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Senate

The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, August 31, 1998, at 12 noon.

House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PETERSON).

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
August 5, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable JoHN E.
PETERSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

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

With all the tasks before us and the
competing voices that demand atten-
tion, may we hear Your still, small
voice, O God, that calls us to lift our
eyes to see Your vision and to hold fast
to our faith to see each day through.
We pray, O loving God, that Your grace
will be sufficient for all our needs and
Your promises will lead us in the way
of truth and righteousness. Guide us in
the day and protect us all the night
through so that we will be good stew-
ards of Your gifts to us. In Your name,
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
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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
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. KAPTUR led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes per
side.

TRIBUTE TO ILLINOIS VFW MAN
OF THE YEAR JOE BERG

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in tribute to Illinois VFW Man of
the Year, and Collinsville native, Joe
Berg. Mr. Berg was selected from near-
ly 100,000 Illinois Veterans of Foreign
Wars to be named the 1997-98 Man of
the Year and has been a dedicated lead-
er in both his post and the state VFW
organization.

Mr. Berg has held numerous positions
with the VFW, most recently serving

as a state public relations director, dis-
trict commander, and chaplain in local
post 5691.

Joe also has served the Holy Cross
Lutheran Church in many positions
and has balanced his life between his
church, family, and the VFW. | am
proud to recognize this veteran who
has answered the call to serve in so
many ways throughout his life, and I
offer him congratulations and thanks
on behalf of all veterans.

It is with the tireless efforts of peo-
ple like Joe Berg that the memories
and deeds of those who fought on for-
eign soil will not be forgotten.

HOUSE TASK FORCE ON SERIOUS
MENTAL ILLNESS

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, we all
know the name Russell Weston, Jr.,
and we all know that he tragically
took the lives of two fine Americans,
Officers Jacob J. Chestnut and John
Gibson. But many Americans still do
not know that this tragedy could have
been avoided, not by installing even
more security here, but by improving
the state of health care available to
the seriously mentally ill among our
citizens.
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The state of psychiatric care in our
country has spawned growing home-
lessness, more neglect, as well as in-
creasing violence since deinstitu-
tionalization of mental patients oc-
curred over 2 decades ago with no com-
munity follow-up.

The gentlewoman from New Jersey
(Mrs. RouKEMA) and | are working hard
to establish a special House task force
on serious mental illness. This task
force would be responsible for examin-
ing the state of our mental health sys-
tem, especially those who are not being
adequately treated. This task force
would gather testimony about what
America can and should do.

Please support our effort to establish
a task force on mental illness. Contact
the leadership. Urge them to move so
we can begin to repair the tattered
dreams of millions of American fami-
lies.

NATIONAL GAMING IMPACT STUDY
COMMISSION

(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, well,
here we go again. The counterfeit logic
of some Washington bureaucrats is
once again putting the sovereignty of
every state in this Nation at risk.

On January 22 of this year, the Sec-
retary of the Interior unilaterally
made a regulatory decision that would
literally strip every state of their most
fundamental rights, rights established
under the Tenth Amendment to the
Constitution. It seems the Secretary’s
new regulation would give him the sole
individual authority to approve Indian
gaming in any state. Not the voters,
not even the governor, nor the elected
officials of that state would have a de-
cision.

This unconscionable trampling of the
Tenth Amendment is taking reserved
rights from us, from our states, from
our governor, from our elected officials
and unilaterally vesting them in some
Washington bureaucrat.

Fortunately, the nonpartisan Na-
tional Gaming Impact Study Commis-
sion, which was created by Congress to
study the impacts of gaming, made a
bold but necessary policy decision tell-
ing the Secretary to rein in his pro-
posed Indian gaming rules and to rees-
tablish fair and equitable relationships
between the States and respective In-
dian tribes.

DRACULA OF CANVAS LAST
OFFERING

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, David
Bowie and Yoko Ono have sponsored
Herman Nish’s 6-day Orgy Mystery
Theater. In the name of art, 3 bulls and
6 pigs will be castrated, disemboweled,
then eaten by a live audience.
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A press release says Nish’s students
will not only paint with the fresh blood
of these sacrificed beasts but also their
entrails.

Who is this guy teaching? Jeffrey
Dahmer? Ridiculous. If that is not
enough to massage your Mona Lisa, art
critics say this is an improvement over
this Dracula of canvas last offering.

My colleagues, this guy decorated
beautiful, naked women with the bow-
els of dead animals. Beam me up. What
is next, folks? The Lorena Bobbitt do-
it-yourself art expo?

This art business is out of control.
We have gone from Michelangelo and
Picasso to Herman Nish and Charlie
Kruger. | yield back any body parts left
after this expo.

PLIGHT OF PRAIRIE DOGS

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, this week
the National Wildlife Federation of Vi-
enna, Virginia has petitioned to have
the Black Tail Prairie Dog listed as an
endangered species in 10 western
states.

Understand, this was not your run-of-
the-mill petition but a request for an
emergency listing due to the loss of
habitat. While supporters of the peti-
tion admit that the prairie dog popu-
lation is not critically low, the logic
seems to be that we should protect
them now because some day they
might be endangered.

Let me tell my colleagues about the
prairie dog. They are everywhere in the
West. If they want habitat, come west,
we specialize in habitat for prairie
dogs. With all the growth we have had
along the front range of Colorado, they
are still in abundance.

If we fly over the West, we see the
ground plowed as if it were plowed by a
steel plow. But it is not. It is by prairie
dogs. If my colleagues are familiar
with the West, they know that the
prairie dog is no more endangered than
the fly or the gopher.

Maybe we should arrange a trade: We
will protect the prairie dog if the East
Coast agrees to protect the gopher and
the terribly endangered house fly.

By the way, prairie dogs, not dogs.
They are rats.

RENO THREE

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday the House Government Reform
and Oversight Committee asked ques-
tions about a scandal that is even more
serious than Filegate, even more out-
rageous than Travelgate, and even
more troubling than Whitewater.

This Oversight Committee asked the
Justice Department’s two top inves-
tigators why an independent counsel
has not been named to investigate
mountains of evidence that the Demo-
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crat Party took nearly $3 million in il-
legal campaign contributions from
Communist China.

One would think that the penetration
of the American electoral system by a
foreign power, a communist dictator-
ship with 13 nuclear missiles aimed at
our shores no less, would not be a par-
tisan issue.

What are we to conclude from the
other side’s total lack of interest in
getting to the bottom of this shocking
scandal? What are we to conclude from
the other side’s silence, total silence,
in the face of FBI Director Louis Freeh
and Justice Department investigator
Charles LaBella’s public pleas for an
independent counsel to investigate this
matter?

I really would hate to even speculate.

WESTERN SAHARA

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to urge all parties involved in the 20-
year conflict over Western Sahara to
fulfill their commitments under the
Houston Agreement and the United Na-
tions mandate.

The parties negotiated a cease-fire
with the understanding that the people
of Western Sahara themselves could
participate in a free, fair, and trans-
parent referendum to decide their own
future either as a part of Morocco or as
an independent country.

However, the July 10 report by Sec-
retary General Kofi Annan raises par-
ticular issues of concern about the ref-
erendum process: Obstructions to the
UN opening an office in the territory,
the lack of progress in the demining of
the territory, and the refusal of Mo-
rocco to identify 2,000 individuals to
vote in the referendum.

Mr. Speaker, a free, fair and trans-
parent referendum is vital to lasting
peace and increased stability in North
Africa. All parties involved in the ref-
erendum process should maintain their
commitments to the utmost.

A failure to hold a referendum would
be a failure to all parties involved, in-
cluding the international community.

VIOLATED CAMPAIGN FINANCE
LAWS

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

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, | am not in
the habit of always quoting from the
New York Times editorials because
they are often reliably hostile to con-
servative values and to the Republican
Party. But | think that is what makes
this New York Times July 23 editorial
so remarkable, which | invite everyone
to consider carefully.

Charles LaBella, Attorney General
Janet Reno’s hand-picked investigator
to oversee the campaign finance probe,
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has joined FBI Director Louis Freeh in
calling for an independent counsel to
find out the truth about Communist
Chinese money funneled into the
Democratic Party during the 1996 elec-
tions.

Of all the independent counsel mat-
ters currently under investigation, this
particular allegation is perhaps the
most serious one of all. If one party
systematically violates the campaign
finance laws, compromised national se-
curity with respect to our relations
with Communist China, and then lied
about doing any such thing, that is an
attack on democracy.

If Janet Reno continues to block this
investigation, in the words of the New
York Times, ‘“this will go down as a
black mark against justice every bit as
historic as any in our history.”

JANET RENO’S FAILURE TO
UPHOLD THE LAW

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | think
most of us can agree this morning that
the one basic task for the Attorney
General is to uphold the Nation’s laws.
Yet, Janet Reno is refusing to do that
by not appointing an independent pros-
ecutor to investigate campaign abuses
by officials in the Clinton administra-
tion.

She is acting a lot like Rip Van
Winkle, who was asleep for over a year.
She has been asleep for the last year as
her two top investigators, FBI Director
Louis Freeh and the head of the Jus-
tice Task Force Charles LaBella have
recommended an appointment of an
independent prosecutor.

The law is clear. The appointment of
an independent counsel should be auto-
matically triggered with just the hint
of laws being broken by such officials.
What more does she need?

But meanwhile, the Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno keeps sitting on her
hands blind to the evidence and, Mr.
Speaker, blind to the law.

ONE-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF
TAXPAYER RELIEF ACT

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

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the 1l-year anniversary of the
Taxpayer Relief Act, an historic piece
of legislation that consisted of the first
significant tax cut since the Reagan
tax cuts of the early 1980s.

Let us face it, the Taxpayer Relief
Act would never have passed had it not
been for a Republican Congress. Let us
remember that the idea we could bal-
ance the budget and pass tax relief was
ridiculed by our worthy opponents on
the other side right here in this body
almost daily not too long ago.

Let us also remember that welfare
reform would never have happened had
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it not been for the Republican takeover
of Congress in 1994. The IRS reform bill
passed this summer. Not a chance if
the Republicans had not held the ma-
jority. And last summer’s Medicare re-
form legislation, which postponed
bankruptcy from 2001 and 2010, it took
a Republican Congress to push for
Medicare reform in the face of the
most constant, shameless demagoguery
about good-faith efforts to reform
Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, elections do matter.
Balanced budgets, tax cuts, welfare re-
form, IRS reform, and Medicare re-
form. That is the reality of the Repub-
lican Congress.
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NATIONAL TRUCK DRIVER
APPRECIATION WEEK

(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, |1 hope Americans will take
time during the week of August 9 to
note the accomplishments and con-
tributions that truck drivers and the
trucking industry have made to our
lives and the prosperity of the Amer-
ican economy.

Consider:

From 1986 to 1996, the fatality rate
for large trucks fell by 35 percent,
while large truck mileage increased by
40 percent. The trucking industry em-
ploys nearly 9.5 million Americans.
More than 423,000 companies in the
United States are involved in trucking.
In 1996 the trucking industry generated
$346 billion in gross revenues, hauling
6.5 billion tons of freight. Incidentally,
that represents 82 percent of the Na-
tion’s freight bill.

I encourage everyone to celebrate the
great safety record and the contribu-
tion to our well-being of America’s
truckers by making August 9 to August
15 National Truck Driver Appreciation
Week.

MENTAL HEALTH

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

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, last
week two members of the Capitol Po-
lice force here were Killed in the line of
duty here at the Capitol. The senseless
death of those two police officers has
proved to the world what many of us
already knew namely that there are
gaping holes in the network of services
designed to identify and treat people
with mental illness. But | tell my col-
leagues something good must come
from this tragedy, and we must work
towards a lasting memorial for these
valiant officers.

More and more Americans are wit-
nessing in their communities every day
the violence resulting from the failed
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policy of deinstitutionalization and un-
treated mental illness. Last year alone,
over 1,000 homicides were directly at-
tributable to improperly treated men-
tal illness.

| therefore call the attention of my
colleagues to the initiative that the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR)
and | are taking, urging that Speaker
GINGRICH and the House leadership ap-
point a task force to have a serious
evaluation, including public hearings,
on the failures of the system that re-
sult in violence in every community in
this country that results from un-
treated mental illness.

| ask again, join us. Something good
must come from this tragedy.

MANAGED CARE REFORM

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today the Committee on Commerce
will consider legislation reauthorizing
the Mammography Quality Standards
Act, a program which has saved count-
less lives by improving the quality and
accuracy of life-saving breast cancer
screenings. While we improve early de-
tection and screening of this deadly
disease, women who suffer from breast
cancer continue to be denied the best
medical treatments available because
medical decisions are too often made
by insurance company HMO bureau-
crats.

The bipartisan Patients Bill of
Rights would ensure that women could
stay in the hospital overnight follow-
ing radical breast surgery. The Repub-
lican bill does not. The bipartisan Pa-
tients Bill of Rights would ensure that
women can receive reconstructive sur-
gery following mastectomy. The Re-
publican bill does not.

This House has passed the Repub-
lican Insurance Company Bill of
Rights. | urge my colleagues to do the
right thing. Insist on a real Patients
Bill of Rights, legislation which pro-
vides real protections for women.

2000 CENSUS

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

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to ask a simple question: Why would
the President want to shut down the
government over the census? He once
said, ““It is deeply wrong to shut down
the government while we negotiate.”
Now he says he will veto a bill that
would in fact close down the FBI, close
down the courts, and bring home the
Border Patrol unless Congress gives
him his plan for the 2000 census. That
plan is one to be done by polling, not
counting individual citizens. We all
know the margin of error in polling.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican Con-
gress wants to save the 2000 census.
The GAO and the Commerce Depart-
ment’s own Inspectors General have



H7184

warned that we are headed toward a
failure in the census. We believe that
before America spends $4 billion on the
census done by polling, we should find
a way to do it the way we have for 200
years, by counting each American.

MANAGED CARE REFORM

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

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | want to
share with my colleagues a letter | re-
cently received from two Republican
State legislators from Texas.

Representative John Smithee, Chair-
man of the House Committee on Insur-
ance, and Senator David Sibley, Chair-
man of the Committee on Economic
Development opened their letter with a
plea to Congress not to disturb the sub-
stantial progress already achieved in
Texas on managed care reform. Their
letter is written because the two Re-
publican leaders of the legislature in
Texas read the Gingrich Insurance Pro-
tection Act that was passed by the
House and they know what it would do
to the protections already passed by
the Texas legislature. It would render
them useless.

In place of the strong patient protec-
tions passed in Texas, which include
HMO accountability, binding independ-
ent reviews, coverage for emergency
care and the elimination of gag
clauses, Texas would be left with a
sham bill that for every patient protec-
tion, it gives the insurance companies
a loophole they can drive a truck
through because of the bill that passed
on this floor.

Like many States around the coun-
try, Texas has passed laws that meet
the needs of its citizens to deal with in-
surance companies licensed by the
State. We should not undermine their
work, we should complement it on a
national basis.

THE FIRESTORM COMETH

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, a lot of
people criticize the current scandal,
the most visible, the most popular
scandal at the White House as being
overblown and overdiscussed and so
forth. I think perhaps that they have
something to say. | think there is a lot
of validity in that statement.

| for one frankly am a lot more con-
cerned about why the Chinese com-
munists funneled into the Democrat
National Party $3 million in illegal
contributions during the last election.
What was that all about? And why sud-
denly after that did we give them un-
precedented missile technology, trans-
fers from Loral Corporation, whose
CEO Bernie Schwartz gave $600,000 per-
sonally to the reelection efforts of the
Democrats and the President.
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But this is something that is not just
Republicans getting mad at Democrats.
This is what the liberal-leaning, Demo-
crat-endorsing New York Times said,
that Charles LaBella, who has been
leading the Department of Justice
campaign finance investigation, has
now advised Attorney General Janet
Reno that under both the mandatory
and discretionary provisions of the
Independent Counsel Act, she must ap-
point an outside prosecutor to take
over this.

| agree with Mr. LaBella. It is time
to have an outside prosecutor to figure
out why 3 million illegal contribution
dollars went to the Democrat Party.

CENSUS

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
later this morning we will be having a
debate over the upcoming decennial
census concerning an amendment by
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN). Unfortunately this issue
has become very politicized, and that is
wrong because the census should not be
part of the political debate here, it
should be just counting people in this
country, not speculating and
guesstimating by utilizing polling
techniques. That is what exactly has
been proposed by the President.

What the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS), the chairman of the
committee, has proposed is that the de-
cision be made next spring. That is
under agreement by the President, by
the Census Bureau, the decision should
be made next spring. That is when we
should face the decision.

Unfortunately the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) says,
““Congress, you’re not relevant in this
decision. We think only the President
knows best to decide and we’ll let the
President decide next spring and we’re
not interested in what Congress has to
say on the issue.”” What we believe is it
should be a bipartisan decision next
spring when all the facts are in, we can
make the decision, not now, and we
should have an agreement with Con-
gress, the Democrats and the Repub-
licans and the Administration. That is
what we want to do. | hope everybody
will vote down the Mollohan amend-
ment.

PROVIDING AMOUNTS FOR FUR-
THER EXPENSES OF COMMITTEE
ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL
CONDUCT

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
House Oversight be discharged from
further consideration of the resolution
(H.Res. 506) providing amounts for fur-
ther expenses of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct in the
second session of the One Hundred
Fifth Congress, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.
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The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 506

Resolved,

SECTION 1. FURTHER EXPENSES OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFI-
CIAL CONDUCT.

For further expenses of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct (hereafter in
this resolution referred to as the ‘“‘commit-
tee”’), there shall be paid out of the applica-
ble accounts of the House of Representatives
not more than $200,000.

SEC. 2. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the commit-
tee, signed by the chairman of the commit-
tee, and approved in the manner directed by
the Committee on House Oversight.

SEC. 3. LIMITATION.

Amounts shall be available under this reso-
lution for expenses incurred during the pe-
riod beginning at noon on January 3, 1998,
and ending immediately before noon on Jan-
uary 3, 1999.

SEC. 4. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Committee on
House Oversight.

SEC. 5. ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY.

The Committee on House Oversight shall
have authority to make adjustments in
amounts under section 1, if necessary to
comply with an order of the President issued
under section 254 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 or to
conform to any reduction in appropriations
for the purposes of such section 1.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
further consideration of the bill, H.R.
4276, and that | may include tabular
and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 508 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4276.

O 1025
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4276) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1999, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, Au-
gust 4, 1998, a request for a recorded
vote on amendment No. 8 by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT)
had been postponed and the bill was
open from page 38, line 4 through page
115, line 8.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
that day, no further amendment to this
portion of the bill is in order except:

(1) an amendment by the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) related to
NOAA for 10 minutes;

(2) an amendment by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) related
to NOAA for 10 minutes;

(3) an amendment by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) related
to a general provision regarding fish-
eries for 20 minutes;

(4) an amendment by the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) to
strike section 210 for 15 minutes;

(5) an amendment by the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) relating to
U.N. arrears for 15 minutes; and

(6) an amendment by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) re-
garding the census for 2 hours.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOLLOHAN

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment printed in House Report 105-
641 offered by Mr. MOLLOHAN:

Page 45, strike lines 9 through 19 and insert
the following: Provided, That the Bureau of
the Census may use funds appropriated in
this Act to continue to plan, test, and pre-
pare to implement a 2000 decennial census
that uses statistical sampling methods to
improve the accuracy of the enumeration,
consistent with the recommendations of the
National Academy of Sciences made in re-
sponse to Public Law 102-135, unless the Su-
preme Court of the United States rules that
these methods are contrary to the Constitu-
tion of the United States or title 13 of the
United States Code: Provided further, That
the Bureau of the Census shall also continue
to plan, test, and become prepared to imple-
ment a 2000 decennial census without using
statistical methods, in accordance with the
first sentence of section 209(j) of Public Law
105-119, until the Supreme Court has issued
decisions in or otherwise disposed of all cases
brought pursuant to section 209(b) of Public
Law 105-119 and pending as of July 15, 1998
(or the time for appealing such cases to the
Supreme Court has expired), and shall con-
tinue such preparations beyond that date
only if the Supreme Court has held statis-
tical sampling methods to be contrary to the
Constitution or such title 13: Provided fur-
ther, That the National Academy of Sciences
is requested to review the current plans of
the Bureau of the Census to conduct the de-
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cennial census using statistical sampling
methods and report to the Congress, not
later than March 1, 1999, regarding whether
these plans are consistent with past rec-
ommendations made by the Academy, and
whether, in the judgment of the Academy (or
an appropriate expert committee thereof),
these plans represent the most feasible
means of producing the most accurate deter-
mination possible of the actual population.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 508 and the order of the
House of Thursday, July 30, 1998, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MoLLOHAN) and a Member opposed each
will control 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my
amendment is to again focus the cen-
sus debate on the issues of science and
accuracy and remove, to the extent
possible, the political influences which
have become so overbearing with re-
gard to this issue.

The bill before us today would seri-
ously jeopardize the 2000 census. The
good news is that the bill provides $107
million more for census preparation
than the President requested. The bad
news is that what the bill gives with
one hand, it takes away with the other.
How?

First, it cuts off funding for the prep-
aration of the 2000 census in the middle
of the fiscal year, and any expenditure
thereafter would be dependent upon
passage of additional legislation. This
language could cause a sudden shut-
down of census preparations with irre-
versible consequences, in the not un-
likely event that Congress and the
President are unable to agree on the
terms of that subsequent legislation.

Second, the reason this bill takes
away from the census is it only allows
for half of the funds to be spent till the
cutoff period. By dividing the appro-
priation in half, the majority with-
holds funds which must be obligated
during the first 6 months of the fiscal
year. In fact, the Census Bureau needs
to obligate about $644 million of the
$952 million appropriation during that
first half time period. This creates a
shortfall of about $169 million.

Why has the Republican majority
proposed such a disruptive funding
scheme? At the heart of this matter is
a major dispute over the use of a popu-
lation counting technique commonly
referred to as ‘‘scientific statistical
sampling” which is a method rec-
ommended by the National Academy of
Sciences.
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It has been adopted by the Census
Bureau because it would guarantee
that the 4 million people who were not
counted in the 1990 Census, of which 50
percent were children, would be count-
ed in the 2000 Census. It is opposed by
the Republican majority because of
their belief that including these under-
counted groups will somehow disadvan-
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tage Republican majority control of
the United States House of Representa-
tives.

We cannot allow this political debate
over scientific sampling to kill the 2000
Census. The on-again-off-again census
funding in this bill would be fatally de-
stabilizing, and it is for this reason
that | feel compelled to offer an alter-
native solution.

In summary, my amendment does the
following:

First, it provides uninterrupted full
funding for the 2000 Census, removing
the language that threatens a shut-
down of the Census.

Second, it provides that the Bureau
proceed to prepare for the 2000 Census
on a dual track, preparing for both a
sampling and a nonsampling census
until the Supreme Court disposes of
the sampling cases currently pending,
whereupon the Census Bureau would be
allowed to move forward with a census
incorporating sampling unless sam-
pling has been declared unconstitu-
tional by the Supreme Court.

Finally, and | think most impor-
tantly in some ways, this amendment
enlists experts rather than politicians
to help resolve the technical and sta-
tistical issues involved by asking the
National Academy of Sciences to be-
come involved.

It is important to note, and let me
emphasize, that as we stand here today
scientific sampling is both legal and
authorized by Congress. Therefore, my
amendment does provide that the cur-
rent Census Bureau sampling plan will
move forward unless the Supreme
Court specifically rules that sampling
is unconstitutional. If the Supreme
Court finds that sampling is allowable
under the Constitution or does not
make a clear determination, then sam-
pling will be allowed to proceed and
funding will be cut off for the dual
track.

Mr. Chairman, | feel that my amend-
ment represents a compromise that all
parties should be able to support.
There are three main arguments used
in opposition to scientific sampling in
the Census. My amendment sincerely
attempts to adequately address all
three.

In their first argument opponents of
sampling cite the Constitution. They
assert that the Constitution requires
an actual head count of the population.
I disagree. In fact, separate opinions
issued by the Department of Justice
under President Carter, President Bush
and President Clinton all concluded
that the Constitution permits the use
of scientific sampling and statistical
methods as a part of the Census. But
whatever my opinion, whatever the
opinion of Justice Department offi-
cials, and whatever the opinion of my
Republican colleagues, this issue is
now before the courts, and my amend-
ment provides for the courts to decide
whether we can go forward with sam-
pling in the Census. We should all be
able to agree on that.

In the second argument opponents of
sampling say that it is bad science. |
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simply defer to the experts on this
matter: The National Academy of
Sciences, the American Statistical As-
sociation, the Council of Professional
Associations on Federal Statistics, the
National Association of Business
Economists, just to name a few profes-
sional organizations that have all en-
dorsed the use of scientific sampling in
the 2000 Census. To ensure that the sci-
entific community stays involved in
this process my amendment asks the
National Academy of Sciences to take
yet another look at the Census Bu-
reau’s plans and to recertify that they
are indeed the best way to achieve an
accurate 2000 Census.

In the third argument, Mr. Chair-
man, opponents of sampling say that
the Commerce Department will politi-
cize the results of the Census. Well, |
do not share this view. Its nature
makes it impossible to refute through
fact or expert opinion. But this concern
was addressed last year with the cre-
ation of the Census Monitoring Board.
This entity is already in place and will
be the eyes and ears of Congress as
plans for the Census move forward.

In addition, 1 do not know of any bet-
ter way to create confidence in the
methodology that we are going to use
to conduct the 2000 Census than by an
active involvement of the National
Academy of Sciences which is provided
for in my amendment. Certainly we
can all agree that the reputation of the
National Academy of Sciences is such
that the great majority of fair minded
people would accept their opinion on a
matter such as this.

Mr. Chairman, having addressed the
three most expressed concerns against
sampling, only one remains: fear, fear
that using sampling will affect the po-
litical makeup of the United States
House of Representatives. Well, we
must be careful in ascribing motives to
people for their actions. In this case,
the Republican concern about the con-
sequences of an accurate census is well
understood. As an example, be sure to
read any one of the following edi-
torials:

The Christian Science Monitor dated
April 28, 1998; the Buffalo News, June
15, 1998; Newsday, June 16, 1997, or the
Houston Chronicle, June 4, 1998, and
these are just a few examples of a long
list of editorials that all endorse the
use of scientific sampling as the way to
count that 1.6 percent of our popu-
lation, those 4 million people who were
not counted in 1990, and each editorial
in its own way criticizes the Repub-
lican majority for its political motives
for opposing sampling.

To the extent that anyone is oppos-
ing sampling because of potential po-
litical consequences | would only say
that such motives are truly unworthy
and misplaced in the world’s greatest
democracy which absolutely requires
fair representation for all of its con-
stituent groups. Well, Mr. Chairman,
that can only be achieved through the
most accurate census possible, a prin-
ciple clearly understood by the framers
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of the Constitution and a goal which
every nonbiased expert who has spoken
on the matter says can best be
achieved in the modern era through the
use of scientific sampling.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to vote for my amendment.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. MOLLOHAN).

The CHAIRMAN. For purposes of
controlling time, the gentleman from
Kentucky is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 9 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me start by re-
minding the Members what this bill
does with respect to the decennial cen-
sus and why.

Last year on this bill the Congress
and the White House agreed to disagree
on whether the census would be con-
ducted using a hard count or using an
untested and legally questionable
method known as sampling. My col-
league always refers to it as scientific
sampling. It is sort of like a toothpaste
or patent medicine, scientifically prov-
en to prevent cavities and so forth, all
this scientific sampling, as we hear.

So there is a temporary agreement
between the President and the Speaker
of the House, and what did it say? The
agreement said, “We will hold off on a
final decision on whether or not to use
sampling until the spring of 1999.” At
that time it was agreed that Congress
and the White House would elect the
method of counting in time for the
Census Bureau to finish its final plans
for the Year 2000 count.

What did we agree would occur in the
meantime? One, we agreed to test each
method using dress rehearsals in three
cities this year; it is going on right
now. Two, the parties on each side
would have the opportunity to test the
legality and constitutionality of sam-
pling in the federal courts in an expe-
dited fashion. The Supreme Court has
never ruled on this question, and those
cases, by the way, are now going on.
Three, we would appoint a bipartisan
census monitoring board to oversee all
aspects of the decennial census, as is
being planned and carried out. That
monitoring board now is in session, is
meeting regularly.

That, in essence, was the agreement,
the President and the Speaker: Let us
have a cooling-off period, let us pro-
ceed with plans to use both methods,
let us let the courts rule as they may
with a D-Day of next spring to make
the final decision when hopefully all
three of those conditions would have
matured.

So what
drafted?

My colleagues, it simply implements
the agreement the President wanted us
to do. We provide a total of $956 million
to fund preparations for the Census.
That is $566 million over current spend-
ing. We added $107 million on top of

does the bill do that we
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what the President requested in order
to have the staff and resources that the
Bureau later admitted it needed to be
fully prepared regardless of which
method they eventually settled upon.
So, we gave them more money than
they asked for so they can prepare for
both practices. We allow the first half
of the money in the bill, $475 million,
to be spent immediately so that nec-
essary census preparations can con-
tinue through March 31, 1999. This is
pursuant to the agreement the Presi-
dent asked us to do.

Second, we provide the second half of
the money, $475 million, once a final
decision on a counting method is
agreed to by the Congress and the ad-
ministration as they agreed last year
to do.

To ensure that the Congress and the
administration reach an agreement the
bill requires the following:

By March 15, 1999, the President must
request the funds that he needs to be
released and must tell Congress how
much the census at that time will cost,
after we have heard the court, hope-
fully, after we have heard the monitor-
ing board, hopefully, and after the
dress rehearsals in three cities around
the country have been completed.

The Congress must enact, and the
President must sign, a bill to release
the money, and the bill states that
Congress shall act on the President’s
request by March 31. We bind ourselves.
Submit the request to us by March 15,
1999, we guarantee we will act on that
request 2 weeks later, by March 31, and
off we go doing the census.

We have done everything in this bill
we can, Mr. Chairman, to facilitate, to
live up to the agreement the President
asked us to do last year. It is all there,
plus some.

The Mollohan amendment on the
other hand would strike the very provi-
sions in the bill that the President
asked us to put in the bill last year and
instead gives the administration com-
plete authority over how the Census is
conducted contrary to the Constitution
and the Federal statutes which give
the Congress control over how the cen-
sus is conducted.

Neither his amendment, nor the ad-
ministration which now supports it,
seeks to live up to the agreement of
last year. They are abandoning the
agreement the President solemnly
committed to last year. In fact, the ad-
ministration supports something far
more destructive than the amendment
the gentleman from West Virginia is
advocating, advocating a complete cut-
off of funds for every other agency in
this bill next spring until we agree to
use sampling, as he wants to in the
Census.

Yes, this President says:

““Oh no, don’t give us half the money
for the Census and fund all the other
agencies in this bill all the whole year.
Cut off all the agencies along with the
Census in March,” the President says,
“‘and let’s shut down the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, let’s shut down
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the FBI and the War on Drugs and the
War on Crime, let’s shut down the
State Department around the world
and all of the sensitive things that are
going on around the world in America’s
national security interests.”
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““Let us shut down the Federal
courts, the Supreme Court, all the way
through to the U.S. Marshal’s Office.
Shut them all down,” he says. ‘““Let us
shut down the Commerce Department.
Let us shut down the National Weather
Service. Let us shut down all of the in-
stitutions in the Commerce Depart-
ment, the NOAA, the Small Business
Administration, all of the agencies
that help Americans live a better life.”

The President says, ‘“‘Let us shut
them all down so that I can have my
way on sampling in the census.” He
says, “Trust me. Trust me, just as you
trusted me with the FBI files, and | pil-
fered through them. Trust me on this.”
He says, “Trust me, even though we
may have naturalized tens of thou-
sands of felons so they could vote in
the election of 1996. We gave away
America’s most precious gift, Amer-
ican citizenship, for the vote, but trust
me.” That is what this amendment
would do, Mr. Chairman.

Could it be that the administration is
afraid that this radical plan for polling
instead of counting in the 2000 Census,
that he knows it cannot be held up to
public or Congressional scrutiny? | can
certainly see where they might be
nervous, given that the last attempt
they had to use statistical sampling in
the 1990 census was an absolute failure.
In the 1990 census the experts in 1990
pushed to statistically manipulate the
statistical count. The Secretary of
Commerce refused, because he thought
it might be wrong. Guess who was
right? Ask the people of Pennsylvania,
for example, who would have lost a
congressman in this House if the ex-
perts had prevailed last time, as they
want to do this time.

To be fair, the administration and
the experts assure us that this time it
will be different, just trust us. They
say that the bugs have been removed
from statistical sampling. Not so, says
the GAO, and the Commerce Depart-
ment’s own Inspector General, in fact,
both have said that every major com-
ponent of the Census Bureau’s 2000 cen-
sus plan is at risk for quality problems
and cost and growth.

Even more disturbing, they both
raise serious questions about how the
Census Bureau plans to use a statis-
tical manipulation of the census count.
The IG says it is long, complex, and op-
erating under such a tight time sched-
ule that there will be many opportuni-
ties for operational and statistical er-
rors.

The GAO said ““The Bureau has made
several misssteps in drawing the statis-
tical sample because these errors went
undetected until relatively late. GAO
is concerned about the Bureau’s ability
to catch and correct problems.”’
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In fact, the title of the GAO report
says it all: ““Preparations for the Dress
Rehearsal Leave Many Unanswered
Questions.” That is what GAO titles
their report. Maybe that is why the ad-
ministration no longer wants to wait
until next spring to work with the Con-
gress on a final decision.

Or maybe it is because the adminis-
tration is afraid the courts will rule
sampling to be illegal or unconstitu-
tional. That would explain why the Ad-
ministration’s own lawyers have been
fighting vigorously in Federal court to
get the pending lawsuits thrown out on
procedural grounds, so that the courts
will not rule on the merits of this issue
in time for next spring’s decision.

Mr. Chairman, | tell my colleagues,
make no mistake about it, if the Mol-
lohan amendment is adopted, the very
success of the 2000 Census is in jeop-
ardy for the first time in America’s
history. If the Mollohan amendment is
adopted, the Congress will have no say
in the conduct of the census, contrary
to the Constitution.

We will not get to make a decision
based on the dress rehearsal results or
the reports from the bipartisan, inde-
pendent Census Monitoring Board. We
will not get to make a decision based
on the court rulings. In fact, we will
not make a decision at all. Instead, the
Mollohan amendment asks us to trust
the Clinton White House; defer to the
same Clinton administration which pil-
fered through the FBI confidential
files, which naturalized thousands of
felons so they could vote; the most in-
vestigated administration in the his-
tory of the country; they say, trust us
again.

Mr. Chairman, there is an old saying
back in Kentucky, ‘““There ain’t no edu-
cation in the second kick of the mule.”
We have learned a bit about this White
House. “Trust us,” they say. We say,
“Okay, we will trust you, but we are
going to verify. We are going to verify
with an actual count. We do not trust
you to guess on the numbers of people
in the country for the purposes of de-
ciding who can represent us in this
Congress.” That is all we are saying.
They may sample if they will on the
number of people with blue eyes, but
actually count the people when it
comes to making up this body that rep-
resents all the American people for all
that is in the Constitution.

The American people have a right to
expect that this Congress will ensure
the integrity of the very process that
determines the nature of their rep-
resentation in the House.

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I
urge the House to live up to the agree-
ment we reached with the White House.
I urge the White House to live up to
the agreement they reached with us,
and vote down the Mollohan amend-
ment.

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

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from New
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York (Mrs. MALONEY), ranking Demo-
crat on the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, who has worked
incredibly hard on this issue. She has
been at the forefront of ensuring that
we have a fair 2000 Census.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, Mr. Chairman, and congratulate
him on his outstanding leadership on
this job.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Mollohan amendment, which will fully
fund the Census 2000 so that they can
merely get the job done. We should let
the Census Bureau be the Census Bu-
reau, and the Republican majority
should stop interfering with the Census
Bureau doing their job. The Nation
needs an accurate count of our popu-
lation, one that includes everyone.

In 1990 the Census missed 8.4 million
people. one in 10 black males, one in 10
Hispanics, and one in 20 Asians was
missed. Conducting a fair and accurate
Census has become the civil rights
issue of the nineties. The Census Bu-
reau is working to implement a plan
that is inclusive. It is modern, cost-ef-
fective, and comprehensive, and it will
eliminate the undercount.

The House leadership will say that
the 1990 Census was not so bad. They
say that missing 8.4 million people and
counting 4.5 million people twice was
okay by them. They will tell us that
everyone will be counted if they just do
more counting.

However, the truth is, the old meth-
ods just do not work anymore. They
will tell us that the Census plan is un-
constitutional and illegal, but the
truth is, every court that has ruled on
the use of statistical methods in the
Census has found them both legal and
constitutional. They will tell us that
the Census plan is subject to political
manipulation. The truth is that real
manipulation is doing nothing about
the undercount.

They will tell us that this is Presi-
dent Clinton’s plan, but the truth is
that Congress ordered this plan and
President George Bush signed it into
law, a mandate that the National
Academy of Sciences come up with a
plan to correct the undercount. This
plan is supported by every major sta-
tistical organization.

The House leadership will tell us that
the plan is partisan. However, the
truth is that nonpartisan editorial
boards across this country, the New
York Times, the L.A. Times, the Wash-
ington Post, have all endorsed the use
of modern statistical methods in the
year 2000 Census.

Guess who does not support modern
statistical methods: the Republican
National Committee. The Republican
leadership should not be afraid of
counting blacks, Hispanics, and Asians.
What they should be afraid of is repeat-
ing the errors of 1990 while the Nation’s
minorities look on, knowing those mis-
takes could have been prevented,
knowing they were intentionally left
out.
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The year 2000 Census must be about
policy, not politics. It is the right
thing to do. It is right for America. |
urge my colleagues to support full
funding for the Census Bureau. Support
the Mollohan amendment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MILLER), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Census, who happens
to also be a doctor in statistics and
marketing, and taught for the MBA
program at his university, who is an
expert on this topic.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, let me congratulate the chairman
for his treatment of the Census in this
appropriation bill, because what he
proposes is basically that the President
and Congress, the Democrats and Re-
publicans, need to work together next
spring, when the decision needs to be
made, and this has to be done in a non-
partisan fashion. This is not something
we can delegate to some hand-picked
panel. This is something we need to
work together on.

The reason that this is so political is
that the President has proposed a radi-
cally different approach, an untested
type idea of using polling, because it is
the way to go. He loves polling. He
polls every day. Every decision is made
based on polling. If it works for him, it
should work for the Census.

Many of the Members on that side
were in Houston this past June. Let me
quote what the President said about
the Census when he talked about poll-
ing and sampling. Most people under-
stand that a poll taken before an elec-
tion is a statistical sample. Sometimes
it is wrong, but more often than not, it
is right. The President compares it
with polling. This is what we are talk-
ing about.

The American people are not going to
trust polling to do something that we
only do once a decade. The Constitu-
tion only requires it every 10 years.
Sampling is very appropriate in be-
tween the Census, when we take it
every 10 years, but it is too critical an
issue to be addressed by polling tech-
niques at this time.

Let me take a minute to explain the
difference in the two proposals, because
there is confusion. What we propose is
basically improving upon the 1990
model, where we counted 98.4 percent
of the people. We went out and count-
ed, and enumerated fairly successfully
98.4 percent of the people. Yes, we did
miss some people.

Then, the second part was we did a
polling sampling technique to try to
see if we could adjust the numbers for
full enumeration based on sampling
and polling. That failed. The one at-
tempt to use a large sampling model on
the Census was a failure in 1990. It was
not used.

When the Census Bureau tried to ad-
just the data, in fact, they tried to ad-
just it three different times and never
got it right. They were wrong. They
were going to wrongly take a congres-
sional seat away from the State of
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Pennsylvania and shift it to Arizona,
and take a seat away from the State of
Wisconsin.

It also came out that data is less ac-
curate for a less than 100,000 popu-
lation. So for towns and cities all
across America with less than 100,000
population, it is less accurate, on aver-
age. So if we are talking about accu-
racy, it is less accurate.

Also, we work with Census tracts,
where there are only about 4,000 people
in a tract. There is no question it is
less accurate when we get down to that
kind of data.

What has the President proposed in
the Clinton Census issue? Instead of
trying to count everybody, what he
only wants to do is count 90 percent of
the people. He wants to intentionally
not count 26 or 27 million people. We
agree to count everybody, yet the Clin-
ton plan says, we are not going to
count 26 million or 27 million people,
because what we are going to do is
have these computer-generated people.
We are going to have this virtual popu-
lation of 26 million or 27 million peo-
ple. That is what we are talking about,
not counting 26 or 27 million, and let-
ting the computer come up with these
people by cloning techniques. That is a
little scary, what we are talking about
doing.

This plan, as the gentleman from
Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS) talked
about, is a very risky plan. There is a
high risk of failure. It is not as accu-
rate to conduct this. The purpose of a
Census is for apportionment of rep-
resentatives.

What are we recommending? Let us
improve upon the 1990 model. There is
there are a number of things we can do.
For example, 50 percent of the mistake
in 1990 they say was the mailing list,
the address list, so we need to do a
much better job. | commend the Census
Bureau for moving in the direction of
doing that. In fact, there is $100 million
in additional funding for address list
development. The Census Bureau is
going to go out and verify the address-
es. That is exactly what we need to do
is get a better mailing list. That will
help address 50 percent of the problem
there.

We are going to used paid advertis-
ing, instead of using free advertising,
as we relied on back in 1990. Instead of
having ads at 2 o’clock in the morning,
we can run them where it is appro-
priate to the undercounted population.
We can target our advertising.

We also should use local people work-
ing with the Census. The gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) and | are
working on legislation to make it easi-
er, so people can work part-time and
not lose any Federal Government bene-
fits, to work on the Census.

For example, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK) represents a large
Haitian population. We should have
Haitians living in that community
working on the Census. We need to pro-
vide whatever legislati