-
sors at the University of Minnesota Medical
School, the researchers reported that 21% of
the people in the study had filed for bank-
ruptcy. In addition, a disturbing 94% said
they had at least one gambling-related finan-
cial problem in their lifetime. Furthermore,
9 out of 10 of the subjects said they had bor-
rowed from banks, credit cards, and loan
companies to finance their gambling. And,
77% said they had written bad checks to fi-
nance gambling sprees.

The University of Illinois in Normal con-
ducted two surveys of members of Gamblers
Anonymous in 1993 and 1995. The combined
results found that 21% had filed for bank-
ruptcy, and that another 17% had been sued
for gambling-related debts. Additionally,
16% said their gambling led to divorce—an-
other big driver of bankruptcy filings—and
another 10% said it led to separation. Com-
pulsive gamblers also have very high rates of
attempted suicides, higher even than for
drug addicts, the experts said.

Rachel Volberg, the Pennsylvania-based
compulsive gambling consultant we ref-
erenced earlier, told us that a study in Wis-
consin had found that 23% of compulsive
gamblers had filed for bankruptcy, and that
85% of the gamblers said they had used cred-
it cards for gambling money. She also said a
study conducted in the Canadian province of
Quebec found that 28% of problem gamblers
there had sought bankruptcy protection.

One of the really scary things about these
studies is that they are conducted only with
people who had sought out professional help
for gambling addiction. So, there may be
other problem gamblers at risk, too.

According to several lawyers specializing
in bankruptcy who were quoted in newspaper
articles that we studied, 10% to 20% of their
clients did so due to gambling debts they
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couldn’t pay. These lawyers were located in
areas near casinos, so the 10% to 20% figures
probably doesn’t hold for the U.S. population
at large. Nevertheless, it’s probably not a
stretch to say that at least in those areas
near major casinos, gambling-related bank-
ruptcies account for a good 10% to 20% of the
filings.

The Explosion in lowa

It’s also not a stretch to say that the num-
ber of people with financial problems stem-
ming from gambling is on the rise, tracking
the spread of legalized gambling.

Tom Coates, executive director of the non-
profit Consumer Credit Counseling Services
of Des Moines, IA, told us that 10% to 15% of
the people his agency counsels have financial
problems ‘“‘directly related to gambling.”
That’s up dramatically from 2-3% when the
agency opened its doors 10 years ago, before
casino gambling was legalized in lowa.
Coates also told us that his service’s busi-
ness is up 30-40% over a year ago, at a time
when lowa’s unemployment rate is at an all-
time low and its economy stronger than the
nation’s at large. He blames gambling for
much of the surge.

Probably, much of what we’ve reported
about problem gamblers will not surprise the
experienced credit executive. People with
gambling addiction are rather obviously at
risk to lose a lot of money. But how many
such people exist? And how many gamble oc-
casionally? Let’s take a look at the numbers,
below.

2.6 million adults may have a gambling problem

According to the most recent statistics re-
leased by the American Gaming Association,
the casino industry’s trade group, U.S.
households made 154 million visits to casinos
in 1995. That number was up 23% from the
previous year and up an astounding 235%
from 1990.

The AGA said 31% of U.S. households gam-
bled at a casino in 1995, up from just 17% in
1980. ‘“‘Gambling households,”” as the AGA
calls them, also made an average 4.5 trips to
casinos in 1995, up from 3.9 times the year be-
fore and 2.7 in 1990.

Of course, it is difficult to pinpoint how
many of these people have a problem or com-
pulsion—terms that can be a matter of de-
gree or interpretation. Most estimates range
from 1% of the adult population to as high as
7%.

The University of Minnesota study esti-
mated that 1% of the state’s entire popu-
lation were ‘‘problem pathological gam-
blers,” meaning that they lose control and
continue gambling in spite of adverse con-
sequences. If this 1% figure were true for the
entire U.S. population, it would represent
about 2.7 million people at risk.

The gaming industry itself says that 2% to
4% of practicing gamblers develop compul-
sion problems. Since 31% of households gam-
bled at a casino in 1995, the 2% to 4% range
would yield numbers very similar to the
Minnesota study. (31% of 265 million people
82.15 million 3% = 2.5 million compulsive
gamblers.)

Needless to say, people don’t become com-
pulsive gamblers until they’re first exposed
to gambling. Therefore, the rapid spread of
casino gambling right now is a major con-
cern.

Coates, the credit consultant, told us that
lowa commissioned a study of problem gam-
bling in 1989, two years before the state’s
first riverboat and Indian casinos opened. In
that study, it was estimated that 1.7% of the
state’s adult population were compulsive
gamblers.

In 1995, by which time many casinos had
dotted the state, lowa did a similar study.
Using the same methodology, the second
study found that 5.4% of the state’s entire
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adult population—not just the population
that gambles—were problem or compulsive
gamblers, a more than tripling of the rate in
just six years.

Losing everything is common

For creditors, another problem with gam-
bling-driven bankruptcy is that it is highly
likely to result in total loss.

Even though most bankruptcy filings will
represent near-total loss of amounts owed to
unsecured creditors, the gambling-driven
bankruptcies may be the worst. That’s be-
cause addicted gamblers tend to ‘“‘tap out”
completely on debt and deplete savings, lead-
ing them into Chapter 7 liquidation.

These are logical observations, but also are
supported by findings in a July 1996 study
conducted in Wisconsin. We reviewed this
study.

DEALING WITH THE GAMBLING ISSUES

Like so many of the drivers of bankruptcy,
gambling is a frustratingly tough problem to
solve.

Casino gambling is spreading rapidly in
part because so many people enjoy it. Most
gamblers also are responsible and know their
limits. People like gambling and most do it
safely, so how do you argue against the fur-
ther spread of casinos?

The central problem for bankruptcy is that
gambling adds another socio-economic mi-
nority group to the high-risk mix.

Bankruptcy is always driven by socio-eco-
nomic and demographic minority groups.
Most people have health insurance, but the
40 million Americans who don’t are a large
high-credit-risk minority. Most people don’t
get divorced, but the 10% of adults who are
divorced are a sizeable at-risk minority. If
there also are 2.6 million compulsive gam-
blers, this is just another high-risk group to
throw in—and perhaps the most rapidly
growing group. Bankruptcies are rising in
part because, when you add up all these at-
risk minority groups, you end up with a very
large number that’s no longer minor.

Still, we believe that much could be done
by active creditors to combat the level of the
risk. At the moment, if anything, creditors
enable and even encourage the problem gam-
bler to go too far. And some state govern-
ments seem even more eager than the casino
themselves to encourage irresponsible gam-
bling behavior—as we’ll see in a moment in
New Jersey.

Here are some of our thoughts on combat-
ting the gambling/bankruptcy problem:

1. Make it tougher for customers to obtain cash
advances at gambling casinos

According to the gaming industry itself,
more than half of the money that gamblers
play with at casinos is not money they
brought with them. It is money they ob-
tained inside the casino or close by from
automated teller machines, cash advances
from credit card terminals, and the like.

“It is no secret in the casino industry that
patrons will continue to play a game until
their cash runs out. What some operators
have discovered, however, is if a consumer is
provided with efficient and easy ways to ac-
cess cash, often a ‘last time’ player will
wager for longer than he or she originally
planned,” states a recent article about cash
advances in International Gaming & Wager-
ing Business, a gaming industry monthly
magazine. In addition, the article says,
“‘credit customers tend to be more liberal
money-users.”’

Credit card issuers have been very accom-
modating to gamblers, making it easy for
them to get their hands on large sums of
money very quickly. And it may well be that
most of this business is profitable for the
card issuers. But that may be changing now.
In an era of very rapidly increasing bank-
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ruptcies, it does not take long for the net
losses from bankruptcy filers to exceed the
profits from gamblers who responsibly use
their cash advances.

Here is some admittedly over-simplified
card issuer math: Let’s hypothesize that
1,000 gamblers have used credit card cash ad-
vances to obtain $1,000 each. Total receiv-
ables for this group will be $1 million. At a
1.5% return on assets, this $1 million will
generate $15,000 of net income.

But the gaming industry itself says that
2% to 4% of these gamblers have an addic-
tion problem. If the average is 3%, then 3%
of the 1,000 gamblers we’ve just looked at are
very high risk. This will be 30 people. If, as
the earlier data suggests, 20% of these 30
people will file for bankruptcy, then 6 of the
original 1,000 gamblers will wind up in bank-
ruptcy court. Against the $15,000 of net in-
come, what will the loss be from the 6 bank-
rupt compulsive gamblers? Probably, it will
be more than $15,000—or at least close
enough to make this little piece of the credit
card business insufficiently profitable.

This tells us that card issuers and the ATM
associations they partially control may want
to reconsider their placement of so many
cash machines in casino hotels. Or, at least,
card issuers may need to institute new early
warning indicators specific to those loca-
tions. The heavy users of casino hotel cash
machines should be the ones stopped sooner.

“If 1 were a credit guy, | would check bet-
ter on the ATM transactions,”” said Edward
Looney, executive director of the Council on
Compulsive Gambling of New Jersey. “‘Banks
ought to immediately pick up on someone in
trouble. You can tell just from the trans-
actions.” Coates was quoted in the Des
Moines Register newspapers in late 1995
claiming that banking sources told him that
eight of the 10 busiest ATMs in lowa were lo-
cated at the casinos.

2. Help defeat actions in states that would make
it easier for gamblers to get credit card cash
advances on casino floors

Here is perhaps the craziest credit risk
story yet.

In New Jersey last September, the state
Casino Control Commission passed a regula-
tion that would allow casino patrons to uti-
lize ATM and credit card cash advance ma-
chines placed right at the Atlantic City gam-
ing tables.

Previously, customers had to walk to a dif-
ferent part of the building to use these ma-
chines. Under the new proposal, borrowing
for blackjack would be faster than ordering a
drink from a cocktail waitress. Not even Las
Vegas casinos allow this. And, the Atlantic
City casinos themselves don’t support the
measure, which they believe would lead to
increased gambling compulsion and would
tarnish the industry’s reputation.

In other words, the state government is
more eager to push money into the gamblers’
hands than the casinos who would profit
most in the short run. What’s wrong with the
New Jersey regulators—and why didn’t the
banking industry object?

So far, no Atlantic City casino has taken
advantage of the rule change, nor is any
likely to in the future, said Keith Whyte, di-
rector of research at the American Gaming
Association, the industry’s trade group.

“We definitely opposed in principle New
Jersey’s regulatory rule change that would
let casinos put ATM card swipes right at the
table. And in fact no casinos are doing that,
and none will, I can almost guarantee you,”
Whyte told us. “‘It wasn’t a casino-initiated
thing. Everybody [in the industry] realized
that is probably not a step we would want to
take.”

According to Looney, the New Jersey Com-
pulsive Gambling Council chief, not a single
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credit card or banking industry representa-
tive raised any objection to this rule when it
was being debated. Yet, Atlantic City has
the highest concentration of big casinos out-
side Las Vegas and serves millions of gam-
blers per year. You get the feeling no one in
the credit community is paying close atten-
tion to gambling’s effect on bankruptcy.

3. Maybe cash machines should be moved out of
the casino hotels entirely

Many of the experts we talked to for this
study agreed that the worst thing for a com-
pulsive gambler to have is immediate access
to cash when he’s on a binge. To the extent
that banks control or influence where cash
machines are placed, it may be time to re-
consider their currently wide availability
around the casino hotels.

If the gambler had to walk down the street
to get cash, no doubt some would. But some
of the people we interviewed strongly con-
tend that the walk itself would impose a
‘‘cooling off”’ period that would stop some
compulsive gambling losses.

“It’s a vulnerable thing for a compulsive
gambler to get credit,” said Looney of the
New Jersey council and himself a recovering
gambling addict. “They will be so focused on
their gambling that they will gamble every-
thing they can, including all the credit cards
they have in their possession. It is important
to have ATM and credit card terminals at
least some distance from where gambling ac-
tually takes place. To some this might seem
a small point, but to those of us who deal
with compulsive gamblers, this is huge. For
many compulsive gamblers, just being forced
to walk a couple of hundred feet away from
where the gambling is actually taking place
is sufficient time for them to rethink wheth-
er they really want to gamble any further.
That break from gambling is a crucial time
for many.”

4. Challenge more aggressively those bankruptcy
filings where it appears that gambling losses
are the main reason why the person is filing

Inside the bankruptcy court, at least some
folks contend, creditors should be even
tougher on gamblers than they already are.

“l think lenders should push for slightly
different treatment [in bankruptcy court] for
someone who has been shown to run up his
debts for gambling,” said Tom Coates, the
Des Moines credit counselor. Credit card
lenders would not only be helping themselves
but doing the problem gambler a favor, too,
he noted.

Coates, who recently testified before the
National Bankruptcy Commission, tried to
impress on the panel that discharging gam-
bling debts through a bankruptcy filing
doesn’t do the gambler any good. ““I tried to
impress on the Commission that the compul-
sive, problem gambler is living in a fantasy
world and to go ahead and discharge this
debt in bankruptcy court continues to propa-
gate this atmosphere of fantasy land. It will
abort the recovery process for that individ-
ual. The process of recovery is to bring that
person out of their fantasy world into the
world of reality, and by discharging those
debts, none of it seems real to them.”

Indeed, in a recent article in the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch about gambling and bank-
ruptcy, one gambler was quoted counseling
another with money troubles: ““Go file bank-
ruptcy. Then you’ll have money to gamble
with.”

U.S. credit card issuers should consider
lobbying to change U.S. bankruptcy laws to
make it illegal for people to discharge gam-
bling debts in bankruptcy court. That is the
current law in Australia, according to Henry
Lesieur, the University of Illinois professor.
Of course, the card issuers would have to be
able to prove that a card cash advance was
used for gambling purposes, which might
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often be difficult. On the other hand, if the

law were changed, perhaps filers who lie

about gambling losses would risk penalties,

so at least some might be honest.

5. Finance research into problem gambling and
finance help for compulsive gamblers

From time to time, creditors provide funds
to all sorts of charitable outfits. If they
helped finance research into compulsive
gambling, such spending would play a dual
role. It would be a public contribution, and it
would help creditors learn more about the
seriousness of the tie between gambling and
bankruptcy.

Quite a bit of money is spent on alcohol
and drug addiction research and rehabilita-
tion. Both of those problems are viewed (at
least by some people) as medical. Appar-
ently, the public view toward gambling ad-
diction is quite different. There’s no drug in-
volved, and little is spent on research or
rehab. Yet, gambling addiction can indeed be
viewed as a form of emotional or metal ill-
ness—and it’s the one addiction that is grow-
ing most quickly in its impact on creditors.

In our research for this study, we found
very little new research being conducted on
compulsive gambling. The experts we inter-
viewed said that no national survey of com-
pulsive gamblers has been done in more than
20 years; only a handful of studies have been
done by various states from time to time.
Much of the available research has been done
in academia with modest financial support,
and it gets little followup attention.

Card issuers spend millions on sporting
events, the Olympics, and even on the
Smithsonian museums (Discover Card).
These expenditures have a marketing value.
A fractional amount diverted to gambling
research could have an even better bottom
line impact.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ROTHMAN].

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from California for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of H.R. 1596, the Bankruptcy Judgeship
Act of 1997. | come to the floor today to
speak not only as a Member of Con-
gress but as a former county surrogate
court judge. | am very concerned about
the bankruptcy system in the United
States, not that it does not work but
that with the sheer number of cases
being filed, Americans cannot be as-
sured of speedy bankruptcy filings.

As the gentlewoman from California
said, that means that individuals and
businesses who are owed money by in-
dividuals and companies that take ad-
vantage of our bankruptcy laws, they
will not receive their just compensa-
tion in a timely enough fashion. So as
Members of Congress, as legislators, it
is our responsibility to equip the judi-
ciary with the tools they need to en-
sure fair and speedy bankruptcy trials
for Americans.

In 1996 there were over a million
bankruptcy filings in the United
States. This was an increase of 27 per-
cent over 1995 and more than triple the
number filed since 1984. In my home
State of New Jersey there were more
than 34,000 filings in 1996, up almost 23
percent from the previous year.

While this number continues to rise,
one thing has not changed. Since 1992,
no new bankruptcy judges have been
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added. New Jersey’s 34,000 bankruptcy
cases were handled by only eight bank-
ruptcy judges. It is, therefore, unrea-
sonable to think that eight judges can
adequately handle 34,000 cases, and
that turns out to be the fact.

This number is too high. We cannot
expect cases of this number to be heard
expeditiously as well as thoroughly and
fairly and creditors to be paid prompt-
ly if the number of judges does not in-
crease. It is unfair for all of the parties
involved.

We will be increasing with H.R. 1596
the number of new bankruptcy judges
by 6 percent over 1992, even though the
caseload went up 30 percent. | think
that this is a good start, Mr. Speaker.
H.R. 1596 puts into action the Judicial
Conference’s recent recommendation
to add 7 permanent and 11 temporary
judgeships nationwide, and | strongly
urge my colleagues to vote for H.R.
1596.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in enthu-
siastic support of H.R. 1596, the Bankruptcy
Judgeship Act of 1997.

Spurred by credit card debt, bankruptcy
claims in the United States have escalated by
more than 20 percent over the past 5 years,
increasing from 971,000 in 1992 to 1.2 million
in 1996. This has translated into expanding
caseloads for U.S. bankruptcy courts and
placed a substantial added burden upon bank-
ruptcy judges and staff. The district of Mary-
land is among those jurisdictions affected
most severely by the rise in bankruptcy filings,
experiencing a staggering 35.8 percent jump
in the last year, and an astounding 544 per-
cent increase over the 12-year period begin-
ning December 31, 1984, and ending Decem-
ber 31, 1996.

The Bankruptcy Judgeship Act will help to
alleviate the mounting stress on the most se-
verely overburdened U.S. bankruptcy courts
by establishing an additional 7 permanent and
11 temporary bankruptcy judgeships in various
jurisdictions around the country. Under H.R.
1596, Maryland would receive one permanent
and two temporary bankruptcy judgeships.

| would like to commend the bill's lead spon-
sor, Mr. GEKAS, chairman of the Judiciary Sub-
committee on Commercial and Administrative
law, and the rest of my colleagues on the Ju-
diciary Committee, including Chairman HENRY
HYDE, ranking member JOHN CONYERS, and
the ranking member of the subcommittee, Mr.
NADLER, for taking this action to help bank-
ruptcy courts meet the challenge of rapidly ex-
panding caseloads.

Enactment of this legislation will bring much-
needed relief to the U.S. bankruptcy court sys-
tem and more expeditious adjudication of
bankruptcy claims. | strongly encourage all of
my colleagues to support this important and
timely legislation.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAsS] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1596.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

O 1600

CLARIFYING STATE AUTHORITY
TO TAX COMPENSATION PAID TO
CERTAIN EMPLOYEES

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1953) to clarify State authority to
tax compensation paid to certain em-
ployees.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1953

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

SECTION 1. LIMITATION ON STATE AUTHORITY
TO TAX COMPENSATION PAID TO IN-
DIVIDUALS PERFORMING SERVICES
AT FORT CAMPBELL, KENTUCKY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title 4, Unit-
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“§115. Limitation on State authority to tax
compensation paid to individual perform-
ing services at Fort Campbell, Kentucky

““Pay and compensation paid to an individ-
ual for personal services at Fort Campbell,
Kentucky, shall be subject to taxation by
the State or any political subdivision thereof
of which such employee is a resident.””.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 4 of title 4, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

““115. Limitation on State authority to tax
compensation paid to individ-
uals performing services at
Fort Campbell, Kentucky.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to pay and
compensation paid after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF STATE AUTHORITY TO
TAX COMPENSATION PAID TO CER-
TAIN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 111 of title 4,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—"’ be-
fore ““The United States” the first place it
appears, and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES EMPLOYED AT FEDERAL HYDRO-
ELECTRIC FACILITIES LOCATED ON THE COLUM-
BIA RIVER.—Pay or compensation paid by the
United States for personal services as an em-
ployee of the United States at a hydro-
electric facility—

‘(1) which is owned by the United States,

“(2) which is located on the Columbia
River, and

“(3) portions of which are within the
States of Oregon and Washington,

shall be subject to taxation by the State or
any political subdivision thereof of which
such employee is a resident.

““(c) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES EMPLOYED AT FEDERAL HYDRO-
ELECTRIC FACILITIES LOCATED ON THE Mis-
SOURI RIVER.—Pay or compensation paid by
the United States for personal services as an
employee of the United States at a hydro-
electric facility—

‘(1) which is owned by the United States,

““(2) which is located on the Missouri River,
and

“(3) portions of which are within the
States of South Dakota and Nebraska,
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shall be subject to taxation by the State or
any political subdivision thereof of which
such employee is a resident.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to pay
and compensation paid after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
GOODLATTE]. Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS] and the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. LOFGREN] each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, | urge adoption of this
piece of legislation. For several years
now, we heard of this very unique, very
peculiar situation that exists where, on
borders between two States, there hap-
pens to be a facility in which residents
and nonresidents alike, each from one
of the States, happen to work in that
facility. Some of the States are taxing
nonresidents on income taxes where
nonresidents in their own State might
not have to pay that kind of tax. So
this has caused a kind of conflict.

We are grateful to the Members of
the House from the various States
which were affected to give us insight
and to give testimony at the hearings
that we have held on this very touchy
subject. The border between Oregon
and Washington comes into play, as my
colleagues will hear from the rep-
resentatives from that area; the border
between Tennessee and Kentucky, as
well, where Fort Campbell is located.
Of late, we had a similar situation
arise, which was brought to our atten-
tion, between South Dakota and Ne-
braska.

So my colleagues will hear how this
has affected the people who live and
work in those areas. We believe that
the legislation that is before us cures
this very unfortunate situation and al-
lows the nonresidents, as it were, in
these six States to have a sense of cer-
tainty about to whom they have to pay
taxes and where to file, et cetera.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
and | rise in support of the motion to
suspend the rules and adopt H.R. 1953.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, many
responsibilities have devolved to the
States in the last several years. At the
same time, there has been less assist-
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ance from the Federal Government.
State governments must deal with
each of these new challenges while bal-
ancing their budgets every year.

Congress should only, with the great-
est reluctance, interfere with the pre-
rogative of States to tax economic ac-
tivity within their borders. The three
cases before wus, however, present
unique, narrowly defined instances in
which the equities clearly argue for
some relief for the very small number
of workers affected. In fact, the very
small number of individuals involved
here probably have something to do
with the fact they have been unable to
find relief in the appropriate source,
State governments.

In each case, a small number of
workers enter a Federal facility from
their home States. Because these fa-
cilities are bisected by State bound-
aries, their work takes them over the
State line and brings them under the
taxing authority of the neighboring
State. As a result, they must pay in-
come taxes to that neighboring State,
even though they never actually use
the roads or other State services.

Finally, unlike most States, the two
neighboring States lack reciprocal tax
agreements to give residents the abil-
ity not to be taxed by their home State
on income taxed in the neighboring
State. These are highly unusual cases.
They are not simply cases of people
working in neighboring States who do
not want to pay taxes to that State.

The combination of these many un-
usual circumstances: The failure of the
States to work out an equitable reci-
procity agreement, along with the fact
that these workers can be said to have
worked in the neighboring State only
in the narrowest and most technical
sense, makes this legislation merited.

This legislation is in line with the
very few previous instances in which
Congress has taken similar actions. We
are exercising a Federal power that
must be used only with the greatest of
care; and | believe this legislation does
that, and | urge its adoption.

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as I might consume just
to remark that the gentleman from
New York, who is the ranking member
on the subcommittee in charge of these
proceedings, was very helpful from an
insight that he has drawn as a member
of the New York State Legislature, so
that he was able to present to us a cer-
tain facet of this type of legislation
which he has helped to craft in the lan-
guage here to help us provide the prop-
er vehicle for what we are attempting
to do here.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. BRYANT] such
time as he may consume. The gen-
tleman has been very helpful right
from the beginning, and his persever-
ance is in no small measure responsible
for the appearance of this bill on the
floor here today.
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Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the chairman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS] for yielding me the time.

While | fully support all the provi-
sions in this legislation, 1 want to
speak for just a moment on the section
which would prevent the State of Ken-
tucky from unfairly taxing the workers
who live in Tennessee but who work on
the Kentucky side of Fort Campbell.
This is a unique situation.

Fort Campbell is the only military
installation which is located in two
States. In fact, over 80 percent of the
base is located in Tennessee, and it
might interest my colleagues to know
that the only reason we call this base
Fort Campbell, KY, is that the post of-
fice is on the Kentucky side.

Because of its location, if a Ten-
nessee resident working on the base is
assigned to work on the Kentucky side,
she must pay Kentucky State income
taxes. Reciprocal agreements between
two States normally would prevent
this double taxation. However, because
Tennessee does not impose an income
tax on its State residents, a reciprocal
agreement does not exist between Ten-
nessee and Kentucky.

Mr. Speaker, passage of this legisla-
tion will not set a precedent for Fed-
eral preemption of State income tax
laws because of the uniqueness of this
case and the other two cases. Because
this is a military installation, every-
day benefits that would normally be
provided by Kentucky in return for
these taxes paid by Tennesseans are ac-
tually provided by either the State of
Tennessee or by the military.

For example, a person who has been
assigned to work on the Kentucky side
of the post does not ever have to use a
Kentucky road, since these roads have
been paid for by the military and the
post can be entered from the Tennessee
side. The same is true in the case of
fire and police protection.

This is an issue of fairness for the
2,200 Tennessee residents who are see-
ing their annual income reduced sim-
ply because they were assigned to work
in a section of the base which is lo-
cated in Kentucky.

Mr. Speaker, | also want to take a
moment at this time to thank my col-
leagues on the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS], the chairman, and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER],
the ranking member, for working with
me on this issue.

Consideration of this legislation on
the House floor represents a real vic-
tory for those who have worked so hard
on the issue. For the last 10 years, leg-
islation to correct this inequity has
been introduced in the House, only to
die at the end of each session of Con-
gress due to inaction. This effort was
first begun by then-Representative and
now-Governor Don Sundquist, a friend
of mine. And I am happy to have an op-
portunity to carry on this fight with
him.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | would
just further add that, in the last Con-
gress, this issue was discussed on the
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floor of the House and there was a
great deal of distress and opposition
from various State officials that is not
presented today. This change is worth
emphasizing because this is a very nar-
row exception that is not a precedent
for telecommuting or anything broader
than the very narrow circumstances
that face us here today. | think we
have done a good job of moving this
forward. | commend the chairman.

Mr. Speaker, | have no other speak-
ers, and | yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Washington, Mrs.
LINDA SMITH, who herself has been in-
strumental in keeping this committee
focused on the special problem that she
and the other Members have faced on
that border between Oregon and Wash-
ington.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Speaker, sometimes we have a law
that seems insignificant because it
only affects a few people. But this par-
ticular day, it is very important to
many people in Washington and Or-
egon, especially those that live in
Washington, because for many years,
they have been told there are not
enough of them for Congress to pay at-
tention. So | would like to commend
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS], the chairman, for caring about
justice for the few.

What has happened over the years is
we have what is called a no man’s land
in Washington State and Oregon called
a very wide river. It has many dams on
it, and Federal employees work on that
river. Over the years, one of the States,
the State of Oregon, has decided that
there is an imaginary line in the mid-
dle of the river and that they will have
folks that get up each morning and
pack their lunch and go to work never
ever going to the State of Oregon, liv-
ing in Washington, keep track of the
hours as they go throughout the day,
the hours that they walk onto the side
of the river that Oregon has decided is
their land. This has become a bone of
contention over the years.

And | often hear taxation without
representation. We hear this often. But
really, sometimes people use it because
they do not want to pay their share or
they do not want to pay for services.
These folks never drive on an Oregon
road. They are never protected by Or-
egon law. There is never a fire engine
that comes to protect their home.
There is no service. There is nothing,
except they walk across a Federal
project part of the way through the day
and then usually are required to pay
about 10 percent tax on 50 percent of
their income, without ever getting any
service.

So today what we have is just com-
mon sense, but it is also justice for the
few. And that is what America is
about. We protect the rights of each in-
dividual. And the right to not have tax-
ation without representation is just
something we know is American.
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So today | thank the chairman again
and all the other Members, especially
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
HASTINGS], who | am sure is on a plane
coming home, if he is like so many
Members, he is coming back here today
because he has diligently brought it to
the Chair, brought it to the committee,
brought it to the limelight. And he has
several of those dams, as | do, on the
Columbia River, and his folks need to
understand that he has been a bulldog
on this. Even though it was only a few
people, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. HASTINGS] has cared deeply
about the few.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume to
allow the RecorD to reflect what the
gentlewoman from Washington, Mrs.
LINDA SMITH, has said that the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. HAST-
INGS] too has been important in the
promulgation of the legislation which
is now before us. And he, | believe it
was almost 2 years ago, was the first
who brought this matter to our atten-
tion. And here we are today in full fru-
ition of the solution of the problem
that he brought then to the floor.

We now turn to another border,
South Dakota and Nebraska.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr. THUNE] to explain
how that has occurred and how that
was added to our legislation, because it
reflected so much of the similarity be-
tween it and the other States in ques-
tion.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS], the chairman, for yielding and
for working with us on this important
issue. This is something that is a very
commonsense bill. It helps South Da-
kota families.

In fact, one of the things in South
Dakota that we pride ourselves on is
the fact that we are a low-tax State,
and we like to attract economic devel-
opment and people to come to our
State because we have a low-tax envi-
ronment. This is something that |
think addresses an issue which works
against that very principle.

In fact, in this particular case, this
bill will save 35 families in my State of
South Dakota $1,000 a year. These are
people that live in South Dakota but
work on a Federal project outside the
taxing authority of Nebraska and
South Dakota.

South Dakota residents work at Gav-
ins Point, which is a Federal project on
the Missouri River. They do not need
Nebraska roads, facilities, goods, or
services to access their worksite. In
fact, these 35 families receive no bene-
fits whatsoever for the tax dollars that
they pay to the State of Nebraska.
They cannot vote down there, and they
cannot use Nebraska services.

We just heard previously from other
speakers an important principle on
which this country was founded, and
that is the principle that you should
not have taxation without representa-

July 28, 1997

tion. That is an inequity that has cer-
tainly cost the families of my State of
South Dakota a substantial amount of
tax revenues over the years.

So we are very pleased that the
chairman and other Members of this
body are willing to work with us to ad-
dress this inequity and bring some fair-
ness to the respective tax laws that we
have.

I would just simply close by saying
that those of us that live in South Da-
kota like the State of Nebraska. Many
of us are Nebraska Cornhusker fans,
but we would rather live in South Da-
kota. And that is where we want to live
and pay taxes. And since we do not
have a State income tax, it does have a
significant economic impact on these
families. And this bill addresses that.
So | thank the chairman for working
with us on this.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise in strong support of H.R. 1953, a bill
to tax more fairly workers at Federal facilities
which border two States. This bill incorporates
legislation | introduced earlier in this Congress
to end the double taxation of Army Corps of
Engineers employees working on dams across
the Columbia River between Washington and
Oregon.

Mr. Speaker, these Federal employees are
currently being forced to pay income taxes to
a State in which they do not work, live, vote,
or receive benefits. For example: These work-
ers can enter their dams from Washington
State and need not use Oregon bridges or
roads; workers paying taxes to Oregon have
been denied Oregon unemployment benefits
when they are laid off; they and their children
are denied in-State tuition at Oregon univer-
sities; and they do not qualify for in-State fees
for fishing and hunting licenses. Nor are they
eligible for Oregon’s comparatively inexpen-
sive vehicle registration fees.

In short, these citizens never receive a sin-
gle benefit from the taxes they are compelled
to pay to the State of Oregon.

Beside the burden of paying taxes to two
States, these workers must also bear the ad-
ministrative burden of recording the percent-
age of their work day spent on each half of
the dam. This is an unreasonable burden on
these employees, who must frequently walk
back and forth across their dams to carry out
routine tasks. Furthermore, this costs the
American taxpayers who must pay these Fed-
eral employees to track their time and move-
ments when they might otherwise be doing the
actual work for which they were hired.

H.R. 1953 would settle this problem in a
manner consistent with previous legislation. In
the Amtrak Act of 1990, Congress determined
that railway employees who frequently cross
State lines should only be required to pay in-
come taxes to their State of legal residence. In
the 104th Congress we passed the source tax
bill which stipulated that pension benefits
should be taxes only in the recipient’s State of
legal residence. In both cases, Congress inter-
vened to clarify an interstate tax issue.

The administration has stated that congres-
sional action is needed. The Human Re-
sources Department of the Army Corps of En-
gineers in Portland has informed their employ-
ees that: “Congressional action will be re-
quired if we are to get this situation fixed.”
You may recall that the House debated this
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issue last fall. Since that time hearings have
been held, and we have worked with the Or-
egon delegation to address the concerns ex-
pressed earlier about this situation.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to commend the
excellent work of Mr. GEKAS, the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Commercial and Admin-
istrative Law—together with Mr. NADLER, the
ranking minority member of the subcommit-
tee—in introducing H.R. 1953. Following hear-
ings on this issue in April of this year, Mr.
GEKAS prepared a bill which addresses dou-
ble-taxed workers in Washington, Tennessee,
and South Dakota, while preserving the right
of States to collect taxes within their borders.
This is an excellent bill, and deserving of all of
our support.

| urge my colleagues to support this biparti-
san, commonsense measure which protects
working people and their families from unfair
taxation.

0O 1615

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1953.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PRIVATE SECURITY OFFICER
QUALITY ASSURANCE ACT OF 1997

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 103) to expedite State reviews
of criminal records of applicants for
private security officer employment,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 103

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 ‘“Private Se-
curity Officer Quality Assurance Act of
19977,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—

(1) employment of private security officers
in the United States is growing rapidly;

(2) the private security industry provides
numerous opportunities for entry-level job
applicants, including individuals suffering
from unemployment due to economic condi-
tions or dislocations;

(3) sworn law enforcement officers provide
significant services to the citizens of the
United States in its public areas, and are
only supplemented by private security offi-
cers who provide prevention and reporting
service in support of, but not in place of, reg-
ular sworn police;

(4) given the growth of large private shop-
ping malls, and the consequent reduction in
the number of public shopping streets, the
American public is more likely to have con-
tact with private security personnel in the
course of a day than with sworn law enforce-
ment officers;
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(5) regardless of the differences in their du-
ties, skill, and responsibilities, the public
has difficulty in discerning the difference be-
tween sworn law enforcement officers and
private security personnel; and

(6) the American public demands the em-
ployment of qualified, well-trained private
security personnel as an adjunct, but not a
replacement for sworn law enforcement offi-
cers.

SEC. 3. BACKGROUND CHECKS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AnN association of employ-
ers of private security officers, designated
for the purpose of this section by the Attor-
ney General, may submit fingerprints or
other methods of positive identification ap-
proved by the Attorney General, to the At-
torney General on behalf of any applicant for
a State license or certificate of registration
as a private security officer or employer of
private security officers. In response to such
a submission, the Attorney General may, to
the extent provided by State law conforming
to the requirements of the second paragraph
under the heading ‘‘Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation” and the subheading ‘‘Salaries and
Expenses’ in title Il of Public Law 92-544 (86
Stat. 1115), exchange, for licensing and em-
ployment purposes, identification and crimi-
nal history records with the State govern-
mental agencies to which such applicant has
applied.

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Attorney General
may prescribe such regulations as may be
necessary to carry out this section, includ-
ing measures relating to the security, con-
fidentiality, accuracy, use, and dissemina-
tion of information and audits and record-
keeping and the imposition of fees necessary
for the recovery of costs.

(c) REPORT.—The Attorney General shall
report to the Senate and House Committees
on the Judiciary 2 years after the date of en-
actment of this bill on the number of inquir-
ies made by the association of employers
under this section and their disposition.

SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that States
should participate in the background check
system established under section 3.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act—

(1) the term ““employee’ includes an appli-
cant for employment;

(2) the term “‘employer’” means any person
that—

(A) employs one or more private security
officers; or

(B) provides, as an independent contractor,
for consideration, the services of one or more
private security officers (possibly including

oneself);
(3) the term “‘private security officer’—
(A) means—
(i) an individual who performs security

services, full or part time, for consideration
as an independent contractor or an em-
ployee, whether armed or unarmed and in
uniform or plain clothes whose primary duty
is to perform security services, or

(ii) an individual who is an employee of an
electronic security system company who is
engaged in one or more of the following ac-
tivities in the State: burglar alarm techni-
cian, fire alarm technician, closed circuit
television technician, access control techni-
cian, or security system monitor; but

(B) does not include—

(i) sworn police officers who have law en-
forcement powers in the State,

(ii) attorneys, accountants, and other pro-
fessionals who are otherwise licensed in the
State,

(iii) employees whose duties are primarily
internal audit or credit functions,

(iv) persons whose duties may incidentally
include the reporting or apprehension of
shoplifters or trespassers, or
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(v) an individual on active duty in the
military service;

(4) the term ‘‘certificate of registration”
means a license, permit, certificate, registra-
tion card, or other formal written permission
from the State for the person to engage in
providing security services;

(5) the term ‘“‘security services’’ means the
performance of one or more of the following:

(A) the observation or reporting of intru-
sion, larceny, vandalism, fire or trespass;

(B) the deterrence of theft or misappropria-
tion of any goods, money, or other item of
value;

(C) the observation or reporting of any un-
lawful activity;

(D) the protection of individuals or prop-
erty, including proprietary information,
from harm or misappropriation;

(E) the control of access to premises being
protected;

(F) the secure movement of prisoners;

(G) the maintenance of order and safety at
athletic, entertainment, or other public ac-
tivities;

(H) the provision of canine services for pro-
tecting premises or for the detection of any
unlawful device or substance; and

(1) the transportation of money or other
valuables by armored vehicle; and

(6) the term ‘“‘State’ means any of the sev-
eral States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the United
States Virgin Islands, American Samoa,
Guam, and the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. BARR] and the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. LOFGREN]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |

yield myself such time as | may
consume.
Mr. Speaker, | rise today in this

great body in support of passage of the
Private Security Officer Quality Assur-
ance Act. | introduced this legislation
along with the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MARTINEZ] at the beginning of
this Congress. The gentleman from
California has championed this bill not
only in this Congress but in the pre-
vious Congresses as well.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is identical to
the bill that passed this House last
Congress by a vote of 415 to 6. This bill
will help ensure that private security
officers undergo thorough and timely
criminal background checks. It is
straightforward and simple. It proposes
an expedited procedure similar to those
in use by the financial and parimutuel
industries today to match the finger-
prints of job applicants against records
maintained by the FBI’'s Criminal Jus-
tice Services Division.

Mr. Speaker, there are more than 1.5
million private security officers in the
United States. The security industry is
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dynamic and there is great pressure to
meet the ongoing need to hire qualified
personnel as vacancies occur. Thorough
reviews of job applicants’ backgrounds
are critical to employers, both to pro-
tect assets and to ensure protection for
the public. Employers must depend on
State and Federal agencies for crimi-
nal history information. They need
this information promptly, but under
existing law this process can take from
3 to 18 months.

Thirty-nine States now require secu-
rity contractors to conduct back-
ground checks of their personnel, usu-
ally requiring fingerprint matches. To
obtain a review of the FBI records, a
cumbersome, unwieldy process is used,
leading to lengthy delays.

Today an employer must submit
prints to the State police agency which
in turn forward them to the Bureau
where they are processed. This so-
called rap sheet is then sent back to
the police agency, which then sends
these results to the State’s agency
charged with regulating the industry.
That agency then must judge the fit-
ness of the applicant for employment
and a decision might then be made. At
that point, if a permit is issued, it is
sent to the applicant.

The existing system for private secu-
rity employers to learn whether an ap-
plicant’s criminal history disqualifies
that person is often cumbersome and
almost always time consuming. The
typical transaction provides many op-
portunities for the process to bog
down. With State agencies commonly
stretched thin by tight budgets, the
time required for staff to forward an
applicant’s fingerprints to the FBI
sometimes consumes months.

Still further delays can and do occur
after the FBI completes the check and
returns the results to the State. As |
stated earlier, in many States the re-
sults of the background check review
then go to a law enforcement agency,
then to a separate regulatory agency
responsible for security officers, there-
by lengthening the process even fur-
ther. The bottom line is that in some
instances an employer may wait more
than a year, sometimes well over a
year, before learning whether an appli-
cant has a serious criminal record.

Financial institutions, Mr. Speaker,
were authorized by Congress under
Public Law 92-544 to obtain criminal
records directly from the FBI. Under
this system, the American Banking As-
sociation has indicated the process is
reduced to about 20 business days.

Congress created another so-called
express lane for obtaining criminal
record information in the enactment of
Public Law 100-413, the Parimutuel Li-
censing Simplification Act of 1988. This
is a similar process to the one used by
the American Bankers Association
[ABA], but the rap sheet is sent back
to the State regulatory agency, not the
employer. The system approximates
that proposed in H.R. 103.

This bill will authorize the Attorney
General to name an association to ag-
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gregate, or collect, fingerprint cards,
screen them for legibility, and then
forward them to the FBI. The results of
the records search will then be for-
warded back to the appropriate State
officials. By sending the records to
State officials rather than to employ-
ers, we avoid, Mr. Speaker, potential
concerns about privacy rights of job
applicants. By eliminating several
steps from the process, this system
should result in a far more efficient
system of background checks.

This system has been endorsed by the
National Association of State Security
and Investigative Regulators. As under
current law, fees will be assessed to
compensate the FBI for their costs, and
there will be no net cost to the Govern-
ment for this expedited procedure. We
have made that clear in the language
of the bill, Mr. Speaker.

Moreover, the bill contains abso-
lutely no mandates for the States. The
States are not required to participate
in any part of a proposed bill if they
elect not to. | strongly urge this Con-
gress to join in support of H.R. 103, the
Private Security Officer Quality Assur-
ance Act.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
bill. This bill would permit associa-
tions representing private security
firms to request FBI criminal history
background checks on prospective se-
curity employees. This is a worthwhile
bill because private security officers
are entrusted with safety matters and
it makes sense, good sense, to take ad-
vantage of the available resources to
ensure that security firms do not un-
knowingly hire someone with a crimi-
nal background.

I do, however, want to sound two
notes of caution about the bill and po-
tentially unintended outcomes. First, |
want to be absolutely clear that | do
not believe private security officers are
a substitute for sworn law enforcement
officers. Private officers are generally
less well trained, they are not sworn to
protect the public, and constitutional
protections do not operate with respect
to them to the same degree as with po-
lice officers. There has been a trend to-
ward private companies and even resi-
dential communities hiring more pri-
vate officers as local governments are
forced by budget constraints to scale
back on their police forces. If this leg-
islation were to encourage that trend, |
believe we would come to regret it and
would need to review and take action
in the future should that unintended
and unexpected outcome be the result.

Second, | do want to note that the
FBIl is concerned about the possible
burden of dealing with hundreds of dif-
ferent private security firms request-
ing background checks. | share that
concern and would urge the security
firms if this bill is enacted to coordi-
nate their background check requests
through one or two trade associations
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that can provide a point of contact for
the FBI. Again, if the firms fail to op-
erate in a way that works best for the
FBI, Congress would have to step back
in and review this situation. And so |
think it would be very wise for the pri-
vate security firms to take every pos-
sible step to avoid adversely impacting
the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

With those two caveats about poten-
tial concerns, | would like to note that
I do and Democrats on the committee
did support this bill. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ], as the
gentleman from Georgia noted, has in-
troduced this bill for several Con-
gresses and it is good to see a biparti-
san team coming together in support of
this bill.

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

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. McCoLLuM], distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Crime of the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
(Mr. McCOLLUM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to simply con-
gratulate the gentleman from Georgia
for this bill. I think it is a very impor-
tant piece of legislation in terms of
trying to make sure that when we have
security officers in private concerns,
and we do all over the country, that
they get their backgrounds checked. It
really does not make sense to open the
door for criminal behavior and conduct
even in private concerns when people
are supposed to be involved with highly
sensitive matters and they have some
kind of background that would say to
the people who are hiring that we
would not do that if we had known that
was there.

Mr. Speaker, | think the gentleman
has made an enormously valuable con-
tribution to safety and security in this
country by this bill and | strongly sup-
port it and urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 103, the Private Security
Officer Quality Assurance Act, represents a
legislative effort to expedite and improve back-
ground checks for private security guards.
Congressman BARR brought this issue to Con-
gress’ attention last year, and his bill passed
overwhelmingly in the House. Unfortunately, it
was not taken up by the Senate before final
adjournment, and | commend him for his con-
tinuing dedication to this issue.

Mr. Speaker, the private security industry is
large and continually growing. It is estimated
that, by the year 2000, private security officers
will outnumber sworn law enforcement officers
nearly 3 to 1.

Private security guards wear uniforms much
like law enforcement uniforms. Some carry
guns or other weapons. They give every ap-
pearance of authority, and many citizens trust
them implicitly. The public deserves some as-
surances that the security guards they see at
the malls, or in the parking lots, or at the office
buildings are all qualified individuals who do
not have criminal records.
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H.R. 103 directs the Attorney General to
designate an association of employers of pri-
vate security officers who would submit finger-
prints to the Attorney General on behalf of any
applicant for a private security officer position.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation will then
conduct the background checks on those ap-
plicants. The legislation gives the Attorney
General authority to prescribe such regulations
as may be necessary to implement this proc-
ess, including regulations relating to confiden-
tiality of information and the imposition of fees
necessary for the recovery of costs.

This legislation does not supplant any cur-
rent State background investigation process
for private security officers, it simply creates a
new avenue for more efficient investigations of
national criminal history files. H.R. 103 will
make it much more difficult for persons with
criminal histories to cloak themselves with the
legitimacy of a security uniform, and | urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is also impor-
tant to keep in mind that just a few
days ago we celebrated, if that is the
proper word, or at least recognized the
first anniversary of the tragic bombing
at Olympic Park in Atlanta. With the
fact that there was a great deal of pri-
vate security at those events and with
the events surrounding Mr. Jewel, |
cannot help but think that this is a
very appropriate time to bring this bill
forward to the floor because it will, |
think, Mr. Speaker, go a great distance
toward improving the caliber of private
security officers in our community.

I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from California for noting very
appropriately and to remind all of our
colleagues that the bill itself recog-
nizes in its terms that despite the im-
portant role as an assistance or an ad-
junct to law enforcement, the role
played by private security officers,
they are not viewed in any way, shape
or form by this legislation nor by my-
self or my cosponsor the gentleman
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ] as
usurping the authorities and duties of
law enforcement officers. But that is a
very important concern and one which
we addressed specifically in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 103, the Pri-
vate Security Officer Quality Assur-
ance Act. | believe this legislation will
help ensure that only qualified individ-
uals are hired as private security offi-
cers, thereby improving the important
public service these individuals pro-
vide.

H.R. 103 is not broad in scope. It
seeks modest changes that would sim-
ply expedite the process by which
States and employers can check the
backgrounds of individuals applying
for private security jobs.

The bill would accomplish this in two
basic ways. First, it would allow the
Attorney General to establish an asso-
ciation of private security guard em-
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ployers. This association would in turn
serve as an industry clearinghouse that
would submit applicant information to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation for
purposes of doing individual back-
ground checks. This would help ensure
that both the States and the employers
would quickly receive important back-
ground information concerning individ-
uals seeking to become private secu-
rity officers.

Second, the bill includes provisions
expressing the sense of Congress that
the States should participate in the
background check system.

The Private Security Officer Quality
Assurance Act passed the House on
September 26, 1996 by a vote of 415 to 6.
The Senate, however, did not act upon
the measure before the 104th Congress
adjourned. Thus the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. BARR] reintroduced the
identical bill this year as H.R. 103.

I would note that H.R. 103 was re-
ferred to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce and, in addition, to
the Committee on the Judiciary. While
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce has not reported H.R. 103,
the Committee on the Judiciary did in
fact order the bill favorably reported
by a voice vote on June 18, 1997.

In light of the fact that H.R. 103 is
identical to legislation passed over-
whelmingly by the House last Septem-
ber, | agree with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], my com-
mittee chairman, that there is no rea-
son to slow the legislative process.
However, | also share his view that
these actions should hold no prece-
dence regarding the interest that the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce has regarding our jurisdic-
tion with respect to issues raised in the
bill. The committee retains its juris-
diction with respect to issues raised in
the bill should its provisions be consid-
ered in a conference with the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, | would urge passage of
this legislation that will help ensure
the quality of the individuals who work
as private security officers and help
improve public safety.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 103, the Private Security Offi-
cer Quality Assurance Act. Modest though it
may be, | believe this legislation can provide
a valuable first step toward assuring that only
qualified individuals are hired as private secu-
rity officers.

H.R. 103 would accomplish two basic goals.
First, it would allow the Attorney General to
establish an association of private security
guard employers that would, in turn, serve as
a clearinghouse for submitting applicant infor-
mation to the Federal Bureau of Investigation
for purposes of doing individual background
checks. This would help ensure that both the
States and employers would more quickly re-
ceive important background information con-
cerning individuals seeking to become private
security officers. Second, the bill includes a
sense of the Congress that simply says that
the States should participate in this back-
ground check system.

| am pleased to note that H.R. 103 reflects
the changes that were made to the bill in the
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104th Congress at the suggestion of Members
of my committee. H.R. 103 is a vast improve-
ment over the version introduced in the 104th
Congress, which included lengthy provisions
declaring the sense of the Congress that
States should enact statutes imposing numer-
ous certification and training requirements on
employers of private security officers. While |
strongly support the notion of thoroughly
checking the background of all applicants for
private security officer positions, the bill's
focus on achieving these improvements
through proscriptive and cumbersome man-
dates—imposed on either the States or em-
ployers—was troubling to me as well as to
other members of my committee. For that rea-
son, | am pleased that the bill before us today
does not include those provisions.

The Private Security Officer Assurance Act
passed the House on September 26, 1996 by
a vote of 415 to 6. The Senate, however, did
not act upon the measure before the 104th
Congress adjourned. Thus, Representative
BARR of Georgia reintroduced the identical bill
this year as H.R. 103.

Finally, 1 would note that H.R. 103 was re-
ferred to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and in addition, to the Committee
on the Judiciary. While the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce has not reported
H.R. 103, the Judiciary Committee did, in fact,
order the bill favorably reported by a voice
vote on June 18, 1997. In light of the fact that
H.R. 103 is identical to legislation passed
overwhelmingly by the House last September,
we saw no reason to slow the legislative proc-
ess. However, these actions should hold no
precedence regarding the interest that the
Committee on Education and the Workforce
has regarding our jurisdiction with respect to
issue raised in the bill. The committee retains
its jurisdiction with respect to issues raised in
the bill should its provisions be considered in
a conference with the Senate.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, | am once
again delighted to join the gentleman from
Georgia in support of the Private Security Offi-
cer Quality Assurance Act, a bill we jointly in-
troduced earlier this year. Representative BoB
BARR deserves enormous credit for his dili-
gence, skill, and hard work in bringing this im-
portant, bipartisan measure to the floor.

| would like to take a moment to give spe-
cial thanks to Chairman GOODLING and Rep-
resentative CLAY for waiving committee juris-
diction over H.R. 103, and allowing this meas-
ure to be considered today.

In the waning days of the 104th Congress,
the same bill that we are considering this
afternoon was overwhelmingly passed by the
House. The Senate simply ran out of time and
adjourned before they could act on this biparti-
san bill. So here we are again.

Mr. Speaker, the public deserves the assur-
ance that the security guard they meet in the
mall, the bank, or at school is not a felon or
a person who has a history of violent behav-
ior. Virtually every year the press reports on
tragedies which occur when inadequate back-
ground checks are made—tragedies that in-
volve security guards who commit murder,
rape, and theft.

There are now thousands of security com-
panies employing close to 1.8 million guards.
The vast majority of these security guards are
professionals, many acting heroically in per-
forming their duties. However, right now, we
cannot be sure that the security officers that
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we meet in virtually every facet of our lives are
not armed and dangerous.

H.R. 103 will provide an expedited proce-
dure for State officials to check the back-
grounds of applicants for guard licenses. A
similar procedure is in place for the banking
and parimutuel industries. By establishing an
expedited procedure for State regulators of se-
curity guards to receive FBI background
checks, H.R. 103 will greatly improve the safe-
ty of the public.

In some States it can take up to 18 months
to complete background checks for security
guards. This bill can reduce that time to the
approximately 3 weeks it takes for banks to
get results under their expedited procedure.

H.R. 103 contains no mandates of any kind.
No State or individual is compelled to use it.
Fees will be paid by the applicants or their
employers. There is no cost to the FBI.

H.R. 103 has broad support, most notably
from the National Association of Security and
Investigative Regulators and representatives
of the guard, alarm, and armored car indus-
tries.

Security should not be a partisan issue. |
am therefore delighted by the bipartisan sup-
port for this bill, which was so soundly re-
flected last September by the House vote for
the Private Security Officer Quality Assurance
Act.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my colleagues
to support this straightforward, modest, and
reasonable bill that will greatly improve public
safety.

Vote for common sense. Vote for public
safety. Vote for H.R. 103.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
BARR] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 103.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
THAT STATES SHOULD WORK
MORE AGGRESSIVELY TO AT-

TACK PROBLEM OF REPEAT
CRIMINALS
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, |

move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
75) expressing the sense of the Congress
that States should work more aggres-
sively to attack the problem of violent
crimes committed by repeat offenders
and criminals serving abbreviated sen-
tences.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 75

Whereas a disturbing number of law-abid-
ing citizens believe they are prisoners in
their own homes because of increasing vio-
lence in our society;

Whereas law-abiding citizens have the
right to be fearful knowing that violence of-
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fenders only serve on average 48 percent of
the sentence they received

Whereas more than % of persons under cor-
rectional supervision are currently on parole
and not incarcerated;

Whereas 1 in 3 offenders admitted to State
prisons were on probation or parole viola-
tors;

Whereas the Federal Government elimi-
nated parole in 1984 and prisoners convicted
of Federal crimes now serve at least 85 per-
cent of their sentences;

Whereas under current Federal law, States
are eligible for prison construction funds if
they keep felons in prison for at least 85 per-
cent of their sentence;

Whereas in 1996, at least 25 States, among
them Arizona, California, Connecticut, Dela-
ware, Florida, Georgia, lllinois, lowa, Kan-
sas, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis-
sissippi, Missouri, New York, North Caro-
lina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Penn-
sylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah,
Virginia, and Washington, have laws that
meet the 85 percent of sentence served re-
quirements set forth in the 1994 crime bill;
and

Whereas the National Association of Police
Organizations, the International Chiefs of
Police, the Fraternal Order of Police, the Na-
tional Association of Chiefs of Police, the
National District Attorney’s Association,
and the Safe Streets Coalition support the
concept of an 85 percent minimum length of
service for violent criminals: Now, therefore,
be it

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

(1) Congress commends Arizona, California,
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Il-
linois, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Utah, Virginia, and Washington for their ex-
isting efforts with respect to prison time
served by criminal offenders;

(2) Congress encourages all remaining
States to adopt as quickly as possible legis-
lation to increase the time served by violent
felons; and

(3) with respect to Federal crimes, Con-
gress reemphasizes its support for the re-
quirement that individuals who commit vio-
lent crimes should serve at least 85 percent
of their sentence.

O 1630

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. McCoL-
LUM] and the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CoNYERS] each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. McCoLLuMm].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 75, introduced by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BARCIA], expresses
the sense of Congress that States
should work more aggressively to at-
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tack the problem of violent crimes
committed by repeat offenders. It re-
emphasizes Congress’ support for the
principle that individuals who commit
violent crimes should serve at least 85
percent of their sentences. It also com-
mends the States which have enacted
truth-in-sentencing legislation and en-
courages the remaining States to adopt
such legislation.

Let us remember why we passed
truth-in-sentencing legislation in the
first place. Members were tired of con-
tinually hearing from frustrated and
angry American citizens who knew, or
were themselves, the victims of violent
crimes of criminals who already had
violent criminal history records. Con-
gress recognized 2 years ago that the
revolving door of justice must be
stopped. Truth-in-sentencing legisla-
tion was a response to the small but
deadly group of criminals who get ar-
rested, convicted and released back
into the community before they have
served even half their sentences.

In fact, one of the most astonishing
cases | have ever heard about: Four
Milwaukee men were arrested last year
for a crime spree which included two
murders. Between them they had 92
prior arrests. The charges ranged from
armed robbery and arson to theft and
battery. In the group one 24-year-old
man had 51 arrests alone. The police
chief of Milwaukee was frustrated by
the fact that his department was, as he
told reporters, ‘“‘arresting the same in-
dividuals over and over again.”

In fiscal year 1996, 25 States met the
requirements for a truth in sentencing
grant award under legislation that we
passed in Congress. According to the
Department of Justice, several more
States are attempting to pass such
laws during the current legislative ses-
sion. The fact that so many States
have enacted truth-in-sentencing legis-
lation since Congress took action in
1995 demonstrates clearly that incen-
tive grants in that legislation has
worked.

Mr. Speaker, let us consider the ac-
tual use of these funds. A large number
of States have indicated in their fiscal
year 1997 applications that they are
planning to use some of the grant funds
to build or expand juvenile facilities
for violent juvenile offenders. In fact,
four States have indicated that their
entire grant award will be used for ju-
venile facilities. Additionally, at least
13 States plan to make a portion of the
1997 grant funds available for local jail
projects. Four other States are explor-
ing the use of grant funds for privatiza-
tion of correctional facilities. This was
Congress’ clear intention, to allow the
States some flexibility in determining
where and how to spend the money nec-
essary to fight violent crime.

States have responded positively to
Congress’ leadership on this issue and
every citizen has benefited because
more violent criminals remain where
they belong, behind bars. The incen-
tives grants are effective, and Congress
must use every means possible to give
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this message out to those remaining
States which have not yet passed
truth-in-sentencing legislation. There
were about 6 or 7 States that had
truth-in-sentencing legislation that re-
quired at least 85 percent of the time to
be served that is given somebody in the
sentence who commits a violent crime
before we passed our truth-in-sentenc-
ing grants, and now we have almost 25,
but there are still another 25 or so that
have not passed such legislation.

The bill of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BARCIA] expresses the
sense of Congress that all the remain-
ing States should adopt as quickly as
possible legislation to require an in-
crease in the time served by violent
felons, and | concur completely. Law-
abiding citizens have the right to feel
safe, and ensuring that violent crimi-
nals serve at least 85 percent of their
sentences is one very effective way to
doit.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. LOFGREN], a distinguished
member of the committee.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, this res-
olution simply expresses the sense of
the Congress that violent criminals
should face severe penalties for their
behavior. | think the resolution gives
us an opportunity to reflect on one of
the biggest success stories in memory,
which is the huge decrease in the crime
rate, an astonishing 34 percent reduc-
tion since 1991, and it is continuing to
fall. | think it is important to realize
that there are different elements con-
tributing to the falling crime rate.

First and foremost, | think it has
been aggressive community based po-
licing, the 100,000 new cops on the beat
program. Second, | agree with the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM]
that repeat violent offenders do need to
be kept from their potential victims
and that efforts to keep violent crimi-
nals incarcerated for most of their sen-
tence have played a role in the falling
crime rate.

Third, gun control efforts that we
have enacted, including the Brady bill
and the ban on assault weapons have
done a lot to make our communities
safer. Last but not least is the role of
prevention programs. | would say of
the four elements of a balanced pro-
gram, it is prevention that has been
most starved for attention and for re-
sources. The cumulative effect, how-
ever, of the four balances, community
policing, career repeat violent offend-
ers being incarcerated, as well as the
gun control, and then, finally, preven-
tion programs has yielded this result.

| thank the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BARcIA] for his resolution. |
think it is absolutely appropriate that
we recognize one of the four elements
on our balanced approach, and I would
also ask us to reflect that it is not just
that one of the four elements, but the
prevention measures and the other
that have helped achieve the success
that we are now starting to achieve.
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Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | have
no further requests for time, but I
know the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CONYERS] may.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BARCIA].

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 75, and | want to thank my
good friend from Michigan, the distin-
guished gentleman from Detroit [Mr.
CONYERS] and of course the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. McCoLLuM], the very
distinguished chair of the subcommit-
tee, who has been a strong leader on
the issue of victim’s rights in this Con-
gress and previous sessions. His leader-
ship has resulted in a number of suc-
cess stories, | think, in our control of
violent crime especially, and | want to
thank him and the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HYDE], the full committee
chair, and the very dedicated staff of
the subcommittee and committee for
allowing this resolution to come before
the House.

The American public is losing con-
fidence in our judicial system. When
two-thirds of convicted felons are on
parole and not incarcerated they have
every right to feel that way. When a
small group of criminals who are re-
sponsible for a majority of the violent
crimes serve substantially abbreviated
sentences, the American public has a
right to be concerned for their safety.
Mr. Speaker, law abiding citizens de-
serve to feel safe, and when we keep
this small but deadly group of crimi-
nals incarcerated for appropriate sen-
tences, our streets are safer for both
our citizens and for police officers as
well. It is a commonsense approach to
a recurring problem.

Since 1984, the Federal Government
has required Federal criminals to serve
85 percent of their terms. In 1994 and
again in 1995, the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives approved incentives to re-
ward States that passed legislation to
keep violent criminals imprisoned for
at least 85 percent of their sentences.
Any State that reaches that bench-
mark is eligible for Federal funds for
prison construction. In 1995, only five
States achieved that goal. Today some
25 States, including my home State of
Michigan, have put into place harsher
prison sentences for those citizens who
flagrantly disregard the law and
threaten our safety.

I introduced this resolution 2% years
ago to commend those States who have
adopted longer sentences and to en-
courage the remaining States to more
aggressively attack the problem of vio-
lent crime committed by repeat offend-
ers and criminals serving abbreviated
sentences.

One of my constituents, Sherry
Swanson, was the victim of a cruel act
by a violent repeat offender. Sherry
was a vibrant 19-year-old with a bright
future. Her life was drastically altered
as a result of the actions of a violent
repeat offender who has not only a dis-
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respect for the law but also a dis-
respect for life. The predator that at-
tempted to end Sherry’s life had in the
10 months following his early release
committed three sexual batteries,
armed robbery, two kidnapings and two
first degree murders. That was just in
10 months.

Mr. Speaker, a person with this
record should not have been allowed
back on the streets to commit yet an-
other series of heinous crimes. If this
habitual criminal had remained in cus-
tody, two people would be alive today.
Two people would not be suffering from
the results of the kidnaping, one per-
son would not be terrified of another
robbery, three people would not have
been sexually abused, and a young
woman, Sherry Swanson, would not be
partially paralyzed.

Numerous studies have already prov-
en that longer sentences for those who
repeatedly ignore the law result in
safer streets for all of our citizens. Yes,
there are inequities in our judicial sys-
tem. They must be corrected. But are
we willing to sacrifice the rights of vic-
tims? The victim does not deserve only
part of their fear or part of their in-
jury. Why should the violent criminal
serve only a small part of their pen-
alty?

We need to send a strong message to
the public that we are working hard to
end the arrogance of criminals who
know that they will not be punished
for taking a life. We are working hard
to end the ability of violent criminals
to return to the streets after only serv-
ing one-third of their sentence, to
strike again, taking a husband away
from a wife, a child from a mother, or
a father from his children. We must
send a strong message to the States
that not only are the incentives and fi-
nancial assistance available, but the
American public demands safer streets.

Lastly, we must send a strong mes-
sage to criminals that they will not be
able to return to the streets and that
the sentence handed down will be the
sentence served. We must send a mes-
sage that our justice system is not a
flea market where there is always a
bargain to be had. Mr. Speaker, justice
is not a commodity for haggling; just
ask the victims.

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

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, we have
a problem with this sense-of-the-Con-
gress resolution because most of the
supporters of this are the conservative
Members of Congress who came to Con-
gress talking about States rights, the
rights of States to take care of their
own business, and frequently the Fed-
eral Government was considered to be
meddling when it imposed their re-
quirements on the States. That is what
we are continuing to do today. We ask
that States rights be considered on
welfare matters, on civil rights mat-
ters, on the environment; that is what
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my colleagues were saying, | was not
saying that, and that the States know
best; that is what my colleagues were
saying, | was not saying that. And now
we have this sense-of-the-Congress res-
olution in which we tell the States
that we know best.

Does anybody care to explain why we
have this bifurcated policy when it
comes to criminal matters that all of a
sudden we know better than the States
who write their own State criminal
laws, and we who write our own Fed-
eral criminal laws, we are not telling
the States that they ought to shape up
and join the other 16 States and abolish
parole.

Why?

OK, silence.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BARCIA].

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | would
just respond to the gentleman from
Michigan’s concerns and say that of
course the Congress cannot mandate to
the States increases in the length of
sentences for violent predators, how-
ever the concept, of course, due to the
leadership of the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. McCoLrLuMm] and others, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] in
the House of Representatives who were
advocates on behalf of victims rights
saw legislation incorporated into the
Omnibus Crime Bill of 1994, which
many of us supported, which in fact
would reward States with financial in-
centives if, in fact, they would agree to
keep their violent criminals, not all
criminals, but violent criminals, those
who cause a serious threat to the pub-
lic and to innocent citizens.

Mr. CONYERS. But how is it we
knew better what they should do with
their State criminals than they did?
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Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | think in
some cases, | would say to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS],
it was a condition where severe finan-
cial pressures at the State level al-
lowed for overcrowding of the prison
system without adequate facilities to
house all of those people who were sen-
tenced to terms in prison. So some
States were actually paroling violent
criminals after serving only 20 or 25
percent of their sentence, and these
criminals were going out and engaging
in repeat behavior, again causing great
trauma and violence to other citizens
that might not have been exposed had
they not been paroled early in the first
place.

Mr. CONYERS. That was not going
on in Michigan, and the gentleman
knows it. So why did the gentleman
persuade Governor Engler of Michigan,
who does not know particularly much
about criminal law at the State or Fed-
eral level, to do something like this?

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, we did
have several instances in Michigan, |
would say to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS], one that | can
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think of when | was a State legislator
back in Lansing, in which a person had
committed two second degree murders,
served 4 years on the first sentence, 8
years or about 6 years before he was
paroled to a halfway house in Lansing
on the second offense, and then also
continued, and strangled and raped a
young lady in east Lansing and killed a
police officer. As he was driving her car
through downtown, he committed a
small traffic infraction, was pulled
over by a Lansing police officer, and
was shot. The corrections department
in that case had paroled him a bit ear-
lier. By mistake, the computer had
credited him with too much good time.

But | was a member of the State sen-
ate when that family brought a lawsuit
against the Michigan Department of
Corrections because of their losses, and
the losses in two families could have
been prevented had he been incarcer-
ated for the full length of his sentence.

Mr. CONYERS. | would ask the gen-
tleman, Mr. Speaker, is that a reason
to eliminate parole for everybody in
the State of Michigan? | yield to the
gentleman for a response.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | do not
believe it totally eliminates parole. It
says if you receive a determined num-
ber of years as your sentence, you shall
serve 85 percent of that. In other words,
if you receive a 10-year sentence, you
should serve 8V years before you are
paroled back on the streets.

Mr. CONYERS. Has the gentleman
examined what criminal justice au-
thorities say about this kind of draco-
nian addition of time to people who are
incarcerated who may be
rehabilitatable, and that this works in
a very onerous way upon people who, as
the gentleman may know, are receiving
longer and longer sentences than ever
before?

In other words, it may be considered
counterproductive to the very thing
that the gentleman is trying to accom-
plish. This includes the concept of
three-strikes-and-you-are-out, which is
another throw-the-baby-out-with-the-
bath-water situation.

We are paying States to go along
with us, and now the gentleman is
passing a sense-of-the-Congress resolu-
tion asking the States that have not
jumped in on the cash-flow, which, by
the way, is $800 million so far, and |
know the gentleman is concerned
about balancing the budget, but we
have to fight crime at all costs.

Does the gentleman have a little con-
cern that maybe all of these imposi-
tions of more and more time, manda-
tory minimums, 85 percent, we pay
people, States, hundreds of millions of
dollars to build more facilities, since
they cannot afford it anymore them-
selves, we have three-strikes-and-you-
are-out at the Federal level, three-
strikes-and-you-are-out at the State
level, does the gentleman not have any
sense that maybe we could be more ef-
ficient and effective in reducing crime
than just piling on sentence upon sen-
tence upon sentence?
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| yield to the gentleman for a re-
sponse.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | would
again emphasize to the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
the Judiciary that, in fact, we are not
mandating in this resolution nor in the
Federal law that was passed in 1994
that States must do this, but for them
to consider that.

I do not know if we have a total, |
would say to the gentleman, on what
the effect or what the impact of violent
crime is across the country, if we were
ever to total up the cost. But in the
case of Ms. Sherry Swanson, who is
now 28 years old, and she was shot
twice in the head when she was 20 years
old working at a convenience store dur-
ing a robbery attempt, and | know that
her medical bills exceeded $1 million,
plus her life has been forever changed.

So yes, $800 million is a significant
amount of money, and of course, as the
gentleman knows, and the gentleman
noted, | am a supporter of the balanced
budget amendment and balancing our
spending with our revenues in the Fed-
eral Government. | think we, as policy-
makers in this body, must make tough
decisions on how we apportion out
those limited resources that we have
and certainly decide the priorities in
terms of Federal spending. But | think
violent criminals who are in and out of
prison and hurting our fellow citizens
are worthy of our attention and our re-
sources.

Mr. CONYERS. | thank the gen-
tleman, Mr. Speaker. Those are legiti-
mate sentiments that are held by many
in this body.

Could I ask my dear friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan, and we are
friends, and this is a friendly discus-
sion, does he believe that we should
continue to deprive judges of the dis-
cretion necessary to fashion criminal
sentences in individual cases appro-
priate to the persons standing before
them in the court?

| yield to the gentleman for his com-
ments.

Mr. BARCIA. | thank the gentleman
for continuing to yield to me, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, | would say that, as a
State legislator, | have supported de-
terminant sentencing with a number of
years prescribed for a type of crime
that is committed. However, | am very
respectful of the ability for a member
of the judiciary to mete out a sentence
that is fair and to take into account all
the circumstances of a particular
crime.

Mr. CONYERS. |
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, is the gentleman aware
that in the three strikes legislation in
California, in particular, it has clogged
the courts, the processes, so much that
neither the prosecutors nor the defense
lawyers bother with it anymore, be-
cause employing it makes it absolutely
unworkable? Does the gentleman have
any knowledge on that?

Mr. BARCIA. Yes. | do not have any
knowledge on how the three-strikes-

thank the gen-
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and-you-are-out language is impacting
across the country, but | have gen-
erally supported that, especially for
violent crimes.

I know we saw some instances, |
think, of a minor theft out in Oregon
or the State of Washington, | cannot
remember which, in which a person
stole a slice of pizza and was pros-
ecuted under that law. | think in that
case probably the prosecutors were
overzealous and should be allowed dis-
cretion in terms of their judgment as
to which of those offenses to pursue on
the three-strikes-and-you-are-out pro-
vision.

But, of course, not being a member of
the Committee on the Judiciary, | do
not profess to be an expert on the spe-
cific language that has been adopted by
this House and Senate and signed by
our President in an attempt to get a
greater grasp of crime in this country.

Mr. CONYERS. | appreciate the gen-
tleman’s knowledge on the subject so
far. He is doing pretty well, better
than, 1 will not say than some people
on Judiciary, but he is holding his own
very, very well.

What if the gentleman found out that
the three strikes provision does not
carry any discretion, and that little in-
cident that you talked about, and |
have some more in which the third of-
fense being a violent offense, that is it,
for the rest of your natural life? Does
that, or is that something we might
want to go back and hold hearings on,
for example, to see if it might be cor-
rected?

| yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan for a response.

Mr. BARCIA. Of course, | do not want
to second-guess our leadership, neither
the gentleman’s nor the distinguished
chair’s and subcommittee chair’s, on
that very distinguished committee in
this House. But it would be my impres-
sion as a layperson, not being a grad-
uate of law school, that there ought to
be discretion between misdemeanors
and felonies on the three-strikes-and-
you-are-out. That may be an issue we
will revisit at some point in the future.

But | can tell the Members that this
resolution involves truth-in-sentenc-
ing, and | know my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. CON-
YERS, supported that crime bill here in
the House, which contained the same
provision for Federal offenses.

What we are trying to do is see the
same treatment of violent offenders at
the State level, because many of the
truly violent crimes, such as rape and
homicide, unless there are extenuating
circumstances, they are in fact infrac-
tions of State law and not Federal law.
That is why we are attempting to pass
this resolution.

Mr. CONYERS. | thank the gen-
tleman very much, because he has been
very helpful.

Mr. Speaker, this is the gentleman’s
House concurrent resolution on truth
in sentencing, is that correct, | would
ask the gentleman? The gentleman is
the author of this sense-of-the-Con-
gress?
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Mr. BARCIA. Yes, | am.

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman had
known that | had voted against the
crime bill of 1994, would that have
slowed down the gentleman’s enthu-
siasm for anything we have done or
said here today?

I yield to the gentleman for a re-
sponse.

Mr. BARCIA. | have to correct my-
self. I was mistaken. | know the gen-
tleman is a strong supporter of gun
control, and | assumed that with the
strong gun control provisions in the
1994 bill—

Mr. CONYERS. Was the gentleman
not?

Mr. BARCIA. Pardon me?

Mr. CONYERS. | said, was the gen-
tleman not?

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | would
say to the gentleman, | voted for the
first version but not the final version.

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman voted
against the crime bill of 1994, too?

Mr. BARCIA. Yes. We agreed on that
issue in the final analysis, but probably
for different reasons.

Mr. CONYERS. | thank the gen-
tleman for his colloquy with me. It has
been very helpful.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that the States
that have not jumped on the band-
wagon requiring that offenders serve at
least 85 percent of their sentence pay
very close attention to House Concur-
rent Resolution 75, which rereminds
them that they are really missing out;
if they would join in, they could be get-
ting Federal money, if they would only
listen to us a little bit more. We can-
not make the States impose these sen-
tences.

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

Mr. Speaker, | simply want to re-
spond very, very briefly. | will not take
the chair’s time or the Members’ time
very long. A couple of points the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]
made | feel deserve a little response.

One of them is with respect to the
truth-in-sentencing legislation, to
begin with. It was designed to provide
a reward in part to those States that
chose to, by their own voluntary com-
mitment, make this 85-percent rule im-
posed upon those who commit violent
crimes in their State, to make sure
they serve at least 85 percent of their
sentence. It was not anything manda-
tory.

What Members of the Republican
party on this side of the aisle have
complained about over the years, in
particular, are mandates on the States,
unfunded mandates in particular, that
have been involved in a lot of legisla-
tion that past Congresses have enacted.

We have not complained about incen-
tive grants, per se. We have been very
concerned about the multiplicity of
grant awards that are out there that
say, you can only get x dollars if you
apply in the prevention area for crime
for this program or that program or
the other program.

We have insisted that where there is
Federal money involved and there are
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grant programs out there, that there be
a wide variety of discretion at the local
and State level, preferably in the form
of block grants or very limited tar-
geted grants.

This truth-in-sentencing law we
passed in 1994 and revised after our
party took over the majority is shaped
in such a fashion that it allows maxi-
mum flexibility to the States to pro-
vide for how they spend the money in
prison construction, if they choose to
apply for it. They can build some jails
with it at the local level, they can
build juvenile facilities, they can build
major State prisons with it.

The States, all States, are eligible
for half the grant money, half the $400
million that has been appropriated
each year, but those States which actu-
ally enact truth-in-sentencing laws
that require at least 85 percent of a
violent felon’s sentence to be served
are eligible for the other half that has
been put aside. | think that makes emi-
nent sense. | do not think that is in
any way inconsistent with the philoso-
phy that most of us have expressed in
devolving as much power as possible to
the States.

This resolution today that expresses
the sense of the Congress is the right of
free speech. We are not telling the
States to do anything. We are simply
saying, as legislators looking at this
matter, as the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BARcCIA] so ably pointed out,
we think it would be a good idea if they
take another look. If they have not be-
come eligible or not applied for the sec-
ond half of the grant programs for
building prisons and jails in their
State, it does require as a form of eligi-
bility that they impose an 85-percent
service time that violent felons serve
on violent felons, and that they do so
because it makes good sense for public
safety. No, we do not know best, but we
hope they will join us in that com-
ment.

The last | would point out on the
three-strikes-and-you-are-out, at least
at the Federal level, the three strikes
requirement, in order to get a life sen-
tence mandated, requires there be two
underlying violent or serious drug of-
fenses committed either at the State or
Federal level.
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The third one has to be a violent Fed-
eral crime. Then you go away for life.
I think most of us in this body have
supported that. California is a little
different, and debating California law,
I do not see the merits of in this bill.
I think this resolution is a sound one,
as | said before. | urge its adoption.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support for the passage of House Con-
current Resolution 75, a concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress regarding
States’ efforts against repeat criminals. | was
pleased to join my friend and colleague, Con-
gressman BARCIA, in introducing this bill be-
cause it highlights one of the most dramatic
problems in our Nation’s war on crime—name-
ly it is estimated that 80 percent of all violent
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crime committed in the United States is com-
mitted by only 7 percent of the population.
That is a very telling statistic that sheds some
light on the problem of crime in the United
States.

In the last 20 years, we have seen the war
on crime take on new and ominous propor-
tions with an innovative criminal element de-
vising new and ever more violent crimes such
as with carjackings and drive by shootings.
How do we battle that 7 percent of the popu-
lation to ensure our safety? One of the best
ways is to guarantee that the criminals who
repeatedly commit violent crimes serve at
least 85 percent of their sentences as House
Concurrent Resolution 75 states in no uncer-
tain terms.

In my home State of New York, we have
had some of the worst reports of a criminal
element at work, and only in recent years, we
have been able to see a reduction in our
crime rate through community policing and a
get tough approach on lesser crimes. While it
sounds troublesome and tedious to have the
police crack down on petty crimes, the recent
case of John Royster demonstrates the value
of this practice. Mr. Royster was arrested by
police and fingerprinted for jumping a New
York subway turnstile. It was his only recorded
offense. Three months later, the same prints
were reportedly found to match those at a dry-
cleaning business on Park Avenue where the
owners had been beaten to death. It was be-
cause of this match that Mr. Royster con-
fessed to four brutal attacks including a highly
publicized attack in Central Park that left a
woman in a coma. Now the next step for Mr.
Royster is punishment—hard time in a State
penitentiary. | will work with my colleagues,
both here and in the New York State House,
to make sure that Royster stays in prison.

Putting away violent, repeat offenders like
John Royster is essential if we are to make
successful inroads lowering crime and
strengthening our communities. | thank Con-
gressman BARCIA for his work on this problem
and ask for all of my colleagues, from both
sides of the aisle, to join us in strong support
for this important resolution.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of House Concurrent Resolution 75 of
which | am an original sponsor. This important
legislation commends those States that have
already adopted truth-in-sentencing laws and
encourages the remaining States to do the
same.

Most Americans believe that convicted vio-
lent offenders serve their full sentences; sadly
this is not the case.

According to the Bureau of Justice statistics,
violent criminals—those who commit murder,
rape, assault, or armed robbery—serve only
an average of 48 percent of their sentences,
and one out of every three offenders admitted
to State prisons were either on probation or
parole for a previous offense at the time. Ac-
cording to the committee report accompanying
this bill, on any given day there are three con-
victed offenders on probation or paroles for
every one convicted felon in prison.

To turn this trend around over 25 States, in-
cluding my home State of Michigan, and the
Federal Government have truth-in-sentencing
laws on the books. Under this concept, con-
victed violent offenders are required to serve
at least 85 percent of their sentences.

Both the 103d and 104th Congresses
passed legislation providing financial incen-
tives in the form of prison construction funds
to States if they adopt laws requiring criminals
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to serve at least 85 percent of their prison
terms. Unfortunately, 25 States still have not
adopted such laws.

Law-abiding citizens have the right to know
that those who commit the most hideous of
crimes in our society serve the time their sen-

tences require. o
The resolution before us today is simple. It

asks that those who commit violent crimes do
the time that the law requires of them. | wish
there was not a need for this type of resolu-
tion, but until then, | hope all my colleagues
vote to encourage States to do the right thing.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise In
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 75, which expresses the Sense of the
Congress that States should work aggres-
sively to ensure that violent offenders serve at
least 85 percent of their prison sentences. As
a cosponsor of this legislation, | commend the
gentleman from Michigan, [Mr. BaARcia], for
this hard work and leadership on this issue
and ask all my colleagues to support this im-
portant resolution.

Although the most recent statistics on vio-

lent crime indicate that we are beginning to
make progress in our fight for safer neighbor-
hoods, we must remain vigilant in our efforts
to ensure public safety and recognize the
achievements of States such as Florida which
have taken strong steps to attack the problem
of repeat violent offenders. Only with contin-
ued cooperation between Federal, State, and
local officials can we hope to maintain the

downward trend in violent crime rates.

This resolution commends Florida and 24
other States which have taken steps to ensure
that violent felons serve at least 85 percent of
their prison sentences. Nationwide, violent of-
fenders serve an average of only 48 percent
of the sentences they receive—a statistic
which is unacceptable and greatly erodes
Americans’ confidence in our justice system.
House Concurrent Resolution 75 applauds
those States which have taken proactive steps
to prevent the problem of repeat violent of-
fenders and encourages other States to follow
their lead in enacting strict sentencing guide-
lines. While guidelines alone will not solve our
Nation’s crime problem, they have proven an
effective tool in ensuring that violent felons re-
main off our streets.

Mr. Speaker, | applaud the efforts of those
States listed in this legislation, including my
home State of Florida, and urge all of my col-
leagues to support this important resolution
which recommits this Congress to the fight for
safer communities.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | yield

back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAaHooD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. McCoLLuM] that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, House Con-

current Resolution 75.
The question was taken.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, on that

I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

AMENDING THE IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS ACT OF 199
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, |

move to suspend the rules and pass the
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bill (H.R. 1109) to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Technical Correc-
tions Act of 1994 to eliminate the spe-
cial transition rule for issuance of a
certificate of citizenship for certain

children born outside the United
States.
The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1109

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

SECTION 1. ELIMINATION OF CERTIFICATE OF
CITIZENSHIP TRANSITION RULE AP-
PLICABLE TO CERTAIN CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Technical Correc-
tions Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-416; 108
Stat. 4307) (as amended by section 671(b) of
the lllegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (Public Law
104-208; 110 Stat. 3009-1856)) is amended by
striking subsection (e).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Technical Corrections
Act of 1994.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. McCoLLuM] and the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
LOFGREN], each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. McCoLLuM].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise in support of H.R. 1109, which I
introduced with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN],
to correct an error that was part of last
year’s immigration bill, the lllegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act.

H.R. 1109 would make a technical
change regarding requirements for citi-
zenship for people born overseas.

| want to say that | am particularly
appreciative of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. SMITH], who is the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Immigration
and Claims, that deals with this prod-
uct, for bringing it forward and rec-
ognizing the fact that we need it today.
Unfortunately his commitments kept
him from being here to be a party to
this discussion. | am very happy to
handle it for him today.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
BERMAN] and | had the pleasure of
working together in 1994 on this issue.
The Immigration and Nationality
Technical Corrections Act of 1994
granted Americans abroad the possibil-
ity of obtaining U.S. citizenship for
their minor children who had not ac-
quired citizenship at birth. It allows
certificates of citizenship to be granted
to a child of a U.S. citizen if the child
is under 18 and if either the American
parent or the American parent’s par-
ent, that is, the American grandparent,
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has spent 5 years in the United States
with two of those five being after the
age of 14.

There were no policy problems
brought before Congress with regard to
this. However, the immigration bill in
the last Congress included a change in
this policy buried in the technical cor-
rections part of the bill. This was most
likely an innocent attempt to clean up
an admittedly complicated statute, but
this cosmetic change is doing harm.
The change doubles the amount of time
the parent or grandparent must have
been in the United States for children
born before November 14, 1986. That
means for children between 11 and 18,
the parent and grandparent must have
10 years in the United States with 5
after the age of 14. Children born after
November 14, 1986 are under the old 5
and 2 rule.

There is no need for the distinction.
Not only is this unfair to many fami-
lies who may have one child eligible for
citizenship and another who is not, but
it is also an administrative nightmare
for the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service. The correction included
in H.R. 1109 needs to be enacted as soon
as possible to make the situation right.
The legislation has bipartisan support.
I strongly urge an aye vote on it.

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

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

H.R. 1109 is a technical amendment
bill introduced by the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. McCoLLuM] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN]. |
understand that the Senate recently
passed S. 670, which is an identical
piece of legislation, and that we will be
calling up S. 670 at the end of our de-
bate on H.R. 1109 so that the legislation
may go directly to the President when
and if it passes.

Section 322 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act was amended last year
to make it more difficult for certain
children of U.S. citizens living abroad
to receive certificates of citizenship.
Section 322 previously provided that a
foreign born or adopted child of an
American living abroad was eligible to
receive a certificate of U.S. citizenship
if he or she was under 18 years old and
had an American parent or grand-
parent who spent a total of 5 years in
the United States, at least 2 of which
were after age 14.

The amendment, placed a special re-
striction on children born before No-
vember 14, 1986. For those children to
be eligible to receive a certificate of
U.S. citizenship, the American parents
or grandparents are required to have
been physically present in the United
States for a total of 10 years, at least 5
of which were after age 14.

Unfortunately, last year’s conference
committee meetings were closed. |
have not been able to find anybody who
can fully explain how this change came
about or why it came about. It cer-
tainly does impose burdens on Ameri-
cans that are unwise and that on a bi-
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partisan basis we object to. | think it is
one example again of how haste in
these matters can end up producing
bills that have consequences no one
wanted. | would urge adoption of this
measure as a sensible revision for what
| think was a mistake made in the last
Congress.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of H.R. 1109 which Mr. McCoLLum of Florida
and | introduced on March 18th, 1997. This bill
is a technical correction of the lllegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
(IIRIRA) of 1996 (Public Law 104-208). Let
me explain the history behind this legislation.

Section 322 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (INA) establishes the criteria for citi-
zenship of children born to U.S. citizens living
abroad. Prior to 1986, for a U.S. citizen parent
to transmit U.S. citizenship to his or her for-
eign-born or adopted child (before eighteen
years of age), the American parent or grand-
parent had to have lived in the U.S. for 10
years, 5 of which had to be after age fourteen.

The Immigration Reform and Control Act of
1986 (IRCA) amended these requirements to
five years of U.S. residency, two after the age
of fourteen. Because the change in IRCA ap-
plied prospectively, some families had siblings
subjected to different standards. Hence, sec-
tion 102 of the Immigration and National Tech-
nical Corrections Act of 1994 (Public Law
103-416) was introduced to amend Section
322 of the INA and apply these lower stand-
ards retroactively.

IIRIRA amended Section 322 by placing a
special restriction on children born before No-
vember 14, 1986. For those children to be eli-
gible for U.S. citizenship, the American parent
or grandparent was once again required to
have been physically present in the U.S. for a
total of ten years, at least five of which were
after the age fourteen.

IIRIRA has inadvertently created the same
problem that the 1994 amendment to the INA
was designed to cure, as siblings may once
again find themselves subjected to different
standards. The enactment of H.R. 1109 will
simply repeal this error and restore Section
322 to its pre-lIRIRA status. The bill will also
eliminate the extensive administrative confu-
sion created by last year's immigration bill.

There is no opposition to this legislation. |
hope we can give favorable consideration to
this technical correction of IIRIRA and | urge
my colleagues to support it.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
McCoLLuM] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1109.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be discharged
from further consideration of the Sen-
ate bill (S. 670) to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Technical Correc-

H5865

tions Act of 1994 to eliminate the spe-
cial transition rule for issuance of a
certificate of citizenship for certain
children born outside the United
States, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, | shall not ob-
ject, and | yield to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM] to explain the
purpose of the request.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of the request is to cull out the
identical Senate bill to the bill we just
passed, which is H.R. 1109, and pass it
so the legislation may go directly to
the President after today. It is the
identical bill. It just has a different
Senate number on it instead of the
House number.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, con-
tinuing my reservation of objection, |
will not object. | just wanted Members
of the House to understand what we are
doing here.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

S. 670

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

SECTION 1. ELIMINATION OF CERTIFICATE OF
CITIZENSHIP TRANSITION RULE AP-
PLICABLE TO CERTAIN CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Technical Correc-
tions Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-416; 108
Stat. 4307) (as amended by section 671(b) of
the lllegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (Public Law
104-208; 110 Stat. 3009-1856)) is amended by
striking subsection (e).

(b) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Technical Corrections
Act of 1994.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 1109) was
laid on the table.

EXPANDED WAR CRIMES ACT OF
1997

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1348) to amend title 18, United
States Code, relating to war crimes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1348

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 ‘““Expanded

War Crimes Act of 1997,
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SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF WAR CRIMES.

Section 2441 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘grave
breach of the Geneva Conventions’” and in-
serting “‘war crime’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘breach”
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘war
crime’’; and

(3) so that subsection (c) reads as follows:

““(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section
the term ‘war crime’ means any conduct—

““(1) defined as a grave breach in any of the
international conventions signed at Geneva
12 August 1949, or any protocol to such con-
vention to which the United States is a
party;

““(2) prohibited by Articles 23, 25, 27, or 28
of the Annex to the Hague Convention 1V,
Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on
Land, signed 18 October 1907;

““(3) which constitutes a violation of com-
mon Article 3 of the international conven-
tions signed at Geneva 12 August 1949, or any
protocol to such convention to which the
United States is a party and which deals
with non-international armed conflict; or

“(4) of a person who, in relation to an
armed conflict and contrary to the provi-
sions of the Protocol on Prohibitions or Re-
strictions on the Use of Mines, Booby-Traps
and Other Devices as amended at Geneva on
3 May 1996 (Protocol Il as amended on 3 May
1996), when the United States is a party to
such Protocol, willfully Kills or causes seri-
ous injury to civilians.”.

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

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, last year the House
passed and President Clinton signed
into law our colleague’s, the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES], War
Crimes Act of 1996.

That bill fulfilled the obligation the
United States undertook in 1955 when
the Senate ratified the Geneva Conven-
tions for the Protection of Victims of
War. The Conventions require that sig-
natory countries enact legislation pun-
ishing grave breaches of the Conven-
tions.

The Jones bill created a new section
2441 of title 18. The section provides
that the perpetrator of a grave breach
of the Geneva Conventions taking
place inside or outside the United
States shall be fined, imprisoned or,
where death results, subject to the pen-
alty of death.

The section grants jurisdiction to
Federal courts where the perpetrator
or the victim is a member of the armed
forces of the United States or a na-
tional of the United States.

Today we are considering the Jones
followup legislation. At a hearing the
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Immigration and Claims Subcommit-
tee held last Congress, the State De-
partment and noted scholars of inter-
national law urged that we modify the
Jones bill by expanding the criminal-
ization of war crimes to cover a num-
ber of other offenses. That is what the
present Jones bill, H.R. 1348, does.

As recommended by the State De-
partment, H.R. 1348 would expand sec-
tion 2441 to cover violations of common
article 3 of the Geneva Conventions
and articles 23, 25, 27, and 28 of the
Hague Convention of 1907 Respecting
the Laws and Customs of War. The
United States is a signhatory to all
those conventions.

These provisions forbid atrocities oc-
curring in both civil wars and wars be-
tween nations. They cover atrocities
that have been recognized by the civ-
ilized world as abhorrent such as the
torture or murder of civilians and pris-
oners of war, the use of weapons that
cause unnecessary suffering, the bom-
bardment of undefended towns, the un-
necessary bombardment of hospitals or
religious structures and the pillaging
of towns.

Also, H.R. 1348 would expand section
2441 to cover other offenses at such
time in the future that the United
States ratifies the underlying treaties.
These would include certain violations
of the Protocol on Prohibitions or Re-
strictions on the Use of Mines, Booby-
Traps and other Devices, currently be-
fore the Senate.

Violations would include the willful
killing or serious injuring of civilians
as a result of the deployment of land
mines in civilian areas with no mili-
tary justification or the booby-trap-
ping of wounded or dead soldiers or of
medical supplies.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. LOFGREN].

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 1348, the Expanded War
Crimes Act of 1997. This is a companion
bill to legislation passed last year es-
tablishing Federal jurisdiction over
war crimes.

I think that every Member of this
body agrees that we must actively and
aggressively support civility, that we
must oppose oppression and war crimes
and that we need to bring those to jus-
tice who commit crimes against hu-
manity. During the Holocaust, the kill-
ing fields of Cambodia, the civil war in
Bosnia and the massacres in Rwanda,
many perpetrators acted without fear
of retribution, and we must do more to
change this attitude.

This bill expands the definition of
war crimes to include violations of any
convention signed by the United
States, including the Hague Conven-
tion, an important source of inter-
national humanitarian law, and | urge
support of this legislation.

I would like to note that, although
there was strong support on both sides
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of the aisle for this bill, there are those
in this House who on principle oppose
the death penalty. | am not among
those Members but | do respect those
whose religious beliefs have led them
to the conclusion that they cannot sup-
port the death penalty. | think that we
ought to respect those differences of
opinion among us and also understand
that even those who feel that the death
penalty is an inappropriate sanction
because of their own religious beliefs
still do condemn war crimes and still
do believe that we ought to do our very
best to oppose crimes against human-
ity and war crimes throughout the
world.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JONES], sponsor of this legislation.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to take a moment to thank the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SmITH] and
his committee members and their staff
for their work and efforts to bring this
important legislation to the floor of
the House.

Last year this body passed the origi-
nal War Crimes Act of 1996. It was
quickly considered by the Senate and
signed into law. The bill enhanced U.S.
authority to prosecute certain war
crimes and further U.S. implementa-
tion of the 1949 Geneva Convention.

0 1715

It was an important time in United
States history as we finally gave our
men and women in uniform serving our
country overseas the protection of the
United States judicial system. While
the passage of the original war crimes
bill was a significant step for the Unit-
ed States in the protection of victims
of war, today we have another oppor-
tunity to make an equally important

step.
This bill which is before the House
today reaches beyond the grave

breaches of the Geneva Convention.
Specifically, H.R. 1348 expands the defi-
nition of war crimes to include a more
general category of war crimes, to in-
clude important sections of the fourth
Hague Convention respecting laws and
customs of war and land; Common Ar-
ticle 3 of the Geneva Convention deal-
ing with noninternational armed con-
flict; and Protocol Il on landmines.

This expansion will allow U.S. courts
to fully protect victims of war by in-
cluding these additional conventions
and protocols which the United States
has signed.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note
that President Clinton called for Con-
gress to further strengthen the law in
this area by enacting the very expan-
sion proposed in this bill before us
today. In fact, the Department of De-
fense, the State Department, the De-
partment of Justice and the American
Red Cross have also voiced their sup-
port for this expansion of the original
War Crimes Act of 1996.

Mr. Speaker, this is a strong biparti-
san bill which will rectify the existing
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discrepancies between our Nation’s in-
tolerance for war crimes and our in-
ability to prosecute all war criminals.

Again, | would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], chair-
man of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and the Members on both sides of
the aisle for their support. This bill is
supported by the President of the Unit-
ed States, and over 50 Members of the
House have signed this bill. 1 urge my
fellow Members to support this impor-
tant bill and pass H.R. 1348.

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

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, with the
conservatives in the House reminding
me that the President supports this
bill, what am | here for? That is about
it, once the Democrats and the Repub-
licans put their arms around a meas-
ure.

There are only a couple of things |
want to point out, with all due respect
to the author of the bill and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee who brings it
to the floor today.

In expanding the definition of war
crimes in this bill to include not only
grave breaches of the Geneva Conven-
tion but also breaches of any other
convention or protocol to which the
U.S. is or becomes a signatory, this be-
comes prospective. Maybe somebody
can explain this to me. Why are we
writing legislation to cover protocols
and agreements into the future, maybe
long beyond the time any of us might
be serving in this distinguished body?
Do any of my colleagues know the an-
swer to that?

I will research it for us and get back
to my colleagues on that.

Now, this companion piece of legisla-
tion establishes jurisdiction over the
war crimes, and it became law in the
last Congress. It includes a provision
which permitted the imposition of the
death penalty in cases where the vic-
tim of the war crime was Kkilled, and
therein lies the problem. We support
our war crime legislation, but we do
not believe such legislation should in-
clude a death penalty in order to be ef-
fective.

Does anybody here disagree with
that? In other words, if we had left the
death penalty out, we would not be
here today. We would be saying Presi-
dent Clinton, the Republicans and the
gentleman from Michigan are all in
agreement.

So we want to make it clear, as the
gentlewoman from California did, that
we are not against war crimes legisla-
tion. We are against the implementa-
tion of the death penalty wherever it
appears.

So my question number two is, would
my colleagues have blown a gasket if
the death penalty was not in there?
And | assume the answer is no, they
would not have.

In effect, then, our limited objection
is to the net effect of this measure
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broadening the scope of the death pen-
alty. That is our only problem with
this legislation. And so a number of us
on the Committee on the Judiciary
have opposed it and we continue to op-
pose it.

Why do we oppose it? Well, because
the death penalty is frequently applied
racially; race plays a role in the impo-
sition of the death penalty, according
to the studies that we keep looking at
year in and year out. It has been like
that for a long time.

So it is because of that, for some of
us. Some people would probably oppose
the death penalty even if it were not
racially discriminatory. But that is the
big hangup inside the United States
where the death penalty is law and in
certain instances and in certain places.
We oppose it because we have seen the
racial bias that can occur.

I would like to draw the attention of
the author of the bill and the Member
from Tennessee that is moving this,
that is managing it on the floor, to the
fact that the Death Penalty Informa-
tion Center, which has put out a report
that is called ‘‘Innocence and the
Death Penalty: The Increasing Danger
of Mistaken Executions,”” describes 69
instances since 1973 in the United
States in which condemned prisoners
had to be released from death row be-
cause mistakes had led to their wrong-
ful conviction in the first place.

Now, of course, we do not know how
many people went to their death de-
spite their innocence and because no
one got to them in time. And by the
way, my colleagues know also that fre-
quently many people of less financial
means are not able to get the lawyers
that can make sure all these kinds of
technicalities are adhered to in the
courts.

So this is the reason we oppose the
death penalty, because of the racial
implications in the administration of
the death penalty. My lawyer col-
leagues will be pleased to know that
the American Bar Association this
year passed a resolution declaring that
the system for administering the death
penalty in the United States is unfair
and lacks adequate safeguards. The res-
olution further declared that the exe-
cutions ought to be stopped until a
greater degree of fairness and due proc-
ess can be achieved, which is exactly
what the Supreme Court said in an ear-
lier period in the Furman versus Geor-
gia death penalty case, in which they
suspended the death penalty at the
Federal level.

Now, it is that same problem, Mr.
Speaker, that we have seen in the expe-
rience of the United States, that we
can see in the context of international
justice. The tribunal in the Hague
which prosecutes war crimes against
Bosnians has received excellent re-
sources and quite a bit of attention.
But in Africa, the Rwandan War
Crimes Tribunal in Zimbabwe is poorly
staffed and has not been able to pros-
ecute a single case.

I think it is fair to say that millions
of people have been assassinated, pros-
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ecuted, oppressed over there in their
very troubled situation. The war
crimes against Africans in an inter-
national context seem to be less press-
ing than the war crimes against Euro-
peans. I am not trying to extrapolate
in generalities, but there is a stunning
similarity about how the death penalty
is imposed, even in the international
arena as well as domestically.

Now, here is question number three
for my conservative friends in the Con-
gress. How many of my colleagues
would like to be allied with Cuba,
Syria, Iraq, Iran, China and Libya? Let
us raise our hands. Not all at once.

The only issue that binds us, the
United States, to Cuba, Syria, lIraq,
Iran, China and Libya is that we are
the only nations that impose the death
penalty. The only ones. Now, | am em-
barrassed by that. Some of my col-
leagues are proud of that. Some of my
colleagues are happy to join with
America’s friends from these countries
and support our death penalty, as they
support their own death penalty, if
there were democracies in any of those
countries. But everywhere else there is
not a death penalty.

So | just ask my colleagues to think
about this with me and join with me,
and let us vote down this resolution
and go back and take out the death
penalty. Let us keep war crimes legis-
lation but remove the death penalty.

Could my colleagues go along with
me on that? That is the fourth and last
question. If they can, | think my col-
leagues will sleep better in their beds
at night.

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

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
note that the gentleman from Michi-
gan referred to the remarks of the gen-
tlewoman from California, and | think
she appropriately pointed out that
there are many people in this country
who have deep-seated feelings in oppo-
sition to capital punishment.

I respect those feelings and | respect
the feelings of the gentleman from
Michigan. But | believe in, and have al-
ways supported, capital punishment, as
a legislator in a State legislative body.
And | believe that there are occasions
when society requires the imposition of
the death penalty for certain crimes.

I believe that a majority of the peo-
ple who serve in this House of Rep-
resentatives agree with that. | believe
that a vast majority of Americans
across this land support capital punish-
ment in some instances.

I would simply say, in respecting the
viewpoint of the gentleman from
Michigan, that | would disagree. | be-
lieve that it is appropriate in some cir-
cumstances, and in this circumstance,
the circumstance contemplated by this
bill, that there be the imposition of the
death penalty.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as she may consume to the
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gentlewoman
LOFGREN].

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | want-
ed to make a brief comment because of
the tenor of this discussion.

As someone who has reached a con-
clusion that there are occasions when
capital punishment is appropriate, |
am aware that other people have
reached a different conclusion. | can
respect those people. And this is a first
time as a Member of this body that I
have heard this discussion without the
implication that those who have
reached a different conclusion are
somehow less concerned about crime or
less opposed to wrongdoing. | wanted
to note that and thank the gentleman
from Tennessee for understanding that
we can have different beliefs and yet be
united in opposition to crime.

O 1730

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. JENKINS] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1348, as amended.

The question was taken.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

from California [Ms.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1757, FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL
YEARS 1998 AND 1999, AND EURO-
PEAN SECURITY ACT OF 1997

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, pursuant to House
Rule XX, I move to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1757) to
consolidate international affairs agen-
cies, to authorize appropriations for
the Department of State and related
agencies for fiscal years 1998 and 1999,
and to ensure that the enlargement of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion [NATQ] proceeds in a manner con-
sistent with United States interests, to
strengthen relations between the Unit-
ed States and Russia, to preserve the
prerogatives of the Congress with re-
spect to certain arms control agree-
ments, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and request a
conference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees:

For consideration of the House bill
(except title XXI) and the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. GILMAN, GOODLING, LEACH,
HYDE, BEREUTER, SMITH (NJ), HAMIL-
TON, GEJDENSON, LANTOS, and BERMAN.
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For consideration of title XXI of the
House bill, and modifications commit-
ted to conference:

Messrs. GILMAN, HYDE, SMITH (NJ),
HAMILTON, and GEJDENSON.

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days on which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the bill (H.R. 2209) making appropria-
tions for the legislative branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, and that I may
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial and charts therein.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
BALLENGER]. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
BALLENGER]. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 197 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for consideration of the bill,
H.R. 2209.

O 1733

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2209)
making appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. LAHooOD in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WALsSH] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO]
each will control 30 minutes.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.
Mr. Chairman, it gives me great pleas-
ure to bring to the floor H.R. 2209, the
fiscal year 1998 legislative appropria-
tions bill. This is the first year | have
had the pleasure of chairing this sub-
committee.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
PACKARD], the former chairman of the
subcommittee, has set a very high
standard for us to follow. | want to rec-
ognize the members of the Subcommit-
tee on Legislative who have assisted
me in bringing this bill to the floor.

First, let me thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], the
vice-chairman of the subcommittee. In
addition, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YouNG], the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. WAMP], and the gentleman
from lowa [Mr. LATHAM] all have con-
tributed to the work on this bill.
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My colleague and good friend, the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO], the other part of New York,
downstate New York, is the ranking
minority member. He is a great friend
and has worked with me on a biparti-
san basis throughout the process.

In addition, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FAzio] and the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] have
helped shape this bill and have main-
tained the bipartisan spirit of the sub-
committee. Also, the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY], the ranking minority
member of the full committee, have
fully participated in the subcommit-
tee’s deliberations.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2209 provides
$1,711,417,000 in new budget authority.
This bill is $10 million below the 1997
bill. If 1 could repeat that, it is 0.6 per-
cent lower than last year’s appropria-
tion, Senate excluded. This continues a
3-year trend of making the legislative
branch smaller and indeed leading the
way toward smaller government.

The Congressional Research Service,
in consultation with the Congressional
Budget Office, has calculated that if
the entire Federal budget were to be
reduced in the same proportion as we
have downsized the legislative branch,
the entire Federal budget would show a
surplus of $183 billion for fiscal year
1998.

Here are a few general points about
the bill:

We have continued the program
begun in the 104th Congress to right-
size the legislative branch. This is pro-
ducing a more efficient, smaller work
force by using technology wherever
possible. The bill does not fund certain
personnel costs, such as within-grade,
promotion or merit pay increases. Leg-
islative agencies will absorb these
costs, just as the executive branch
does.

The legislative branch work force is
cut by an additional 316 positions.
Since 1994, we have reduced FTE’s, or
full time equivalent positions, by over
3,800 positions. That is a reduction of
almost 14 percent of the entire legisla-
tive branch work force. The FTE cut
does not reduce agency programs. The
current level of FTE’s used by agencies
has been maintained. However, funds
for unused FTE’s have been removed.

Some of the details in the bill
clude:

For the House of Representatives,
$708 million is provided. The Members’
representational allowance appropria-
tion has been increased to cover staff
cost of living allowances. Committee
funds have been increased by $6.7 mil-
lion and are extended through Decem-
ber 31, 1998. House administrative of-
fices, the Clerk, Sergeant at Arms,
CAO, and others are funded at a net re-
duction of $2 million. Within the CAO,
HIR operational costs are reduced $1.6
million.

in-
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For joint items, $86.8 million is pro-
vided. The Joint Economic and Print-
ing Committees are funded at the level
requested in the budget submission.
The Joint Tax Committee has been
provided funds for five additional staff
to accommodate an expanded work-
load.

The Capitol Police cost-of-living al-
lowances are funded with the addi-
tional funds pending authorizing com-
mittee approval. An administrative
provision establishes a unified pay and
leave procedure for House and Senate
details. For the Architect of the Cap-
itol, $122.9 million is provided.

Mr. Chairman, the Capitol buildings
belong to the people of the United
States. We have an obligation to keep
up the maintenance needed to keep the
buildings and grounds in working order
and suitable for the work of Congress
and to accommodate the millions of
taxpayers and others who visit each
year.

The Architect has estimated that the
cost of maintenance and improvements
over the next 5 years will require an
additional $254 million. This need must
be addressed, although perhaps not the
full amount. This bill begins to address
the long-term Capitol investment pro-
gram articulated by the new Architect
of the Capitol, Mr. Alan M. Hantman,
and we welcome him.

We must exercise judgment, however.
In the bill, 68 percent of priority-one
projects are funded. Safety and Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act work contin-
ues, including fire alarms, sprinklers,
access doors, etc.

The initial funding for the rehabilita-
tion of the Capitol dome has been pro-
vided. Mr. Chairman, there is no more
important symbol of the American Na-
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tion than that Capitol dome. Funding
is also provided to commence replace-
ment of the deteriorated floors of the
parking garage in the Cannon Building.
The Library of Congress, including
CRS, is funded at $342 million. We have
also added $160 million in other re-
sources to the Library. The bill funds
the current FTE level. The initial
phase of the new bibliographic system
is funded as is additional playback
equipment for talking books for the
blind.

For the Government Printing Office,
almost $100 million is provided. Con-
gressional printing is funded at the fis-
cal year 1997 level, including an $11
million transfer from the working cap-
ital fund, a transfer back to this ac-
count of funds paid out earlier to cover
costs of non-congressional printing.

For the General Accounting Office,
$323.5 million is provided. This will
allow 85 additional FTE positions over
the current level. The Emergency Sup-
plemental Act of 1997 provided GAO au-
thority to enter into multiyear con-
tracts. We have been told that up to
$8.4 million of funds requested for fis-
cal year 1998 may be obligated in fiscal
year 1997 with this new authority. That
provision enabled us to reduce the fis-
cal year 1998 appropriation by that
amount.

Just a couple of notes, in summary,
Mr. Chairman, and my colleagues. The
budget authority compared to the 1997
operating level: we are $10 million, at
0.6 percent below. That is a reduction
under 1997 appropriations. It is $143
million less than the President’s re-
quest for the legislative branch, and it
is $2.6 million below our 602(b) alloca-
tions.

Last, Mr. Chairman, on a note that
does not get an awful lot of attention,
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but I think it shows that we lead by ex-
ample, not only in reducing the size of
legislative branch. In the area of recy-
cling, it should be noted that the House
of Representatives recycling program
has been operating for 6 years now.

A pilot test was done in 1990. The
House-wide program was begun in 1993.
It should also be noted that the pro-
gram has been producing results. We
have all heard of the rumors that we
take our waste and we throw fine paper
in one basket and we throw the sorted
paper in another basket and then the
cleaning people come up in at night
and throw them all into one coffer.
That is not the case.

I want to dispel that rumor. In fact,
we have recycled 12,000, almost 13,000
tons of waste, including cans, bottles,
and paper. The Architect has estimated
that we have avoided over $900,000 in
landfill costs due to recycling waste.
And here is the key point: We have also
been told by the Architect of the Cap-
itol that 1,977 tons of House trash and
waste were recycled by a recycling con-
tractor last year. That represents over
57 percent of the waste generated by
House offices. That is a remarkable
number, given the fact that the goal
for the Federal Government is a 50-per-
cent level of recycling. We are doing 57
percent, higher, to my knowledge,
higher than any other branch of the
Federal Government.

So, once again, Mr. Chairman, we are
leading by example. We have shown
that we are willing to lead in terms of
recycling, but more importantly, that
we continue to make government
smaller, more efficient and saving
money along the way.
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FY 1997 FY 1998 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimats Bill Enacted Estimat
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased
Members of Congress
Gratuities, d d Memb 267,200 -267,200
Salaries and Expenses
House Leadership Offices
Office of the Speal 1,535,000 1,625,000 1,580,000 +55,000 -35,000
Office of the Majority Floor Leader 1,526,000 1,566,000 1,626,000 +100,000 +60,000
Office of the Minority Floor Leader 1,534,000 1,574,000 1,652,000 +118,000 +78,000
Office of the Majority Whip 957,000 983,000 1,024,000 +867,000 +41,000
Office of the Minority Whip 949,000 975,000 998,000 +49,000 +23,000
Speaker's Office for Legislative Floor ACtvities .......eerrisiissinnnns 376,000 378,000 397,000 +21,000 +19,000
Republican Steering Committee 664,000 680,000 736,000 +72,000 +56,000
Republican Conferer 1,130,000 1,161,000 1,172,000 +42,000 +11,000
Democratic Steering and Policy Committee .........cccoeesisesnsrcsececarens 1,191,000 1,222,000 1,277,000 +86,000 +55,000
Democratic Caucus 603,000 619,000 631,000 +28,000 +12,000
Nine minority employ 1,127,000 1,133,000 1,190,000 +83,000 +57,000
Subtotal, House Leadership Offices 11,582,000 11,918,000 12,293,000 +701,000 +377,000
Members' Representational Allowances
Expenses 363,313,000 405,450,000 379,789,000 416,476,000 -25,661,000
Committee Employees
Standing Committees, Special and Select {except Appropriations)... 80,222,000 90,310,000 86,268,000 +6,046,000
Committee on Appropriations (including studies and investigations) 17,580,000 18,276,000 18,276,000 +696,000
Subtotal, Committee employees 97,802,000 108,586,000 104,544,000 +6,742,000
Salaries, Officers and Employees
Office of the Clerk 15,074,000 14,715,000 16,804,000 +1,730,000 +2,089,000
Office of the Sergeant at Arms. 3,638,000 3,598,000 3,564,000 74,000 -34,000
Office of the Chief Administrative Officer. 55,209,000 59,888,000 50,727,000 -4,482,000 -8,961,000
Office of Inspector Ger | 3,954,000 4,344,000 3,808,000 -146,000 -536,000
Office of the Chaplain 126,000 126,000 133,000 +7,000 +7,000
Office of the Parliamentarian 1,036,000 1,129,000 1,101,000 +65,000 -28,000
Office of the Parliamentarian (786,000} (861,000} (852,000) (+66,000) (-9,000}
Compilation of precedents of the House of Representatives ........ (250,000} (268,000} (249,000} (-1,000} (-19,000)
Office of the Law Revision Counsel 1,767,000 1,881,000 1,821,000 +54,000 -80,000
Office of the Legislative Counsel 4,687,000 4,824,000 4,827,000 +140,000 +3,000
Corrections Calendar Office 441,000 791,000 +791,000 +350,000
Other authorized employees 768,000 1,024,000 780,000 +12,000 -244,000
Former Speak {594,000) (855,000) (594,000)  .coriirennerrenrensneneanens (-261,000)
Technical Assistants, Office of the Attending Physician ..........cee.. {174,000) {169,000) {186,000) (+12,000) {+17,000)
Subtotal, Salaries, Officers and EMployees .........ccevcveveverereersrnens 86,259,000 91,770,000 84,356,000 -1,903,000 -7,414,000
Allowances and Expenses
Supplies, materials, administrative costs and Federal tort claims..... 2,374,000 2,977,000 2,225,000 -149,000 752,000
Official mail (committees, leadership, administrative and legislative
offices) 1,000,000 1,000,000 500,000 -500,000 -500,000
Document management system 1,500,000 -1,500,000
Reemployed annuitants reimbursements ........cc.cvevmeececcreenarsisisessreses 71,000 71,000  .cccvevenrensnessessnnnnes -71,000 -71,000
Govemment contributions 120,779,000 128,451,000 124,390,000 +3,611,000 -4,081,000
Miscellaneous items 641,000 662,000 841,000  ..ovevrrerrrsnsnriessnsnsnenn -21,000
Subtotal, Allowances and expense: 124,865,000 134,661,000 127,756,000 42,891,000 -6,905,000
Total, salaries and expenses 683,831,000 752,383,000 708,738,000 424,907,000 -43,645,000
Total, House of Representath 684,098,200 752,383,000 708,738,000 +24,638,800 -43,645,000
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FY 1897 FY 1898 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bill Enacted Esti
JOINT I[TEMS
Joint Committee on Inaugural C ies of 1997 950,000 -850,000  .eoeererenenenensnsnnsessessnanans
Joint Economic Committee 2,750,000 2,750,000 2,750,000
Joint Committee on Printing 777,000 807,000 804,000 +27,000 -3,000
Joint Committee on Taxation 5,470,000 6,126,000 5,907,000 +437,000 -219,000
Office of the Attending Physician
Medical supplies, equipment, expenses, and allowances................. 1,225,000 1,266,000 1,266,000 441,000  .ooccnnenenennneesnnes
Capitol Police Board
Capitol Police
Salaries:
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Rep { 33,437,000 35,507,000 34,118,000 +681,000 -1,389,000
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate ...............c..cceu.e. 35,919,000 38,428,000 36,837,000 +918,000 -1,581,000
Subtotal, salari 69,356,000 73,935,000 70,855,000 +1,599,000 -2,880,000
General expenses 1/ 6,032,000 5,401,000 3,099,000 -2,933,000 -2,302,000
Subtotal, Capitol Police 75,388,000 79,336,000 74,054,000 -1,334,000 -5,282,000
Capitol Guide Service and Special Services Office............cccovuneeuran 1,991,000 1,991,000 1,901,000
Statements of Appropriations 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total, Joint items. 88,581,000 92,306,000 86,802,000 -1,779,000 -5,504,000
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
Salaries and expenses. 2,609,000 2,600,000 2,479,000 -130,000 -121,000
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
Salaries and exper 24,532,000 24,995,000 24,797,000 +265,000 -198,000
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Office of the Architect of the Capitol
Salari 8,454,000 -8,454,000
Travel (limitation on official travel expenses) (20,000) (-20,000)
Contingent expenses. 100,000 -100,000
Subtotal, Office of the Architect of the Capitol............ceeueurnirerenns 8,554,000 -8,554,000  ..coeerinenreeneenennnsasnnsnens
Capitol Buildings and Grounds
Capitol buildings, salaries and expenses 2/ ............c.cecceevsresrssrssseenee 23,505,000 42,084,000 36,827,000 +13,322,000 -5,237,000
Capitol grounds 5,020,000 6,618,000 4,991,000 -29,000 -1,627,000
House office building: 32,556,000 39,403,000 37,181,000 +4,625,000 -2,222,000
Capitol Power Plant 34,749,000 37,771,000 36,032,000 +1,283,000 -1,739,000
Offsetting collections -4,000,000 -4,000,000 -4,000,000
Net subtotal, Capitol Power Plant 30,749,000 33,771,000 32,032,000 +1,283,000 -1,738,000
Subtotal, Capitol buildings and grounds ...,......eceeeereeeeeresnsescccns 91,830,000 121,856,000 111,031,000 +19,201,000 -10,825,000
Total, Architect of the Capitol 100,384,000 121,856,000 111,031,000 +10,647,000 -10,825,000
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
Congressional Research Service
Salaries and exper 62,641,000 66,830,000 64,603,000 +1,962,000 2,227,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Congressional printing and binding 81,669,000 84,025,000 70,652,000 -11,017,000 -13,373,000
(Transfer from iving fund) (11,017,000) (+11,017,000) (+11,017,000)
Total, title 1, Congressional Operations ............cueeueeeenesmsesesesncacs 1,044,514,200 1,144,995,000 1,069,102,000 +24,587,800 -75,893,000

1/ FY 1997 enacted includes $3,250,000 provided in P.L. 104-208, Title V.
2/ FY 1997 enacted includes $250,000 provided in P.L. 104-208, Title V.
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FY 1987 FY 1998 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimat Bill Enacted Estimats
TITLE #l - OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
Salaries and exper 36,402,000 11,662,000 1,771,000 -34,631,000 -8,891,000
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
Salaries and exper 216,007,000 232,058,000 223,507,000 +7,500,000 -8,551,000
Authority to spend ipt -7,888,000 -7,868,000 -7,869,000
Net subtotal, Salaries and expenses 208,138,000 224,189,000 215,638,000 +7,500,000 -8,551,000
Copyright Office, salaries and exper 33,402,000 35,787,000 34,361,000 +959,000 -1,426,000
Authority to spend ipt: -22,269,000 -22,507,000 22,426,000 -157,000 +81,000
Net subtotal, Copyright Office 11,133,000 13,280,000 11,835,000 +802,000 -1,345,000
Books for the blind and physically handicapped, salaries and
exper 44,964,000 48,025,000 45,936,000 +972,000 -2,089,000
Fumniture and furnishings 4,882,000 4,882,000 4,178,000 -704,000 -704,000
Total, Library of Congress ( pt CRS) 269,117,000 290,376,000 277,687,000 +8,570,000 12,889,000
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Library Buildings and Grounds
Structural and mechanical care. 9,753,000 15,755,000 10,073,000 +320,000 -5,682,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Office of Superintendent of Documents
Salaries and exper 29,077,000 30,477,000 29,264,000 +187,000 1,213,000
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Salaries and exper 338,425,000 368,828,000 330,924,000 -7,501,000 -37,904,000
Offsetting collections -5,905,000 7,404,000 7,404,000 -1,499,000
Total, General Accounting Office 332,520,000 361,424,000 323,520,000 9,000,000 -37,904,000
Total, title Il, Other agencies 676,869,000 709,694,000 642,315,000 -34,554,000 -87,379,000
Grand total 1,721,383,200 1,854,689,000 1,711,417,000 -9,966,200 -143,272,000
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
House of Rep 4 684,008,200 752,383,000 708,738,000 +24,839,800 -43,645,000
Joint ltems, 88,581,000 92,306,000 86,802,000 1,779,000 -5,504,000
Office of Compliance 2,609,000 2,600,000 2,479,000 130,000 -121,000
Congressional Budget Office 24,532,000 24,995,000 24,797,000 +265,000 -198,000
Architect of the Capitol 100,384,000 121,856,000 111,031,000 +10,647,000 -10,825,000
Library of Congress: Cong ional R h Service 62,641,000 66,830,000 64,603,000 +1,962,000 -2,227,000
Congressional printing and binding, Government Printing Office..... 81,669,000 84,025,000 70,652,000 -11,017,000 -13,373,000
Total, title |, Congressional operations 1,044,514,200 1,144,995,000 1,069,102,000 424,587,800 -75,8983,000
TITLE Il - OTHER AGENCIES
Botanic Garder 36,402,000 11,662,000 1,771,000 -34,631,000 -9,891,000
Library of Congress { pt CRS) 269,117,000 290,376,000 277,687,000 +8,570,000 -12,689,000
Architect of the Capitol (Library buildings and grounds) ............c.ce.. 8,753,000 15,755,000 10,073,000 +320,000 -5,682,000
Govemment Printing Office (except congressional printing and
binding) 29,077,000 30,477,000 29,264,000 +187,000 -1,213,000
General Accounting Office 332,520,000 361,424,000 323,520,000 -9,000,000 -37,904,000
Total, title 1l, Other agencies 676,869,000 709,694,000 642,315,000 -34,554,000 -67,379,000
Grand total 1,721,383,200 1,854,689,000 1,711,417,000 -9,966,200 -143,272,000
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Mr. WALSH. The committee report contains
language which stresses the need for improv-
ing the waste recycling program operated by
the Architect of the Capitol. The language in
the report makes clear that the Architect
should contact each Member, committee, and
staff office to elicit cooperation and compli-
ance. It also stresses the importance of con-
tinued training of the Architect's workforce in
implementing this program.

It should be noted that the House Recycling
Program has been operating for 6 years now.
A pilot test was done in 1990. The House-
wide program was begun in 1993.

It should also be noted that the program has
been producing results. Since 1993, 12,886
tons of House and Senate waste cans, bottles,
and paper have been recycled. The Architect
has estimated that we have avoided over
$900,000 (936,518) in landfill costs due to the
recycling waste transferred to recycling con-
tractors. Over the past 3 years, almost
$600,000 of cost avoidance is due to waste
material collected and recycled from House of-
fices, at a cost of $378,000.

That's a 1.6 to 1 benefit/cost ratio. That is
a benefit/cost ratio that indicates that recycling
is paying off. It is saving taxpayer funds and
is contributing to a cleaner environment.

We have also been told by the Architect of
the Capitol that 1,977 tons of House trash and
waste were recycled by our recycling contrac-
tor last year. That 1,977 tons represents about
57 percent of the waste stream generated by
House offices.

The Office of Waste Management at the
General Services Administration has informed
us that GSA itself only recycles 30-35 percent
of their waste stream. According to GSA, the
Government-wide goal is 50 percent.

So, | would say to those who are concerned
about the effort being made, there is a great
deal being accomplished. And we are exceed-
ing the Government-wide standard.

Recycling of House waste products is work-
ing, but like all similar programs, it requires
monitoring and follow-up. We should strive to
improve our record.

In that context, the subcommittee decided to
include the report language. We have asked
the Architect of the Capitol to renew his efforts
and to enlist the cooperation of all House of-
fices.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, let me first say that
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH], deserves quite a bit
of praise for this bill. This is a good
bill, and it is a bill that was put to-
gether by the work that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH] has done
and the way in which he has treated
the members of the committee.

He has been very fair to this ranking
member, and he has been very fair to
the members on our side. And for that,
we thank him and we look, in spite of
some present difficulties, to a future
working relationship that will improve
as time goes on.

I also would like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], our ranking
member, for the work that he has done
in support of my work on the commit-
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tee, and also to thank the other mem-
bers of the committee, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Fazio] and the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR],
and a special thanks to the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAzI0], who set a
track record here in this House for this
kind of work. Once again, | thank the
gentleman.

And | thank the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH] for being the kind of
person that he is and for the work that
he has done on this committee.

O 1745

Mr. Chairman, the difficulty of to-
day’s discussion is the fact that while
this bill starts out as a good bill, out-
side problems, problems that do not be-
long really within the committee but
then become part of the committee,
have taken a hold of this process.

I am speaking specifically about the
fact that the minority party feels very
much that fairness is not being applied
in the dealings with amendments not
only on this committee but throughout
the committees in the House and that
a lack of civility has grown in the in-
stitution to the point where the minor-
ity party in no way on our side of the
aisle feels that we are being treated
fairly and properly.

In addition, on this particular bill,
we asked for some amendments which
were denied. They were amendments,
in our opinion, that belong as part of
this discussion, because they speak as
to how the majority party is running
the House and how some things are
being done.

While some may argue that the
amendments specifically do not speak
to the bill, they certainly do speak to
the running of the House, they speak to
the way in which business is being con-
ducted, and in that sense we have some
very serious problems with those is-
sues. We asked for those amendments
to be presented.

We were very much concerned, for in-
stance, with the fact that $1.4 million
is being spent on an investigation of
organized labor in this country. We are
concerned also with the fact that a
Member of Congress who has been duly
elected has been harassed and her cam-
paign and her campaign results con-
tinue to be questioned. | speak about
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ]. It is improper, in our opin-
ion, to continue to harass her and har-
ass the results of her campaign.

We particularly feel very nervous
about the fact and very concerned
about the fact that in carrying out, as
we feel, this harassment, that some
people have been targeted throughout
the country, namely Hispanic surname
Americans, for special negative treat-
ment.

We are also very much concerned
about the fact that, in general, when
we ask for amendments, amendments
are either denied or they are rewritten
by the Committee on Rules before they
are presented in the House, and that is
something that has been of great con-
cern to us.
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With that in mind, we will hear Mem-
bers today on our side of the aisle
speak about these issues, and it is with
much displeasure that | once again in-
form my friend the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WALSH], and | mean
that sincerely, my friend, that it is not
the intent of this side to vote for this
bill when final passage comes.

There will be some amendments that
we will deal with, we will try to make
our point, but I am hoping that the
gentleman from New York will con-
tinue to understand or at least try to
understand, if he does not already, that
this is a very difficult time in terms of
the behavior of this House, and our side
of the aisle is trying to very strongly
make the point that this has to
change, that it has to end, and that a
new day has to be born in this House.

With that in mind, | once again com-
mit myself to working with the gen-
tleman from New York. | look forward
to the day, pretty soon, when these is-
sues are put aside and we continue to
build on this work that he has put
forth.

Mr. Chairman, let me close with this
thought. When | had an opportunity in
the Committee on Appropriations to ei-
ther go back on the Education sub-
committee or choose this subcommit-
tee, | chose this one with the under-
standing that | personally have such
respect for this institution that | do
not have a problem in dealing with this
particular bill year after year, that I
do not have a problem in working with
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WALSH] in building the institution up.

I am concerned that some of the is-
sues we will discuss today are indeed
targeting the work that we do, because
if other parts of the House and other
behavior are not being carried out
properly, then it really does not matter
how much we try to protect the insti-
tution, the institution will always be
in danger and our ability to deal with
each other and conduct business will be
in danger. | look forward to this type
of behavior coming to an end, and |
look forward to the debate that we will
have today.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, we will soon entertain
a number of amendments that were
granted by the rule. | would just like
to point out for the record that the
rule is a modified closed rule. This is
the traditional way that this rule has
been structured for consideration of
this bill.

As my colleagues might imagine,
there are lots of opportunity for mis-
chief on this bill. I think while we were
in the minority, we certainly respected
the majority’s view of protecting the
institution by using the rule process.
We have tried to do exactly the same
thing.

In the process of devising this rule,
with the help of the chairman of the
Committee on Rules who has been
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very, very helpful, we allowed for four
amendments, two from Republicans
and two from Democrats. There were
two very contentious amendments on
each side, one Republican and one
Democrat, that were not granted under
the rule. | think that is about as fair as
one could ask.

There are issues that swirl about the
Congress that are not of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SERRANO] and my
making. We have, | think, a very good
relationship. We work very well to-
gether. Philosophically, we are not
what one would call twins, but we do
understand the need to protect the in-
stitution, and we are both trying to do
that. So we are being affected by issues
that are outside of the purview of our
subcommittee.

I would ask that once everybody has
their opportunity to make their case
and to take their best shot and to vote
for or against their amendment, that
we could get a bipartisan vote on this
bill. 1 think traditionally it is the ma-
jority’s responsibility to deliver the
votes on the legislative branch, but
there has always been at least some
semblance of bipartisanship on final
passage of the bill. It strengthens our
hand when we go to the Senate in the
conference to make sure that we pro-
tect our side of this very important
Capitol building.

I would end my comments right now
by saying, let us have our debate, let us
be as civil as we can with each other,
and when it is all said and done, let us
come together and vote bipartisanly
for this bill.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the bill today because
of the irresponsible way in which the
Republican leadership has conducted
itself.

I consider the three investigations
that | am going to mention nothing
more than partisan witch-hunts. This
year, the Republican leadership is
wasting millions of taxpayers’ dollars
on three separate investigations. These
investigations are mean-spirited, dupli-
cative, and wholly unnecessary. So far,
they have absolutely nothing to show
for their efforts.

I would like to begin with the Com-
mittee on House Oversight’s investiga-
tion into the election of the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. SANCHEZ].
The gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ] defeated incumbent Bob Dor-
nan in an election that was certified by
the Republican Secretary of State in
California.

In spite of this, Mr. Dornan, who was
defeated, can still command the will of
the Republican Caucus and orchestrate
a kangaroo court to investigate his
loss. However, 9 months later, Bob Dor-
nan still has not proven that he won.
Instead, he intends to punish the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
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SANCHEZ] under an avalanche of sub-
poenas and a mountain of legal bills,
and no matter that the burden of proof
to prove wrongdoing is on Bob Dornan
as the accuser and he has failed again.
Mr. Chairman, the Republican leader-
ship should stop using taxpayer money
to harass the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. SANCHEZ] in order to satisfy
Mr. Dornan’s craving for revenge.

Turning to the second witch-hunt, we
have the three-ring circus of the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] in
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight. In spite of the fact that
there is a credible bipartisan investiga-
tion currently being conducted in the
Senate, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is determined to go for-
ward with an investigation that is
being conducted so shabbily that high-
level Republican staffers have resigned
from the committee. To date, this in-
vestigation has cost American tax-
payers over $2 million and there has
not been one hearing, not one deposi-
tion that has produced any result. That
is $2 million spent and, again, nothing
to show for it.

Finally, now we have the third inves-
tigation. The House Republican leader-
ship has decided to tap into the Speak-
er’s slush fund and spend $1.4 million
on an investigation into the political
activities of labor groups. For what,
Mr. Chairman? For another political
score to settle at the taxpayers’ ex-
pense.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], the vice chair-
man of the subcommittee.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH]. | think
from the different committees that |
have served on and my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, there is no more
of an evenhandedness of the issues or of
the bill. The gentleman will bend over
backward to help.

I would like to address the last
speaker’s words on Mr. Dornan and the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ]. Many of us feel that the
Sanchez-Dornan seat was stolen. | will
be specific. I will give my colleagues a
classic example.

In the city of San Diego, they had
5,000 new citizens sworn in. At that
time, a gentleman from the Republican
Party asked the INS if they could es-
tablish tables like they always have,
but this was an extra large one and
they were told no, that this was so
large that they were not going to allow
anyone to register new citizens in ei-
ther party. The Republican Party went
down there the day of, anyway, and
there were 12 Democrat tables set up
and no Republican tables had been al-
lowed in.

Then we have the case of the pushing
in of new citizens and waiving back-
ground checks to the point where we
have thousands, thousands, of people
that were let in as new citizens that
were felons. | am not talking just little

July 28, 1997

felons, | am talking rapists, murderers,
and so on. The recent newspaper arti-
cles on Conair, where they are actually
shifting out people in different areas, is
prevalent, also.

All Mr. Dornan is asking is to get the
records to see if there was an injustice
or if there were any peculiarities in
that particular district that affected
voting. That is a fair question: Do you
have American citizens voting?

What they found to date, especially
one activist group encouraged people
that were going to be citizens to vote.
Even though they had not become citi-
zens, they had done so. It is a felony for
people to register before they have be-
come citizens, and there is a great
number of those. At the same time,
there were numbers of illegals that had
registered.

What we need to do, Mr. Chairman, is
to take a look at motor-voter, the
practices of the INS, the practices of
registration in different States. It is
not just Mr. Dornan at stake. If we
look at all of the border States and the
infusion of illegals coming across, we
even had hearings in San Diego that
the Border Patrol stepped forward and
said that they were ordered to let
illegals come through, not us, not the
Republicans, but the Border Patrol
members themselves.

We need to get to the heart of this.
When Mr. Dornan asks to have the
records looked at by appropriate
sources, by Republicans and Demo-
crats, by the judicial system, | think
that is fair.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FAzIO], a man who set the
tone for me to follow, and it is very dif-
ficult.

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

Mr. Chairman, | expressed my feel-
ings on the rule on the issue that was
just brought to us by the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. But
my reason for rising at this point is to
separate myself from the debate on the
overall behavior of the majority versus
the minority in the institution, to pay
tribute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH] and the gentleman
from the city of New York [Mr.
SERRANO] for the excellent job that
they have done in bringing the bill to
this point.

As the chairman has indicated, we
are obviously confronted with other is-
sues when we come to the floor that
sometimes transcend the work that is
done in the subcommittee and in the
full committee, and that is once again
the case here. Members will feel dif-
ferently about the vote on final pas-
sage today, perhaps based on factors
that have influenced our thinking in
the general manner in which the House
is being administered. But | think that
if we are not careful, we will overlook
the fine work that has been done by
these two gentlemen, and | hope all
Members will pay attention to and
honor the effort they have made get-
ting us to this point.
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Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
think one of the great frustrations
here, of course, is that not only have
we violated all the traditions of the
House in the Sanchez case, changing
the rules, having the committee kind
of being the adversary for an elected
Member of Congress, but we have fo-
cused in on a community that the ma-
jority Republican Party has made a se-
rious effort trying to intimidate away
from the polls. Not just in this in-
stance, going as far back as races in
New Jersey in the early 1980’s, when we
had polling security people show up
trying to intimidate new Americans
from voting.

0O 1800

The reality is we cannot use the
Sanchez situation to try to review
every piece of legislation on the books.
We remember from when motor-voter
was passed, the Republicans did not
want to have poor people register.
They wanted to keep it out of places
where poor people went. They did not
want to do it at welfare offices. We
think everybody ought to vote. Frank-
ly, 1 think it is too hard to get people
in this country to vote. If someone is
an American they ought to vote.

If there is something wrong with the
Sanchez race, then under the law it is
Mr. Dornan’s responsibility to come
forward and show that. He has come
forward so many times with so many
accusations, he just keeps stretching
the process, and now the committee
has taken over. First, he was worried
about a house. There were 10 or 12 peo-
ple living in that house, and | think
they all had different last names. Yes;
there were nuns living in that house.
Then he found a second house that
seemed awfully dangerous, and there
were like 18 people living in that house;
1 address, 18 people, all different
names. Lo and behold, it turned out to
be a Marine barracks.

As my colleagues know, Mr. Dornan
spent a lot of time on this floor talking
about how tough he was, what a mili-
tary campaigner he was. He ought to
take this like an honorable politician.
The evidence is clear. She won the
race. Were there some problems? Yes.
They do not measure up to her margin.
If he has got proof, he ought to come
forward with it. It is 9 months since
the election. It starts to look like they
are trying to drain her of resources and
intimidate Hispanics from voting.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. THOMAS], the chairman of the
Committee on House Oversight.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, follow-
ing the statement of the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON],
some of my colleagues might be sur-
prised to find out that | was an original
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cosponsor of the motor-voter bill, and
in fact we think it is a good idea to
reach out and get as many people as we
can on the rolls. But they fail to under-
stand one fundamental point. Get all
the people on the rolls who legally
should be on, get all the people off who
should not be on.

What we are doing now in Orange
County, and the attorney for the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ] has finally admitted, there
were people who voted in that contest
who should not have voted. They were
registered illegally, and they partici-
pated in the election illegally. The
question is not if; the question is how
many. We are in the process of deter-
mining how many. It is interesting
that the minority already knows there
were not enough to make a difference
in the election.

What we try to do on our side of the
aisle with the new majority is inves-
tigate the facts and then come to a
conclusion rather than coming to a
conclusion based upon what they want
the end result to be. We are working
with the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service. It has been very difficult.
We had to subpoena them to go
through their records to provide us
with the thousands of names. We will
determine how many people voted ille-
gally, not in an attempt to deal with
this election, but in an attempt to get
every American who casts a vote le-
gally to have a comfort level that their
vote would not have been canceled by
someone who voted illegally.

We believe it is fundamental. We be-
lieve we have to get to the bottom of
it. No amount of protesting on their
side will deter us from making sure
that every legal voter believes no ille-
gal vote canceled them out.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ].

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, re-
gardless of what is being said here,
over $200,000 in funds provided by this
bill is being committed to a witch hunt
against one of our colleagues, the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ], for the sake of partisan
games. This is an unprecedented attack
which many of us believe has much
more to do with the growing political
power of Hispanics in this country. The
committee has allowed a pattern of ac-
tions by both Mr. Dornan, the loser in
that contest, and the committee itself
which are an outrage to the Latino
community.

The violation of privacy rights that
people have a right to expect when
they apply to the INS; that is why they
had to subpoena them, to violate their
privacy rights, and future voter intimi-
dation and voter suppression of the
Hispanic community are outrageous
and will never be tolerated by us.

The voters of the 46th District of
California elected the gentlewoman
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from California [Ms. SANCHEZ] in an
election certified by the Republican
Secretary of State last November,
uncontested in any California court.
For the first time since 1969 Repub-
licans forced a hearing on the merits, a
procedure that is available here. That
hearing, held in the district of the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ], was a media circus that pro-
duced no credible evidence of changing
the election outcome.

Unprecedented subpoena powers have
been given to Mr. Dornan, now a pri-
vate citizen, to harass Hispanic Ameri-
cans and organizations that have
helped them, like Catholic Charities,
20,000 students at Rancho Santiago
Community College and even, as Mr.
Dornan admitted, the Carpenters
Union. Why? Because they had a large
contingent of immigrant workers.

Add to all of these facts the admis-
sions that we have already heard here
and by one of the senior Republican
Committee on Appropriations members
that the real reason for pursuing the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ] is to kill motor-voter, and we
have a Republican plan that is crystal
clear.

So what is that plan? Attack the
underpinnings of Hispanic
empowerment by attacking a Hispanic
woman elected to Congress, give un-
precedented subpoena powers to a pri-
vate citizen to intimidate Hispanic in-
dividuals, violate their privacy rights
at the INS, create fear in the commu-
nity, and by doing so create a chilling
effect on voters, thereby intimidating
them and suppressing their enjoyment
of the right to vote, and, as a by-prod-
uct, let us create the base for getting
rid of motor-voter.

And that reminds me of the Repub-
lican motivated ballot security pro-
gram that happened in my State of
New Jersey in 1980, which were brought
to Federal Court, and we will do it
again if we have to.

We should not permit the use of tax-
payer funds for such a biased political
witch hunt, we should not accept and
we will not accept this treatment as a
community. We are here to stay, and
so is the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. SANCHEZ]. Get it over with, stop
wasting our money, and we should reg-
ister a vote of protest on this bill.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to this bill.
The Republican leadership is using the
Committee on House Oversight, funded
by this appropriation bill, to harass a
Hispanic woman Member of Congress.
Three hundred thousand dollars of the
taxpayers’ money has been used to try
to deny the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. SANCHEZz] the congressional
seat that she won fair and square. And
this is not just about the gentlewoman
from California, this is about the grow-
ing influence, political influence, of
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Latinos in this country. This is about
sharing power.

As if that were not enough, the Re-
publicans have forced the INS to
launch an investigation against the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ] without providing the fund-
ing to do so. They have literally given
subpoena power to the loser in the
race, Bob Dornan.

The Republicans are trying to say
that the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. SANCHEZ] did not win her seat fair-
ly. There is only one problem. They
cannot prove it. Instead, they are wast-
ing taxpayers’ money to harass a Mem-
ber of Congress. It is outrageous, and it
has got to stop.

Vote no on this bill.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, 1 lis-
tened to this debate. | had to rise be-
cause | am familiar with a lot of the
facts with respect to the investigation
as to illegal voters voting in the
Sanchez-Dornan race, and this is not
about the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. SANCHEZ], it is not about Bob Dor-
nan; it is about a very simple American
fundamental value that is known as
one man or one woman and one vote,
and that means that no matter where
one comes from, no matter how long
they have been in America, no matter
whether they are rich or poor, they get
one vote.

And there was an investigation in Or-
ange County, and one organization
that is supported by taxpayer dollars,
by our dollars, registered to vote over
300 people who were not legal voters.
That has been established. That is the
basis for the ongoing investigation.

I think it does a disservice for people
that come from all over the world to be
Americans to somehow give them the
idea that the system that they left, the
system where the ballots are counted
on Sunday before the Tuesday election,
the ballots where some people get five
votes and other people get no votes, is
somehow something that should be
pursued here.

Now one of the two candidates, Mr.
Dornan or the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. SANCHEZ], got the most
votes by legal voters in Orange County.
The person who got the most votes
wins. That is what this is about, and
everybody who is involved in this is
willing to let the chips fall where they
may. If Ms. SANCHEZ when the smoke
clears and the illegal votes have been
taken away has the most votes, then
she wins; if when the smoke clears the
person who got the most votes on elec-
tion day is Mr. Dornan, then he wins;
and if it is unclear as to who wins, then
we have a new election.

That is America, and | might say to
my colleagues that is why people come
to America. That is not bad, and that
is not any kind of an insult to anybody.
The Republicans do a lot of registering
of new citizens, we have our card tables
right there at the new citizens’ swear-
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ing in programs for Hispanic Ameri-
cans, Filipino Americans, Vietnamese
Americans after they become citizens.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ] was certified the winner of
the 1996 congressional election in Cali-
fornia’s 46th Congressional District by
a Republican registrar of voters and
the Republican secretary of State by
979 votes after a recount of every bal-
lot. | rise today to urge my colleagues
to vote against this bill.

The Republican leadership has spent
9 months and $300,000 investigating the
election of our colleague, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. SANCHEZ],
and it is now time for this to stop. This
is clearly a partisan attempt to steal
an election that the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. SANCHEZ] won fair and
square.

I am sorry to break it to my Repub-
lican colleagues, but Bob Dornan lost
the election and, yes, he even lost to a
Democratic Hispanic woman. The Re-
publicans have also given Bob Dornan,
an average citizen, not a Member of the
House of Representatives, the power to
subpoena. He has used this authority to
harass his political enemies by forcing
them to spend thousands of dollars in
legal bills to comply with his subpoena.
Republicans are using taxpayer funds
to finance a partisan political inves-
tigation. They are using race baiting
tactics to scare new citizens from exer-
cising their constitutional right to
vote.

It is time to bring an end to this in-
vestigation. Let the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. SANCHEZ] do what she is
doing very well in representing the
people of California’s 46th district. Let
us get back to the business of the
American people, let us call off this
witch hunt on a partisan political
basis, and finally, let us just stop wast-
ing taxpayers’ dollars.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume
just to respond to this issue.

The gentleman from New Jersey ear-
lier suggested that the contesting of an
election such as this is unprecedented.
Well, there is very strong precedent:
the Mclintyre case in Indiana. And no-
body on this side suggested that that
was an anti-lrish decision.

0 1815

Let us try to stick to the issues. This
really does not fall on this committee.
This falls on another Committee. Let
us try to keep this debate within the
constraints of this committee.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2% minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentlewoman from California, Ms.
LORETTA SANCHEZ, is a Member of this
body. She has been seated. That is the
rightful course of action.

Again, | want to point out, as | did
last week, that | have had my disagree-
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ments here when the Democrats were
in charge, but when they were in
charge and there was a contested elec-
tion where a Republican was declared
the victor, as the gentleman just men-
tioned, the Republican was not seated.

In fact, we are not in any way dis-
rupting the right of the gentlewoman
from California, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ,
to act as a Member of Congress, but we
owe it to the American people to see
that that election was a fair election,
and if it was not, if it was determined
by illegal votes, it should be over-
turned. Otherwise, it is a crime against
the American people.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are complaining
that the contested election task force
investigation is going on and has been
dragging on too long. The fact is, this
reflects something of a pattern.

What we see is, on the other side of
the aisle and with the administration,
a stalling, a stonewalling, and just
dragging its feet. No matter how or
what way they can do it, they are try-
ing to elongate this, and then coming
before the body complaining that we
are putting the gentlewoman from
California, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ,
through a travail because it is lasting
so long.

Mr. Chairman, this is pure politics. I,
for one, would hope that we would not
be calling each other names and then,
especially, trying to suggest that the
motives over here are malicious. We
need to get to the bottom of this.

The task force is working. It is try-
ing to determine how many votes were
illegal. Already they have found 300
votes in the 46th district since the gen-
tlewoman from California, Ms. LORET-
TA SANCHEZ, was seated that were im-
properly cast. The Secretary of State
in California has determined that. The
State registrar declared another 120 ab-
sentee ballots invalid. Together, that
calls into question one-third of the 98-
vote margin of the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. SANCHEZ].

However, with the INS dragging its
feet and all the administration rep-
resentatives out there not going along
and trying to stonewall this, we now
are faced with having to go through
5,000 votes that appear to be or there is
a potential that these votes were cast
by people who were not legally entitled
to vote.

Mr. Chairman, this is, as the gentle-
woman from California, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ, moves on, and we are not in-
timidating her, she is a Member of Con-
gress, but it is just and right for us to
determine whether that election was
stolen, and if it was, she should be re-
moved from that seat, because she did
not win it.

A Democratic Party activist in Or-
ange County was convicted several
years ago, and | come from Orange
County, of registering illegal aliens in-
tentionally. He was arrested and con-
victed of that crime. We cannot have
this going on.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, | think what some of
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle have to try to understand is the
process which has been used in dealing
with this issue. No one argues with the
fact that if one party feels aggrieved in
any way, they can bring up an issue,
and that is what we have the court sys-
tem for and we have rules of the House.

But | can tell the Members that |
have been on the short side of a couple
of elections in my life where | thought
there had been some problems on the
other side, and there were different
communities involved in that vote, not
only different regions of a county, but
certain different ethnic groups and po-
litical persuasions. | do not recall that
anyone on my side ever suggested that
the way to deal with this issue was to
single out one particular group and to
target those surnames and to go
through the books and just make a
mockery of the whole system.

Mr. Chairman, let me also say that if
you are a member of the Hispanic com-
munity and are involved in the politi-
cal process, you know that for the last
25 or 30 years, 40 years, you have been
working hard to try to get people reg-
istered to vote, to get people interested
in the political system, and in the
cases of immigrants, to get them to un-
derstand in this country you can par-
ticipate and not be afraid that someone
is going to do a number on you.

| do not think that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle understand,
and some may understand and not
care, the chilling effect that this has
on legitimate individuals who are here,
who want to vote, who want to partici-
pate, and now are feeling that some-
how, somehow they are being targeted.

Let me conclude by saying that I
know this subject well. I know this
area well. It is so difficult on the re-
ceiving end to have one community
targeted, to have people’s last names
be the issue of the day, and not what in
fact happened in the election. That is
not the right way to do it.

What does that mean now, that every
time there is an election throughout
the country where there is a question,
whatever your political persuasion is,
that is the only group you are going to
target? That could happen in all 50
States. That is not the proper way to
do it. There are people on that side
that know that is not the proper way.
That is why we are making an issue of
it today, because the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. SANCHEZ] has won.
She should continue to sit here, and
this investigation should come to an
end.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 4% minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | want to say to my
friends that, as a member of the task
force, | have followed this case very
closely, quite obviously.

I want to say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH],
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who is inadvertently involved in this
discussion, certainly he has none of the
responsibility for the angst that is
being discussed. First of all, let me say
to my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ROHRABACHER], who has
left, he said this is pure politics. Let
me say that it may be politics, but it is
not pure.

My friend, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH] said that in the
Mclintyre-McCloskey case, which of
course was not a Federal contested
election case, that obviously is a sore
point with many, and | understand that
and do not mean to get into that, but
the fact of the matter is, it was not.
There was no question about the Irish
vote. That is correct. The INS was not
prepared to see if Irish perhaps had reg-
istered improperly.

That was not surprising, the Mcin-
tyre case, because by that time the
Irish had been here in big numbers for
a long time and very active in politics.
As somebody who came into politics
because of John Fitzgerald Kennedy, I
am thankful for that.

At no time in Boston did anybody
ever go to the INS, in the 1920’s or the
1930’s or the 1940’s, and say, we want
the Irish checked through your records
to see whether or not they are legally
registered.

Mr. Chairman, in Providence, RI,
into which the Italian community
moved in great numbers, at no time in
the 1920°s or 1930’s or 1940’s did anybody
repair to the INS and say, notwith-
standing the fact of the machine poli-
tics of Boston or the machine politics
of Providence or the machine politics
of New York, when many Jews moved
into the city of New York, at no time,
I tell my friends, did anybody suggest
that the INS check on every voter.

Notwithstanding the fact in Chicago,
when the Polish community moved in,
in great numbers, nobody, notwith-
standing the fact that there were alle-
gations repeatedly as to whether or not
there was fair voting, asked the INS to
check on every Polish citizen; no, | tell
my friend, the gentleman from New
York, this is unprecedented; not Mcln-
tyre, not Tunno versus Veysey, which
was the first case under the Federal
Contested Election Act.

And guess what, that was a case in
which the Democratic majority said to
a Democratic challenger of a Repub-
lican incumbent, no, you have not met
the test, and we reject the Democratic
challenge of the Republican incum-
bent, which we have done time and
time and time again in seating Repub-
licans who have been challenged by
Democratic nonincumbents. Democrats
rejected their claim and, in fact, never
allowed their case to go as far as this
one has.

So yes, | say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York, this is histori-
cally a brand new and different attack.
It is not an attack, frankly, being
made by Mr. Dornan, per se, it is the
committee that is pursuing this; also
unusual, | tell my friend.
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It is time to bring this matter to a
close. It is time, and | say to my friend,
if they have additional votes, 300, let us
say, who is to say? At no time can any-
body on this floor get up and say, | say
to my friend from California, that
those 300 votes were not equally di-
vided, 150 for Dornan and 150 for the

gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ].
Why do | say that? Because

uncontested testimony at the hearing
was that the leader, Herman Dodd, said
he was a friend and close to Bob Dor-
nan and could not get involved in a
campaign against Mr. Dornan;
uncontested testimony. | do not know
whether that is the fact. But | say to
my friends, it is time to end this inves-
tigation.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | do not
intend to become part of this dispute,
but let me try to set the record
straight, if the gentleman from New
York will allow me, or both gentlemen.

Mr. Chairman, the INS is checking
every voter in that election, not one
particular group. They are checking
every voter to see if they were natural-
ized and what the date of naturaliza-
tion was, whether you are of German
descent or Irish descent or whatever.
They are checking everyone. They are
not singling out any particular group.
That is my understanding.

| say that because my subcommittee
funds the INS. We have checked into
this, I say to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. If it were other-
wise, | would join the gentleman in his
outrage. That is just not the case. They
are checking every single voter in that
election, and the naturalization date,
and if you are a natural born citizen, of
course, you would not show up.

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

Mr. ROGERS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. One of the problems, Mr.
Chairman, as the gentleman perhaps
knows, is, first of all, the committee
asked for all of Orange County, not
just the 46th District, all of Orange
County. That is where the 500,000 came
from. So they have done a much broad-
er search than would be called for by
this contested election.

Mr. ROGERS. No single group is
picked out.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. MALONEY].

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

At first | thought this contest was
about a difficult loss, Mr. Chairman.
After all, Mr. Dornan served in the
House for many years. But 9 months
and $300,000 later, no contested election
has ever taken this long or gone this
far in the history of this country. The
gentlewoman from California, Ms. Lo-
RETTA SANCHEZ, won the election fair
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and square. The Latinos and other citi-
zens of Orange County spoke, and there
are some in this House who would like
to silence them.

Mr. Chairman, the women and the
Hispanics and the Democrats in this
House will not tolerate the silencing of
any man’s or woman’s vote. The gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] was
absolutely correct when he said this
has gone too far. It is time to end this
investigation. It is undemocratic. Vote
against this rule.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3% minutes to the levelheaded and very
fair-minded gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. EHLERS], chairman of that House
task force.

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

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | am the chairman of
the task force investigating this elec-
tion. | have to say that the comments
| have heard from the other side of the
aisle bear no resemblance whatsoever
to the activity of the task force.

The point has been raised that the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SANCHEZ] won the election fair and
square. We have not in any way said
that she had cheated in the election.
We are simply trying to determine if
noncitizens voted in the election, and
that would be illegal if they did. But
we are not saying that she instigated
this in any way whatsoever.
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| also point out that my parents were
immigrants. | grew up in an immigrant
culture in a small town in Minnesota
where a majority of people were immi-
grants. | would also point out that this
Congress, the Republican majority,
seated the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. SANCHEZ], which is a practice
not followed by the Democrats in the
case of a famous election in 1984 when
they did not seat Mr. Mcintyre and
eventually denied him a seat on very
poor grounds, and seated his opponent.

I would also point out that we have
not delayed in determining this. We are
working as rapidly as possible. The
other task force on which | served in
the previous session of Congress, that
of Mr. Charlie Rose of North Carolina,
did not resolve the issue until Septem-
ber of the following year. We certainly
hope to resolve this one before that
amount of time elapses. We are cer-
tainly not dilly-dallying on this one, or
delaying, or conducting an investiga-
tion of a type that has not been done
before.

A comment has been made that for
the first time the committee has al-
lowed subpoenas to be issued. We did
not allow them. Mr. Dornan read the
law and discovered that he could issue
them. So he proceeded to issue them. It
was a question raised in court by the
Sanchez attorneys, and the court said:
That is fine, Mr. Dornan can issue
those subpoenas under the law.
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We have not had any involvement
with that activity. The only subpoenas
issued by the committee have been
those on the INS which unfortunately
proved necessary because the INS was
not willing to release its computer
tapes to the committee without sub-
poenas. Fortunately they have been co-
operating since that time.

As the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. RoOGERS] has mentioned, we are
checking all names, and my colleagues
might be surprised at the results, since
all the discussion here has been about
those with Spanish surnames. The
number of Vietnamese names is very,
very large on the list in question, and
other nationalities appear as well.

It appears that there may have been
an organization in Orange County,
which is why we are looking at all of
Orange County, that deliberately en-
couraged noncitizens to register to
vote. In other words, this organization
may have been using noncitizens in
citizenship classes and encouraging
them to register to vote before they
could legally do so. That is one area we
are investigating.

The problem we have encountered is
that subpoenas issued to that organiza-
tion and to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. SANCHEZ] and to other orga-
nizations have not been honored. They
have not even responded to them. They
refuse to give the information. The
U.S. attorney has been asked to rule on
that and has not yet done so. But it ap-
pears the only way we could get the in-
formation would be through committee
subpoenas. We have not done that as
yet, but we may be forced to.

This is not a new type of attacks as
stated here. We are using the proce-
dures under the act as it was written
by this Congress and signed into law.
We are simply using them properly for
the first time in the history of the act.
No one can accurately accuse us of sub-
verting the process in any way.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, may |
inquire as to how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. SERRANO] has 4%
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH] has 3%
minutes remaining.

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

Let me once again extend my appre-
ciation to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH], even during this de-
bate, for the gentlemanly way in which
he conducts himself and treats the
Members on this side of the aisle.

As | have said at the outset, it was
difficult to stand up in opposition to
this bill at first because of the fact
that we understood well that outside
issues had come into play. But as we
listened to this debate, | think we can
come to the conclusion that, while
they may have started out as outside
issues, they are in fact very much a
part of this bill because this bill sets
out to run the House, to pay the bills
for the House, if you will. And when
those bills are paid to harass people
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and those bills are paid to bring pain
on the institution, then | do not think
it is improper to bring it up during this
debate. So we have done so.

Let me just say that much of the dis-
cussion was around the Sanchez case.
That is a very crucial case. It is not, in
my opinion, crucial because it speaks
about a seat in Congress, although |
tell my colleagues | love my seat and |
know how important that is. It is cru-
cial because it speaks about a much
broader issue. And it is the treatment
of a community.

The last gentleman who spoke clear-
ly said that other communities had
been investigated but there are many
people who feel that the target was
specifically the Hispanic community
that presents to some people a political
threat.

Let me also tell my colleagues that |
come from a district in the Bronx
where at times we hear and deal with
information regarding people who are
not in this country with documents, as
some would say, illegal. Well, the fact
of life is that their behavior is one of
hiding in the shadows of society, of
never coming out in front. So the
whole idea that people in large num-
bers were registered to vote to steal
this election goes, runs contrary to ev-
erything we know about the behavior
of people who are not citizens yet.
Those people hide. We cannot get them
sometimes into a clinic for help be-
cause they are afraid somehow some-
body will find them out.

That is a fact of life. | do not know
where all of a sudden this one county
came up with the boldest of undocu-
mented aliens who now want to be out
front, sign up and be deported in the
process.

This is not the way it is. My side will
vote against this bill tonight, and we
will hope that in the process we will
discuss other issues which will make it
easier for the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH] and | to present next
year’s bill and any changes thereof on
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Chairman, we have heard an
awful lot today about the contested
race in southern California. That is an
issue of obvious importance to many
but it has absolutely nothing to do
with this bill. Our responsibility, the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO] and mine, and our sub-
committee’s and the Committee on Ap-
propriations’ is to provide the re-
sources that this body needs to func-
tion. | think we have done that.

I think we have continued the trend
toward cutting the budget, cutting ex-
penses, reducing staff, working smart-
er, faster, better like American busi-
nesses have done to make them glob-
ally competitive. We have continued
that trend. But our role ends there. We
appropriate the funds to make sure
that the legislative branch can do its
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work. Then the legislative branch, the
democratic process takes over. And the
majority will prevails. In this case the
majority will is to proceed with this
task force. The minority digresses from
that view. That is their right. They can
say it as loud and as long as they like,
but the fact is that when they were in
the majority, their will prevailed and
we expressed our reservations and they
continued on their path.

The American public decided that
this party would have the majority for
these 2 years and they would have the
minority, that those are the facts.

Our job today has nothing to do with
that. It is to provide the resources
needed for the legislative branch of
Government. We have done that. We
have done a good job, and it has been a
bipartisan job and we should be proud
of that. There is plenty in this bill for
all of us to support.

Mr. Chairman, | will finish by just
asking once again, reach across the
aisle, ask the Democratic Members of
the Congress to set the issues aside,
once we have completed the work on
this bill, and vote bipartisanly for sup-
port.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to register my strong opposition not only to the
FY 98 Legislative Branch Appropriations bill,
H.R. 2209, but to the way in which the Lead-
ership of this House continues to thwart
progress and ignore fairness in order to ad-
vance a partisan agenda. This has resulted in
the Democrats being effectively shut out of
what had the potential to be a legislative ses-
sion characterized by bipartisanship and pro-
ductivity.

| am particularly angered at what | feel is an
egregious waste of taxpayer money to fund in-
vestigative hearings designed to attack and in-
timidate organized labor. The Speaker of the
House has access to nearly $8 million,
euphemistically referred to as the “Speaker’s
Reserve Fund,” which is intended for use in
case of emergency. Yet $1.4 million of this
slush fund was recently used to launch inves-
tigative hearings into labor activities, without
the consultation of minority members of the
House. | find this pattern of shutting out the
minority to be entirely mean-spirited, petty and
unfair to the American people, especially when
it is their hard-earned tax dollars that are
being used to advance these partisan goals.
There is no excuse for circumventing the es-
tablished and equitable procedures of the
House, simply to avoid debate and discussion
of issues that deserve, and indeed require,
such serious consideration and bipartisan de-
bate.

The Republican attack on labor, and on the
minority members of this House, has gone too
far, and | cannot support a bill to appropriate
funds which will allow this type of partisan, un-
warranted investigation to continue. It is cer-
tainly unfortunate that such considerations
must continue to interfere with the business of
the House, and | had held out great hope at
the beginning of the appropriations process
that we might be able to get our work done ef-
fectively, efficiently and fairly. It saddens me
that this view has proven to be overly optimis-
tic. |1 will therefore be forced to vote against
this bill, and | must urge my colleagues to do
the same.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, | am
very pleased that the Subcommittee on Legis-
lative Appropriations included report language
urging the Architect of the Capitol to conduct
a feasibility study for the installation of ade-
quate shower and locker facilities for congres-
sional staff. Currently, there are only 14 show-
er heads for more than 7,000 employees.

The employees of the House of Representa-
tives are one of the hardest working, most
dedicated corps of staff | have had the pleas-
ure to work with. House facilities are designed
to cater to these long hours, with food service,
banks, post offices, a barber shop and a
beauty salon available within the House com-
plex so that errands can be taken care of with
minimal time away from work. Adequate facili-
ties to accommodate those who wish to exer-
cise during the day or bike or run to work are
not perks—they are important in helping our
employees become more efficient and effec-
tive and they could actually save us money.
Encouraging our employees to bike to work or
exercise has several benefits:

Health and Productivity—Recent studies
ranking adult physical activity levels in U.S.
cities concluded that Washington, DC, has the
highest per capita rate of sedentary adults in
the country. At the same time, we are learning
more every day about the importance of regu-
lar exercise and its impacts on overall health,
productivity, and longevity. | know many of our
fellow Members believe they are more effec-
tive when they exercise regularly—I| see them
every day in the Members’ locker room.

Time—How many people will sit in their
cars this evening, stuck in traffic on their way
to ride a stationary bike or run on a treadmill?
Combining the daily commute with exercise is
an effective way to work out without taking
extra time from already full days. Riding, skat-
ing, or running to work can actually take less
time than driving from some parts of the Dis-
trict. Showers would make it possible for staff
to use these modes.

Congestion—The Washington metro area
has some of the most congested roadways in
the country. Local traffic congestion may seem
like an intractable problem, but by making it
possible for our employees to ride or run to
work, or at least to avoid that extra trip to the
health club, we can do something to relieve
traffic congestion.

A Harris Poll conducted in 1990 showed
that 43.5 percent of bike riders would ride to
work if trip-end facilities—showers, lockers,
and bike parking—were available, and in my
district, where a 1992 survey found that 21
percent of bike riders would be motivated to
ride to work if they had showers and parking,
response to these improvements is enthusias-
tic. Private companies and public agencies
around the country are retrofitting their build-
ings with these facilities to accommodate their
workers. We should acknowledge the wisdom
of these companies and take up their exam-
ple.

| look forward to working with the Office of
the Architect to design this study, and again |
thank the committee for their consideration.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, the
legislative branch appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1998 cuts the funding level for the Gen-
eral Accounting Office by $9 million from the
fiscal year 1997 funding level. This cut is un-
wise and unfair and should be reversed in
Conference.

Two years ago, the GAO and House and
Senate Appropriators reached an agreement
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on a two-year plan to reduce GAO'’s budget.
As part of that agreement, GAO’s budget has
been reduced by 25 percent and its staffing
has dropped below 3,500—its lowest level in
almost 60 years. These cuts have taken a
heavy toll. Hiring and promotions have been
frozen for a long time. Staff reductions have
diminished expertise in key areas. And need-
ed investments in information technology have
been placed on hold. Additional cuts now are
not only a violation of that agreement, they will
result in a loss of morale and a further loss in
staff expertise as the agency’s future is cast in
doubt.

Instead of pursuing this foolish course of ac-
tion, the House should have honored the
agreement over funding for the GAO. It could
easily have made up for the revenue dif-
ference by refusing to fund the Government
Reform and Oversight's partisan witch-hunt
into campaign fundraising practices. The
budget for that “investigation” is an extrava-
gant waste of taxpayers’ money. The Senate
is doing a better, and fairer, job while the
House's investigation is in a shambles. We
are wasting millions of dollars on a mistake-
plagued House investigation which duplicates
the more comprehensive and bipartisan efforts
of the Senate. Instead of funding partisan in-
vestigations in the Government Reform and
Oversight Committee, let's give money to
those that can really use it, the professional
auditors and investigators of the GAO.

The Senate has also taken a much wiser
approach to GAO’s funding, and kept faith
with the agreement reached two years ago. By
funding GAO at their requested level, the Sen-
ate has provided less than a 2 percent in-
crease; not enough for any staff or program
increases, just enough to continue current op-
erations at their present levels. In essence it
is a cost of living increase. This is certainly the
least Congress should provide for the GAO,
our own investigative arm. The cuts in the
House bill are penny wise and pound foolish
because the GAO remains an excellent invest-
ment for the American taxpayer. The financial
benefits from its work in the last five years
alone total over $103 billion.

If we in Congress are to continue doing our
jobs well, we need a strong and effective Gen-
eral Accounting Office. | urge my colleagues
on the House Appropriations Committee to
carefully consider these issues during the con-
ference with the Senate on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule.

The text of H.R. 2209 is as follows:

H.R. 2209

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I—CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives, $708,738,000, as follows:

HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES

For salaries and expenses, as authorized by

law, $12,293,000, including: Office of the
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Speaker, $1,590,000, including $25,000 for offi-
cial expenses of the Speaker; Office of the
Majority Floor Leader, $1,626,000, including
$10,000 for official expenses of the Majority
Leader; Office of the Minority Floor Leader,
$1,652,000, including $10,000 for official ex-
penses of the Minority Leader; Office of the
Majority Whip, including the Chief Deputy
Majority Whip, $1,024,000, including $5,000 for
official expenses of the Majority Whip; Office
of the Minority Whip, including the Chief
Deputy Minority Whip, $998,000, including
$5,000 for official expenses of the Minority
Whip; Speaker’s Office for Legislative Floor
Activities, $397,000; Republican Steering
Committee, $736,000; Republican Conference,
$1,172,000; Democratic Steering and Policy
Committee, $1,277,000; Democratic Caucus,
$631,000; and nine minority employees,
$1,190,000.
MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES

INCLUDING MEMBERS’ CLERK HIRE, OFFICIAL
EXPENSES OF MEMBERS, AND OFFICIAL MAIL

For Members’ representational allowances,
including Members’ clerk hire, official ex-
penses, and official mail, $379,789,000.

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES
STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SELECT

For salaries and expenses of standing com-
mittees, special and select, authorized by
House resolutions, $86,268,000: Provided, That
such amount (together with any amounts ap-
propriated for such salaries and expenses for
fiscal year 1997) shall remain available for
such salaries and expenses until December
31, 1998.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, $18,276,000, including
studies and examinations of executive agen-
cies and temporary personal services for
such committee, to be expended in accord-
ance with section 202(b) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 and to be avail-
able for reimbursement to agencies for serv-
ices performed: Provided, That such amount
(together with any amounts appropriated for
such salaries and expenses for fiscal year
1997) shall remain available for such salaries
and expenses until December 31, 1998.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation and expenses of officers
and employees, as authorized by law,
$84,356,000, including: for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Clerk, including
not more than $3,500, of which not more than
$2,500 is for the Family Room, for official
representation and reception expenses,
$16,804,000; for salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Sergeant at Arms, including the
position of Superintendent of Garages, and
including not more than $750 for official rep-
resentation and reception expenses,
$3,564,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Chief Administrative Officer,
$50,727,000, including $27,247,000 for salaries,
expenses and temporary personal services of
House Information Resources, of which
$23,210,000 is provided herein: Provided, That
of the amount provided for House Informa-
tion Resources, $8,253,000 shall be for net ex-
penses of telecommunications: Provided fur-
ther, That House Information Resources is
authorized to receive reimbursement from
Members of the House of Representatives
and other governmental entities for services
provided and such reimbursement shall be
deposited in the Treasury for credit to this
account; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Inspector General, $3,808,000, of
which $1,000 shall be for the release of the In-
spector General’s Report on Management
and Financial Irregularities—Office of the
Chief Administrative Office: Provided further,
That all names of persons making favorable
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or unfavorable statements in the report shall
be expunged; for the Office of the Chaplain,
$133,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Parliamentarian, including the
Parliamentarian and $2,000 for preparing the
Digest of Rules, $1,101,000; for salaries and
expenses of the Office of the Law Revision
Counsel of the House, $1,821,000; for salaries
and expenses of the Office of the Legislative
Counsel of the House, $4,827,000; for salaries
and expenses of the Corrections Calendar Of-
fice, $791,000; and for other authorized em-
ployees, $780,000.
ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES

For allowances and expenses as authorized
by House resolution or law, $127,756,000, in-
cluding: supplies, materials, administrative
costs and Federal tort claims, $2,225,000; offi-
cial mail for committees, leadership offices,
and administrative offices of the House,

$500,000; Government contributions for
health, retirement, Social Security, and
other applicable employee benefits,

$124,390,000; and miscellaneous items includ-
ing purchase, exchange, maintenance, repair
and operation of House motor vehicles, inter-
parliamentary receptions, and gratuities to
heirs of deceased employees of the House,
$641,000.

CHILD CARE CENTER

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives Child Care Center, such
amounts as are deposited in the account es-
tablished by section 312(d)(1) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1992 (40
U.S.C. 184g(d)(1)), subject to the level speci-
fied in the budget of the Center, as submit-
ted to the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. The provisions of House Resolu-
tion 7, One Hundred Fifth Congress, agreed
to January 7, 1997, establishing the Correc-
tions Calendar Office, shall be the permanent
law with respect thereto. The provisions of
House Resolution 130, One Hundred Fifth
Congress, agreed to April 24, 1997, providing
a lump sum allowance for the Corrections
Calendar Office, shall be the permanent law
with respect thereto.

SEC. 102. The funds and accounts specified
in section 107(b) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1996 (2 U.S.C. 123b note)
shall be treated as categories of allowances
and expenses for purposes of section 101(a) of
the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act,
1993 (2 U.S.C. 95b(a)).

SEC. 103. (a) Section 109(a) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1996 (2
U.S.C. 600(a)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘“‘who is separated from employ-
ment,”’;

(2) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘““‘employee’ the second place it
appears and inserting ‘“‘employee or for any
other purpose’; and

(3) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘the
amount’ and inserting ‘““in the case of a
lump sum payment for the accrued annual
leave of the employee, the amount’.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply to fiscal years beginning on or
after October 1, 1997.

SEC. 104. (a) Section 104(c)(2) of the House
of Representatives Administrative Reform
Technical Corrections Act (2 U.S.C. 92(c)(2))
is amended by striking ‘‘in the District of
Columbia”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall apply with respect to fiscal years be-
ginning on or after October 1, 1997.

SEC. 105. (a) Section 204(11)(A) of the House
of Representatives Administrative Reform
Technical Corrections Act (110 Stat. 1731) is
amended by striking out ‘“‘through ‘respec-
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tive Houses’ and’ and inserting in lieu there-
of the following: ‘‘through ‘respective
Houses’ the second place it appears and”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall take effect as of August 20, 1996.

JOINT ITEMS
For Joint Committees, as follows:
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, $2,750,000, to be disbursed
by the Secretary of the Senate.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Printing, $804,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Taxation, $5,907,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Chief Administrative Officer of
the House.

For other joint items, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN

For medical supplies, equipment, and con-
tingent expenses of the emergency rooms,
and for the Attending Physician and his as-
sistants, including (1) an allowance of $1,500
per month to the Attending Physician; (2) an
allowance of $500 per month each to two
medical officers while on duty in the Office
of the Attending Physician; (3) an allowance
of $500 per month to one assistant and $400
per month each to not to exceed nine assist-
ants on the basis heretofore provided for
such assistants; and (4) $893,000 for reim-
bursement to the Department of the Navy
for expenses incurred for staff and equipment
assigned to the Office of the Attending Phy-
sician, which shall be advanced and credited
to the appropriations from which such ex-
penses incurred for staff and equipment are
payable and shall be available for all the
purposes thereof, $1,266,000, to be disbursed
by the Chief Administrative Officer of the
House.

CAPITOL POLICE BOARD
CAPITOL PoOLICE
SALARIES

For the Capitol Police Board for salaries of
officers, members, and employees of the Cap-
itol Police, including overtime, hazardous
duty pay differential, clothing allowance of
not more than $600 each for members re-
quired to wear civilian attire, and Govern-
ment contributions for health, retirement,
Social Security, and other applicable em-
ployee benefits, $70,955,000, of which
$34,118,000 is provided to the Sergeant at
Arms of the House of Representatives, to be
disbursed by the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer of the House, and $36,837,000 is provided
to the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of
the Senate, to be disbursed by the Secretary
of the Senate: Provided, That, of the amounts
appropriated under this heading, such
amounts as may be necessary may be trans-
ferred between the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives and the Sergeant
at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate, upon
approval of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For the Capitol Police Board for necessary
expenses of the Capitol Police, including
motor vehicles, communications and other
equipment, security equipment and installa-
tion, uniforms, weapons, supplies, materials,
training, medical services, forensic services,
stenographic services, personal and profes-
sional services, the employee assistance pro-
gram, not more than $2,000 for the awards
program, postage, telephone service, travel
advances, relocation of instructor and liai-
son personnel for the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center, and $85 per month for
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extra services performed for the Capitol Po-
lice Board by an employee of the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives designated by the Chairman of
the Board, $3,099,000, to be disbursed by the
Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the cost
of basic training for the Capitol Police at the
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
for fiscal year 1998 shall be paid by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury from funds available
to the Department of the Treasury.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 106. Amounts appropriated for fiscal
year 1998 for the Capitol Police Board for the
Capitol Police may be transferred between
the headings ‘‘SALARIES”’ and ‘“‘GENERAL EX-
PENSES’’ upon the approval of—

(1) the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives, in the case of
amounts transferred from the appropriation
provided to the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives under the heading
‘“SALARIES”;

(2) the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate, in the case of amounts transferred
from the appropriation provided to the Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate
under the heading ‘“SALARIES’’; and

(3) the Committees on Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives,
in the case of other transfers.

SEC. 107. (a)(1) The Capitol Police Board
shall establish and maintain unified sched-
ules of rates of basic pay for members and ci-
vilian employees of the Capitol Police which
shall apply to both members and employees
whose appointing authority is an officer of
the Senate and members and employees
whose appointing authority is an officer of
the House of Representatives.

(2) The Capitol Police Board may, from
time to time, adjust any schedule estab-
lished under paragraph (1) to the extent that
the Board determines appropriate to reflect
changes in the cost of living and to maintain
pay comparability.

(3) A schedule established or revised under
paragraph (1) or (2) shall take effect only
upon approval by the Committee on House
Oversight of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration of the Senate.

(4) A schedule approved under paragraph
(3) shall have the force and effect of law.

(b)(1) The Capitol Police Board shall pre-
scribe, by regulation, a unified leave system
for members and civilian employees of the
Capitol Police which shall apply to both
members and employees whose appointing
authority is an officer of the Senate and
members and employees whose appointing
authority is an officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The leave system shall include
provisions for—

(A) annual leave, based on years of service;

(B) sick leave;

(C) administrative leave;

(D) leave under the Family and Medical
Leave Act of 1993 (29 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.);

(E) leave without pay and leave with re-
duced pay, including provisions relating to
contributions for benefits for any period of
such leave;

(F) approval of all leave by the Chief or the
designee of the Chief;

(G) the order in which categories of leave
shall be used;

(H) use, accrual, and carryover rules and
limitations, including rules and limitations
for any period of active duty in the armed
forces;

(1) advance of annual leave or sick leave
after a member or civilian employee has
used all such accrued leave;

(J) buy back of annual leave or sick leave
used during an extended recovery period in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the case of an injury in the performance of
duty;

(K) the use of accrued leave before termi-
nation of the employment as a member or ci-
vilian employee of the Capitol Police, with
provision for lump sum payment for unused
annual leave; and

(L) a leave sharing program.

(2) The leave system under this section
may not provide for the accrual of either an-
nual or sick leave for any period of leave
without pay or leave with reduced pay.

(3) All provisions of the leave system es-
tablished under this subsection shall be sub-
ject to the approval of the Committee on
House Oversight of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration of the Senate. All regulations
approved under this subsection shall have
the force and effect of law.

(c)(1) Upon the approval of the Capitol Po-
lice Board, a member or civilian employee of
the Capitol Police who is separated from
service, may be paid a lump sum payment for
the accrued annual leave of the member or
civilian employee.

(2) The lump sum payment under para-
graph (1)—

(A) shall equal the pay the member or ci-
vilian employee would have received had
such member or employee remained in the
service until the expiration of the period of
annual leave;

(B) shall be paid from amounts appro-
priated to the Capitol Police;

(C) shall be based on the rate of basic pay
in effect with respect to the member or civil-
ian employee on the last day of service of the
member or civilian employee;

(D) shall not be calculated on the basis of
extending the period of leave described under
subparagraph (A) by any holiday occurring
after the date of separation from service;

(E) shall be considered pay for taxation
purposes only; and

(F) shall be paid only after the Chairman
of the Capitol Police Board certifies the ap-
plicable period of leave to the Secretary of
the Senate or the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer of the House of Representatives, as ap-
propriate.

(3) A member or civilian employee of the
Capitol Police who enters active duty in the
armed forces may—

(A) receive a lump sum payment for ac-
crued annual leave in accordance with this
subsection, in addition to any pay or allow-
ance payable from the armed forces; or

(B) elect to have the leave remain to the
credit of such member or civilian employee
until such member or civilian employee re-
turns from active duty.

(4) The Capitol Police Board may prescribe
regulations to carry out this subsection. No
lump sum payment may be paid under this
subsection until such regulations are ap-
proved by the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration of the Senate and the Commit-
tee on House Oversight of the House of Rep-
resentatives. All regulations approved under
this subsection shall have the force and ef-
fect of law.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the appointing authority of
any officer of the Senate or the House of
Representatives.

CAPITOL GUIDE SERVICE AND SPECIAL
SERVICES OFFICE

For salaries and expenses of the Capitol
Guide Service and Special Services Office,
$1,991,000, to be disbursed by the Secretary of
the Senate: Provided, That no part of such
amount may be used to employ more than
forty individuals: Provided further, That the
Capitol Guide Board is authorized, during
emergencies, to employ not more than two
additional individuals for not more than one
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hundred twenty days each, and not more
than ten additional individuals for not more
than six months each, for the Capitol Guide
Service.

STATEMENTS OF APPROPRIATIONS

For the preparation, under the direction of
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives, of
the statements for the first session of the
One Hundred Fifth Congress, showing appro-
priations made, indefinite appropriations,
and contracts authorized, together with a
chronological history of the regular appro-
priations bills as required by law, $30,000, to
be paid to the persons designated by the
chairmen of such committees to supervise
the work.

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the Office of
Compliance, as authorized by section 305 of
the Congressional Accountability Act of 1995
(2 U.S.C. 1385), $2,479,000.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses necessary to
carry out the provisions of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), in-
cluding not more than $2,500 to be expended
on the certification of the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office in connection
with official representation and reception
expenses, $24,797,000: Provided, That no part
of such amount may be used for the purchase
or hire of a passenger motor vehicle.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
CAPITOL BUILDINGS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries for the Architect of the Cap-
itol, the Assistant Architect of the Capitol,
and other personal services, at rates of pay
provided by law; for surveys and studies in
connection with activities under the care of
the Architect of the Capitol; for all nec-
essary expenses for the maintenance, care
and operation of the Capitol and electrical
substations of the Senate and House office
buildings under the jurisdiction of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, including furnishings and
office equipment, including not more than
$1,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses, to be expended as the Archi-
tect of the Capitol may approve; for purchase
or exchange, maintenance and operation of a
passenger motor vehicle; and for attendance,
when specifically authorized by the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, at meetings or conven-
tions in connection with subjects related to
work under the Architect of the Capitol,
$36,827,000, of which $6,450,000 shall remain
available until expended.

CAPITOL GROUNDS

For all necessary expenses for care and im-
provement of grounds surrounding the Cap-
itol, the Senate and House office buildings,
and the Capitol Power Plant, $4,991,000, of
which $25,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended.

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the House office
buildings, $37,181,000, of which $8,082,000 shall
remain available until expended.

CAPITOL POWER PLANT

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol
Power Plant; lighting, heating, power (in-
cluding the purchase of electrical energy)
and water and sewer services for the Capitol,
Senate and House office buildings, Library of
Congress buildings, and the grounds about
the same, Botanic Garden, Senate garage,
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and air conditioning refrigeration not sup-
plied from plants in any of such buildings;
heating the Government Printing Office and
Washington City Post Office, and heating
and chilled water for air conditioning for the
Supreme Court Building, the Union Station
complex, the Thurgood Marshall Federal Ju-
diciary Building and the Folger Shakespeare
Library, expenses for which shall be ad-
vanced or reimbursed upon request of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and amounts so re-
ceived shall be deposited into the Treasury
to the credit of this appropriation,
$32,032,000, of which $550,000 shall remain
available until expended: Provided, That not
more than $4,000,000 of the funds credited or
to be reimbursed to this appropriation as
herein provided shall be available for obliga-
tion during fiscal year 1998.
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 203 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 166) and
to revise and extend the Annotated Constitu-
tion of the United States of America,
$64,603,000: Provided, That no part of such
amount may be used to pay any salary or ex-
pense in connection with any publication, or
preparation of material therefor (except the
Digest of Public General Bills), to be issued
by the Library of Congress unless such publi-
cation has obtained prior approval of either
the Committee on House Oversight of the
House of Representatives or the Committee
on Rules and Administration of the Senate:
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the compensation of
the Director of the Congressional Research
Service, Library of Congress, shall be at an
annual rate which is equal to the annual rate
of basic pay for positions at level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For authorized printing and binding for the
Congress and the distribution of Congres-
sional information in any format; printing
and binding for the Architect of the Capitol;
expenses necessary for preparing the semi-
monthly and session index to the Congres-
sional Record, as authorized by law (44
U.S.C. 902); printing and binding of Govern-
ment publications authorized by law to be
distributed to Members of Congress; and
printing, binding, and distribution of Gov-
ernment publications authorized by law to
be distributed without charge to the recipi-
ent, $81,669,000, of which $11,017,000 shall be
derived by transfer from the Government
Printing Office revolving fund under section
309 of title 44, United States Code: Provided,
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able for paper copies of the permanent edi-
tion of the Congressional Record for individ-
ual Representatives, Resident Commis-
sioners or Delegates authorized under 44
U.S.C. 906: Provided further, That this appro-
priation shall be available for the payment
of obligations incurred under the appropria-
tions for similar purposes for preceding fis-
cal years.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Congres-
sional Operations Appropriations Act, 1998”.
TITLE II—OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Botanic
Garden and the nurseries, buildings, grounds,
and collections; and purchase and exchange,
maintenance, repair, and operation of a pas-
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senger motor vehicle; all under the direction
of the Joint Committee on the Library,
$1,771,000.
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Library of
Congress not otherwise provided for, includ-
ing development and maintenance of the
Union Catalogs; custody and custodial care
of the Library buildings; special clothing;
cleaning, laundering and repair of uniforms;
preservation of motion pictures in the cus-
tody of the Library; operation and mainte-
nance of the American Folklife Center in the
Library; preparation and distribution of
catalog records and other publications of the
Library; hire or purchase of one passenger
motor vehicle; and expenses of the Library of
Congress Trust Fund Board not properly
chargeable to the income of any trust fund
held by the Board, $223,507,000, of which not
more than $7,869,000 shall be derived from
collections credited to this appropriation
during fiscal year 1998, and shall remain
available until expended, under the Act of
June 28, 1902 (chapter 1301; 32 Stat. 480; 2
U.S.C. 150): Provided, That the Library of
Congress may not obligate or expend any
funds derived from collections under the Act
of June 28, 1902, in excess of the amount au-
thorized for obligation or expenditure in ap-
propriations Acts: Provided further, That the
total amount available for obligation shall
be reduced by the amount by which collec-
tions are less than the $7,869,000: Provided
further, That of the total amount appro-
priated, $8,845,000 is to remain available until
expended for acquisition of books, periodi-
cals, newspapers, and all other materials in-
cluding subscriptions for bibliographic serv-
ices for the Library, including $40,000 to be
available solely for the purchase, when spe-
cifically approved by the Librarian, of spe-
cial and unique materials for additions to
the collections.

COPYRIGHT OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Copyright
Office, including publication of the decisions
of the United States courts involving copy-
rights, $34,361,000, of which not more than
$17,340,000 shall be derived from collections
credited to this appropriation during fiscal
year 1998 under 17 U.S.C. 708(d), and not more
than $5,086,000 shall be derived from collec-
tions during fiscal year 1998 under 17 U.S.C.
111(d)(2), 119(b)(2), 802(h), and 1005: Provided,
That the total amount available for obliga-
tion shall be reduced by the amount by
which collections are less than $22,426,000:
Provided further, That not more than $100,000
of the amount appropriated is available for
the maintenance of an ‘“‘International Copy-
right Institute’” in the Copyright Office of
the Library of Congress for the purpose of
training nationals of developing countries in
intellectual property laws and policies: Pro-
vided further, That not more than $2,250 may
be expended, on the certification of the Li-
brarian of Congress, in connection with offi-
cial representation and reception expenses
for activities of the International Copyright
Institute.

BOOKS FOR THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY
HANDICAPPED
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses to carry out the
Act of March 3, 1931 (chapter 400; 46 Stat.
1487; 2 U.S.C. 135a), $45,936,000, of which
$12,319,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended.

FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS

For necessary expenses for the purchase
and repair of furniture, furnishings, office
and library equipment, $4,178,000.
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. Appropriations in this Act avail-
able to the Library of Congress shall be
available, in an amount of not more than
$194,290, of which $58,100 is for the Congres-
sional Research Service, when specifically
authorized by the Librarian, for attendance
at meetings concerned with the function or
activity for which the appropriation is made.

SEC. 202. (a) No part of the funds appro-
priated in this Act shall be used by the Li-
brary of Congress to administer any flexible
or compressed work schedule which—

(1) applies to any manager or supervisor in
a position the grade or level of which is
equal to or higher than GS-15; and

(2) grants such manager or supervisor the
right to not be at work for all or a portion
of a workday because of time worked by the
manager or supervisor on another workday.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
‘“‘manager or supervisor’’ means any manage-
ment official or supervisor, as such terms are
defined in section 7103(a) (10) and (11) of title
5, United States Code.

SEC. 203. Appropriated funds received by
the Library of Congress from other Federal
agencies to cover general and administrative
overhead costs generated by performing re-
imbursable work for other agencies under
the authority of 31 U.S.C. 1535 and 1536 shall
not be used to employ more than 65 employ-
ees and may be expended or obligated—

(1) in the case of a reimbursement, only to
such extent or in such amounts as are pro-
vided in appropriations Acts; or

(2) in the case of an advance payment,
only—

(A) to pay for such general or administra-
tive overhead costs as are attributable to the
work performed for such agency; or

(B) to such extent or in such amounts as
are provided in appropriations Acts, with re-
spect to any purpose not allowable under
subparagraph (A).

SEC. 204. Of the amounts appropriated to
the Library of Congress in this Act, not more
than $5,000 may be expended, on the certifi-
cation of the Librarian of Congress, in con-
nection with official representation and re-
ception expenses for the incentive awards
program.

SEC. 205. Of the amount appropriated to the
Library of Congress in this Act, not more
than $12,000 may be expended, on the certifi-
cation of the Librarian of Congress, in con-
nection with official representation and re-
ception expenses for the Overseas Field Of-
fices.

SEC. 206. (a) For fiscal year 1998, the
obligational authority of the Library of Con-
gress for the activities described in sub-
section (b) may not exceed $97,490,000.

(b) The activities referred to in subsection
(a) are reimbursable and revolving fund ac-
tivities that are funded from sources other
than appropriations to the Library in appro-
priations Acts for the legislative branch.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE

For all necessary expenses for the mechan-
ical and structural maintenance, care and
operation of the Library buildings and
grounds, $10,073,000, of which $710,000 shall re-
main available until expended.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses of the Office of Superintend-
ent of Documents necessary to provide for
the cataloging and indexing of Government
publications and their distribution to the
public, Members of Congress, other Govern-
ment agencies, and designated depository
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and international exchange libraries as au-
thorized by law, $29,264,000: Provided, That
travel expenses, including travel expenses of
the Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer, shall not exceed $150,000: Provided
further, That amounts of not more than
$2,000,000 from current year appropriations
are authorized for producing and disseminat-
ing Congressional serial sets and other relat-
ed publications for 1996 and 1997 to deposi-
tory and other designated libraries.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING
FUND

The Government Printing Office is hereby
authorized to make such expenditures, with-
in the limits of funds available and in accord
with the law, and to make such contracts
and commitments without regard to fiscal
year limitations as provided by section 9104
of title 31, United States Code, as may be
necessary in carrying out the programs and
purposes set forth in the budget for the cur-
rent fiscal year for the Government Printing
Office revolving fund: Provided, That not
more than $2,500 may be expended on the cer-
tification of the Public Printer in connection
with official representation and reception
expenses: Provided further, That the revolv-
ing fund shall be available for the hire or
purchase of not more than twelve passenger
motor vehicles: Provided further, That ex-
penditures in connection with travel ex-
penses of the advisory councils to the Public
Printer shall be deemed necessary to carry
out the provisions of title 44, United States
Code: Provided further, That the revolving
fund shall be available for temporary or
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of
title 5, United States Code, but at rates for
individuals not more than the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay for level
V of the Executive Schedule under section
5316 of such title: Provided further, That the
revolving fund and the funds provided under
the headings ‘‘OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF
DOCUMENTS” and ‘‘SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’
together may not be available for the full-
time equivalent employment of more than
3,550 workyears: Provided further, That ac-
tivities financed through the revolving fund
may provide information in any format: Pro-
vided further, That the revolving fund shall
not be used to administer any flexible or
compressed work schedule which applies to
any manager or supervisor in a position the
grade or level of which is equal to or higher
than GS-15: Provided further, That expenses
for attendance at meetings shall not exceed
$75,000.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the General Ac-
counting Office, including not more than
$7,000 to be expended on the certification of
the Comptroller General of the United States
in connection with official representation
and reception expenses; temporary or inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title
5, United States Code, but at rates for indi-
viduals not more than the daily equivalent
of the annual rate of basic pay for level IV of
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
such title; hire of one passenger motor vehi-
cle; advance payments in foreign countries
in accordance with 31 U.S.C. 3324; benefits
comparable to those payable under sections
901(5), 901(6) and 901(8) of the Foreign Service
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4081(5), 4081(6) and
4081(8)); and under regulations prescribed by
the Comptroller General of the United
States, rental of living quarters in foreign
countries; $323,520,000: Provided, That not
more than $1,000,000 of reimbursements re-
ceived incident to the operation of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office Building shall be
available for use in fiscal year 1998: Provided
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further, That an additional amount of
$4,404,000 shall be made available by transfer
from funds previously deposited in the spe-
cial account established pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 782: Provided further, That notwith-
standing 31 U.S.C. 9105 hereafter amounts re-
imbursed to the Comptroller General pursu-
ant to that section shall be deposited to the
appropriation of the General Accounting Of-
fice and remain available until expended,
and not more than $2,000,000 of such funds
shall be available for use in fiscal year 1998:
Provided further, That this appropriation and
appropriations for administrative expenses
of any other department or agency which is
a member of the Joint Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Program (JFMIP) shall
be available to finance an appropriate share
of JFMIP costs as determined by the JFMIP,
including the salary of the Executive Direc-
tor and secretarial support: Provided further,
That this appropriation and appropriations
for administrative expenses of any other de-
partment or agency which is a member of
the National Intergovernmental Audit
Forum or a Regional Intergovernmental
Audit Forum shall be available to finance an
appropriate share of Forum costs as deter-
mined by the Forum, including necessary
travel expenses of non-Federal participants.
Payments hereunder to either the Forum or
the JFMIP may be credited as reimburse-
ments to any appropriation from which costs
involved are initially financed: Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation and appropria-
tions for administrative expenses of any
other department or agency which is a mem-
ber of the American Consortium on Inter-
national Public Administration (ACIPA)
shall be available to finance an appropriate
share of ACIPA costs as determined by the
ACIPA, including any expenses attributable
to membership of ACIPA in the Inter-
national Institute of Administrative
Sciences.
TITLE I1I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. No part of the funds appropriated
in this Act shall be used for the maintenance
or care of private vehicles, except for emer-
gency assistance and cleaning as may be pro-
vided under regulations relating to parking
facilities for the House of Representatives is-
sued by the Committee on House Oversight
and for the Senate issued by the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

SEC. 302. No part of the funds appropriated
in this Act shall remain available for obliga-
tion beyond fiscal year 1998 unless expressly
so provided in this Act.

SEC. 303. Whenever in this Act any office or
position not specifically established by the
Legislative Pay Act of 1929 is appropriated
for or the rate of compensation or designa-
tion of any office or position appropriated
for is different from that specifically estab-
lished by such Act, the rate of compensation
and the designation in this Act shall be the
permanent law with respect thereto: Pro-
vided, That the provisions in this Act for the
various items of official expenses of Mem-
bers, officers, and committees of the Senate
and House of Representatives, and clerk hire
for Senators and Members of the House of
Representatives shall be the permanent law
with respect thereto.

SEC. 304. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 305. (a) It is the sense of the Congress
that, to the greatest extent practicable, all
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equipment and products purchased with
funds made available in this Act should be
American-made.

(b) In providing financial assistance to, or
entering into any contract with, any entity
using funds made available in this Act, the
head of each Federal agency, to the greatest
extent practicable, shall provide to such en-
tity a notice describing the statement made
in subsection (a) by the Congress.

(c) If it has been finally determined by a
court or Federal agency that any person in-
tentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘““Made
in America’” inscription, or any inscription
with the same meaning, to any product sold
in or shipped to the United States that is not
made in the United States, such person shall
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub-
contract made with funds provided pursuant
to this Act, pursuant to the debarment, sus-
pension, and ineligibility procedures de-
scribed in section 9.400 through 9.409 of title
48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 306. Such sums as may be necessary
are appropriated to the account described in
subsection (a) of section 415 of Public Law
104-1 to pay awards and settlements as au-
thorized under such subsection.

SEC. 307. Amounts available for adminis-
trative expenses of any legislative branch
entity which participates in the Legislative
Branch Financial Managers Council
(LBFMC) established by charter on March 26,
1996, shall be available to finance an appro-
priate share of LBFMC costs as determined
by the LBFMC, except that the total LBFMC
costs to be shared among all participating
legislative branch entities (in such alloca-
tions among the entities as the entities may
determine) may not exceed $1,500.

SEC. 308. (a) Section 713(a) of title 18, Unit-
ed States Code, is amended by inserting after
“Senate,” the following: ‘“‘or the seal of the
United States House of Representatives, or
the seal of the United States Congress,”’.

(b) Section 713 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (f); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsections:

““(d) Whoever, except as directed by the
United States House of Representatives, or
the Clerk of the House of Representatives on
its behalf, knowingly uses, manufactures, re-
produces, sells or purchases for resale, either
separately or appended to any article manu-
factured or sold, any likeness of the seal of
the United States House of Representatives,
or any substantial part thereof, except for
manufacture or sale of the article for the of-
ficial use of the Government of the United
States, shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than six months, or both.

““(e) Whoever, except as directed by the
United States Congress, or the Secretary of
the Senate and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives, acting jointly on its behalf,
knowingly uses, manufactures, reproduces,
sells or purchases for resale, either sepa-
rately or appended to any article manufac-
tured or sold, any likeness of the seal of the
United States Congress, or any substantial
part thereof, except for manufacture or sale
of the article for the official use of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, shall be fined
under this title or imprisoned not more than
six months, or both.”.

(c) Section 713(f) of title 18, United States
Code (as redesignated by subsection (b)(1)), is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘““‘and’ at the end of para-
graph (1);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (2) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:
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““(3) in the case of the seal of the United
States House of Representatives, upon com-
plaint by the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives; and

“(4) in the case of the seal of the United
States Congress, upon complaint by the Sec-
retary of the Senate and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives, acting jointly.”.

(d) The heading of section 713 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by striking
““and the seal of the United States Senate”
and inserting the following: ‘‘the seal of the
United States Senate, the seal of the United
States House of Representatives, and the seal
of the United States Congress’’.

(e) The table of sections for chapter 33 of
part | of title 18, United States Code, is
amended by amending the item relating to
section 713 to read as follows:

““713. Use of likenesses of the great seal of
the United States, the seals of
the President and Vice Presi-
dent, the seal of the United
States Senate, the seal of the
United States House of Rep-
resentatives, and the seal of the
United States Congress.”.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1998,

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment
shall be in order except those printed
in House Report 105-202, which may be
offered only in the order specified, may
be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered read,
shall be debated for the time specified
in the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment except as specified in the report
and shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question.

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

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
105-202.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF

VIRGINIA

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. DAvis of
Virginia:

Page 8, insert after line 5 the following new
section:

SEC. 106. Section 104(a) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1987 (as incor-
porated by reference in section 101(j) of Pub-
lic Law 99-500 and Public Law 99-591) (2
U.S.C. 117e) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence of paragraph (2),
by striking “A donation’ and inserting ‘“‘Ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (3), a dona-
tion”’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)
as paragraphs (4) and (5); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(3)(A) In the case of computer-related
equipment, during fiscal year 1998 the Chief
Administrative Officer may donate directly
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the equipment to a public elementary or sec-
ondary school of the District of Columbia
without regard to whether the donation
meets the requirements of the second sen-
tence of paragraph (2), except that the total
number of workstations donated as a result
of this paragraph may not exceed 1,000.

““(B) In this paragraph—

‘(i) the term ‘computer-related equipment’
includes desktops, laptops, printers, file
servers, and peripherals which are appro-
priate for use in public school education;

““(ii) the terms ‘public elementary school’
and ‘public secondary school’ have the mean-
ing given such terms in section 14101 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965; and

“(iii) the term ‘workstation’ includes
desktops and peripherals, file servers and pe-
ripherals, laptops and peripherals, printers
and peripherals, and workstations and pe-
ripherals.

“(C) The Committee on House Oversight
shall have authority to issue regulations to
carry out this paragraph.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 197, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. DAvIS] and a Member op-
posed, each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. DAvIS].

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

This amendment is fairly simple and
straightforward. The schools in our Na-
tion’s Capital are in a state of crisis.
The dropout rate in the school system
is over 40 percent. We have a very low
percentage of these students going on
to college. There are safety issues and
management issues, but worst of all
there is a technology revolution that is
engulfing the beltway, creating thou-
sands and thousands of jobs in the
Metro D.C. area and the District of Co-
lumbia. And the students who come
out of its public schools have not really
been able to participate in a meaning-
ful way in this revolution.

This amendment addresses this
human tragedy by making surplus con-
gressional information  technology
equipment available at no cost to the
city’s public elementary and secondary
schools. Specifically the amendment
would authorize the Chief Administra-
tive Officer of the House to transfer
surplus equipment without charge to
the District of Columbia public school
system during fiscal year 1998.

My amendment is limited to the Dis-
trict of Columbia schools because of
the special responsibility that the Con-
gress has to the residents of this Fed-
eral District under the Constitution.
The Committee on Rules has made this
in order. 1 hope my colleagues will sup-
port it. We have other Members who
would like to address it.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek time in opposition to the Davis
amendment?

Mr. SERRANO. | do, Mr. Chairman,
not in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO] is recognized for 5 minutes
and may proceed in support of the
amendment.
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There was no objection.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume. |
think it is a wonderful amendment. |
would like, however, if possible to ask
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
WALsH], if he would allow me to ask
him a question. | am very much in
favor of this notion and | am very
much supportive of it. But, as we
know, in the past | have discussed the
possibility of Members being able to do
this in their own districts. | would
hope that we do this as a 1-year situa-
tion, which | support wholeheartedly
and that next year the subcommittee
look at possibilities, that Members in
their own districts can accomplish
what the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
DAvis] is accomplishing for the great
city of Washington, DC.

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

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | think
it is a very good amendment. | think
the gentleman’s amendment has merit.
I would certainly support it. | am de-
lighted that in my role as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Legislative | am
still able to reach back and help out
my former constituents in the District
of Columbia.

In response to the gentleman’s ques-
tion, this is something that we have
talked about, that we both support the
concept of allowing Members to use
their used equipment in their district
offices to provide to local school dis-
tricts. | am sure the Committee on
House Oversight would like to take a
look at this before we appropriators
try to make a determination, but |
would certainly go with the gentleman
from New York to the chairman and
members of the House oversight sub-
committee and urge that this be con-
sidered very strongly for next year.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time, and | thank the chairman and
the ranking member of the subcommit-
tee for their generosity.

I do not think we have to look far to
see the crying need for the gentleman’s
amendment. | especially appreciate
that in his role as chairman of the D.C.
committee he has looked far and wide
and always dealt with the District in a
bipartisan manner. |1 would like to
make a suggestion to the ranking
member because | can understand his
concern as well. As to these computers
in the District of Columbia, the cost of
shipping will probably be more than
the computers would be worth, but
there are Federal agencies in all the
large cities; and it seems to me the
same Kind of situation could be worked
out with the Federal agencies in cities
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like New York who would also have, it
seems to me, excess technology equip-
ment of this kind. It said that the Dis-
trict needs a billion dollars in school
repairs.

In that respect, it is clear that we
will not get to computers for an aw-
fully long time. Bell Atlantic is wiring
the schools of the District free. That
will be done by April. General Becton
in his budget this year asked for $20
million for technology, and of course it
had to be cut. The District came into
compliance a year ahead of time, into
balance a year ahead of time in order
to qualify for the President’s plan to
relieve it of some State functions.

0O 1845

While the District is getting its act
together, | do not think that the chil-
dren should suffer. The Speaker has
said that if we put a lap-top in the lap
of every Kkid in the city, we would see
changes, if not overnight, then very
soon.

The gentleman from Virginia is
clearly trying to get us close to that by
at least putting a computer in every
school. I thank him for it, and | urge
this amendment be adopted.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
want to compliment the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia.

We can support this right now, for all
States, for all congressional districts,
but just in a little different way. The
Century 21 high-technology bill, which
is in the budget under Ways and Means,
today the President is looking at it and
he accepts some portions of that.

Right now he is insisting that all $35
billion go toward higher postsecondary
education. If that is the case, this will
be cut out of all of our districts, and it
is one in which we accommodate indus-
try that develops and puts into the
classrooms high-technology equipment
like computers, like scientific gear.

The next phase of this, | think,
should be the libraries, and we are ask-
ing for just a small portion of that $35
billion goes through K through 12. We
think when our education system in
some areas, and we have good teachers,
my wife is one of them, but in some
areas needs help, that we do it in the K
through 12 and not spend it all on post-
secondary education.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | note there are over 19,000 high-
technology jobs available right now
that we cannot fill in the greater
Washington area. This amendment,
with a donation from the House of sur-
plus computers, we have over 644 PC’s
available today, plus a number of
printers, modems and other IT equip-
ment, going to the school system, can
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allow the city of Washington, DC, the
District of Columbia and the students
therein, to share in the economic bene-
fits of this region and to allow them to
be trained to fill some of these jobs.

I think it is a good amendment. |
thank very much the chairman of the
committee for allowing us to offer this,
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia [Ms. NORTON], the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FoLEY], who has
helped in arranging this as well, and |
hope my colleagues will support it.

The District of Columbia public schools are
in desperate need of information technology
infrastructure in their classrooms. By support-
ing the Davis of Virginia amendment to the
legislative branch appropriations bill, sched-
uled for consideration this evening. Congress
will allow hundreds of surplus computers,
printers, modems, and other IT equipment to
be donated to the D.C. public schools.

This amendment authorizes the Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer [CAO] of the House to
transfer surplus computer equipment to ele-
mentary and secondary D.C. public schools
during fiscal year 1998. Current laws constrain
the donation of surplus equipment, allowing
disposal only through the General Services
Administration [GSA] except for equipment
with no recoverable value. The CAO estimates
that there are hundreds of high end comput-
ers, printers, and modems currently available
for use but not needed by the Congress or
GSA. While the Senate Sergeant at Arms and
Doorkeeper have successfully donated surplus
computers and related equipment to the
schools, the House lags far behind. To the
thousands of D.C. students, 40 percent of
whom are at risk of dropping out of school,
this equipment correlates into more effective
and dynamic learning opportunities.

The Congress has a unique constitutional
relationship to the District of Columbia. Sup-
porting the Davis amendment to the legislative
branch appropriations bill is a direct and effi-
cient method that will inject much needed
technology into the D.C. public schools.
Speaker GINGRICH, Representatives MARK
FOLEY, JOHN BOEHNER, and ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON have all been extremely helpful in
moving this concept forward.

| thank my colleague, for their support of
this commonsense measure.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, as a long-
time advocate of providing telecommunications
services to our public classrooms, | rise in
support of the Davis amendment. This amend-
ment would allow the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer [CAO] of the House to transfer surplus
computers, printers, modems, and other tech-
nological equipment to schools in the District
of Columbia.

Many of the classrooms in the District are
housed in buildings that are falling apart.
Classrooms are ill-equipped with resources
that will leave students behind in this rapidly
evolving technological revolution. The Davis
amendment would provide the District with an
infusion of much-needed technology that will
afford students the opportunity to succeed in
this new, information age.

The statistics on the performance of stu-
dents in the D.C. public schools are dismal.
Only 22 percent of fourth-grade students in
the D.C. public schools scored at or above
basic reading achievement levels in 1994.
Over the last 3 years, 53 percent of students
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dropped out or left the school system after
10th grade. The cumulative grade point aver-
age for current 12th grade students is 1.5 on
a 4.0 scale, and wide disparities exist in stu-
dent performances among wards.

Information technology can excite young
minds and provide all children in the District
access to the same rich learning resources,
regardless of where they live. Telecommuni-
cations would close the gap between the have
and have-not communities within the District
and help provide a level playing field for all
students to utilize the information super-
highway. In a nation rich in information, teach-
ers, and students in the D.C. public schools
can no longer rely on the skills of the industrial
age.
| applaud Congressman DAvis for his efforts
to bring technology into D.C. classrooms in a
direct and efficient manner, and | urge a “yes”
vote on the Davis amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAvIS].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 105-202.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. FAZIO OF

CALIFORNIA

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. FAzio of
California:

Page 8, line 18, strike **5,907,000”” and insert
**$5,624,000"".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 197, the gentleman from
California [Mr. FAziO] and a Member
opposed each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAziQ].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume. | rise in support of this
amendment to freeze positions at the
Joint Committee on Taxation.

My colleagues, | am sure, remember
that the regular committee funding
resolution managed by the Committee
on House Oversight was a source of
major contention this year. The dis-
pute was not just because of Demo-
cratic objections but also because of
Republican objections to proposed
committee increases. Yet the funding
assumption of that resolution was still
a freeze on the number of committee
positions, the Speaker’s so-called em-
ployment caps.

The one exception, as | am sure many
remember, was the proposed increase
in the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight’s allocation, and
those increases provoked a significant
fight here on the floor that I am sure
we have already noted continues even
up to this day.

Now the majority is trying to accom-
plish, 1 believe indirectly, what they
could not accomplish directly, and that
is increases in committee staff levels.
The Legislative Appropriations Sub-
committee originally went along with
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the request by the Joint Committee on
Taxation to increase its funding by 20
percent, a total of 12 positions, from 61
to 73 positions. But because of objec-
tions by Democrats on the committee,
the bill was changed at the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations to add five
positions to the Joint Committee on
Taxation. My amendment would elimi-
nate that increase and hold the Joint
Committee on Taxation to the current
year’s staffing level of 61 positions.

The majority received significant
credit at the beginning of this 104th
Congress for reducing committee staff
by one-third. It was a significant re-
duction, and one that we are reminded
about constantly. In fact, we were re-
minded of it as recently as Friday’s de-
bate on the rule for this bill.

So one question is whether the Joint
Committee on Taxation, which does
not clear through the regular commit-
tee funding process for the standing
committees of the House, will be sin-
gled out for special treatment while
other committees with important ju-
risdictions and heavy workloads are
given no increase in staffing.

I think it is also suspect that the
Joint Committee on Taxation would
make this extraordinary request for
fiscal year 1998 funds but make it for
the year after we are scheduled to com-
plete consideration of major tax legis-
lation. In fact, the buzz all over the
Capitol tonight is that we have reached
agreement on a major tax bill for the
long haul. If that is the case, and | cer-
tainly anticipate it will occur this
week, there is absolutely no way in
which the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation’s increased staff will have any
major tax bill before it in the near fu-
ture.

The rationale given for significant
new duties by the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], in
making his request to the committee,
was for unfunded mandates and line
item veto. It just does not hold water,
Mr. Chairman. Those are responsibil-
ities that are chiefly handled by the
Congressional Budget Office.

Line item vetoes are far more likely
to be applied to the appropriations bill.
In fact, there is even a question as to
whether it will apply to a tax bill. And
unfunded mandates, as we know, are
far more likely to be included in au-
thorizing legislation.

In fact, the gentleman from Texas
said, “‘If the Joint Committee’s respon-
sibilities are expanded in any further
way, | will find it necessary to request
an additional increase.”

But perhaps the most important
point is the highly politicized complex-
ion that the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation has assumed under Republican
control, in sharp departure from its
traditional low profile. The staff direc-
tor, Kenneth Kies, was singled out for a
profile in the Wall Street Journal that
appeared in April. Here is a quote from
that article:

“But Mr. Kies is breaking the mold,
wielding his clout in some surprising
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ways and taking all-expense-paid trips
to speak to groups, many of which have
large stakes in the tax code. Mr. Kies
does not get paid for speaking, but last
year he accepted more in travel ex-
penses than any other congressional
staffer,”” and this is what | think my
colleagues are most interested in hear-
ing, “more than any of the 535 Mem-
bers of Congress, according to an anal-
ysis done by the Associated Press.”

The Washington Post editorial a few
days ago had this to say about the
Joint Committee on Taxation: ‘““The
JCT was once the great redoubt of in-
tegrity in such matters. It has been
converted into a political parrot.” The
New York Times, in an editorial about
the 1995 budget bill said ‘‘ Congress re-
lied on misleading estimates by its tax
analysts,” and ‘““The Republican dis-
tribution tables are distorted in at
least four ways.”’

So adding positions to the Joint
Committee on Taxation when its fair-
handedness is being called into ques-
tion makes absolutely no sense. The
simple fact is the Joint Committee on
Taxation has not made a compelling
case for these additional positions.
They should not get special treatment.

Our precious committee resources
should not be going to highly politi-
cized staff operations that will merely
be used to advance a partisan agenda
here in the House instead of providing
the nonpartisan estimates that we
have come to expect in the past.

I think this is an opportunity for us
to show that we are going to be fair
across the board. | think it is an oppor-
tunity to indicate that we like people
to work for us in these different and
very essential committees who do not
bring their own personal profile or who
serve the House in a traditional man-
ner, one that emphasizes the role of the
Members and not of the staff in making
policy.

I think we ought to treat this com-
mittee the same way we are treating
most agencies, and that is give the ex-
isting staff a cost-of-living adjustment.
That is what this amendment would
allow; and, therefore, | ask for a “‘yes”’
vote on my amendment.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
eliminate the five additional staff posi-
tions that we have appropriated for the
Joint Committee on Taxation. The
chairman of the Joint Committee on
Taxation, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER], who also chairs the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the
House, testified that he needed 12 new
positions to do the additional work
that was mandated on the Joint Com-
mittee’s staff. The committee bill only
allows five.

We removed seven of those positions
during the full committee consider-
ation of the bill, after the gentleman
from California and the gentleman
from Wisconsin and others raised this
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issue. They felt that it was too large an
increase at one time. That would have
only, by the way, brought us up to the
level where the Democratic majority
had it when they lost control of the
House, so we are still substantially
below that level.

We offered an amendment not to
eliminate the total increase but to re-
duce it to five. So we went more than
halfway to show a reasonable approach
to try to develop compromise. They
wanted the whole loaf instead of half of
the loaf.

The fact is the chairman of the House
Ways and Means and the chairman of
the Committee on Finance in the Sen-
ate both felt that this is essential to
their work. The Joint Committee on
Taxation does the very important work
of providing technical support to the
Committee on Ways and Means and the
Senate Committee on Finance.

As we know, this work is highly tech-
nical in nature and requires very high
skills in tax law and economics. The
staff is called upon to make several
thousand revenue estimates each ses-
sion for Members and those estimates
are highly regarded.

In addition, the Joint Committee on
Taxation has new responsibilities that
staff resources are needed for: a new re-
quirement imposed by the House to
make dynamic scoring estimates in
major tax legislation, to determine un-
funded mandates contained in revenue
legislation, and to determine limited
tax benefits subject to the line item
veto act. These are all new responsibil-
ities.

With all due respect to the gen-
tleman from California, under the rules
of the House these are required of the
Joint Committee on Taxation. It is
their responsibility.

They also will have, we are told, the
added responsibility of reviewing op-
tions for a comprehensive review of the
Tax Code. What a monumental chal-
lenge that would be without additional
staff.

There are many in this country who
feel that the current Tax Code is un-
fair, it is antiquated, and it creates tre-
mendous amounts of work and expense
to individuals and to businesses. So
many of us feel that there needs to be
a review, and the Joint Committee on
Taxation would have that responsibil-
ity.

The bill provides funding for a staff
level of 66 employees, or FTEs. It puts
the FTEs back to the level they were
funded at in 1988. We are now working
on the 1998 appropriations bill. We are
asking for an increase to 66, and that is
still seven positions below the level it
was funded at by the Democrats in 1988.

So we are doing this added respon-
sibility, doing it better, smarter, and
faster. All we have done is to put them
back where they were 10 years ago.

I heard the gentleman’s concerns in
the full committee and | offered an
amendment that reduced the sub-
committee’s mark of 12 positions to 5.
The Committee on Appropriations
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heard the gentleman, considered the
prudence of restraint, accepted a staff
level of a decade ago and reported the
bill with those limited resources. We
have met the gentleman more than
halfway.

| oppose the amendment and urge all
to oppose the amendment.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume to respond to the gentleman.
If the gentleman would look at the
transcript of the hearing on the Joint
Committee on Taxation on February
13, the statement of the chairman of
the Joint Committee, the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. BILL ARCHER, makes
no reference to dynamic scoring.

There is not any reference because, |
believe, dynamic scoring is something
that is still a controversial issue here,
and | am not sure there is any mandate
to the committee to handle that task.
Dynamic scoring may, in fact, be what
the committee needs additional staff
for, but if we look at what was cited as
the justification for the increase, |
could not find it.
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A lot of committees would like to go
back to the staffing level they were at
in the past. That is the very point | am
trying to make. This committee is
being given the opportunity to go back
because suddenly it is determined that
there is work for them to do. Well,
there are many other committees that
have additional work they would like
to do, but they are not being give this
kind of latitude, they are not being
given this kind of assistance.

Also, part of my concern is | believe
much of the help for this committee
will be given to the Committee on
Ways and Means staff. Certainly, the
members of the Committee on Ways
and Means benefit greatly from the
work of the joint committee. But | am
not sure that is going to be handed out
in any 2-to-1 ratio. | am not sure it is
going to be available to Democrats as
much as to Republicans.

In fact, | think that the issue of dy-
namic scoring is something that is
quite partisan within that committee
in terms of how they would like to
have the long-range effects of tax bills
analyzed and factored into the way in
which we project future deficits, for ex-
ample.

So | think that the comments of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
WALSH], while certainly appreciated in
a rebuttal sense, do not hold weight.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. 1 would be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Just to clarify on this one point,
under the rules of the House, this is
rule XIII, paragraph (e)(1) of clause 7,
regarding dynamic scoring:
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A report from the Committee on Ways and
Means on a bill or joint resolution des-
ignated by the majority leader (after con-
sultation with the minority leader) as major
tax legislation may include a dynamic esti-
mate of the changes in Federal revenues ex-
pected to result from enactment of the legis-
lation.

So, clearly, the rules of the House do
provide that responsibility to the joint
committee.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | reserve the balance of my time.
But before | do so, Mr. Chairman, |
would simply say, the fact that it is
cited in the rules and yet not men-
tioned by the chairman as a justifica-
tion for additional staff is, perhaps, the
point. It is not one of the reasons the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]
has asked for additional help.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself as much time as | may
consume.

The point of the gentleman from
California [Mr. FAzio] was that these
responsibilities are not covered by the
Rules of the House. Quite clearly, they
are covered by the Rules of the House.
Not to pick nits, but the responsibility
is theirs. Thus, the need for additional
staffing.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 4 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. THOMAS] of the Committee
on House Oversight, also a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WALSH] for yielding me the time.

I find it almost fascinating that the
gentleman from California [Mr. Fazio],
the former chairman of the Sub-
committee on Legislative of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is offering an
amendment to allow no additional
staff. The gentleman indicated that
perhaps this particular committee
could learn from what occurred to
other committees.

Let me recite some dollars and cents
and numbers for my colleagues. There
is one committee in the House of Rep-
resentatives that is not responsive to
House Oversight and the rest of the
Members in determining its budget. It
is not the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. It is not the Committee on Ways
and Means. It is not the Committee on
Agriculture. It is not the Committee
on Commerce. It happens to be the
Committee on Appropriations. That
committee alone determines its own
staff and its own budget.

Let us return to 1994. The budget for
Appropriations was $14.7 million. The
budget for the Committee on Ways and
Means was $8.1 million. The budget for
the Joint Committee on Taxation is
$5.7 million. Let us leap ahead 4 years
and look at the fiscal year 1998 budget
of Appropriations, $18.2 million. From
$14.7 million to $18.2 million. That is a
25-percent increase in the budget that
the gentleman from California [Mr.
FAz10], behind closed doors, determines
what is appropriate to do their job.
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The Committee on Ways and Means,
at $8.1 million in 1994. In 1998, it is $5.5
million. In 1994, Ways and Means, $8.1
million. In 1998, $5.5 million. That is a
decrease of 32 percent.

The new majority willingly took on
themselves savings of taxpayers’ dol-
lars. The Joint Committee on Taxation
goes from $5.7 million to $5.9 million.
That is an increase. That is a 3-percent
increase. The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FAzi0] focuses on staffing. In
the 103d Congress, the Joint Commit-
tee, under Democratic leadership, had
77 staff. Currently there are 59.

On the Committee on Appropriations,
there are 60 members. There are 155
staff; 52 of them are called associate
staff. They get a staffer for virtually
every member of the committee. The
Committee on Ways and Means, we do
not get that kind of staffing. We have
to rely on the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation.

Why is it called the Joint Committee
on Taxation? Because that committee
serves not only the 39 members of the
Committee on Ways and Means, but it
serves the 20 members of the Senate as
well. There are 59 members who utilize
the services of the Joint Committee on
Taxation. Is it not interesting there
are also 59 staffers? That means, on the
Joint Committee on Taxation, there is
one staffer for every member.

On the Committee on Appropriations,
on the committee that the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAzio] believes
should not get even five new staffers,
the ratio for staffers is 2.6; 1.0 for the
Joint Committee; 2.6 for Appropria-
tions.

But frankly, the Joint Committee
should not be compared to any com-
mittee here in the House. We have to
go down and look at Treasury and we
have to look at the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, because the Joint
Committee is for Congress. The Office
of Management and Budget, for the
President, has 503 staff.

The Treasury, focusing on the issues
that the Joint Committee focuses on,
has 113. Get your translating diction-
ary. When they were in the majority,
the staff was bipartisan. When they are
in the minority, the staff is partisan.
Understand, the Joint Committee
works for all of us. They need five new
staffers to do our work. Vote down the
Fazio amendment.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

First of all, I really think it is not
my place to protect or defend the ma-
jority on the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the way in which they have
allocated the funds. This is not a de-
bate between the Committee on Ways
and Means and the Committee on Ap-
propriations. This is a question of how
much we should provide the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation.

I know the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. THomMmAS] is proud of some of
the reductions that have been made.
But if we look at the Committee on
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Government Reform or the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, we
see an increase from 1997 and 1998 of 26
percent for Government Reform and 22
percent for Education and the
Workforce.

I guess the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. THOMAS] feels that a 20-per-
cent increase that was originally in-
tended for the Joint Committee on
Taxation is consistent with those over-
whelming increases in the staffing of
those committees.

But | have confidence in the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO]. | do not think the Commit-
tee on Appropriations has been treated
any better than any other committee.
In fact, | think we set an example. And,
so, | guess | rise to defend the majority
from the majority.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ENG-
LISH], a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, briefly, | rise as a member
of the Committee on Ways and Means
and as the former principal tax staffer
for the Senate Republicans in Penn-
sylvania in strong opposition to this
amendment.

We have to realize that these revenue
estimates that are done by the Joint
Committee on Taxation are critical to
our policymaking and critical for the
minority and the majority. There have
been 2,000 revenue requests per year
heaped on the Joint Committee, and so
far they only have the staff resources
to process about 50 percent of them.

In the last 2 years, we have asked the
Joint Committee to assume additional
responsibilities in connection with the
Line Item Veto Act and unfunded man-
dates legislation. We adopted a new
House rule that requires the Joint
Committee on Taxation to analyze the
macroeconomic effects of such pro-
posed legislation, and we have added
additional responsibilities.

The lack of revenue estimates stifles
tax policy, it reduces input from rank
and file Members. Because, let us face
it, members of the tax committee have,
in all probability, easier access to reve-
nue estimates from the Joint Commit-
tee.

Also, | think it is fair to say that this
gives the minority a better shot at get-
ting revenue estimates. Let us under-
stand that revenue estimates are im-
portant and that a vote for this amend-
ment by reducing access to revenue es-
timates is a vote against tax relief, in
my view. And more importantly, it is
also a vote against tax reform, which is
something that | hope the Committee
on Ways and Means will have an oppor-
tunity to take up during this Congress.
It will require many revenue estimates
because it is going to be extremely
complicated.

In my view, if any Member of this
body strongly supports tax reform, tax
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simplification, streamlining our tax
system, they should vote against this
amendment.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | continue to reserve at this time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | have no
further requests for time.

Does the gentleman from California
[Mr. FAziO] have the opportunity to
close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York has the right to close.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the ranking member of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SERRANO].

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. FAziO] for yielding me the time.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
THOMAS] has made some very interest-
ing points. But the one that touches
me the most, for someone who just be-
came the ranking member of this com-
mittee and who has been on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for a shorter
time than most members on that com-
mittee, is his understanding and my
understanding that what we are trying
to do here is, through the back door,
increase a committee at the same time
that we are sending out press releases
talking about the fact that we are cut-
ting staff.

And indeed, we are cutting staff in
many committees. And, in fact, the
whole House has felt the need at times
to deal with this issue. And here we
single out one committee, one commit-
tee that in our opinion has become a
very political instrument to use in this
House, not necessarily one that simply
deals with the facts and figures; and
we, through the back door, are trying
to increase this committee.

Now, | know the difficulty that we
face, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WALSH] and I, in my case being
supportive of his decisions to make
some changes in the committee struc-
ture. But the fact of life is that no
matter how we present this, there is no
other way to present it but to admit
the fact that this committee is being
increased.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
FAzio] has made that point clearly.
Anyone that votes against the Fazio
amendment is in fact admitting to the
fact that one committee was singled
out for an increase, while other com-
mittees we gladly yell and scream are
being cut. So we cannot have it both
ways. We cannot cut an increase and
then deny it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

How much time does remain, if | may
ask?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH] has 4%
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from California [Mr. Fazio] has 4 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, 1 will
just say that our responsibility on the
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subcommittee is to allocate resources.
There are times when some commit-
tees have more responsibilities than
others, and that is what we have tried
to do. There was a request by the
chairman, and this is unusual, too, be-
cause this is one of the rare places
where the Senate and the House have
to come to agreement on something
that they mutually share. Both chair-
men asked for this increase. We are
going to provide that increase if the
committee agrees.

So | would again urge defeat of this
amendment.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | will just close and yield back
any remaining time simply to say, if
there was a justification based on a
major tax bill, straining the resources
of the Joint Tax Committee would
have been in this fiscal year.

This is the year that we probably
would find that committee spending
long hours and putting in extra time
trying to meet the needs of both the
Senate and the House as we put to-
gether probably one of the largest tax
bills we will see in this decade. But of
course, this request comes in after the
fact. It does not go into effect until the
1st of October.

But | think, in addition, we have to
keep in mind the Joint Committee’s
stature here. The Senate has chosen
not to make the kind of reductions in
staffing that have been so prominently
discussed ad nauseam in the House of
Representatives. We did make sizable
reductions, eliminating essentially a
third of our staffing, most of which of
course were majority staff of the
former majority Democrats when the
new majority took over. We understand
that decision. We understand that it
has been made. And | believe it should
apply across the board.

It seems to me the people who need
this committee from the other side of
the Capitol are among those who need
it least, because they have done abso-
lutely nothing to track the reductions
that have been made in this body.

So the joint committee is available,
obviously, to the Committee on Ways
and Means. It is an additional staffing
assistance to them. And we understand
why all those who come to the well
today to defend this increase are on
that committee. They will benefit.
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But | think most of the other Mem-
bers of the House on a bipartisan basis
want to be standing tall for equal
treatment, to make sure that all of the
bodies that assist us in our analysis of
legislation of all sorts are treated
equally. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, |
would ask my colleagues to defeat this
increase in personnel and simply give
the existing staff a cost of living ad-
justment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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First of all let me thank the gentleman
from California for his stirring defense
of not only the Committee on Appro-
priations, which | strongly endorse, but
also his stirring defense of the major-
ity. Any time | have him on my side in
an argument, | feel pretty confident.
However, on this amendment | do dis-
agree substantively.

The House is about to enter into a
major tax reduction agreement with
the President, an historic agreement.
This is something that was part of the
Contract With America. This is some-
thing that we worked all the last 2
years and now 6 more months to come
to. A capital gains tax cut, an estate
tax cut, a $500 per child tax cut for all
Americans with children under 18. This
is a monumental victory for all of us in
this country. This is not the end of the
tax cuts. If we have our say, this is
only the beginning of tax cuts for the
American public. We want to make
sure that the Joint Committee can do
a good job of determining what the im-
pacts of these tax cuts are and help to
lead the way, to show us the way to-
ward further reducing the oppressive
tax burden that has piled up on the
American public over the last 40 years.
What we are seeing is a major change
of direction here by the legislature. We
have seen the markets respond to it,
we are seeing the deficit being reduced
at an exorbitant clip. We are seeing the
deficit estimates go down. Why? Be-
cause the country and the markets are
responding to the Republican tax cuts.
We want to make sure that we have the
support of the Joint Tax Committee
when we look at the next round of tax
cuts in the next Congress.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzi0].

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 197, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzi10] will
be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 3 printed in House Report
105-202.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. KLUG

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. Klug:

Page 29, line 13, strike ‘3,550 workyears’’
and insert ‘“3,200 workyears’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 197, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KLuGg] and a Member
opposed, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SERRANO] each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLuG].
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Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
to do with the Government Printing
Office which the Federal Government
has actually run and the House of Rep-
resentatives has been involved with
since well before the Civil War in this
country. Since the mid-1800’s, we have
been running a printing office. There
are 100,000 private printers across the
United States, all of them, | think,
quite capable of doing the printing
work now being done by the United
States Government. If | ran the world,
we would actually figure out a way to
end the Government Printing Office
and instead simply turn it into a pro-
curement agency. But that is not the
option in front of us today. What we
are going to try to do is to further re-
duce the staffing levels at the Govern-
ment Printing Office in order to at a
minimum help the Government Print-
ing Office operate in the black rather
than in the red.

The General Accounting Office will
tell us in a study ironically printed by
the Government Printing Office that
every time we print a document in the
Government Printing Office it is
roughly 2 times what it would cost us
to do if we did it in the private sector.
In 1991, the Government Printing Office
lost $1.2 million; in 1992 it lost $5 mil-
lion; in 1993 it lost $14 million; in 1994
it lost $21 million. We began to squeeze
the Government Printing Office down
about the time we took over the major-
ity, and in 1995 the loss was $3 million,
but | have to tell my colleagues with
some embarrassment this year it
ballooned up to $16.9 million, nearly $17
million. This year through June of 1997
we are losing an additional $4 million.

This amendment quite simply cuts
the staffing at the Government Print-
ing Office by less than 10 percent,
about 350 slots. If my colleagues will do
the arithmetic on that and translate it
all out, 350 staffers at about $50,000 a
slot, when we include benefits, it re-
sults in savings to taxpayers at
$17,500,000, virtually equivalent to what
the Government Printing Office is ex-
pected to lose in this current operating
year.

I think in the long run we have to
ask ourselves why it is that the Fed-
eral Government has been involved in
the printing business for more than 130
years and especially today with web
sites and Internet pages across the
country beginning to replace hard doc-
uments and reliance on paper, the
squeeze on the Government Printing
Office | think will become even more
extraordinary in the next several
years, at a time when a single CD rom
can replace hundreds of volumes of
printed documents like the appropria-
tions text that we are considering right
now done by the Government Printing
Office.

My amendment makes good sense be-
cause of changing technology, my
amendment makes good sense for the
taxpayers of the United States, and it
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takes us one step further to where we
want to be, | think, in the long run
which is a government procurement of-
fice which uses the private sector and
which saves money rather than a Gov-
ernment Printing Office which contin-
ues to run printing presses for the Fed-
eral Government in order to print gov-
ernment documents in an emergency,
which as soon as | discover what a gov-
ernment emergency is, | will be glad to
share it with my colleagues, and an op-
eration at this point which loses unfor-
tunately tens of millions of dollars a
year for United States taxpayers.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, | have with me a let-
ter that is being sent to all Members of
the House in a bipartisan fashion by
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
GEJDENSON], the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MorAN], the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HoOYER], the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA],
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
WoLF] and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. DAvis]. They clearly point
to the fact that the Klug bill is not a
good idea. In fact, the subcommittee
had recommended a cut of 50 positions
as part of the ongoing work that we are
doing in the House. Yet this particular
amendment goes way overboard in ask-
ing for 350 position cuts.

Let me just make one other quick
comment. The gentleman did mention
the fact that the web pages are opening
all over the Nation. That is not reach-
ing everyone. In fact, that is an issue
for another day. But not everyone in
this country and some communities
are totally being left behind in this
technology. To suggest that this is a
way to reach them is totally improper
at this time. | understand that the gen-
tleman has a reputation for being one
who likes to cut the budget and we ap-
plaud him at times for that. But |
think this particular time he is making
a drastic mistake and we should all
join in defeating this amendment.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, at this
point let me suggest that it is not such
a drastic cut, and to bolster the case
let me yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH], the chair-
man of the subcommittee.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman’s
amendment reduces the FTE staff level
at the Government Printing Office
from 3,550 to 3,200. GPO is currently
staffed at a level of 3,600. This amend-
ment will require a reduction in force.
Even though the GPO continues to lose
money at a rate of about $1 million a
month, their costs remain high. They
tell us that is because they have to
maintain a capability to do the daily
job of printing the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, our hearings, bills, reports and
other congressional documents.
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The long-run solution to this prob-
lem is a rewrite of the printing stat-
utes. The Government Printing Office
needs to have their mission reevalu-
ated. The Executive Branch and the
Legislative Branch are using modern
desk-top publishing technologies and
withdrawing much of their work from
the printing plant. The situation cries
out for a more substantive solution
than annual limitations on their
workforce.

With that caveat, | will accept this
amendment, but | want to stress that
we need help from the authorizing com-
mittees on this matter. | know the
chairman of that committee is dedi-
cated to that task, and | want to work
with him and others to bring it about.

Mr. Chairman, | have no objection to
this amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, GPO, the Government
Printing Office, has reduced their staff
by 25 percent over the last 4 years,
meaning a reduction of more than 1,000
full-time equivalents. The Klug amend-
ment, although well intentioned, is ex-
treme.

Time and time again Members
searching for easy deficit reduction
targets turn to Federal employees. In-
deed, that is what this amendment
does. Already the bill before us today
will reduce the Government Printing
Office by 50 full-time equivalents. The
additional cuts contained in this
amendment would reduce GPO by an-
other 350 FTEs.

Such a draconian reduction would
hinder their ability to produce the doc-
uments that we depend on in a timely
fashion, including the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, bills, reports, hearing tran-
scripts, official documents. Further-
more, such a large cut would lead to
expensive RIFs; let us consider that.

Please join me in opposing this
amendment. The GPO is making excel-
lent progress moving into the 21st cen-
tury with advanced technology and a
leaner staff. Let us not set them back
in time.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. | thank the gentleman
from New York for yielding me this
time, and | rise in opposition to this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not
new. The gentleman from Wisconsin of-
fers this amendment every year. This
is his annual amendment of how we gut
the GPO. Annually we say, ‘““Oh, it's
not going to be a problem.”” The fact of
the matter is that this is an over 10
percent reduction. It is going to be ap-
proximately 50 plus 350, 400. It is going
to require RIFs.

I regret that the chairman, some-
what in my opinion, cavalierly accepts
this amendment. This is not a small
cut. This is a cut on top of, as the gen-
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tlewoman from Maryland indicated,
1,000 employees out of 4,500 employees
over the last 4 years.

They are not dairy farmers. So if we
no longer stop buying milk or have
price supports or anything of that na-
ture, who cares? But these people are
going to be put out on the street. We
have gone from 8,000 down to 3,600 in 20
years. We have done 25 percent of that
in the last 4 years.

The fact of the matter is, if we want
GPO to do something different, then
let us pass legislation and mandate
that. If we want them to be, | tell my
chairman, financially solvent, then
have the Congress pay its bills. Have
the Congress pay fair market value for
the product it gets from GPO and |
guarantee that they will show a profit.

I ask my chairman to go over to
GPO. They have as modern a capability
in information technology as there is
in Washington. Period. They are on
line and on top of it.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment. This amendment, | will
tell the chairman, will cost the govern-
ment money. It costs approximately
$25,000 to $35,000 per RIFed employee.
This amendment will cost us, not save
us. Reject the Klug amendment.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self the balance of my time. Let me
wrap up this debate, if I could.

To my colleague from Maryland, let
me point out to him that my farmers
in Wisconsin actually would be de-
lighted to eliminate the milk market-
ing orders because they discriminate
against the upper Midwest. | would be
more than willing to work with him on
that in the future.

Let me make a few closing points.
Here are a few facts about the Govern-
ment Printing Office: Over 50 percent
of idle machine hours; GPO operated
and paid overtime on at least one
weekend day of 50 of 52 weekends;
paper waste average 40 percent higher
than most industry standards, 1989 es-
timated waste totaled $7 million.

Fact after fact, study after study
tracing all the way back to 1989
through 1997 reaches one simple con-
clusion: The Government Printing Of-
fice continues to lose money. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH] is
absolutely correct. We need to redefine
the mission for the Government Print-
ing Office, but in the interim we are
going to lose $17 million this year.

The long-run solution is to outsource
the Government Printing Office and
use the experts that are there today.
The short-run solution is to begin to
stop the bleeding and have the Govern-
ment Printing Office break even in the
current year operation. That is the in-
tent of this amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN].

O 1930

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, | also rise
in opposition to the Klug amendment. |
believe it is ill-considered. The fact of
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the matter is that GPO has been reduc-
ing its work force. Since 1993 they re-
duced by 25 percent, from 4,800 to 3,600.
This year’s appropriation request is for
3,500.

But the gentleman wants to go fur-
ther, and in going further he would
have us make 400 RIFs; that is, 400 peo-
ple thrown out in the street, within
about 65 days, and that will cost the
Government money.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to close
on something that the gentleman from
New York said in accepting the amend-
ment. He said the fact of the matter is
we need to evaluate GPO. But rather
than evaluate first and then make pol-
icy, the Klug amendment would make
policy in the absence of any study, any
evaluation, and just throw people out
on the street.

If GPO’s mission needs to be reevalu-
ated, we have it within our power to do
it. That is the responsible approach.
This is a meat ax approach. It ignores
the progress that GPO has already
made in reducing its work force, and it
does not make sound public policy.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a strenuous re-
jection of the Klug amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. AIll time on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. KLUG].

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

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, | demand a
recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 197, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLug] will
be postponed.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 4 printed in House Report
105-202.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignhate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. ROEMER:
Page 37, insert before line 1 the following
new section:

SEC. 309. Any amount appropriated in this
Act for “HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—
Salaries and Expenses—Members’ Represen-
tational Allowances’” shall be available only
for fiscal year 1998. Any amount remaining
after all payments are made under such al-
lowances for such fiscal year shall be depos-
ited in the Treasury, to be used for deficit re-
duction.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 197, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. ROEMER] and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I want to thank the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CAmMP] for his help
in cosponsoring the legislation that we
have turned into this amendment. Sim-
ply put, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment requires unexpended congres-
sional office funds from the salaries
and expenses of Members representa-
tional account allowances not to be
respent, not to be shifted into a Speak-
er’s slush fund or spent on marble ele-
vator floors, but to instead go directly
to the U.S. Treasury to reduce the defi-
cit.

Now we have been working on this
for several years, Mr. Chairman. Last
year we voice voted this amendment.
The year before we had 403 Members,
Democrats and Republicans, agree to
pass this legislation. We think that
this is fair.

In the context of this week we are de-
bating maybe the most important leg-
islation to balance the budget that we
have considered in this body since the
balanced budget amendment or since
we balanced the budget in 1969. We are
considering how to share and sacrifice
to get to a balanced budget, and cer-
tainly that sharing and sacrificing
should start here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

There are two reasons why my col-
leagues should support this Roemer-
Camp amendment. One is that instead
of this money going back to be respent,
we have the money go to reduce the
deficit. Second, this encourages better
management in individual offices. If
my colleagues decide not to do a num-
ber of newsletters, if my colleagues de-
cide to implement a new management
technique on buying office equipment
and technology, if my colleagues come
up with better ways to motivate their
staff and they do not hire as many peo-
ple in their district office, why should
that money automatically be respent
in somebody else’s account? That
money should go to reduce the deficit.

I encourage Members to support this
bipartisan legislation.

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

Mr. ROEMER. | yield to the cospon-
sor of the amendment, the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Indiana for yield-
ing this time to me, and | thank him
for his leadership on this issue and
would associate myself with his re-
marks, and, Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Roemer-Camp amend-
ment.

We all know the Federal Government
is drowning in a sea of red ink. The
Roemer-Camp amendment would help
in a very small way at least to stem
that tide. It would allow unspent office
funds to be used specifically for deficit
reduction.

As my fellow Members know, every
office has provided funds to meet office
expenses. The funds are not specific to
each Member, but Members draw upon
the account up to a certain level as
needed.
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This amendment would reaffirm our
commitment to eliminating the Fed-
eral debt and send a strong message to
the American people that we, too, are
willing to sacrifice and to put our fis-
cal house in order.

If every Member saved only $50,000 a
year, over $21 million would be re-
turned to the Treasury to reduce the
Federal debt. This amount obviously
will not eliminate the Federal debt,
but it will show the American people
that Congress will do more with less in
order to provide our children with a fu-
ture that is free of debt and rich with
opportunity.

I urge a vote in favor of the Roemer-
Camp amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment, but | rise in support.

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

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, we have the
gentleman’s amendment. This is the same
amendment we have carried for the past 2
years in the bill.

As we understand the amendment, it would
require that any amount remaining in the
Members’ representational allowances account
after all payments are made under such allow-
ances be deposited in the Treasury for deficit
reduction.

As the gentleman knows, the bill does not
make representational allowances available to
specific Members of the House. The calcula-
tion of how much each Member may spend for
staff salaries, office expenses, and official mail
is determined by law and is under the regula-
tion of the Committee on House Oversight.

That committee notifies each Member of the
allowance available for each session of Con-
gress. The amounts available are not given to
the Member. They do not receive a check or
a funds transfer. They are only given an allow-
ance to draw upon.

Likewise, the appropriations bill does not
make a funds transfer to any Member. No
MRA amount in this bill is assigned to any
specific Member. The bill only provides an
overall appropriation for the combined amount
of the MRA’s which may be charged against
the Treasury.

And the committee bill does not full fund this
amount. The bill contains $379.8 million—
$379,789,000—for the sum total of MRA's dur-
ing fiscal 1998. That amount is $17 million
below the total amount authorized to be spent
by the Committee on House Oversight.

So the committee bill has already
economized on this item. We know that many
Members will underspend this allowance. We
are saving the $17 million.

This amendment says that what is left over
after the end of the fiscal year will be depos-
ited in the Treasury. That is true in concept
but | would point out that these unspent funds
never leave the Treasury to begin with.

Since this is a fiscal year appropriation, all
unspent funds will lapse. That is, they will not
be available to be spent after the conclusion
of the fiscal year. So the terms of the bill meet
the requirements of the amendment.

It is good to stipulate this fact and that is
why | have no problem with this amendment.
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So, with that understanding, | have no prob-
lem accepting this amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. PORTMAN].

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the original sponsor and also the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CAmP]
for their persistence every year bring-
ing this back up to the full House. We
need their persistence out there. It is a
great commonsense idea. | am de-
lighted the gentleman has just accept-
ed the amendment himself. It is a very
commonsense idea to save the tax-
payers a little money and also encour-
ages Members to lead by example, and
it is a very simple question really.
When Members spend less on their of-
fice, should it go to this fund where it
can be reprogrammed into other uses
on Capitol Hill, which as | understand
is a three-year fund, or should it go for
deficit reduction?

As my colleagues know, the answer is
quite simple. It actually should prob-
ably go pro rata to the constituents
and taxpayers of the district the Mem-
ber represents because they are the
ones who in a sense have made the sac-
rifice. Because that is probably not too
practical, at least at this point, then I
guess it should go to deficit reduction
and as soon as possible.

So | want to again commend both of
these gentleman for raising this issue
again, for bringing to the floor and for
a little common sense in our legisla-
tive appropriations bill this year.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman,
much time do | have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana has one-half minute re-
maining.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. MINGE],
who has been very helpful with the leg-
islation.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, we have
worked