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CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

(Continued)

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary administrative expenses in
accordance with the Radiation Exposure
Compensation Act, $2,000,000.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COMMUNITY
RELATIONS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Community
Relations Service, established by title X of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, $7,199,000 and, in
addition, up to $1,000,000 of

INTERAGENCY LAW ENFORCEMENT

INTERAGENCY CRIME AND DRUG ENFORCEMENT

For necessary expenses for the detection,
investigation, and prosecution of individuals
involved in organized crime drug trafficking
not otherwise provided for, to include inter-
governmental agreements with State and
local law enforcement agencies engaged in
the investigation and prosecution of individ-
uals involved in organized crime drug traf-
ficking, $316,792,000, of which $50,000,000 shall
remain available until expended: Provided,
That any amounts obligated from appropria-
tions under this heading may be used under
authorities available to the organizations re-
imbursed from this appropriation: Provided
further, That any unobligated balances re-
maining available at the end of the fiscal
year shall revert to the Attorney General for
reallocation among participating organiza-
tions in succeeding fiscal years, subject to
the reprogramming procedures described in
section 605 of this Act.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation for detection, inves-
tigation, and prosecution of crimes against
the United States; including purchase for po-
lice-type use of not to exceed 1,648 passenger
motor vehicles, of which 1,523 will be for re-
placement only, without regard to the gen-
eral purchase price limitation for the cur-
rent fiscal year, and hire of passenger motor
vehicles; acquisition, lease, maintenance,
and operation of aircraft; and not to exceed
$70,000 to meet unforeseen emergencies of a
confidential character, to be expended under

the direction of, and to be accounted for
solely under the certificate of, the Attorney
General, $2,357,015,000; of which not to exceed
$50,000,000 for automated data processing and
telecommunications and technical investiga-
tive equipment and not to exceed $1,000,000
for undercover operations shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001; of which not
less than $292,473,000 shall be for
counterterrorism investigations, foreign
counterintelligence, and other activities re-
lated to our national security; of which not
to exceed $14,000,000 shall remain available
until expended; of which not to exceed
$10,000,000 is authorized to be made available
for making advances for expenses arising out
of contractual or reimbursable agreements
with State and local law enforcement agen-
cies while engaged in cooperative activities
related to violent crime, terrorism, orga-
nized crime, and drug investigations; and of
which not less than $59,429,000 shall be for
the costs of conversion to narrowband com-
munications, and for the operations and
maintenance of legacy Land Mobile Radio
systems: Provided, That such amount shall
be transferred to and administered by the
Department of Justice Wireless Management
Office: Provided further, That not to exceed
$45,000 shall be available for official recep-
tion and representation expenses: Provided
further, That no funds in this Act may be
used to provide ballistics imaging equipment
to any State or local authority which has ob-
tained similar equipment through a Federal
grant or subsidy unless the State or local au-
thority agrees to return that equipment or
to repay that grant or subsidy to the Federal
Government.

In addition, $752,853,000 for such purposes,
to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund, as authorized by the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994, as amended, and the Antiterrorism and
Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996.

CONSTRUCTION

For necessary expenses to construct or ac-
quire buildings and sites by purchase, or as
otherwise authorized by law (including
equipment for such buildings); conversion
and extension of federally-owned buildings;
and preliminary planning and design of
projects; $1,287,000, to remain available until
expended.

DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Drug En-
forcement Administration, including not to
exceed $70,000 to meet unforeseen emer-
gencies of a confidential character, to be ex-
pended under the direction of, and to be ac-
counted for solely under the certificate of,
the Attorney General; expenses for con-
ducting drug education and training pro-
grams, including travel and related expenses
for participants in such programs and the
distribution of items of token value that pro-
mote the goals of such programs; purchase of
not to exceed 1,358 passenger motor vehicles,
of which 1,079 will be for replacement only,
for police-type use without regard to the
general purchase price limitation for the
current fiscal year; and acquisition, lease,
maintenance, and operation of aircraft;
$932,000,000, of which not to exceed $1,800,000
for research shall remain available until ex-
pended, and of which not to exceed $4,000,000
for purchase of evidence and payments for
information, not to exceed $10,000,000 for con-
tracting for automated data processing and
telecommunications equipment, and not to
exceed $2,000,000 for laboratory equipment,
$4,000,000 for technical equipment, and
$2,000,000 for aircraft replacement retrofit
and parts, shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001; of which not to exceed $50,000
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses; and of which not
less than $20,733,000 shall be for the costs of
conversion to narrowband communications
and for the operations and maintenance of
legacy Land Mobile Radio systems: Provided,
That such amount shall be transferred to
and administered by the Department of Jus-
tice Wireless Management Office.

In addition, $344,250,000, for such purposes,
to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.

CONSTRUCTION

For necessary expenses to construct or ac-
quire buildings and sites by purchase, or as
otherwise authorized by law (including
equipment for such buildings); conversion
and extension of federally-owned buildings;
and preliminary planning and design of
projects; $8,000,000, to remain available until
expended.
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IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion and enforcement of the laws relating to
immigration, naturalization, and alien reg-
istration, as follows:

ENFORCEMENT AND BORDER AFFAIRS

For salaries and expenses for the Border
Patrol program, the detention and deporta-
tion program, the intelligence program, the
investigations program, and the inspections
program, including not to exceed $50,000 to
meet unforeseen emergencies of a confiden-
tial character, to be expended under the di-
rection of, and to be accounted for solely
under the certificate of, the Attorney Gen-
eral; purchase for police-type use (not to ex-
ceed 3,075 passenger motor vehicles, of which
2,266 are for replacement only), without re-
gard to the general purchase price limitation
for the current fiscal year, and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; acquisition, lease,
maintenance and operation of aircraft; re-
search related to immigration enforcement;
for protecting and maintaining the integrity
of the borders of the United States including,
without limitation, equipping, maintaining,
and making improvements to the infrastruc-
ture; and for the care and housing of Federal
detainees held in the joint Immigration and
Naturalization Service and United States
Marshals Service’s Buffalo Detention Facil-
ity, $1,130,030,000; of which not to exceed
$10,000,000 shall be available for costs associ-
ated with the training program for basic offi-
cer training, and $5,000,000 is for payments or
advances arising out of contractual or reim-
bursable agreements with State and local
law enforcement agencies while engaged in
cooperative activities related to immigra-
tion; of which not to exceed $5,000,000 is to
fund or reimburse other Federal agencies for
the costs associated with the care, mainte-
nance, and repatriation of smuggled illegal
aliens; and of which not less than $18,510,000
shall be for the costs of conversion to
narrowband communications and for the op-
erations and maintenance of legacy Land
Mobile Radio systems: Provided, That such
amount shall be transferred to and adminis-
tered by the Department of Justice Wireless
Management Office: Provided further, That
none of the funds available to the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service shall be
available to pay any employee overtime pay
in an amount in excess of $30,000 during the
calendar year beginning January 1, 2000: Pro-
vided further, That uniforms may be pur-
chased without regard to the general pur-
chase price limitation for the current fiscal
year: Provided further, That none of the funds
provided in this or any other Act shall be
used for the continued operation of the San
Clemente and Temecula checkpoints unless
the checkpoints are open and traffic is being
checked on a continuous 24-hour basis.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF

TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas:
Page 18, line 18, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘increased by
$3,700,000)’’.

Page 24, line 14, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$3,700,000)’’.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved.

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank both the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), the ranking member, for I
know what is their continuing interest
in the immigration and naturalization
services.

I indicated that I had two amend-
ments. I would like to speak to the
amendment dealing with the border pa-
trol.

All of us suffered through the trag-
edy of the Resendez-Ramirez case in
which it was tragically found that he
had the opportunity to pass through
the border patrol a number of times
and was not detected at that time.

The amendment that I am offering
will add $3.7 million to the Enforce-
ment and Border Affairs Account, mon-
ies coming out of the Federal Bureaus
of Prisons Building and Construction
Fund, which had $558 million, $147 mil-
lion above fiscal year 1999.

This amendment would increase the
starting salary level of border patrol
agents from GS–5 to GS–7 level. I have
just learned that the U.S. Border Pa-
trol agents are also not up to staff.

As this subcommittee well knows, as
this body well knows, the 1996 immi-
gration law authorized a total of 5,000
additional border patrol agents to be
added at a rate of 1,000 per fiscal year
from 1997 to 2001.

INS did not request any additional
agents in its proposed budget for FY
2000. This is greatly due to the lucra-
tive job market that finds great dif-
ficulty in the recruitment and the abil-
ity to employ these individuals.

The concern is, of course, that in not
being able to compete in this market,
Mr. Chairman, the fact that the DEA,
the FBI, and other law enforcement
agencies, even local law enforcement
agencies, have a higher salary than the
starting GS–5 border patrol agent,
which starts in at a level of $22,000 a
year.

Therefore, after speaking with budg-
et analysis, we have offered an addi-
tional $3.7 million to increase the
starting salary from GS–5 level to GS–
7, which will be slightly over $30,000.

We keep hearing about not being able
to hire. We know the frustration of so
many of our Members. We heard the
pain of the tragedy of Resendez-Rami-
rez. Now we are facing an opportunity
to do something, along with the Sen-
ate, which is also looking to do the
same thing, to give the INS the oppor-
tunity to reach in a larger pool by in-
creasing the salary to help these indi-
viduals be more competitive in being
able to support their families.

I ask my colleagues to support this. I
believe we have from the CBO a state-
ment regarding the compliance with
the CBO.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that this
has little impact on the outlay and, as
well, has little impact on the budget
authorizations. So I would ask that we

recognize the difficulty that the INS
has had.

I am not here as an apologizer for the
INS. I am simply here to say that we
have heard so much about not being
able to recruit INS officers, border pa-
trol officers, and there is a great need
on the northern border and on the
southern border.

We heard testimony in our com-
mittee there is a great need for in-
creasing these numbers. We must get
the ability to the INS to provide higher
salaries to be able to compete in to-
day’s market.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amend-
ment because it would increase the
level of budget outlays in the bill in
violation of clause 2(f) of rule XXI.
That rule states that it shall be in
order to consider en bloc amendments
proposing only to transfer appropria-
tions among objects in the bill without
increasing the levels of budget author-
ity or outlays in the bill.

This amendment would increase the
level of outlays in the bill because it
comes from the INS Salaries and Ex-
penses Account. The BA is $3.7 million.
It is an 80 percent outlay, which means
the first year outlay is $3 million.

The object being decreased is the
Prisons Buildings and Facilities Fund,
which outlays at the same figure, 10
percent; and there are no outlays in
the first year.

So the net increase in outlays by this
amendment is $3 million, in violation I
think of the rule.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask for a rul-
ing.

b 1645

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I would simply say to the
gentleman from Kentucky, I appreciate
the response of the gentleman, I appre-
ciate his interest in the INS, that I
noted that there had been several
amendments made in order by the ma-
jority that had points of order and
were waived.

Mr. Chairman, in this instance, I am
speaking particularly to the gentleman
from Kentucky, he may not have heard
testimony, but he knows that I did
come to his committee. We had testi-
mony in the Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims on which I serve as
the ranking member begging us for the
ability to provide more border patrol
agents. The gentleman from Kentucky
in his good graces with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) and oth-
ers have provided resources, but they
have not been able to be utilized by the
INS because those salaries are keeping
them from competing with other law
enforcement agencies, even local law
enforcement agencies at higher sala-
ries. I would just offer for the good of
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our borders to provide for well-trained
border patrol agents, this movement
would give us the ability to have those
with college degrees, associate degrees
and above, and give us the ability to
provide the numbers of people we need
at the northern border.

I would ask, Mr. Chairman, in this
instance that we have, because of the
crucial nature, because of the tragedy
of the Resendez-Ramirez case, that in
looking at the outlays that we have
the ability to waive the point of order,
and I would ask that that occur.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse let me say the problem is that
this puts us over our allocation. It is
not a question of whether I want to do
it or not, it is a question of whether or
not it is legal. The gentlewoman’s
amendment simply puts us over our al-
location. Under the rules, we simply
cannot do that.

The CHAIRMAN. Do any further
Members wish to be heard on the
point? If not, the Chair is prepared to
rule.

To be considered en bloc pursuant to
clause 2(f) of rule XXI, an amendment
must not propose to increase the levels
of budget authority or outlays in the
bill. Because the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas proposes
a net increase in the level of outlays in
the bill, as argued by the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Appropriations,
it may not avail itself of clause 2(f) to
address portions of the bill not yet
read. The amendment is therefore not
in order at this point in the reading.
The point of order is sustained.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
CITIZENSHIP AND BENEFITS, IMMIGRATION

SUPPORT AND PROGRAM DIRECTION

For all programs of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service not included under
the heading ‘‘Enforcement and Border Af-
fairs’’, $535,011,000, of which not to exceed
$400,000 for research shall remain available
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed
$5,000 shall be available for official reception
and representation expenses: Provided fur-
ther, That the Attorney General may trans-
fer any funds appropriated under this head-
ing and the heading ‘‘Enforcement and Bor-
der Affairs’’ between said appropriations not-
withstanding any percentage transfer limita-
tions imposed under this appropriation Act
and may direct such fees as are collected by
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
to the activities funded under this heading
and the heading ‘‘Enforcement and Border
Affairs’’ for performance of the functions for
which the fees legally may be expended: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed 38 perma-
nent positions and 38 full-time equivalent
workyears and $3,909,000 shall be expended
for the Offices of Legislative Affairs and
Public Affairs: Provided further, That the lat-
ter two aforementioned offices shall not be
augmented by personnel details, temporary
transfers of personnel on either a reimburs-
able or non-reimbursable basis, or any other
type of formal or informal transfer or reim-
bursement of personnel or funds on either a
temporary or long-term basis: Provided fur-
ther, That the number of positions filled
through non-career appointment at the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, for
which funding is provided in this Act or is
otherwise made available to the Immigra-

tion and Naturalization Service, shall not
exceed 4 permanent positions and 4 full-time
equivalent workyears: Provided further, That
none of the funds available to the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service shall be used
to pay an employee overtime pay in an
amount in excess of $30,000 during the cal-
endar year beginning January 1, 2000: Pro-
vided further, That funds may be used, with-
out limitation, for equipping, maintaining,
and making improvements to the infrastruc-
ture and the purchase of vehicles for police
type use within the limits of the Enforce-
ment and Border Affairs appropriation: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, during fiscal year
2000, the Attorney General is authorized and
directed to impose disciplinary action, in-
cluding termination of employment, pursu-
ant to policies and procedures applicable to
employees of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, for any employee of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service who violates
policies and procedures set forth by the De-
partment of Justice relative to the granting
of citizenship or who willfully deceives the
Congress or department leadership on any
matter.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF
TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas:
Page 19, line 24, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$15,600,000)’’.

Page 24, line 14, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$15,600,000)’’.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky reserves a point of
order.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment deals spe-
cifically with all of the angst and anger
that I have heard from my colleagues
in terms of their complaints with re-
spect to the INS. It has to do with add-
ing some 200 adjudicators to assist the
INS in processing the many applica-
tions that come in, legitimate applica-
tions that come in, with respect to in-
dividuals seeking to secure visas and
other forms of naturalization applica-
tions.

This amendment will add 200 adju-
dicators and additional clerical support
staff to be brought on board to aug-
ment the completion of naturalization
applications. This is additional money
on top of the 200 adjudicators that the
INS has already requested.

Inasmuch as the gentleman from
Kentucky has reserved a point of order,
let me offer to give an illustration of
the various tragedies that come about
because of the overload in the INS of-
fices and the tragedies that our Mem-
bers face in trying to help resolve
these. I say they are tragedies because
they wind up ending in nonresolution.
Take the case of Azmi Attia from
Israel. He has been living in the United
States, in Houston, for several years,
he is a legal permanent resident, a col-
lege graduate, is employed with the
Exxon Corporation, and applied for

U.S. citizenship in early 1997. He des-
perately wanted to become a citizen so
that he could receive a passport to
travel back home to Israel to visit his
dying mother. Due to the backlog, he
was not granted citizenship in time be-
fore his mother died. Since then, he has
suffered from severe depression and is
coping every day with not becoming a
citizen in time to go to be with his
dying mother. This problem must be
corrected and we must do it in Con-
gress. The additional $15.6 million will
do just that.

I had asked earlier for the gentleman
from Kentucky to waive the point of
order. I would imagine the arguments
are the same. And so I would offer this,
Mr. Chairman. This is an important
issue. I would hope the gentleman from
Kentucky would view this as an impor-
tant issue and on his time I would like
to enter into a colloquy because I
would like to withdraw this amend-
ment because this is important to me.
It is important to the colleagues who
have called my office begging for relief.
It is important for those people who
have seen their mother die or not been
able to be with their sister who was
dying of cancer, that we be able to uti-
lize the system in a way that will move
these cases forward. I would like to see
some effort in conference to provide
some additional adjudicators because
we have looked everywhere to offset
and there is always something because
the authorizers and the appropriators
obviously look at issues in a way that
sometimes matches and sometimes
does not.

This is an important issue. I would
certainly appreciate the opportunity to
work with the ranking member and, of
course, the chairman on trying to re-
lieve this heavy burden that so many
of our colleagues are facing.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
have a point of order?

Mr. ROGERS. I do, Mr. Chairman.
The amendment touches text not yet

read for amendment and it results in
an increase in outlays and does not
warrant protection under clause 2(f) of
rule XXI.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. I would be happy to,
but I do not think the Chair will let
me.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will once
again recognize the gentlewoman from
Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Let me
just say, Mr. Chairman, I have with-
drawn the amendment. What I was say-
ing is that this is a crucial issue, that
so many of our colleagues have
indicated——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
will suspend.

The Chair understood that the gen-
tlewoman wanted to be recognized to
withdraw her amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Yes, I
would like to withdraw the amend-
ment.
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,

the amendment is withdrawn.
There was no objection.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

As I indicated, this past amendment
is an amendment that so many of my
colleagues have indicated they have a
problem with the backlog and that this
amendment was requiring 200 adjudica-
tors. I had asked for a waiver of the
point of order, which we did not get,
and so I was interested in inquiring of
the chairman and I would like to in-
quire of the ranking member, in help-
ing to work with us on the question of
possible review of additional adjudica-
tors to assist in this backlog. This is
something that we have heard from the
Members, this is something we have
heard from from the INS, and it is a
difficult problem.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman’s bringing this matter to the
body’s attention. The fact is that last
year, the current year, we provided $172
million for the purposes of trying to re-
duce that backlog of naturalization,
which in most cases is now 2 years. The
wait for an individual to be naturalized
is 2 years. That is incredibly long. But
we provided the big money this current
year and we provided $124 million in
this bill, which was the amount the ad-
ministration requested for this pur-
pose, and they assured us they would
be able to reduce the backlog with this
sum of money.

Now, the gentlewoman knows that I
am not happy with the Immigration
and Naturalization Service. This is an-
other reason why I think we need to
think anew about how we handle all of
the matters now dealt with by the INS.
But for the moment in this bill, we
have provided every penny that was re-
quested of us for the purposes of reduc-
ing the backlog.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, let me just simply
say that I hope that we can work
through this issue. The INS has indi-
cated that the backlog is because they
do not have the number of adjudicators
that they need.

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentlewoman
will yield on that, that is not their
story to me. If they are requesting
more money or if they say this is not
enough money, that is news to me be-
cause this is the amount they asked of
us.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. The
gentleman has already said that the
INS has difficulty knowing with one
hand what the other hand is doing.
What I do know is that we who are in
the districts working with these indi-
viduals, seeing people not be able to
visit their dying relatives are suffering.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
on the importance of at least getting

our caseloads out of our office to help
these people who are suffering and can-
not get to visit their dying relatives.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman very much,
first of all. This is not the first time
the gentlewoman has brought this sub-
ject up. This is one subject that the
gentlewoman discusses with me often.
As I was just saying to a staff member,
if we can do something about this, then
maybe on Monday, Tuesday, Wednes-
day, Thursday and Friday mornings,
there will not be that line of 200 people
around the block at my district office,
people that we welcome but people that
certainly are coming there to find out
why the backlog exists somewhere else
and not in my office.

I join the gentlewoman and I surely
would join anyone else in trying to
solve this problem and deal with it the
proper way.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the ranking member.

Mr. Chairman, I know the gentleman
from Kentucky’s angst, if you will,
with the INS. I know all the work the
gentleman from New York has done. If
we can work together as we move this
bill toward conference, I would greatly
appreciate it. I think it would release a
lot of us from the horrible pressures of
the caseload that we have of such trag-
edies, of people not being able to have
their cases adjudicated who are doing
it legally. That is what we want to sup-
port, legal immigration.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION PROGRAMS

In addition, $1,267,225,000, for such pur-
poses, to remain available until expended, to
be derived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund: Provided, That the Attorney
General may use the transfer authority pro-
vided under the heading ‘‘Citizenship and
Benefits, Immigration Support and Program
Direction’’ to provide funds to any program
of the Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice that heretofore has been funded by the
Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund.

CONSTRUCTION

For planning, construction, renovation,
equipping, and maintenance of buildings and
facilities necessary for the administration
and enforcement of the laws relating to im-
migration, naturalization, and alien reg-
istration, not otherwise provided for,
$90,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That no funds shall be
available for the site acquisition, design, or
construction of any Border Patrol check-
point in the Tucson sector.

FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion, operation, and maintenance of Federal
penal and correctional institutions, includ-
ing purchase (not to exceed 708, of which 602
are for replacement only) and hire of law en-
forcement and passenger motor vehicles, and
for the provision of technical assistance and
advice on corrections related issues to for-
eign governments, $3,082,004,000: Provided,
That the Attorney General may transfer to
the Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration such amounts as may be necessary
for direct expenditures by that Administra-
tion for medical relief for inmates of Federal
penal and correctional institutions: Provided

further, That the Director of the Federal
Prison System (FPS), where necessary, may
enter into contracts with a fiscal agent/fiscal
intermediary claims processor to determine
the amounts payable to persons who, on be-
half of the FPS, furnish health services to
individuals committed to the custody of the
FPS: Provided further, That not to exceed
$6,000 shall be available for official reception
and representation expenses: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $90,000,000 shall re-
main available for necessary operations
until September 30, 2001: Provided further,
That, of the amounts provided for Contract
Confinement, not to exceed $20,000,000 shall
remain available until expended to make
payments in advance for grants, contracts
and reimbursable agreements, and other ex-
penses authorized by section 501(c) of the
Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980, as
amended, for the care and security in the
United States of Cuban and Haitian en-
trants: Provided further, That, notwith-
standing section 4(d) of the Service Contract
Act of 1965 (41 U.S.C. 353(d)), FPS may enter
into contracts and other agreements with
private entities for periods of not to exceed
3 years and 7 additional option years for the
confinement of Federal prisoners.

In addition, $22,524,000, for such purposes,
to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For planning, acquisition of sites and con-
struction of new facilities; leasing the Okla-
homa City Airport Trust Facility; purchase
and acquisition of facilities and remodeling,
and equipping of such facilities for penal and
correctional use, including all necessary ex-
penses incident thereto, by contract or force
account; and constructing, remodeling, and
equipping necessary buildings and facilities
at existing penal and correctional institu-
tions, including all necessary expenses inci-
dent thereto, by contract or force account,
$558,791,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $14,074,000
shall be available to construct areas for in-
mate work programs: Provided, That labor of
United States prisoners may be used for
work performed under this appropriation:
Provided further, That not to exceed 10 per-
cent of the funds appropriated to ‘‘Buildings
and Facilities’’ in this Act or any other Act
may be transferred to ‘‘Salaries and Ex-
penses’’, Federal Prison System, upon notifi-
cation by the Attorney General to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Senate in compli-
ance with provisions set forth in section 605
of this Act.

FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED

The Federal Prison Industries, Incor-
porated, is hereby authorized to make such
expenditures, within the limits of funds and
borrowing authority 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 program set
forth in the budget for the current fiscal
year for such corporation, including pur-
chase of (not to exceed five for replacement
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES,
FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED

Not to exceed $2,490,000 of the funds of the
corporation shall be available for its admin-
istrative expenses, and for services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, to be computed on
an accrual basis to be determined in accord-
ance with the corporation’s current pre-
scribed accounting system, and such
amounts shall be exclusive of depreciation,
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payment of claims, and expenditures which
the said accounting system requires to be
capitalized or charged to cost of commod-
ities acquired or produced, including selling
and shipping expenses, and expenses in con-
nection with acquisition, construction, oper-
ation, maintenance, improvement, protec-
tion, or disposition of facilities and other
property belonging to the corporation or in
which it has an interest.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS

JUSTICE ASSISTANCE

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, and the
Missing Children’s Assistance Act, as amend-
ed, including salaries and expenses in con-
nection therewith, and with the Victims of
Crime Act of 1984, as amended, $143,436,000, to
remain available until expended, as author-
ized by section 1001 of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
as amended.

In addition, for grants, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by
sections 819, 821, and 822 of the Antiterrorism
and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996,
$74,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE

For assistance authorized by the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 (Public Law 103–322), as amended (‘‘the
1994 Act’’), $1,629,500,000 to remain available
until expended; of which $523,000,000 shall be
for Local Law Enforcement Block Grants,
pursuant to H.R. 728 as passed by the House
of Representatives on February 14, 1995, ex-
cept that for purposes of this Act, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico shall be consid-
ered a ‘‘unit of local government’’ as well as
a ‘‘State’’, for the purposes set forth in para-
graphs (A), (B), (D), (F), and (I) of section
101(a)(2) of H.R. 728 and for establishing
crime prevention programs involving co-
operation between community residents and
law enforcement personnel in order to con-
trol, detect, or investigate crime or the pros-
ecution of criminals: Provided, That no funds
provided under this heading may be used as
matching funds for any other Federal grant
program: Provided further, That $40,000,000 of
this amount shall be for Boys and Girls
Clubs in public housing facilities and other
areas in cooperation with State and local
law enforcement: Provided further, That
funds may also be used to defray the costs of
indemnification insurance for law enforce-
ment officers: Provided further, That
$20,000,000 shall be available to carry out sec-
tion 102(2) of H.R. 728; of which $420,000,000
shall be for the State Criminal Alien Assist-
ance Program, as authorized by section 242(j)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as
amended; and of which $686,500,000 shall be
for Violent Offender Incarceration and Truth
in Sentencing Incentive Grants pursuant to
subtitle A of title II of the 1994 Act, of which
$165,000,000 shall be available for payments to
States for incarceration of criminal aliens,
and of which $25,000,000 shall be available for
the Cooperative Agreement Program.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SCOTT:
In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE

OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—STATE AND LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the first
dollar amount (relating to the aggregate
amount), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$87,300,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE
OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—STATE AND LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the third
dollar amount (relating to Boys and Girls
Clubs), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$50,000,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE
OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—STATE AND LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the sixth
dollar amount (relating to violent offender
incarceration and trust in sentencing incen-
tive grants), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced
by $137,300,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE
OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the first dol-
lar amount (relating to the aggregate
amount), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$87,300,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE
OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the fifteenth
dollar amount (relating to grants for resi-
dential substance abuse treatment for State
prisoners), insert the following: ‘‘(increased
by $37,300,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE
OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION PROGRAMS, STATE AND LOCAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the eight-
eenth dollar amount (relating to drug
courts), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$50,000,000)’’.

Mr. SCOTT (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this

amendment would transfer approxi-
mately one-half, that is $137 million, of
the truth-in-sentencing prison grant
funds to crime prevention and drug
treatment programs.

b 1700

Mr. Chairman, the fact is that the
truth in sentencing funds, which only
about half of the States even qualify
for, can only be spent for prison con-
struction. At this point some States
have already overbuilt their prison
space, and my own State of Virginia is
trying to lease out space to other
States in the Federal Government of
about 3,200 excess prison beds. There is
no reason for us to provide funds to
build prison beds that States do not
need.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, States
are already spending tens of billions of
dollars on prison construction, so the
entire fund of $300 million spread out
among the few States that actually
qualify cannot possibly make any
measurable difference in the number of
prison beds built, much less have an
overall effect on the crime rate. But if
that money is targeted to crime pre-
vention and treatment programs, we
can make a significant difference on
crime.

Mr. Chairman, this truth-in-sen-
tencing policy is a poor policy to begin
with. The so-called truth is actually
only half truth in sentencing because
the half truth is that those who are

subjected to the truth in sentencing
cannot get out early. The whole truth
is that others cannot be held longer ei-
ther. Virginia changed to 11⁄2 to 10 year
sentence where the average served was
21⁄2 years to a sentence where everyone
served 5 years. They doubled the aver-
age time served. The low-risk prisoners
cannot get out early, but the high-risk
prisoners that could not make parole
and could have been held for 10 years
cannot be held longer either.

Mr. Chairman, another problem with
the truth in sentencing is the absence
of parole eligibility, eliminates a major
incentive the prisoners have to qualify
for education and job training pro-
grams. They lose their incentive, they
do not have to tell the parole board
anything, and so they are more likely
to come out as dumb, as untrained, as
they went in. Education and job train-
ing are two of the major components in
crime reduction, of recidivism. It is
such poor policy, Mr. Chairman, that 23
States did not even ask for money in
last year’s budget, and so we have a
situation where the money could be
spent much better.

The Conference on Juvenile Justice
has just begun, and we can make a
commitment to reduce crime by pass-
ing this amendment. This amendment
would increase funding for building and
running boys and girls clubs, in public
housing and in sites for at-risk youth
by $50 million. Boys and girls clubs
have been shown through study and re-
search to be cost-effective ways of re-
ducing crime for at-risk youth.

The amendment also provides for an
additional $37 million for residential
drug treatment for prisoners before
they are released and approximately
$90 million for drug courts. Both prison
drug treatment and drug courts have
been shown to significantly reduce
crime at a lower cost than just simply
jailing drug addicts.

So this amendment would not only
reduce crime, it will reduce the
amount of money that we spend. So let
us show our commitment to reducing
crime in this country by passing this
amendment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOTT).

Either the gentleman’s amendment is
not drafted properly or he intends to
cut the local law enforcement block
grant by 50 million, and that is a pro-
gram that is critical to our State and
local law enforcements’ fight to reduce
crime. The amendment cuts the funds
available for the Local Law Enforce-
ment Block Grant, State prison grants,
and the State Criminal Alien Assist-
ance Program (SCAAP), by 20 percent;
and the Committee has received nu-
merous letters by our colleagues’ gov-
ernors, their State prosecutors, their
State prison officials, supporting the
Local Law Enforcement Block Grant
that it refers to be cut here, and the
Truth-in-Sentencing grants and
SCAAP, which this amendment cuts.
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Convicted felons, Mr. Chairman,

serve only 38 percent of their sentences
on average. Truth-in-Sentencing
grants, which this would cut, which re-
quire violent offenders to serve 85 per-
cent of their sentences, are a vital and
sensible response to the problem that
we face.

While there may be several reasons
for the recent drop in violent crime,
the fact remains, prison works. The
simple fact is that prisons incapacitate
offenders. Incarceration, unlike proba-
tion or parole, makes it impossible for
offenders to victimize the public as
long as they are locked up. Historic fig-
ures show that after incarceration
rates have increased crime rates have
moderated, and I would submit to my
colleagues that is exactly the case we
face today as America right now is en-
joying the lowest violent crime rate in
recordkeeping history.

On the other hand, imprisonment is
actually used less frequently than are
alternative sanctions. On any given
day, seven offenders are on the street
for every three who are behind bars. In
1991, 45 percent of State prisoners were
on probation or parole at the time they
committed their last crime. Together
these parole and probation violators
committed 90,639 violent crimes while
under supervision in the community.
That is 13,100 murders, 12,900 rapes,
19,300 assaults, and 39,500 committed by
people on parole or probation. In 1992,
over 40 percent of persons on death row
were on probation, parole, or pretrial
release at the time they committed the
murder for which they are now on
death row.

The lack of prison space is a national
problem. When we passed the legisla-
tion in 1995, only 12 States were Truth-
in-Sentencing States. By the end of
1998, 27 States and the District of Co-
lumbia required violent offenders to
serve at least 85 percent of their prison
sentences. Another 13 States have
adopted Truth-in-Sentencing laws re-
quiring violent offenders to serve a
substantial portion of their sentence
before being eligible for release.

The need for additional prison capac-
ity remains. While some States may
have excess prison capacity, other
States are a long way from reducing
their overcrowding problem, and I sus-
pect the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Crime who I am sure will
speak momentarily, will elucidate on
these points.

I would urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment. This amendment, al-
though it has a worthy goal of increas-
ing funding for certain programs, un-
fortunately would cut the programs
that are working in bringing down vio-
lent and other crimes in the country,
and I would urge the rejection of this
amendment.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose this
amendment, and I do so with all due re-
spect to the gentleman who offered it

who is a good friend and has served on
this committee with me and the Sub-
committee on Crime for quite some
time and is the ranking member. I
know he has offered this same proposal
now, I think, 4 years in a row; and he
genuinely does not believe in the pur-
pose or the usefulness of these grants
that are going out under the truth in
sentencing, but I must say that it has
been remarkable in my judgment, and I
think the judgment of most who have
looked at this, how successful these
truth-in-sentencing grants have been.

As the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. Rogers) has indicated, we now
have seen a dramatic increase in the
number of States that have adopted
the 85 percent rule over where they
were just a few years ago when we
started this incentive grant program to
help States build the prison spaces
they need in order to be able to house
violent repeat offenders. At one time I
think there were only 6 or 7 states
when we started this program that had
the 85 percent rule requiring one to
serve at least that percentage of their
sentence then.

In just about every State they are
going through the revolving doors. We
now have about 40 States that are en-
gaged in activities to increase the sen-
tencing at least towards the goal of 85
percent of receiving some money under
this program. I believe I am correct in
saying that 31 or 32 States that have
actually achieved the objective and are
now requiring their violent repeat fel-
ons to serve at least 85 percent of their
sentences, and this is a major factor in
the reduction in the rate of violent
crime in this country the last couple of
years. Very clearly that is the case.

We certainly do not want to jeop-
ardize that; we do not want to reverse
that.

Now we have far too many crimes
every year being committed in this
country. I think we used to have about
165 back in 1960, 165 violent crimes for
every 100,000 people in our population.
That went up to 680 or so a few years
ago, and now it is down to the lowly
amount of 611 violent crimes for every
100,000 people in our population, way
too high; but this is the right direction
it is trending, and the truth-in-sen-
tencing grant program to the States to
help them build prison beds in return
for requiring this longer sentence to be
served is an integral and important
reason why that is so.

Now I am all for boys and girls clubs,
and I am all for drug treatment and for
drug courts. This legislation provides
$40 million up from $20 million in fiscal
year 1998 for boys and girls clubs. It
provides $63 million for the drug treat-
ment programs, the same level as last
year. It provides $40 million for drug
courts, up from $30 million in the last
fiscal year. And so while the causes
that the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOTT) advocates that the money be
placed towards in lieu of the truth-in-
sentencing grants are all causes which
everyone in this Congress supports,
they are not underfunded.

We need to find balance in this pro-
gram, and we need to have a common
sense approach to this, and no one is
arguing that incarceration alone is the
answer. Community-based prevention
programs such as prison drug testing
and meaningful work opportunities for
inmates are just a few of the additional
efforts that need to be done.

But this amendment, as I said ear-
lier, has been offered four times in a
row, four different occasions for an ap-
propriations bill. Fortunately, it has
been defeated each time, and I would
urge my colleagues to defeat it again
this time. We need to continue this
successful truth-in-sentencing pro-
gram, not interrupt it; and I urge a no
vote on this amendment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I hold
here in my hand a copy of a letter from
34 of our Nation’s Governors who are
urging us not to cut this program, and
I would submit that for the RECORD, if
the gentleman would like.

JULY 20, 1999.
Hon. C.W. BILL YOUNG, CHAIRMAN,
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of

Representatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. HAROLD ROGERS, CHAIRMAN,
Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Jus-

tice, State and the Judiciary, U.S. House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. DAVID R. OBEY,
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of

Representatives, Washington, DC.

Hon. JOSÉ SERRANO,
Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Jus-

tice, State and the Judiciary, U.S. House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR GENTLEMEN: We are writing to ask
you to restore funding for FY 2000 for the
Violent Offender Incarceration/Truth-in-Sen-
tencing (VOI/TIS) Prison Construction Grant
Program at the FY 1999 level without offsets,
set-asides or earmarks.

Relying on the incentives in VOI/TIS, most
of our states have adopted longer sentences
for violent crimes and instituted other
changes to ensure that the actual time
served by violent offenders is consistent with
their sentences. We all have projects in var-
ious stages of planning and implementation,
which depend upon VOI/TIS being funded
through FY 2000.

These funds are vital to states’ efforts to
get violent offenders off our nation’s streets
and to keep them off longer. We believe the
reduction in violent crime rates that has oc-
curred in the last few years is partly because
repeat violent offenders are being taken off
and kept off the streets in record numbers—
due in no small part to the impact of the
VOI/TIS State Prison Construction Grant
Program.

However, the number of violent offenders
coming into our prisons, combined with
those being held for longer period of time,
continue to make our violent offender prison
populations rise. These offenders are also
more costly to house and manage securely.
Reliable statistical projections by prudent
state planners—as well as the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice—indicate it will be well into
the next decade before population figures for
violent offenders level out. The job of get-
ting the maximum feasible number of vio-
lent offenders off the streets for longer peri-
ods of time has not been finished.
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We appreciate the leadership you have

demonstrated in establishing and funding
the VOI/TIS program and for the many other
ways in which your committees have sup-
ported state and local efforts to fight crime.
However, we are deeply concerned about the
elimination of VOI/TIS funding and urge you
to restore VOI/TIS funds at the FY 1999 level
for FY 2000.

Your consideration is deeply appreciated.
Sincrely,

(Signed by 34 State Governors.)

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
would like for the gentleman to do
that.

I think that speaks worlds of testi-
mony. The governors like it, it is a
great program, and we should continue
doing it. We must continue doing it for
the safety of our kids on the street.

So I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Scott
amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. The chairman of our
subcommittee has very strongly told
us over and over again, and I believe
him, that our subcommittee has played
a major role through some of its ac-
tions in reducing crime; and I, as a new
member to the committee and as rank-
ing member, I continue to work with
him to make sure that that happens,
and I have no doubt that his state-
ments are correct, that this sub-
committee has played a role.

But I think what we have to look at
here is that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOTT), one glance at it, it supports
that whole notion that some of us
share that the best way to fight crime
is to prevent it and that the best way
to prevent crime is to supply dollars
and create programs that in fact ben-
efit people, especially young people, so
that they will not be in a life of crime,
and any time, and my colleagues have
to understand this, at any time to
some of us colleagues speak about
spending dollars on building prisons,
which is in many cases or in most in-
stances what this ends up being.

Well, we feel that too much money in
this country is already being spent on
building prisons. We spend more money
on building prisons than we spend in
many instances on education. So I
think that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOTT) is one that we should pay spe-
cial attention to, especially when he
divvies up the money in what I think is
a wonderful and a direct way, prison
drug treatment, the drug court pro-
gram, boys and girls clubs. When we do
this together, we are in fact being very
supportive of the work that governors
and other people are doing throughout
the States. But the fact of life is, as he
points out, that in so many cases there
are problems. Twenty-three States did
not receive any funds in FY 1999. There
is no excuse for that, and something is
wrong. He does not want that money to
go to waste, and he knows how best to
use it.

And so I would hope that people
would look at this amendment for what
it is. It is an amendment that in fact
fights crime. It is an amendment that
in fact speaks to exactly what some of
my colleagues have been speaking
about and that we are all so proud of
that is happening in this country, and
I think that rather than just react to it
automatically, the way we always do,
we should look at it for what it is
worth, and it is worth a lot and we
should be supportive of it.

b 1715

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Scott amendment and want to applaud
my colleague for bringing this amend-
ment forward again this year.

Mr. Chairman, for those who have
voted against the amendment in the
past, they may have done it because
they thought they needed more pris-
ons. But understand that the crime
rate in most States is down and the
need for more prison space is down, so
that even for those people who sup-
ported this program from which the
funds would be transferred in the past,
who thought they had a rational basis
for it, in many communities jail con-
struction and prison construction has
just become an employment program
now.

Mr. Chairman, let me assure Mem-
bers that the places to which the
money is being transferred under this
amendment would employ people also.
So we are down to a choice between
whether we build some more prisons,
which are not needed, even if you think
being harder on crime is important and
has played an effective role in reducing
crime. Once that effective role is
played, then you eliminate the need for
the money to have additional prison
space, because during the time when
the crime rate was on the incline,
going up, we built a lot of prison beds
and prison space in this country, and
now that the crime rate is going down,
we have got more than we really need.
So we cannot even justify it, even if
you claim to prefer to be hard on
crime.

In fact, it would be better if you did
not support these prevention programs
to which the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. SCOTT) is proposing to transfer the
money. It would actually be better to
just void the program out and put the
money in debt reduction than it would
be to continue to spend the money on
a program serving no useful purpose.

But that is not what I am advo-
cating. I am advocating transferring
the funds, as the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) has proposed in his
amendment.

Now, why am I doing that? First of
all, the gentleman is transferring $50
million of the funds to the Boys and
Girls Programs. Why do we want to do
that? Because what we understand is
that the period of time from the time

that kids get out of school to the time
that these working parents who have
to work to sustain this economic boom
that we are having, unemployment is
down and jobs are up so more people
are working, the time that most of the
crime occurs among young people in
this country is the period between the
end of school and the time that their
parents come home.

When is the most effective time and
the most need for the Boys and Girls
Club? What purpose do they serve?
They fill this time void between the
end of school and the time that their
parents come home with constructive,
important activities that are very posi-
tive, and that is why this program is so
successful and so much needed.

It transfers $37.3 million to the pris-
on drug treatment program. Now, why
does the gentleman do that? Because,
again, this is an effective program.
What we have been doing is putting
people in jail because of drug use or
drug sales. They go in the jail with a
drug habit, and they serve their time
and they come right back out, still ad-
dicted to drugs, with no drug treat-
ment while they were in prison. We had
a captive audience of people who were
addicted, and we did nothing about it
during that period of time.

One of the most cost effective things
we could do is to treat people while we
have them as a captive audience.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina was allowed to proceed
for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I will wrap-up. I just want
to address this third thing that we are
doing with the money under the Scott
amendment. The gentleman is transfer-
ring $50 million to the Drug Court Pro-
gram.

Now, I can tell you, because I have a
Drug Court in my Congressional Dis-
trict, I have several Drug Courts in my
Congressional District, and what they
are doing is they are intervening with
people who come in to the court sys-
tem for drug offenses and they are
being proactive with them. They are
identifying the problems they have of
addiction. They are getting them into
treatment programs. They are making
sure that when somebody comes into
that drug program, the Drug Court,
they are not processed through the sys-
tem without having their problem
dealt with. So what you see is this re-
duced recidivism, which, again, has
contributed to the reduction in crime
and the reduced need for prison space.

This is just a wonderful, good amend-
ment, and we all ought to be sup-
portive of it. I urge my colleagues to
support this wonderful amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House

Resolution 273, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) will
be postponed.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
consider an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Texas?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF

TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas:
Page 24, line 14, after the dollar figure in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)’’.
Page 34, line 8, after the dollar figure in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)’’.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I will not take the 5 min-
utes. I simply want to acknowledge the
importance of programs that will help
our youth. They are important in my
district, they are important across the
Nation. This $2 million will help en-
hance substance abuse programs for
our young people, which we know is
devastating. Our young people are out
abusing alcohol, they are abusing
drugs.

If we are going to invest in the future
of our young people, this $2 million will
help spread an additional opportunity
for inner cities, rural communities and
all throughout the Nation to provide
programs for our young people.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an amendment
to this Appropriation bill that will increase
some of the funding for juvenile justice pro-
grams within the Department of Justice. Spe-
cifically, my amendment adds $2 million to the
Demonstration Project grants that are de-
signed to reduce drug use among our youth.
Currently, these project grants are funded at
$10 million.

Although $10 million is a considerable
amount for these programs, I feel that this
issue is so important that we should add an
additional $2 million. The offset for this funding
increase would come from the Federal Prison
funding for Buildings and Facilities.

The Administration requested additional
funds for the juvenile justice programs admin-
istered by the Justice Department, but the
funding remained the same from FY 1999.
This amendment increases the funding to the
level that was requested by the Administration.

We must increase the amount of funding for
programs that reduce drug use among our
young people because drug use has in-
creased dramatically in this decade. Since
1992, marijuana use has doubled, going from
3.4 percent to 7.1 percent in 1996.

The use of other drugs has also increased.
There has been a rise in heroine use among
young people who are smoking and sniffing
that substance. This rise has occurred specifi-
cally in small metropolitan areas. In 1995 21.6
percent of heroine users were 12 to 17 years
old and 40.2 percent were 18 to 25 years old.

Clearly, this increase in drug use needs to
be addressed in any method that has proven

to work. The Demonstration Projects provide
local communities the opportunity to apply for
funding for local programs that have been
proven to work.

The correlation of drug use and the increase
in juvenile crime cannot be overstated. pro-
grams that work to reduce drug use among ju-
veniles will also work indirectly to reduce
youth crime.

As we have witnessed in the past several
months, juvenile crime is an important issue
for many of us. All of us are eager to find so-
lutions that work to stem the tide of youth vio-
lence. Many of us are equally concerned
about the increase of youth drug use, and
these concerns are interrelated.

The $2 million offset for this funding is com-
ing from the Building and facilities funding for
the Federal Prison system. This small amount
for building more jails to house young people
and others who are convicted of drug offenses
should be put to use preventing these crimes.

This offset has been scored by the Con-
gressional Budget Office and will have no im-
pact on the funding on this bill. I ask My Col-
leagues to support this amendment. The
money we spend on improving prison facilities
can be put to use to prevent the need for
more federal prisons.

None of us wants to see another generation
of young people damaged by drug abuse.
Many of us remember how devastating drugs
were in previous generations and this is some-
thing we can do to prevent a similar tragedy.

The young people in this country deserve to
have hope for their future and this amendment
restores some of that hope. Programs that are
proven to work on the local level to combat
drug use should receive as much support as
possible by the federal government. I urge
your support.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection to this amendment. In
fact, this program was one that was
begun by this subcommittee some time
back, and this would augment that pro-
gram. I want to thank the gentle-
woman for offering the amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, any
time you have the chairman agreeing,
and mathematically he has the votes,
you are in good shape, so I will just sit
down.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank
the chairman and the ranking member.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION PROGRAMS, STATE
AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE

For assistance (including amounts for ad-
ministrative costs for management and ad-
ministration, which amounts shall be trans-
ferred to and merged with the ‘‘Justice As-
sistance’’ account) authorized by the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of

1994 (Public Law 103–322), as amended (‘‘the
1994 Act’’); the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended (‘‘the
1968 Act’’); and the Victims of Child Abuse
Act of 1990, as amended (‘‘the 1990 Act’’),
$1,193,450,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, which shall be derived from the Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Trust Fund; of which
$552,000,000 shall be for grants, contracts, co-
operative agreements, and other assistance
authorized by part E of title I of the 1968 Act,
for State and Local Narcotics Control and
Justice Assistance Improvements, notwith-
standing the provisions of section 511 of said
Act, as authorized by section 1001 of title I of
said Act, as amended by Public Law 102–534
(106 Stat. 3524), of which $47,000,000 shall be
available to carry out the provisions of chap-
ter A of subpart 2 of part E of title I of said
Act, for discretionary grants under the Ed-
ward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law
Enforcement Assistance Programs; of which
$9,000,000 shall be for the Court Appointed
Special Advocate Program, as authorized by
section 218 of the 1990 Act; of which $2,000,000
shall be for Child Abuse Training Programs
for Judicial Personnel and Practitioners, as
authorized by section 224 of the 1990 Act; of
which $206,750,000 shall be for Grants to Com-
bat Violence Against Women, to States,
units of local government, and Indian tribal
governments, as authorized by section
1001(a)(18) of the 1968 Act, including
$28,000,000 which shall be used exclusively for
the purpose of strengthening civil legal as-
sistance programs for victims of domestic vi-
olence: Provided, That, of these funds,
$5,200,000 shall be provided to the National
Institute of Justice for research and evalua-
tion of violence against women, $1,196,000
shall be provided to the Office of the United
States Attorney for the District of Columbia
for domestic violence programs in D.C. Supe-
rior Court, and $10,000,000 shall be available
to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention for the Safe Start Pro-
gram, to be administered as authorized by
part C of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Act of 1974, as amended; of which
$34,000,000 shall be for Grants to Encourage
Arrest Policies to States, units of local gov-
ernment, and Indian tribal governments, as
authorized by section 1001(a)(19) of the 1968
Act; of which $25,000,000 shall be for Rural
Domestic Violence and Child Abuse Enforce-
ment Assistance Grants, as authorized by
section 40295 of the 1994 Act; of which
$5,000,000 shall be for training programs to
assist probation and parole officers who
work with released sex offenders, as author-
ized by section 40152(c) of the 1994 Act, and
for local demonstration projects; of which
$1,000,000 shall be for grants for televised tes-
timony, as authorized by section 1001(a)(7) of
the 1968 Act; of which $63,000,000 shall be for
grants for residential substance abuse treat-
ment for State prisoners, as authorized by
section 1001(a)(17) of the 1968 Act; of which
$900,000 shall be for the Missing Alzheimer’s
Disease Patient Alert Program, as author-
ized by section 240001(c) of the 1994 Act; of
which $1,300,000 shall be for Motor Vehicle
Theft Prevention Programs, as authorized by
section 220002(h) of the 1994 Act; of which
$40,000,000 shall be for Drug Courts, as au-
thorized by title V of the 1994 Act; of which
$1,500,000 shall be for Law Enforcement Fam-
ily Support Programs, as authorized by sec-
tion 1001(a)(21) of the 1968 Act; of which
$2,000,000 shall be for public awareness pro-
grams addressing marketing scams aimed at
senior citizens, as authorized by section
250005(3) of the 1994 Act; and of which
$250,000,000 shall be for Juvenile Account-
ability Incentive Block Grants, except that
such funds shall be subject to the same
terms and conditions as set forth in the pro-
visions under this heading for this program



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7201August 4, 1999
in Public Law 105–119, but all references in
such provisions to 1998 shall be deemed to
refer instead to 2000: Provided further, That
funds made available in fiscal year 2000
under subpart 1 of part E of title I of the 1968
Act may be obligated for programs to assist
States in the litigation processing of death
penalty Federal habeas corpus petitions and
for drug testing initiatives: Provided further,
That, if a unit of local government uses any
of the funds made available under this title
to increase the number of law enforcement
officers, the unit of local government will
achieve a net gain in the number of law en-
forcement officers who perform nonadminis-
trative public safety service.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. COOK

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. COOK:
Page 28, line 11, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,500,000)’’.

Page 29, line 5, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,500,000)’’.

Page 32, line 18, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,500,000)’’.

Page 32, line 23, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,500,000)’’.

Page 32, line 25, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,500,000)’’.

Page 43, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $11,972,000)’’.

Page 43, line 5, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $11,972,000)’’.

Page 43, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $11,972,000)’’.

Page 43, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$11,972,000)’’.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky reserves a point of
order.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I would
first like to commend the gentleman
from Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS),
the entire committee and their staff
for the good bill that they have
brought before us, but I believe my
amendment will make this an even bet-
ter bill by cutting nearly $12 million in
unnecessary administrative costs from
the International Trade Administra-
tion.

To give Americans the tax cuts they
deserve and protect Social Security
and Medicare, we have to continue to
cut spending when appropriate. When
taxpayers are forced to live within
their budgets, bureaucrats must do the
same. Groups such as Citizens Against
Government Waste and the National
Taxpayers Union both have listed the
International Trade Administration
program as one that needs to be re-
formed, and both groups are endorsing
this amendment.

The American taxpayers should not
be called on to pay more for corporate
welfare programs such as this. In a cap-
italist country, taxpayers should not
be forced to fund trade shows and ad-

vertising for corporations like
Daimler-Chrysler and Archer-Daniels-
Midland, who can afford to do it them-
selves. That is the role for the private
sector.

Although I would have liked to have
made deeper cuts in the ITA funding,
this amendment only forces it to live
within its 1999 budget, as there are
many other programs forced to do in
this bill.

The amendment increases funds for
two critical programs, a $2.5 million in-
crease for the Violence Against Women
programs and $2.5 million for the Bul-
letproof Vest Grant Program for local
police officers. Both are deserving. The
Violence Against Women program pro-
vides resources for law enforcement
issues specifically targeted at pro-
tecting women and children. The in-
crease in the Bulletproof Vest Grants
Program, combined with the existing
matching requirements, will mean ap-
proximately 18,000 additional vests to
protect officers on the street.

A vote for this amendment will cut
nearly $12 million from what I think is
corporate welfare and protect the
American taxpayer from over bureauc-
ratization at the Commerce Depart-
ment. A vote for this amendment will
reduce the deficit by $6 million. A vote
for this amendment will protect Amer-
ica’s police officers and ensure that Vi-
olence Against Women programs are
adequately funded. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Kentucky insist on his point of
order?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve my point of order.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the gen-
tleman from Utah is well intended, but
the gentleman knows not what he does
here with his amendment.

I probably have one of the highest
conservative cut-and-slash ratings in
Congress and try to look at every pro-
gram as any taxpayer would who is out
there working hard to pay the bill for
government, but taking $12 million
from the United States Foreign Com-
mercial Service Office could be a dis-
aster.

Right now, in fact if you pick up the
newspapers of the past few weeks, you
will look at a staggering trade deficit
in this country. It should be of concern
to everyone who is worred about job
growth and economic opportunity for
the future. That Trade Deficit means
that we are importing many goods and
selling less goods in the international
market.

Now, who helps our small business
people compete in this international
arena? It is the Foreign Commercial
Service. In fact, Mr. Chairman, we
should be increasing the expenditure in
this program more than probably any
other program in this budget because it
helps medium and small businesses
compete in the international arena.

If we ever needed to create good pay-
ing jobs, particularly in the manufac-

turing sector, which is going down and
down being replaced with more service
and low-paying and part-time jobs. We
should be supporting increases, rather
than decreases, in this area.

This is not any type of corporate
wefare. The big corporations do well on
their own. I have been involved in
international trade. The IBMs and the
big corporations around the world,
they do fairly well. This program is not
for them. This service is for the me-
dium and small businesses across our
country that have a tough time getting
in to the international markets.

This proposed cut would force us to
close offices, and in emerging markets
where there is great economic oppor-
tunity. In the former Eastern Block,
we do not even have full-time people.
In Slovakia, one area of particular in-
terest to me, we have one part-time
person to help our U.S. business inter-
ests in the entire country of Slovakia
coming from Vienna on a part-time
basis in a new potential great market.
Here we can create jobs and economic
opportunity, not only for our citizens,
but for the people who want the same
things for the people in their country.

b 1730

My colleagues, I have been there, I
have talked to these folks, I have seen
what we are doing. It is not enough.
These countries do not want our for-
eign aid, they do not want our assist-
ance in doing business—not a handout.
They would like to conduct honest,
open business. And when we provide
this little bit of assistance with our
foreign commercial officers who have
meager resources, probably with the
personal a third of even our AID and
giveaway programs, something is in-
deed wrong. We have a chance to cor-
rect it.

So we would be making a terrible
mistake to accept this particular
amendment. I could bore the House de-
tailing the many hardships that this
cut would force. Most distructively we
would have to close 31 posts overseas.
We should be providing more assistance
to small U.S. business in these emerg-
ing markets and giving our small and
medium businesses an opportunity to
compete in these potential markets.

While I know this amendment sounds
well-intended, but it would be the
worst disaster that we could impose
upon the small- and medium-sized busi-
ness people in this country that are
struggling to enter into these markets
and who are the greatest creators of
jobs and opportunity for this Nation.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amend-
ment because it provides an appropria-
tion for an unauthorized program and,
therefore, violates clause 2 of rule XXI,
which states, in pertinent part: ‘‘An ap-
propriation may not be in order as an
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amendment for an expenditure not pre-
viously authorized by law.’’

Mr. Chairman, the authorization for
the COPS program on page 32 of the
bill provides $268 million, which is the
amount in the bill. This amendment
would add $2.5 million over and above
the authorized level and exceeds the
authorization, so it does violate clause
2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Utah wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. COOK. I would, Mr. Chairman.
The parliamentarian has ruled that

within the 1997 budget agreement, this
does fit within it. I would point out
that the Congressional Budget Office
has scored this as reducing the budget
authority to the 2000 bill by $6 million
and reducing outlays by $7 million. I
think it all fits within, and we have
had the indication from the parliamen-
tarian that there is not a problem with
it in that regard.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order? If not, the Chair is prepared
to rule.

The question is not budget levels, but
rather, authorization levels. A pro-
ponent of an item of appropriation car-
ries the burden of persuasion on the
question of whether it is supported by
an authorization in law.

Having reviewed the amendment and
entertained the argument on the point
of order, the Chair is unable to con-
clude that the item of appropriation in
question is authorized in law. Instead,
it is apparent that the amendment
causes the pending appropriation to ex-
ceed the level authorized in law.

The Chair is, therefore, constrained
to sustain the point of order under
clause 2(a) of rule XXI.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

I would like to engage the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), the
chairman of the subcommittee, in a
colloquy, if I might.

The United Nations has a very valued
State Department employee that has
worked over there for a long time
named Linda Shenwick, and Ms.
Shenwick has brought to the attention
of a number of Members of Congress
waste, fraud, and abuse at the United
Nations. As a result of her giving this
information to Congress, she has not
only been chastised, she has been re-
moved from her position by the State
Department and Madeleine Albright.
We have written to Madeleine Albright
about this and have not received a re-
sponse. We have also written to the In-
spector General of the State Depart-
ment, and they have said that they do
not feel that they are inclined to want
to investigate this.

I would just like to say that we have
had a number of whistleblowers before
my committee, Mr. Chairman, and we
have found that there are real repres-
sive actions being taken against these
whistleblowers to try to keep them
from talking to the Congress of the

United States about waste, fraud, and
abuse in various agencies of govern-
ment.

So I would like to just ask if there is
anything that could be done in the
Shenwick case to let the State Depart-
ment know that this kind of action is
not going to be tolerated by moving
people out of their positions, by threat-
ening them with their jobs so that they
will not talk to Congress. I think it
turns the entire situation on its head.
We ought to be encouraging people to
tell us where there is waste, fraud, and
abuse; and they should not have to
worry about losing their jobs if they
do.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman has made a point of this, and
we have read only the press accounts,
some of the press accounts of this mat-
ter. It is certainly not a very good way
to lobby for funds for an agency to
treat the Congress in that fashion, if,
in fact, that occurred. Certainly, we
will keep all of these facts in mind as
we finally come to a conclusion later
this year on the adequate funding level
for the State Department.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, if I might
just ask the gentleman, if we find, and
I think that the gentleman will find
after his investigation into this and his
staff, that she is being chastised be-
cause she gave Congress this informa-
tion, will the gentleman try to let the
State Department know in some way,
maybe through the appropriations
process, that this is something that is
not going to be tolerated by the Con-
gress?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield again, we do not
have the investigative forces that
would allow us the luxury of being able
to delve into this matter in the way it
should be. Perhaps another committee
of the Congress would have more re-
sources with which to deal with that,
and I would like to know the conclu-
sions of that committee that does it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, my com-
mittee will be looking into it, and I
will give the gentleman that informa-
tion. But we are convinced that this
kind of repressive action is being taken
by State, and I hope that when the gen-
tleman does the final appropriation in
conference that the gentleman will let
the State Department know that this
kind of action will not be tolerated.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, we will
be very interested to know the conclu-
sions of the investigation.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

On this item that the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) was just
discussing, we have serious concerns
about having congressional input or in-

volvement at this point. As we under-
stand it, this item is in the Office of
the Special Counsel which was estab-
lished by Congress. This issue is being
looked at by that office, and without
speaking much on this, it just seems to
us totally improper at this point to
commit in any way to any kind of con-
gressional involvement when the fact
is that this is being looked at legally,
and testimony has been taken, it is my
understanding, from both sides. I think
that the proper way and the prudent
way to go—I am not a lawyer, but I
would assume that the prudent way to
go is to wait for the special counsel to
come back with a proper ruling that
speaks to this issue.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, this is not an isolated case. We
had four whistleblowers before my
committee just recently, all of whom
have either been threatened or chas-
tised for talking to Congress about
problems that have occurred in their
agencies.

Ms. Shenwick’s case is the latest in a
series of those, and we want to be able
to encourage people to tell where there
is waste, fraud, and abuse in govern-
ment. If whistleblowers are not pro-
tected, if they are not allowed to tell
us if they know they are going to be
threatened with their jobs, then they
will not come forward.

I would like to be able to assure any-
body in this government who believes
that there is wrongdoing occurring or
waste in their department occurring,
that they will be able to come to us,
whether they are Democrat, Repub-
lican, or Independent, and know that
they will not be impugned.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I understand that
and I respect the gentleman’s com-
ments, but that is precisely the reason
why Congress established an inde-
pendent, nonpartisan Office of Special
Counsel. I think that one of the things
we have to decide around here is if we
are going to take their work seriously.
I would hope that, while the gentleman
and his committee, sir, have the right
to look at this, that we allow for this
Special Counsel to first tell us not only
about this case, but in general what is
going on so that we can all take action
together. I am sure that the gentleman
will not be alone if this is not as it
should be.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, the case that we are talking
about, I have no problem with the spe-
cial counsel looking at this and mak-
ing a judgment. But during that period
of time, the lady in question is out of
her job without any income, and she
has a family. So the case could drag on
for a long period of time, and she is suf-
fering severe penalties because of that.

So it seems to me that there ought to
be some way to protect these people
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while an investigation is taking place
so that they do not feel their job is in
peril because they are telling Congress
where there is waste, fraud, and abuse.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, again
reclaiming my time, I appreciate the
gentleman’s comments, but I still feel
that the gentleman perhaps may be
questioning the kind of job that the
Special Counsel’s office is doing, and
that is a totally different item. But I
think if we are going to have any kind
of order in these issues, we should just
wait for them to come back and give us
the information necessary, and I hope
that the gentleman takes that into
consideration when he takes further
steps.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

WEED AND SEED PROGRAM FUND

For necessary expenses, including salaries
and related expenses of the Executive Office
for Weed and Seed, to implement ‘‘Weed and
Seed’’ program activities, $33,500,000, to re-
main available until expended, for intergov-
ernmental agreements, including grants, co-
operative agreements, and contracts, with
State and local law enforcement agencies en-
gaged in the investigation and prosecution of
violent crimes and drug offenses in ‘‘Weed
and Seed’’ designated communities, and for
either reimbursements or transfers to appro-
priation accounts of the Department of Jus-
tice and other Federal agencies which shall
be specified by the Attorney General to exe-
cute the ‘‘Weed and Seed’’ program strategy:
Provided, That funds designated by Congress
through language for other Department of
Justice appropriation accounts for ‘‘Weed
and Seed’’ program activities shall be man-
aged and executed by the Attorney General
through the Executive Office for Weed and
Seed: Provided further, That the Attorney
General may direct the use of other Depart-
ment of Justice funds and personnel in sup-
port of ‘‘Weed and Seed’’ program activities
only after the Attorney General notifies the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate in accord-
ance with section 605 of this Act.

COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES

For activities authorized by Title I of the
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act of 1994, Public Law 103–322 (‘‘the 1994
Act’’) (including administrative costs),
$268,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, including $45,000,000 which shall be
derived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund, of which $150,000,000 is for Public
Safety and Community Policing Grants pur-
suant to title I of the 1994 Act to be used to
combat violence in schools; and of which
$118,000,000 is for innovative community po-
licing programs, of which $25,000,000 shall be
used for the Matching Grant Program for
Law Enforcement Armor Vests pursuant to
section 2501 of part Y of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (‘‘the
1968 Act’’), as amended, $17,500,000 shall be
used to combat violence in schools,
$60,000,000 shall be used for grants, as author-
ized by section 102(e) of the Crime Identifica-
tion Technology Act of 1998, and section 4(b)
of the National Child Protection Act of 1993,
as amended and $15,500,000 shall be used for a
law enforcement technology program: Pro-
vided, That of the unobligated balances
available in this program, $140,000,000 shall
be used for innovative policing programs, of
which $35,000,000 shall be used for policing
initiatives to combat methamphetamine pro-
duction and trafficking and to enhance polic-
ing initiatives in drug ‘‘hot spots’’, $54,500,000

shall be used for a law enforcement tech-
nology program, $25,000,000 shall be used for
Police Corps education, training, and service
as set forth in sections 200101–200113 of the
1994 Act, and $25,500,000 shall be expended for
program management and administration.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. MALONEY
OF CONNECTICUT

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. MALONEY
of Connecticut:

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘DE-
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE—OFFICE OF JUS-
TICE PROGRAMS—COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLIC-
ING SERVICES’’—

(1) after the third dollar amount, insert
‘‘(increased by $500,000)’’; and

(2) after the fourth and eighth dollar
amounts, insert ‘‘(reduced by $500,000)’’.

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to start by
thanking the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) for this
opportunity to offer this amendment.

In a year when we have seen very
tragic events in a number of schools in
our Nation, we have today the oppor-
tunity to build on the success of the
relatively new Cops in Schools Pro-
gram by approving an amendment to
fund a clearinghouse administered by
the Office of Community-Oriented Po-
licing Services, COPS, to facilitate in-
formation-sharing between commu-
nities nationwide on existing school re-
source officer training programs and
models of how to establish such a pro-
gram locally.

As many of my colleagues know,
school resource officers are especially
designated and trained law enforce-
ment officers who are placed in schools
to act as mediators, educators, and vio-
lence prevention and role models for
students. Last year, we passed legisla-
tion to enable localities to hire school
resource officers and form partnerships
between law enforcement and edu-
cation officials. This initiative was
later expanded to become the Cops in
Schools Grant Program under the
COPS program of the Department of
Justice. SROs represent a proactive ap-
proach to youth violence focusing on
the prevention of juvenile crime rather
than a reactive approach.

Localities interested in establishing
their own programs, however, may not
know how to get started, and even
more importantly, may not know how
to thoroughly train SROs. My amend-
ment would provide these communities
with the information they need to
bridge that information gap. The suc-
cess of SRO programs depends most
critically upon proper training of SROs
and a community’s access to informa-
tion about training programs. A clear-
inghouse would provide an efficient,
centralized way of offering commu-
nities this important information. A
clearing house on SRO programs and
training models will provide commu-

nities looking to address juvenile vio-
lence through community placing tech-
niques a critically useful tool for es-
tablishing their own partnerships be-
tween law enforcement officials and
educators.

One final word. There has been some
discussion, and I believe some misin-
formation about the funding in regard
to this amendment. The amendment
would transfer funds between the COPS
general technologies initiative and the
COPS hiring program. The amendment
does not affect the funding for the law
enforcement armored vest program of
which I was a cosponsor of that legisla-
tion last year, or the innovative polic-
ing program. On page 33, we will note
that there is $15,500,000 reserved for the
enforcement technology program, and
further on that page at line 15, there is
a note that there is an unobligated bal-
ance of an additional $54,500,000 for the
law enforcement technology program.

In working this amendment with the
Department of Justice, they assure me
that number one, they support the
amendment; and number two, that the
$500,000 requested would not have an
impact on the technology program.

Finally, I understand that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) is
supportive of helping me in this en-
deavor, and I am certainly willing to
withdraw my amendment if the Chair-
man is willing to engage in a colloquy
on the SRO clearinghouse.

Mr. Chairman, if I could inquire of
the gentleman from Kentucky, would
the gentleman agree that the national
clearinghouse would provide an effi-
cient centralized way of offering com-
munities this very important informa-
tion?

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. I
yield to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for his efforts
on this issue. I will work with the gen-
tleman and the ranking member of the
subcommittee to maintain this $500,000
for the School Resource Officers Clear-
inghouse in conference.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. I
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I want
to agree with the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Chairman ROGERS). I want to do
everything in my power to ensure that
the funding for the clearinghouse is in
the final bill. We will work with the
gentleman to make that happen.

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlemen very much, the
chairman and the ranking member.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLAGOJEVICH

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BLAGOJEVICH:
Page 33, line 11, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$7,500,000)’’.

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment earmarks an addi-
tional $7.5 million in unobligated bal-
ances available in the Community Ori-
ented Policing Services, known as the
COPS program. This money goes into
the COPS account to expand commu-
nity prosecution programs across our
Nation.

As these dollars are unobligated, this
amendment does not take away fund-
ing from other law enforcement prior-
ities within the bill, and there are no
budget cap implications.

As many of my colleagues know,
community prosecution programs pro-
vide a holistic approach to fighting
crime neighborhood by neighborhood,
community by community. They rep-
resent the next step in community-
based crime prevention programs.

Just as police officers are assigned to
a beat under community policing pro-
grams, community prosecutors work
with neighborhood residents and police
on the beat to identify and preempt
crime. Community prosecutors are as-
signed full-time to locations such as
police stations, and work together with
police on the beat and community
leaders to develop innovative ap-
proaches to crime.

By being involved in the community
and utilizing their legal skills, commu-
nity prosecutors are playing a role in
reducing crime rates. Under commu-
nity prosecution, crime victims, espe-
cially vulnerable populations such as
the elderly and children, have a lo-
cally-based prosecutor who they know.
They establish bonds of trust, and as a
result, both victims and witnesses of
crimes are more likely to come forward
in the effort to interdict crime and
prosecute crime, and they do so by
working in conjunction with law en-
forcement.

Not surprisingly, and as a con-
sequence of programs like this, com-
munity prosecution programs have
been successful in over 40 communities
across our Nation in towns as small as
Rosebud, Montana, and in cities as
large as Los Angeles, California, and
Chicago, Illinois.

They are strongly supported by
groups like the National District At-
torneys Association, and I have a letter
here from the president of that associa-
tion, Steward van Mevern. Mr. Chair-
man, this letter urges us to increase
funding for community prosecution
programs. The problem, however, is de-
spite the success of programs like this,
they continue to struggle for resources.

Last year, with the chairman’s help,
we were able to establish a $5 million
community prosecution grant program.
Unfortunately, no funding is provided
in this bill for the program, even
though funding was requested.

Hundreds of communities across our
Nation have applied for the grant fund-
ing provided in fiscal year 1999, but
there was not nearly enough funding to
meet their needs. This situation will
not improve without adoption of this
amendment today. This amendment
will provide a sheltered funding source
to continue community prosecution
programs and sustain and develop ex-
isting ones.

This year I hope we can work to-
gether to build upon the success of
community prosecution programs and
meet the needs of our communities.

With that, I thank the chairman for
his tireless efforts on behalf of fighting
crime in general, and this effort in par-
ticular. Let me also thank our ranking
member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) for his wonderful efforts
and his world vision on these issues.

Let me also thank staff members
Sally Chadbourne and Jennifer Miller
for their assistance. Let me also thank
Pat Schlueter in general for the efforts
she has done on behalf of these issues.
In closing, I thank my own staff,
Deanne Benos and Michael Axelrod,
who also worked on this.

Mr. ROGERS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments. His
amendment would maintain the pro-
gram in fiscal year 2000, and I certainly
have no objection to the amendment.

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Chairman,
God bless the gentleman, and I thank
him.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974, as amended, including
salaries and expenses in connection there-
with to be transferred and merged with the
appropriations for Justice Assistance,
$267,597,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That these funds shall be
available for obligation and expenditure
upon enactment of reauthorization legisla-
tion for the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (title XIII of
H.R. 1501 or comparable legislation).

In addition, for grants, contracts, coopera-
tive agreements, and other assistance,
$10,000,000 to remain available until ex-
pended, for developing, testing, and dem-
onstrating programs designed to reduce drug
use among juveniles.

In addition, for grants, contracts, coopera-
tive agreements, and other assistance au-
thorized by the Victims of Child Abuse Act
of 1990, as amended, $7,000,000, to remain
available until expended, as authorized by
section 214B of the Act.

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS BENEFITS

To remain available until expended, for
payments authorized by part L of title I of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796), as amended, such

sums as are necessary, as authorized by sec-
tion 6093 of Public Law 100–690 (102 Stat.
4339–4340).

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts otherwise
made available in this title for official recep-
tion and representation expenses, a total of
not to exceed $45,000 from funds appropriated
to the Department of Justice in this title
shall be available to the Attorney General
for official reception and representation ex-
penses in accordance with distributions, pro-
cedures, and regulations established by the
Attorney General.

SEC. 102. Authorities contained in the De-
partment of Justice Appropriation Author-
ization Act, Fiscal Year 1980 (Public Law 96–
132; 93 Stat. 1040 (1979)), as amended, shall re-
main in effect until the termination date of
this Act or until the effective date of a De-
partment of Justice Appropriation Author-
ization Act, whichever is earlier.

SEC. 103. None of the funds appropriated by
this title shall be available to pay for an
abortion, except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term, or in the case of rape: Provided,
That should this prohibition be declared un-
constitutional by a court of competent juris-
diction, this section shall be null and void.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DEGETTE

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. DEGETTE:
In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘GENERAL

PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE’’,
strike section 103.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I am offering today is very
straightforward. It simply strikes sec-
tion 103 from Title I, General Provi-
sions, Department of Justice.

In effect, what this amendment does
is strike the language in the bill which
prohibits the use of Federal funds for
abortion services for women in Federal
prison.

Unlike most other American women
who are denied Federal coverage for
abortion services, women in prison
have no money, nor do they have ac-
cess to outside financial help, and they
earn extremely low wages in prison
jobs. In fact, inmates in Federal pris-
ons are completely dependent upon the
Bureau of Prisons for all of their needs,
including food, shelter, clothing, and
all aspects of their medical care.

These women are not able to work at
remunerative jobs that would enable
them to pay for medical services, in-
cluding abortion services. In fact, last
year inmates working on the general
pay scale earned from 12 cents to 40
cents per hour, or roughly $5 to $16 per
week.

The average cost of an early out-
patient abortion ranges from $200 to
$400. Abortions after the 13th week cost
$400 to $700, and abortions after the
16th week go up $100 more per week,
ending at about $1,200 to $1,500 in the
24th week.

Even if a woman in the Federal pris-
on system earned the maximum wage
on the general pay scale and worked
for 40 hours a week, she would not have
enough money to pay for an abortion
in the first trimester if she so chose.
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After that, the cost of an abortion rises
dramatically, and even if she saved her
entire salary, she could not afford such
an abortion.

If Congress denies women in Federal
prison coverage of abortion services, it
is effectively shutting down the only
avenue these women have to pursue
their constitutional rights. Let me re-
mind my colleagues that for the last 25
years in this country, women in Amer-
ica do have a constitutional right to
abortion.

In 1976, the U.S. Supreme Court con-
firmed that deliberate indifference to
the serious medical needs of prisoners
constitutes an unnecessary and wanton
infliction of pain proscribed by the
eighth amendment of the Constitution.

With the absence of funding by the
very institution prisoners depend on
for health services, women prisoners
are in fact coerced to carry unwanted
pregnancies to term. The anti-choice
movement in Congress denies coverage
for abortion services to women in the
military, women who work for the gov-
ernment, poor women, and women in-
sured by the Federal Employees Health
Benefit Plans.

I disagree with all of these restric-
tions. I think they are wrong. But
when Congress denies coverage for
women who are incarcerated, then Con-
gress is, in effect, denying these women
their constitutional right to choose.
That is barbaric and that is coercive.

Let me just talk a minute about the
kind of women who are entering prison.
Most are victims of physical and sexual
abuse. Two-thirds are incarcerated for
non-violent drug offenses. Many of
them are HIV-infected or have full-
blown AIDS. Congress thinks that it is
in the Nation’s best interests to force
motherhood on them?

I, of course, support the right of
women in prison to bring their preg-
nancies to term, but that is not what
this is about. It is about forcing women
who do not want to bring their preg-
nancies to term to have a child. It is
downright cruel and foolish to force
women in Federal prisons to bear a
child in prison when that child is going
to be taken from them at birth or
shortly thereafter. It is cruel to force a
woman who does not have the emo-
tional will to go through her pregnancy
with limited prenatal care, isolated
from her family and friends, and know-
ing that the child will be taken from
her at birth.

What will happen to these children,
these unwanted children who are born
to prisoners? Will they be raised by rel-
atives who do not care about them?
Will they be sent to an agency? What
will happen to them? This is one of the
most cruel things I think that Con-
gress can do to women who are incar-
cerated.

In 1993, Congress did the right thing
when it overturned this barbaric pol-
icy. I urge my colleagues to do the
same today, and support the DeGette
amendment. Let us stop these
rollbacks on women’s reproductive
freedom.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition.

Mr. Chairman, the provision in the
bill that this amendment seeks to
strike, Mr. Chairman, does one thing
only. It prohibits Federal tax dollars
from paying for abortions for Federal
prison inmates, except in the case of
rape or the life of the mother.

This is a longstanding provision, one
that has been carried in 10 of the last 11
Commerce-Justice-State and Judiciary
appropriation bills. The House has con-
sistently rejected this amendment, this
very amendment to last year’s appro-
priations bill by a vote of 148 to 271; in
fiscal year 1998, by 155 to 264; 2 years
ago by a voice vote; and 3 years ago, by
a vote of 146 to 281. It has been con-
sistent, the House has, in rejecting this
amendment.

Time and again Congress has debated
this issue of whether Federal tax dol-
lars should pay for an abortion. The
answer has been no. I urge a no vote
again.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the DeGette amendment, which
would strike language banning the use
of Federal funds for abortion services
for women in Federal prisons.

Women in prison have engaged in
criminal activity. That is a fact. But
through our judicial system we cer-
tainly need to seek appropriate re-
sponses to illegal actions, and that is
what we do. Women in prison are being
punished for the crimes that they com-
mitted. They are doing their time.

However, this is a separate issue
which we are addressing today. Today
we discuss civil liberties and rights
which are protected for all in America,
and remain so, even when an individual
is incarcerated. Abortion is a legal op-
tion for women in America. Since
women in prison are completely de-
pendent on the Federal Bureau of Pris-
ons for all of their health care services,
the ban on the use of Federal funds is
a cruel policy that traps women by de-
nying them all reproductive decision-
making.

b 1800

The ban is unconstitutional because
freedom of choice is a right that has
been protected under our Constitution
for 25 years. Furthermore, the great
majority of women who enter our Fed-
eral prison system are impoverished
and often isolated from family, friends,
and resources.

We are dealing with very complex
histories that often tragically include
drug abuse, homelessness, physical and
sexual abuse. To deny basic reproduc-
tive choice would only make worse the
crisis faced by the women and the Fed-
eral prison system.

The ban on the use of Federal funds
is a deliberate attack by the antichoice
movement to ultimately derail all re-
productive options. As we begin chip-
ping away basic reproductive services
for women, I ask my colleagues, what

is next? Dental of OB/GYN examina-
tions and mammograms for women in-
mates? Who is next? Women in the
military, women who work for the gov-
ernment or all women who are ensured
by the Federal Employees Health Bene-
fits Plan. Limiting choice for incarcer-
ated women puts other populations at
great risk. This dangerous slippery
slope erodes the right to choose little
by little.

It is my undying belief that freedom
of access must be unconditionally kept
intact. Therefore, I strongly urge my
colleagues to protect this constitu-
tional right for women in America and
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the DeGette amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the innate value of a
baby is not diminished in any way sim-
ply because the child’s mother happens
to be an inmate. Children I believe are
precious beyond words. The lives of
their mothers, likewise, are of infinite
value.

Forcing taxpayers to subsidize the
killing of an incarcerated woman’s
child makes pro-life Americans accom-
plices—complicit with violence against
children. I do urge a strong ‘‘no’’ on the
DeGette amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have got to
face the truth. Abortion methods are
violence against children, the death
penalty for an innocent little child.
Abortion methods dismember children.
It is commonplace for the abortionist
to literally cut a baby to pieces.

The previous speaker suggested that
proscribing abortion funding might
lead to the slippery slope of a denial of
OB/GYN services or perhaps mammo-
grams. That, frankly, is absurd. We are
talking about something—abortion—
that masquerades as somehow being
health care when it actually is destruc-
tive. It kills babies.

I do think the suggestion of a slip-
pery slope in this case is an insult to
those of us who fight for and believe
very strongly in the importance of
mammograms and expanding OB/GYN
services. Again, the DeGette amend-
ment sanctions subside for killing.
Nothing healing or curative about
that.

Earlier in the debate I pointed out
that abortion methods often dis-
member children. So let us focus on a
moment on what abortion does. A high-
powered suction machine, attached to
a tube with a razor blade at the end is
inserted into the womb, and the baby is
literally hacked to pieces. That is the
reality of a suction abortion. The suc-
tion device is some 20 to 30 times more
powerful than a household vacuum
cleaner. As the baby is cut up, the so-
called ‘‘contents of the uterus,’’ the
baby, are sucked into a bottle. That is
outrageous and cruel. That is the kill-
ing of a baby. That is abortion.

Another method of abortion is saline
abortions. Babies slaughtered in this
way have saltwater injected into their
amniotic sac. The baby swallows the
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caustic salt. An unborn baby swallows
the amniotic fluid daily to develop the
organs of respiration. In abortion, salt-
water goes into the infant’s lungs, and
the baby is poisoned. This is a death
penalty, and it takes about 2 hours for
the child to die—a very slow and ago-
nizing death for the child to die from
this type of abortion.

Of course the abortionist has all
kinds of poisons at his or her disposal
to destroy a baby. This is cruel and un-
usual punishment for a child who has
committed no crime.

It is especially ironic, Mr. Chairman,
at a time when ultrasound is like a
window to the womb, and we know so
much about a developing unborn child.
We can watch a child suck his or her
thumb. We can diagnose conditions and
take corrective action. But, no, the
DeGette amendment would say we have
got to pay for a baby’s destruction for
a child who has done no wrong.

Mother Theresa at the National
Prayer Breakfast a few years ago, with
the President, the First Lady, the Vice
President and his wife in attendance
and many, diplomats and members of
Congress told the gathering ‘‘the great-
est destroyer of peace today is abortion
because it is a war against the child, a
direct killing of an innocent child. Any
country that accepts abortion is not
teaching its people to love but to use
violence. That is why it is the greatest
destroyer of love and peace.’’

Then she said and admonished the
President and all the diplomats and the
Members of Congress assembled,
‘‘Please do not kill the baby.’’

Mr. Chairman, the baby of an inmate
is just as important as any other child
on earth. Please don’t kill the baby.
Reject government funding of violence
against children. I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the DeGette amend-
ment.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment that was offered by the
gentlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE). Actually what the amend-
ment does, it would reinstate the right
to choose for women who are in prison.

In 1976, the United States Supreme
Court found that deliberate indiffer-
ence to the serious medical needs of
prisoners constitutes an unnecessary
infliction of pain, a violation of the
Eighth Amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

Most women are poor at their time of
incarceration, and they do not earn
any meaningful compensation from
prison jobs. This ban closes off their
access to receive such services and,
therefore, denies them theirs rights
under the Constitution.

There has been a 75 percent increase
in the amount of women incarcerated
in the Federal Bureau of Prison facili-
ties over the last decade, twice the in-
crease of men. I am disappointed to
note that, but that is the case.

Most women in prison are young,
have frequently been unemployed, and

may have been victims of physical or
sexual abuse. Additionally, the rate of
AIDS or HIV infection is higher for
women in prison than the rate of men.
These women have the greatest need
for full access to all health care op-
tions.

Abortion is a legal health care option
for women, and it has been for 5 years.
Because Federal prisoners are totally
dependent on health care services pro-
vided by the Bureau of Prisons, the
ban, in effect, prevents these women
from seeking needed reproductive
health care.

This ban on Federal funds for women
in prison is a direct assault to the right
to choose.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the DeGette amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the DeGette amendment. My
colleagues are not surprised to hear me
say this, because it is well known that
I am pro-choice. But it might surprise
some of my colleagues that I think
there are too many abortions in this
country. I work hard to support poli-
cies that prevent unintended preg-
nancies and reduce the number of abor-
tions in America.

I believe that our approach should
not be to make abortion less accessible
or more difficult, but less necessary. If
we agree, pro-choice and pro-life, that
our goals should be less abortion, then
our focus must be on what we can do to
further that goal.

Together, we should increase access
to contraception, work harder to edu-
cate people about responsibility if we
want to make abortion less necessary.

I will tell my colleagues what I do
not believe. I do not believe that mak-
ing abortion inaccessible is the answer.
I do not believe that the way to end
abortion is to make it so difficult or so
dangerous that we endanger women.

The right to access an abortion is the
law of the land. I oppose banning ac-
cess to abortion in Federal prison fa-
cilities for incarcerated women who
need them. The prohibition in the bill
does not make it impossible for women
in prison to obtain an abortion, it just
makes it more expensive, more dif-
ficult, less private, more dangerous.

Imprisoned women with the money
to pay for abortion can get transport to
a facility outside the prison. So we are
comfortable making it more difficult.
We are comfortable making it more ex-
pensive. Mr. Chairman, that is wrong.

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues towards a day when abortion is
truly rare. Let us work together to do
that. But as we work together, I will
vote to make abortion truly accessible.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting the motion to strike.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the DeGette amend-
ment.

Here we go again.
Today marks the 127th vote on choice since

the beginning of the 104th Congress.

Each of these votes is documented in my
choice report which can be found on my
website.

Access to abortion has been restricted bill
by bill, vote by vote, and procedure by proce-
dure.

The DeGette amendment seeks to correct
one of these attacks on American women.

Federal prisoners must rely on the Bureau
of Prisons for all of their health care, so, if this
ban passes, it would prevent these women
from seeking needed reproductive health care.

Most women prisoners are victims of phys-
ical or sexual abuse.

Most women, if pregnant in prison, became
pregnant from rape or abuse before they en-
tered prison.

Most women prisoners are poor when they
enter prison, and cannot rely on anyone for fi-
nancial assistance.

These women already face limited prenatal
care, isolation from family and friends, a bleak
future, and the certain loss of custody of the
infant.

The ban on abortion assistance for women
in prison closes off their only opportunity to re-
ceive such care, it denies them their constitu-
tional rights, but most importantly, it denies
them their dignity.

Current law tragically ignores these women.
Perhaps more disturbing is that it also trag-

ically ignores children born to women in pris-
on. These children are taken from their moth-
ers who cannot raise them in a stable family
environment. What kind of life are we pro-
viding for them?

Six percent of incarcerated women are
pregnant when they enter prison. Recent news
accounts have described cases of pregnant in-
mates being shackled during long hours of
labor and delivery.

It is unfair to rob women in prison of their
basic fundamental right to choose abortion
and also provide for unsafe deliveries and
treatment while pregnant.

Mr. Chairman, let’s not intensify an already
difficult situation, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the
DeGette amendment.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to sup-
port the DeGette amendment to strike the ban
on abortion funding for women in Federal pris-
on. This ban is cruel, unnecessary, and un-
warranted.

Mr. Chairman, a woman’s sentence should
not include forcing her to carry a pregnancy to
term. Most women in prison are poor, have lit-
tle or no access to outside financial help, and
earn extremely low wages from prison jobs.
Inmates in general work 40 hours a week and
earn between 12 to 40 cents per hour. They
totally depend on the health services they re-
ceive from their institutions. Most female pris-
oners are unable to finance their own abor-
tions, and, therefore, are in effect denied their
constitutional right to an abortion.

Many women prisoners are victims of phys-
ical or sexual abuse and are pregnant before
entering prison. In addition, they will almost
certainly be forced to give up their children at
birth. Why should we add to their anguish by
denying them access to reproductive serv-
ices?

We ought to keep this debate in perspec-
tive. We are not talking about many women.
Statistics show that in fiscal year 1997, of the
approximately 8,000 women in Federal prison,
only 16 had abortions, and there were only 75
births. So this is a small group of people, and
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we should understand that as we continue this
debate. The ban on abortions does not stop
thousands of abortions from taking place; rath-
er, it places an unconstitutional burden on a
few women facing a difficult situation.

Mr. Chairman, a prison sentence must not
include forcing a women to carry a child to
term.

I know full well that the authors of this ban
would take away the right to choose from all
American women if they could, but since they
are prevented from doing so by the Supreme
Court (and the popular will of the American
people who overwhelmingly support choice)
they have instead targeted their restriction on
women in prison—women in prison, who are
perhaps the least likely to be able to object.

Well watch out America. After they have de-
nied reproductive health services to all women
in prison, all Federal employees, all women in
the armed forces, and all women on public as-
sistance, then will once again try to ban all
abortions in the United States. And they won’t
stop there. We know that many anti-choice
forces want to eliminate contraceptives as
well. It is a slippery slope that denies the reali-
ties of today, punishes women, and threatens
their health and safety. This radical agenda
must be stopped now.

I urge my colleagues to support the DeGette
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 273, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE)
will be postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated

under this title shall be used to require any
person to perform, or facilitate in any way
the performance of, any abortion.

SEC. 105. Nothing in the preceding section
shall remove the obligation of the Director
of the Bureau of Prisons to provide escort
services necessary for a female inmate to re-
ceive such service outside the Federal facil-
ity: Provided, That nothing in this section in
any way diminishes the effect of section 104
intended to address the philosophical beliefs
of individual employees of the Bureau of
Prisons.

SEC. 106. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not to exceed $10,000,000 of the
funds made available in this Act may be used
to establish and publicize a program under
which publicly advertised, extraordinary re-
wards may be paid, which shall not be sub-
ject to spending limitations contained in
sections 3059 and 3072 of title 18, United
States Code: Provided, That any reward of
$100,000 or more, up to a maximum of
$2,000,000, may not be made without the per-
sonal approval of the President or the Attor-
ney General and such approval may not be
delegated.

SEC. 107. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap-
propriation made available for the current
fiscal year for the Department of Justice in
this Act, including those derived from the
Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund, may
be transferred between such appropriations,
but no such appropriation, except as other-
wise specifically provided, shall be increased

by more than 10 percent by any such trans-
fers: Provided, That any transfer pursuant to
this section shall be treated as a reprogram-
ming of funds under section 605 of this Act
and shall not be available for obligation ex-
cept in compliance with the procedures set
forth in that section.

SEC. 108. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for fiscal year 2000, the Assistant
Attorney General for the Office of Justice
Programs of the Department of Justice—

(1) may make grants, or enter into cooper-
ative agreements and contracts, for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs and the component
organizations of that Office; and

(2) shall have final authority over all
grants, cooperative agreements, and con-
tracts made, or entered into, for the Office of
Justice Programs and the component organi-
zations of that Office.

SEC. 109. Sections 115 and 127 of the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (as contained in section 101(b)
of division A of Public Law 105–277) shall
apply to fiscal year 2000 and thereafter.

SEC. 110. Hereafter, for payments of judg-
ments against the United States and com-
promise settlements of claims in suits
against the United States arising from the
Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and
Enforcement Act (FIRREA) and its imple-
mentation, such sums as may be necessary,
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That the foregoing authority is available
solely for payment of judgments and com-
promise settlements: Provided further, That
payment of litigation expenses is available
under existing authority and will continue
to be made available as set forth in the
Memorandum of Understanding between the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and
the Department of Justice, dated October 2,
1998.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of title I be considered as read, printed
in the RECORD, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.
The text of the bill from page 38, line

10 to page 40, line 24 is as follows:
SEC. 111. (a) For fiscal year 2000, whenever

the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
participates in a cooperative project with a
foreign country on a cost-sharing basis, any
funds received by the FBI from that foreign
country to meet that country’s share of the
project may be credited to any appropriation
or appropriations available to the FBI for
the purposes served by the project and shall
remain available for expenditure until the
close of the fiscal year next following the
date of such receipt, as determined by the
Director of the FBI.

(b) Funds credited pursuant to subsection
(a) shall be available for the following:

(1) payments to contractors and other sup-
pliers (including the FBI and other partici-
pants acting as suppliers) for necessary arti-
cles and services;

(2) payments for—
(A) one or more participants (other than

the FBI) to share with the FBI the cost of re-
search and development, testing, and evalua-
tion, or joint production (including follow-on
support) of articles or services;

(B) the FBI and another participant con-
currently to produce in the United States
and the country of such other participant an
article or service jointly developed in a coop-
erative project; or

(C) the FBI to procure articles or services
from another participant in the cooperative
project.

(c) The Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation shall notify the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate of any such amounts
collected and expended pursuant to this sec-
tion.

SEC. 112. Section 507 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding a new
subsection (c) as follows:

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of
title 31, section 901, the Assistant Attorney
General for Administration shall be the
Chief Financial Officer of the Department of
Justice.’’.

SEC. 113. Funds made available in this or
any other Act hereafter, for the United
States Marshals Service may be used to ac-
quire subsistence and medical care for per-
sons in the custody of the United States
Marshals Service at fair and reasonable
prices. Without specific authorization from
the Attorney General, the expenses incurred
in the provision of such care shall not exceed
the costs and expenses charged in the provi-
sion of similar health-care services paid pur-
suant to Medicare and Medicaid.

SEC. 114. Section 3024 of the Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 106–31) shall apply for fiscal year
2000.

SEC. 115. Effective 30 days after enactment
of this Act, section 1930(a)(1) of title 28,
United States Code, is amended in paragraph
(1) by striking ‘‘$130’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘$155’’; section 589a of title 28, United
States Code, is amended in subsection (b)(1)
by striking ‘‘23.08 percent’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘27.42 percent’’; and section
406(b) of Public Law 101–162 (103 Stat. 1016),
as amended (28 U.S.C. 1931 note), is further
amended by striking ‘‘30.76 percent’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘33.87 percent’’.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Department
of Justice Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to that portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
AND RELATED AGENCIES

TRADE AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT

RELATED AGENCIES
OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE

REPRESENTATIVE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
United States Trade Representative, includ-
ing the hire of passenger motor vehicles and
the employment of experts and consultants
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $25,205,000, of
which $1,000,000 shall remain available until
expended: Provided, That not to exceed
$98,000 shall be available for official recep-
tion and representation expenses.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Inter-
national Trade Commission, including hire
of passenger motor vehicles, and services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to exceed
$2,500 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses, $44,495,000, to remain available
until expended.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for international
trade activities of the Department of Com-
merce provided for by law, and engaging in
trade promotional activities abroad, includ-
ing expenses of grants and cooperative agree-
ments for the purpose of promoting exports
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of United States firms, without regard to 44
U.S.C. 3702 and 3703; full medical coverage for
dependent members of immediate families of
employees stationed overseas and employees
temporarily posted overseas; travel and
transportation of employees of the United
States and Foreign Commercial Service be-
tween two points abroad, without regard to
49 U.S.C. 1517; employment of Americans and
aliens by contract for services; rental of
space abroad for periods not exceeding ten
years, and expenses of alteration, repair, or
improvement; purchase or construction of
temporary demountable exhibition struc-
tures for use abroad; payment of tort claims,
in the manner authorized in the first para-
graph of 28 U.S.C. 2672 when such claims
arise in foreign countries; not to exceed
$327,000 for official representation expenses
abroad; purchase of passenger motor vehicles
for official use abroad, not to exceed $30,000
per vehicle; obtain insurance on official
motor vehicles; and rent tie lines and tele-
type equipment, $298,236,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $3,000,000 is to
be derived from fees to be retained and used
by the International Trade Administration,
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302: Provided,
That of the $300,236,000 provided for in direct
obligations (of which $295,236,000 is appro-
priated from the General Fund, $3,000,000 is
derived from fee collections, and $2,000,000 is
derived from unobligated balances and
deobligations from prior years), $49,609,000
shall be for Trade Development, $18,755,000
shall be for Market Access and Compliance,
$32,473,000 shall be for the Import Adminis-
tration, $186,693,000 shall be for the United
States and Foreign Commercial Service, and
$12,706,000 shall be for Executive Direction
and Administration: Provided further, That
the provisions of the first sentence of section
105(f) and all of section 108(c) of the Mutual
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2455(f) and 2458(c)) shall apply
in carrying out these activities without re-
gard to section 5412 of the Omnibus Trade
and Competitiveness Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C.
4912); and that for the purpose of this Act,
contributions under the provisions of the
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange
Act shall include payment for assessments
for services provided as part of these activi-
ties.

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for export adminis-
tration and national security activities of
the Department of Commerce, including
costs associated with the performance of ex-
port administration field activities both do-
mestically and abroad; full medical coverage
for dependent members of immediate fami-
lies of employees stationed overseas; em-
ployment of Americans and aliens by con-
tract for services abroad; payment of tort
claims, in the manner authorized in the first
paragraph of 28 U.S.C. 2672 when such claims
arise in foreign countries; not to exceed
$15,000 for official representation expenses
abroad; awards of compensation to informers
under the Export Administration Act of 1979,
and as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 401(b); pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for official
use and motor vehicles for law enforcement
use with special requirement vehicles eligi-
ble for purchase without regard to any price
limitation otherwise established by law,
$49,527,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $1,877,000 shall be for in-
spections and other activities related to na-
tional security: Provided, That the provisions
of the first sentence of section 105(f) and all
of section 108(c) of the Mutual Educational
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2455(f) and 2458(c)) shall apply in carrying out
these activities: Provided further, That pay-

ments and contributions collected and ac-
cepted for materials or services provided as
part of such activities may be retained for
use in covering the cost of such activities,
and for providing information to the public
with respect to the export administration
and national security activities of the De-
partment of Commerce and other export con-
trol programs of the United States and other
governments: Provided further, That no funds
may be obligated or expended for processing
licenses for the export of satellites of United
States origin (including commercial sat-
ellites and satellite components) to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, unless, at least 15
days in advance, the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate and other appropriate Com-
mittees of the Congress are notified of such
proposed action.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS

For grants for economic development as-
sistance as provided by the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, Public
Law 89–136, as amended, and for trade adjust-
ment assistance, $364,379,000: Provided, That
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available under this heading may be
used directly or indirectly for attorneys’ or
consultants’ fees in connection with securing
grants and contracts made by the Economic
Development Administration.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of administering
the economic development assistance pro-
grams as provided for by law, $24,000,000: Pro-
vided, That these funds may be used to mon-
itor projects approved pursuant to title I of
the Public Works Employment Act of 1976, as
amended, title II of the Trade Act of 1974, as
amended, and the Community Emergency
Drought Relief Act of 1977.

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Commerce in fostering, promoting, and
developing minority business enterprise, in-
cluding expenses of grants, contracts, and
other agreements with public or private or-
ganizations, $27,000,000.

ECONOMIC AND INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE

ECONOMIC AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by
law, of economic and statistical analysis pro-
grams of the Department of Commerce,
$48,490,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001.

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for collecting, com-
piling, analyzing, preparing, and publishing
statistics, provided for by law, $136,147,000.

PERIODIC CENSUSES AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to conduct the de-
cennial census, $4,476,253,000 to remain avail-
able until expended: of which $20,240,000 is for
Program Development and Management; of
which $194,623,000 is for Data Content and
Products; of which $3,449,952,000 is for Field
Data Collection and Support Systems; of
which $43,663,000 is for Address List Develop-
ment; of which $477,379,000 is for Automated
Data Processing and Telecommunications
Support; of which $15,988,000 is for Testing
and Evaluation; of which $71,416,000 is for ac-
tivities related to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands and Pacific Areas; of which $199,492,000
is for Marketing, Communications and Part-
nerships activities; and of which $3,500,000 is
for the Census Monitoring Board, as author-

ized by section 210 of Public Law 105–119: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent that an official budg-
et request, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by
the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

In addition, for expenses to collect and
publish statistics for other periodic censuses
and programs provided for by law,
$142,320,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Coburn:
Page 47, line 8, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $2,753,253,000)’’.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, what
this amendment does is very straight-
forward. It eliminates that portion of
the census which is not truly an emer-
gency from this bill.

Our Founding Fathers wrote in that
we would have a numerical count of
the population of this country every 10
years. We have, in fact, known that we
were going to be required to have a
census count in the year 2000 in 1990.
We knew it in 1980. We have known it
since the country was founded.

The application of an emergency des-
ignation for something that is well-
known to need to occur is inappro-
priate in this case.

Because I could not strike it purely
as an emergency, my only option was
to strike the amount. I want to give
my colleagues the criteria for funding
something as an emergency, and this is
under the rules of the House.

b 1815
‘‘It is necessary, essential or vital.’’

Well, it meets that. ‘‘It is sudden,
quickly coming into being and not
building up over time.’’ It definitely
does not meet that. ‘‘It is an urgent,
pressing and compelling need requiring
emergency action.’’ It does not meet
that. We have known that. ‘‘It is un-
foreseen, unpredictable, and unantici-
pated.’’ It does not meet that because
we have known about this for a consid-
erable amount of time. ‘‘It is not per-
manent.’’ Well, it meets that. This is a
1-year expenditure. But it does not
qualify under these guidelines.

Describing the census as unforeseen,
unpredictable and unanticipated is dif-
ficult given the fact we have a 10-year
census every 10 years. If the census was
not an emergency last year, how can it
be an emergency this year? Last year,
Congress provided $1.8 billion to begin
preparing for the year 2000 census.

Now, we are going to hear, and the
supporters of emergency spending will
argue that we could not have antici-
pated the Supreme Court ruling requir-
ing actual enumeration for the appor-
tionment of seats in Congress but per-
mitting the use of sampling for the dis-
tribution of Federal grants. With the
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ruling, they argue that additional
funds are needed to perform both sam-
pling and enumeration. However, ac-
cording to the Bureau of the Census
permitting both enumeration and sam-
pling will cost only $1.7 billion more
than their original request. That is no-
where near the $4.5 billion in emer-
gency funds provided by the House ap-
propriation.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), has done a
great job on this bill. With the excep-
tion of this designation, this is the best
bill from this appropriations sub-
committee that has come out since I
have been a Member of Congress, and I
want to say now that I appreciate very
greatly the hard work the gentleman
and his staff have done. But I cannot
go home to Oklahoma and ask the peo-
ple of my State to justify spending
emergency funds off budget and poten-
tially funds to come from the Social
Security surplus for this count. We can
and we must find the available funds
within the existing government ex-
penditures. That does not mean that
efforts have not been made.

What are the short-term effects of
calling this an emergency designation?
Right now, if we say we have a true
surplus that is going to occur in the
year 2000 of $14 billion, $9.25 billion of
that are available for the Congress to
spend. If we allocate some of that back
to the people who paid it in, a mere $4.5
billion out of a $1.8 trillion budget,
what happens is we will have no money
with which to fund the most important
appropriation bills to come, that for
our veterans and that for those that
are most dependent upon us in our so-
ciety.

If Congress hopes to address the
shortfalls in Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education funding, or as-
sist American farmers, which is a very
real likelihood that is coming to us in
the near future, we will either have to
eliminate giving back some of the peo-
ple some of their money, which I be-
lieve is entirely possible given where
we are, or steal money from Social Se-
curity.

So that I would ask the Members of
this body to support this amendment
on two basic reasons: Number one, this
is not an emergency. It does not meet
the rules of the House under emer-
gency. And, number two, it is more
than likely going to come out of the
Social Security fund, which every
Member of this House has pledged and
obligated themselves not to touch ex-
cept for Social Security.

Mr. Chairman, with that I would
make one final note that the other
body did not declare funding for the
census an emergency.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, let
us be plain about this now, if this
amendment passes, there will be no
census. Pure and simple. If that is what
the body wants, vote for this amend-
ment. I cannot put it any plainer than

that; the amendment would strike
$2,753,253,000, which would strike at the
heart of conducting the decennial cen-
sus, which we are obligated by the Con-
stitution to do.

Now, why is this declared an emer-
gency? Let us just lay it on the table.
It is simple. The 1997 bipartisan budget
agreement that the White House and
the Congress, the House and Senate,
agreed to, and most of us voted for,
never anticipated a penny for the 2000
census. They should have. It was a bad
mistake. Whoever was in the negotia-
tions at that time should have known
that in the year 2000 we would have
this enormous expense, 1-year prin-
cipally, of conducting the decennial
census. This final figure, which is $6.5
billion, is two-and-a-half times the cost
of the 1990 census. But the budget
agreement anticipated not a penny,
and no plans were made for it.

Now, what are we to do? The budget
resolution we passed earlier this year
for the fiscal year 2000 again ignored
the needs for the decennial census
money in the year 2000. While the caps
imposed in 1997 for this year and for 5
years made adjustment for other ex-
traordinary items, such as U.N. ar-
rears, they either exempted some of
these items or accommodated them.
That was not the case for the census.
They simply ignored it. Nothing was
done.

Of course, everyone knows the census
happens every 10 years. It is in the
Constitution. Someone forgot to tell
the White House and the Congress in
1997 that we would face this very mo-
ment, this year, in anticipating and
finding the money to do the decennial
census. It simply is not in the budget
resolution. There is no way we could
plan for it.

And in just 2 short years, Mr. Chair-
man, the cost of the census has ex-
ploded by over 60 percent and likely
will grow even more. Just last year the
administration said the cost would be
$3.9 billion. When they sent their origi-
nal budget this year, that had grown to
$4.9 billion. And then the Supreme
Court came along and said their plan
was illegal.

And just 7 weeks ago, 7 weeks ago,
after I had pleaded with them for 2
years to give us the estimated cost for
us to anticipate, which they refused
and refused and refused, hearing after
hearing; then finally 7 weeks ago, they
came in and said, okay, it is going to
cost you $6.5 billion; 60 percent more
than they told us 2 years before, two-
and-a-half times the cost of the 1990
census. And 70 percent of that cost has
to be funded this year in this bill.

So here we are on the eve of the 2000
census, spending caps that did not
allow for a census at all, skyrocketing
costs that this committee and the Con-
gress could not have expected, and only
7 weeks ago they give us the total fig-
ure. That is why it is an emergency.
We have no choice. This is a temporary
expense, a one-time cost, but it is vital,
it is required, it is mandatory, and it is

necessary that we do it. And that is
what we do in this bill.

This bill is a very restrained bill, as
we have all agreed. We cut spending by
$833 million below current spending.
We have managed to keep critical func-
tions in the bill, law enforcement, the
INS, the weather service, our embas-
sies overseas, at close to their oper-
ating levels. It has been a tough job.
There were tough choices, but we have
made them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROGERS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, if we
really want to create a crisis, an emer-
gency in everyone’s definition, then we
will support this amendment and force
us to go back and cut the FBI, the
DEA, the weather service, foreign em-
bassies and the like 15 percent, which
will practically shut down the courts.

We have to find the money some-
where if we take this money out of the
bill. I do not want to be responsible for
that, and I would hope that the Mem-
bers would not agree to take that
money out.

If we want to ensure that we meet
our constitutional duty to provide for
the census and maintain funding for
these other critical agencies in this
bill, I trust and hope that we will sup-
port the bill that is before us today and
reject the amendment that would pro-
hibit and preclude the conduct of the
decennial census in the year 2000.

Now, it has been said this is some
sort of a gimmick. People on that side
of the aisle have said this is some sort
of a gimmick. Well, when the President
set up his budget request earlier, Mr.
Chairman, his budget request included
$42 billion worth of budget gimmicks,
user fees, and emergencies all through
that budget request. We have rejected
those.

But many in this body, most in this
body who voted for those budget caps
in 1997, now are saying, ah, this is a
gimmick to get around the budget
caps, but you have to do the census and
you have to maintain funding for the
law enforcement agencies. My col-
leagues, we cannot have it all ways. We
have to make a choice here. We have to
choose. Do we want the census or not?
That is the question.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. I find myself
in the very odd position of supporting
very strongly the Republican leader-
ship’s position on the census. This
amendment would cut $2.8 billion from
census funding for fiscal year 2000. This
amendment would make it impossible
to conduct the census in 2000.

Mr. Chairman, the census is man-
dated by the Constitution. It will be
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the largest peacetime mobilization in
the United States history. The Bureau
has to open up 520 local census offices
and hire 860,000 employees in little
more than 8 months. They cannot do it
without funding, without the money. A
cut in census funding will result in a
census meltdown. The majority has re-
peatedly said that it would pay the full
cost of the census, no matter what. It
is time that they make good on this
promise.

This morning, Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) pressed several Members to assure
him that funding in the bill was suffi-
cient to conduct the census. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) re-
ferred to a promise made and a promise
kept. Now the supporters of this
amendment are talking about failing
to keep the promise.

What will be the effect? Without full
funding, the quality of the census will
suffer. With a cut of $2.8 billion, more
than half of the year 2000 census cost,
that means that shortly after the cen-
sus gets started in April 2000 we will be
back on the floor again pressing an
emergency spending bill to keep the
census going. Only then it will be an
emergency and all of the destruction
we normally associate with emergency
spending bills will have happened.

If the census shuts down in the mid-
dle of things, we will have the worst
census in the 20th Century, and this
Congress will bear the responsibility
for that. If the census shuts down,
800,000 census takers will be laid off. If
the census shuts down, the apportion-
ment numbers will be damaged beyond
repair and the census will be in the
courts for the rest of the decade.

Mr. Chairman, only once in the his-
tory of the census have we failed to re-
apportion the House. That was after
the 1920 census, when Congress failed
to carry out its duty not because the
numbers were flawed but because they
did not like what it showed. If this
amendment passes, we will not have a
census that can be used for apportion-
ment or anything else.

Mr. Chairman, we must defeat this
amendment and prevent a large embar-
rassment of this institution. I strongly
support the leadership on the Repub-
lican side and oppose the Coburn
amendment.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, a cou-
ple of things, I think. If we are talking
about keeping commitments, every-
body in this body committed not to
spend Social Security money on any-
thing but Social Security. That is what
we are putting at risk.

b 1830

Number two, where is the question
about why it should cost $24 per person

in this country to take the census
when it cost $11 in 1990, which I find ri-
diculously high. There is no account-
ability for the numbers that have been
put forward in the budget. There is no
efficiency for it. Even if we pass this
amendment, there will be money for
the census. We will bring money back
for the census.

Our job as Members of this body is to
pay for the things that the American
public want and need. I agree we need
to fund the census. I agree that we
need to be honest with the American
public about this not being an emer-
gency and us not having to account for
it.

The real issue is do we have the cour-
age to reduce the spending somewhere
else to make the appropriate dollars
for the census?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I too am a
member of the Subcommittee on the
Census. I serve with the gentleman
from Florida and with the gentle-
woman from New York. I believe that
this census is a very important census.
This committee has done very good
work to put this census together.

However, this is not an emergency.
There are portions of this census, the
$1.7 billion part of this census, that is
arguably an emergency because of the
court rules.

However, I think that we could also
make the argument that the Census
Bureau dragged their feet and could
have prepared for that. But we are not
even going to argue the point.

This amendment sets aside the $1.7
billion in unforeseen census expendi-
tures. However, the other part to the
census is $2.9 billion. We knew this was
coming. We have known about this
since 1790. When the Budget Act was
passed in 1997, Members of Congress
who were negotiating that deal knew it
was on the horizon and intentionally
did not include this in the budget be-
cause they thought they would kick it
out to today, to this year.

Well, my colleagues, we knew that
this was coming. We knew that the
census would have to be paid for. I
agree with the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN). We need to pay for
this honestly.

Just remember, if we do more emer-
gency spending designations than the
new on-budget surplus allows for, we
are going into the Social Security sur-
plus; we are going into the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. My colleagues, we are
getting very close to that moment.

All of us voted for one budget resolu-
tion or another which stopped the raid
on Social Security. We have to stay
out of the Social Security Trust Fund
in an honest way.

We can make the argument that $1.7
billion was unforeseen emergency cen-
sus spending, but not all of this money.
$2.9 billion of this census is stuff that
we knew was coming. We should have
prepared for this. It is not a new emer-
gency. We should pay for this.

I like to commend the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) for a won-

derful bill. All things considered, there
are things in this bill that I think are
far better than previous bills that were
brought to this Congress under appro-
priations bills. But this is not an emer-
gency. This is something that we
should be honest with the American
people about. We should cut other
spending to pay for this census.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly understand
the motivation that leads the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN)
to offer this amendment.

It is ridiculous that this bill carries
the $4.5 billion required to conduct the
census as an emergency expenditure
when the Constitution has told us since
1789 that we are going to have to be
doing this every 10 years. I mean, I
have heard of advance notice in my
time, but I think that is about the
longest. So I understand how ridiculous
it is.

That is why I asked the Committee
on Rules to allow me to offer an
amendment which would strike the
emergency designation.

We just heard a speech in the well
saying that this is not an emergency
and so this amendment should pass.
The problem with this amendment is
that it does not do what the debate
would seem to indicate it does, because
the amendment does not strike the
emergency designation. It strikes the
money to run the census. And that is
an irresponsible thing to do.

I do not, for the life of me, under-
stand why we should take seriously the
claim that this is an emergency. But
the way to deal with that if Members
truly objected to the fact that it was
an emergency was for Members to op-
pose the rule so that we could have
gone back to the Committee on Rules
and have gotten a rule that allowed us
to strike the emergency designation.

Having failed to do so, the House is
now stuck with the choice of funding
the census or not, and I believe it has
no choice but to fund it.

But I have to say that I, again, un-
derstand the frustration on the part of
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN), which I share. Because, unfor-
tunately, we have no more rules
around here when it comes to dealing
with budget issues.

Four years ago, the government was
shut down by the majority party be-
cause they insisted that we follow only
the spending rules of the Congressional
Budget Office.

Now, this year, because a different
process suits their political conven-
ience, they will pick and choose. One
day we have to abide by the CBO rules;
and the next day, when it comes to di-
rected scoring upon the Pentagon, we
have to apply the OMB rules. And then
when neither one of those agency’s
scorekeeping fits, then we consult the
Wizard of Oz. Lord knows who we will
consult next.

It just seems to me that we have de-
stroyed all semblance of order. And so,
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when we play those kinds of budget
games and when we declare something
like the census to be an emergency,
then it is no wonder that this institu-
tion has no credibility.

Now, the argument the majority
party makes is, well, we could not an-
ticipate that we were going to have to
run two different kinds of census be-
cause of the court decision. I under-
stand that. That is why in committee
we offered the amendment and why I
tried to get the Committee on Rules to
make in order on the floor an amend-
ment which simply limited the emer-
gency designation to the $1.7 billion
that truly represented spending over
and above the normal census.

Yet, the Committee on Rules refused
to allow that; and the House supinely
went along with the decision of the
Committee on Rules.

So I am of a split mind on this
amendment. I recognize the motiva-
tion. If this amendment eliminated the
emergency designation, I would vote
for it. But I do not think we can in
good conscience eliminate funding that
we know we have to provide. That is
every bit as much a sham as the bill
now before us.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman knows through our con-
versations that what my preference to
do would be just to eliminate the emer-
gency designation. However, the par-
liamentary rules prohibited both he or
I from doing that very thing. I wanted
to make that clear.

My choice is not to eliminate the
money but also to pay it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, the gentleman is consistent
because the gentleman voted against
the rule. Some of the other persons
who spoke on this issue have not.

I would simply say that, again, while
I agree with the motivation of the gen-
tleman, I believe the result would be
every bit as phoney as the bill before
us because it would be pretending that
we could save $4.5 billion which the
Constitution requires us to spend.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, did the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
support the 1997 Balanced Budget
Agreement?

Mr. OBEY. Mr Chairman, reclaiming
my time, no, I did not.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield further, I ask
the him, did he vote for it?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, no, I did
not. I led the opposition to it. I called
it a public lie.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. COBURN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY was al-

lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to make a couple more points.

One of the questions that we have not
spent time with is holding the adminis-
tration accountable for why it should
cost $24 to count for every man,
woman, and child in this country.

Now, think about that. The State of
Oklahoma has 3 million people. What is
24 times three? It is $72 million to
count the people in Oklahoma. Give me
a break. Or give me that contract. I
will leave Congress right now. Give me
the contract. I will become a multi-
millionaire just from counting the peo-
ple.

The cost to count is abhorrent to
anybody that is out there who knows
anything about putting forth the proc-
ess. We use this process not just to
count but to employ a lot of people
who otherwise would not have jobs.
That is a social good. I do not disagree
with that.

But to have a $24-per-person cost in
this country to count says we are much
more inefficient. And that is an indica-
tion of the rest of our government
which says we could surely find this
$4.5 billion somewhere else.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very inter-
esting amendment, interesting in the
sense that if there was one thing that
both sides agreed on in this bill, it was
the inclusion of the year 2000 census,
fully funded.

Now, let me explain that once again.
There are people on this side who have
very serious problems with this bill.
There are also people on this side who
are voting for this bill, like yours
truly, specifically because the census
was well taken care of.

So if there is a unifying force at all
within this bill and on this bill in this
House, it is the census. Now, to single
out the census as the one that is going
to take this kind of a hit is first of all
undoing any possibility of working at
all towards a resolution of this bill in
the future, a bill that has a veto threat
hanging over it.

Secondly, I have to join and echo the
comments of the chairman. If they do
not want a census, if they do not want
to conduct a census, and if they think
the Y2K issue is a problem, just wait to
see what will happen if we do not have
a census. If they do not want a census,
then vote for this amendment. If they
do not want a census, vote for this
amendment.

Now, I take it a step further. I con-
tinue to see this as part of a plan by
some people to go after those items in
the budget that are supposed to take
care of some problems within certain
communities.

I know the census is for the whole
Nation. But the fact is, if the prior de-

cennial census had a problem, it was
that it undercounted some people. We
tried to address that by providing the
proper dollars to make sure it works.
So in my way of thinking, whether it is
correct or not, this is as direct an at-
tack on certain communities as not
funding Legal Services Corporation
was that we had to deal with before.

But the bigger issue here, and it has
to be repeated over and over again, is
that the census was the one issue
where we worked jointly, where we
made agreements where we reached
some conclusions. Now we stand for-
ward here ready to deal with all of the
other issues that have not been re-
solved in the hope that we can reach
agreement, but going straight ahead
with this proper census as should be
taken, and now we have this amend-
ment cutting this kind of money from
it.

Not to mention the fact, and I hate
to deal with technicalities, but it has
been called to my attention that if we
look at the way these items are funded,
this amendment talks about cutting
the top amount, the overall amount;
but it does not talk about where that is
going to come from in the different
frameworks. So if we leave the amend-
ment this way, and I am sure the gen-
tleman will correct that, and I should
not be helping them on this, the break-
outs will sum up to more than the
amount that will be left to run the
total census. And that is a problem.

But, please, I would hope that on this
one we could join together in a bipar-
tisan fashion to defeat this amend-
ment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, it has
been said that if we spend this money
on an emergency basis that it will
come out of Social Security funds.

Let me remind the body that just
today the majority whip said on the
floor, and he is correct, this comes out
of the on-budget surplus; it does not
come out of Social Security.

The emergency declaration that we
have, the $4.5 billion that we are talk-
ing about on the census, comes out of
the on-budget surplus, not out of So-
cial Security.

b 1845
Mr. SERRANO. Reclaiming my time,

as the gentleman from Kentucky
knows, we may disagree on the emer-
gency issue, but we certainly agree
that the one place to come and attack
with no reason other than just to at-
tack would be the census. On that, we
agree.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. I would make two
points with the gentleman. Number
one is if we really were wanting to at-
tack those communities that were un-
derfunded, I would have included the
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$1.7 billion that is there designed to do
the statistical sampling. We did not do
that. So I do not think it is fair to say
that that is what we are targeting. It is
also not fair to say that we do not want
a census. What we are saying is we
think it is not honest to the American
public to declare something an emer-
gency that is not and, number two, I
would make the point that the $14.5
billion that is recommended to be on-
budget surplus is made by cooking the
books.

Mr. SERRANO. Reclaiming my time,
I think we have to be careful about the
issue of cooking the books because we
might have to throw the whole bill out
the window. With that we have to be
careful.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I would
like to raise a point of clarification.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SERRANO
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. The
$1.7 billion that was added was to do
door-to-door enumeration, door-to-door
count because of the lawsuit that was
brought by this body. That is what the
$1.7 billion is. Actually to use modern
scientific methods would be less costly
and would actually save money. But
because of this requirement from the
lawsuit brought by the Republican ma-
jority on the apportionment between
the States, there must be a door-to-
door count on redistricting and the dis-
tribution of Federal funds. The use of
modern scientific methods can take
place which is a more accurate count
and one that is less costly. It is unfor-
tunate that we had to add $1.7 billion
in addition for a count door to door
which all the scientific data tells us
will be less accurate.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I rise today as a member of the sub-
committee and also as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Census here in Con-
gress. I find myself very strongly dis-
agreeing with the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) who on fiscal
issues we usually agree on so many
issues. But the amendment by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma basically de-
stroys the census and to me is an irre-
sponsible amendment. It is irrespon-
sible because it takes the money away
without replacing it.

As he says, we have to do a census.
We have known since 1789 as the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) was
saying, we are going to do a census. So
we have got to provide the money.

I was on the Committee on the Budg-
et back in 1997. I remember the subject
of the census being discussed on the
Committee on the Budget and we un-
fortunately left the census out. That

was a mistake. Really the mistake I
think goes back to what was happening
during the 1997 budget deal because at
that time we did not know what kind
of a census was going to be conducted.
So we do have a problem on the budget
caps because it was not provided for,
such a large amount.

Now, the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Census says that the $1.7
billion was because we are not using
sampling. The problem was the Census
Bureau tried to develop an illegal plan.
It is against the law, I think it is also
unconstitutional, but it is against the
law. We wasted several years and I
think tens and hundreds of millions of
dollars preparing for an illegal plan
and now we have to hustle to develop
this plan. That is part of the problem
of our cost factor.

I think the chairman of our Sub-
committee on Commerce Justice,
State, and Judiciary did a very fine
job. It was tough working with these
numbers. As a fiscal conservative, ev-
erybody should be pleased that the
amount of money, not counting census,
for year 2000 is less than year 1999.
That is a huge accomplishment. What
we are having to do with this census,
$4.5 billion, is use off-budget surplus.

The gentleman from Oklahoma says
that we are going to have this Medi-
care problem and the farm problems
and all. That is going to happen. That
is a legitimate debate. But as of now
we do have some surplus and we are
going to use that surplus for this par-
ticular matter.

This is a constitutional issue. We
should not destroy the census. We have
to go forward with the census. We are
at a very critical point in the census
right now. We are in the process of hir-
ing hundreds of thousands of enumera-
tors, and literally it does take hun-
dreds of thousands of enumerators.
This is the largest peacetime mobiliza-
tion in American history that we are
going to be conducting. We are going to
have a $166 million advertising cam-
paign and it is critical that the money
is available on October 1 because that
is the date that ad space is available.
We need to make sure we make that
available and we do not threaten the
possibility of buying those types of ads.
We need the Census Bureau to have
their money.

We have said for the past several
years, money is not the issue, this is an
issue of trust in our system of govern-
ment. This is the DNA of our democ-
racy, to say that we have to have a
census the American people trust. We
need to provide full support.

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from Florida for yielding. As
he and many know, he and I have dis-
agreed on matters of detail and sub-
stance with regard to the conduct of
the census, and I think they have been
legitimate disagreements, but what he

says today goes to the core of what this
democracy is all about. The impor-
tance of making sure that all of us get
counted by the way that each of us be-
lieves is best to get that accomplished
is what is at stake in this. If we pass
this amendment, we will have no cen-
sus and that would be a disaster of the
largest proportions for this country.
Its consequences would last for years.
No amount of money would be able to
make up for the policy blindness that
it would produce. I associate myself
with the gentleman’s comments.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, one of the reasons it is more ex-
pensive this time around is we have a
problem with something called a dif-
ferential undercount. That is wrong.
The differential undercount is that cer-
tain segments of our population are
undercounted in a larger proportion
than other segments of our population.
We need to do everything we can to ad-
dress that undercount problem. Home-
less people are hard to count. American
Indians are hard to count. We have a
higher percentage of undercount with
American Indians than anyone. We
need to put additional resources in to
get the best count we can, whether it is
the homeless population or certain
inner city populations or some rural
populations. That is the reason we are
putting the additional cost in there,
because it is the right thing to do, to
address that differential undercount. I
think in a bipartisan fashion we are
supporting this in providing the full re-
sources to the Census Bureau at this
time. I ask for the defeat of the amend-
ment.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) the
distinguished ranking member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise sim-
ply to respond to something the distin-
guished gentleman from Kentucky just
said. He claimed that this funding is
occurring out of the surplus and that it
is not coming out of Social Security. I
want to correct that statement.

Legislation brought to the House by
the majority so far this summer would
more than exhaust the $14 billion on-
budget surplus projected by CBO for
fiscal year 2000. First, the tax bill
passed by the House cost $4.5 billion in
fiscal year 2000. Second, the emergency
designation for the entire cost of the
2000 census allows more than $4 billion
of fiscal year 2000 outlays to occur
without being counted against the
committee’s allocation or the budget
caps that we are talking about. Even
though those outlays, Mr. Chairman,
will not count under the budget rules,
they still will occur and they will eat
into the surplus.

Third, the majority has been in-
structing CBO to lower its outlay esti-
mates for most of the appropriations
bills that have been reported by the
committee. Those scorekeeping plugs
reduce outlays counted for the defense
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bill by $9.7 billion and for various do-
mestic bills by at least $2 billion.
Doing so allows the bills to spend more
than the allocations and caps would
normally allow by an amount equal to
the downward adjustment in the outlay
estimates.

That means that the three items that
I have just listed more than consume
the $14 billion in on-budget surplus pro-
jected by CBO for the year 2000. In fact,
they would turn that $14 billion on-
budget surplus into a deficit of at least
$6 billion. Other past and future gim-
micks raise that deficit even further.

To make a long story short, under ei-
ther the CBO or OMB forecasts if con-
sistently applied, any projected on-
budget surplus for fiscal year 2000 is al-
ready gone due to actions taken by the
Majority in their appropriations bills.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise in support of this amendment.
I do not generally agree with the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma, but I think in
this process he has shown a commit-
ment to some of the integrity of what
should be a process that is on the level
with respect to the numbers.

As pointed out by the gentleman
from Wisconsin, clearly this money
comes out of Social Security because
the surplus the next fiscal year simply
is not big enough to withstand the ac-
tions that have already been taken. It
just stretches the credibility of every
Member of Congress to go home to
their district and to tell them that we
believe that the census is an emer-
gency and therefore it will not count
against the caps that were set in 1997.
Everybody in the country, I think,
knows that those caps were unrealistic.
But this is nothing more than a gim-
mick to get underneath those caps.

Now, speaker after speaker has got-
ten up and told the gentleman that if
he does this, there will be no census.
Does anybody really believe that? That
is not the case. It does not work that
way around here. There will be a cen-
sus and it will be funded. They have
told him that it would destroy the cen-
sus if we did this. Well, one easy way to
fix this would be to give the gentleman
from Oklahoma and the gentleman
from Wisconsin unanimous consent to
let them remove the emergency des-
ignation and then they can go on about
their merry way and fund this out of
the deficit like they plan to do. But
they left the gentleman from Okla-
homa no choice but to come here and
strike the money. That was not his
first choice, it was not the first choice
of the gentleman from Wisconsin, but
that is where we are because of the
Committee on Rules.

So unless you want to go home and
look like a fool and tell your constitu-
ents that you voted to believe that the
census is an emergency, you are going
to have to support the Coburn amend-

ment. And then this Committee on Ap-
propriations will have to respond to
that. They will either remove the des-
ignation, at which point I think the
gentleman from Oklahoma may be sat-
isfied because we are back on kind of
what looks like reality with the Amer-
ican people, or they will have to go
back and remove the $1.7 billion or the
$2.4 billion, whatever the figure is, that
you can say is really an emergency.
There are all kinds of options.

This is not about doomsday, this is
not about killing the census, this is not
about destroying the census. It is
about the credibility of the budget
process, the credibility of the appro-
priations process, the credibility of the
surplus, the credibility of Social Secu-
rity, and also the credibility of each
and every Member of this House when
you go home for the August break and
tell them you discovered an emergency
called the census.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Let me just start by saying that I
think the chairman of the sub-
committee does a wonderful job with a
very difficult task. I believe that the
gentleman and the gentlewoman who
have been handling the census issues
have done well, also. I am not an ex-
pert on that. I really do not even want
to discuss or debate that. I agree that
it has to be done. I do agree with the
gentleman from California who just
spoke. My view is that if this amend-
ment passes, within 3 hours the sub-
committee will have met again and
probably straightened out this problem
in some way or another. I think it is
fallacious to stand here and say that
the census is not going to be done be-
cause this particular amendment does
pass.

But we are not here really to discuss
that. In my judgment we are here to
discuss the budgetary aspects of this
and why are we declaring a census
which has been called for since 1789 in
this country to be an emergency. The
bottom line answer is, it is not an
emergency, it is not unforeseen, it is
not unanticipated, it fails every defini-
tion of ‘‘emergency’’ we have ever had
here in the Congress of the United
States.

My judgment is that we just have to
stop the rampant abuse that has been
going on in recent years of calling ev-
erything an emergency to avoid the
problems of the budget and to avoid
the problems of the caps that we are all
so familiar with here on the floor of
the House of Representatives. It is just
not honest budgeting. It is just some-
thing which makes no sense back
home.

The argument was already made
about some of the emergency spending,
but just look at this. In 1999, we des-
ignated $34 billion as emergency spend-
ing here in the House of Representa-
tives and in the Congress of the United
States. If we look at the CBO numbers,
and this argument has already been

made, but CBO reported $14 billion in
on-budget surplus for the year 2000.
CBO says we might actually have a $3
billion deficit now.

How did they get there? They count
$3 billion of spending for administra-
tive expenses for Social Security Ad-
ministration, other spending on de-
fense, nondefense and transportation
discretionary spending which will be
$14 billion higher than CBO assumed
for 2000 in its current baseline.

There is not, as has been suggested
here, an on-budget surplus. What does
that mean? That means again we are
going to have to borrow from Social
Security in order to fund this par-
ticular census situation, and indeed I
think that is something that we simply
do not want to do.

What are we coming on to? I believe
over in the Senate they are putting to-
gether about a $7 billion package for
more emergency spending. Indeed, if
this bill passes, we are going to have
that much more emergency spending,
all of which comes out of the overall
money which is there.

We have just done a tax cut here. We
have had a lot of references to $996 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. Every time
we spend one of these emergency
spending bills, we take it away from
that $996 billion in terms of deter-
mining where we are going to go. This
is just not realistic budgeting. It is just
not something that we should be doing
in the Congress of the United States.

We should face up to the people of
the United States and say that we are
spending the money properly and in
order and in a way one can understand,
or that we are breaking the caps, or we
should reduce it as some would want to
do.

b 1900

That, in my judgment, is what we
should do.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CASTLE. I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman, I believe, was on the Com-
mittee on the Budget, maybe still is.

Mr. CASTLE. No, it is not true.
Sorry.

Mr. ROGERS. Do not be sorry for
that.

Does the gentleman agree, though,
that the 1997 budget deal that was
voted by this body ignored any expend-
itures for the 2000 census?

Mr. CASTLE. I do not know the an-
swer to that.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I can assure the
gentleman that it did.

Mr. CASTLE. I assume it did, or the
gentleman from Kentucky would not
be asking that question.

Mr. ROGERS. And does the gen-
tleman also admit that the current-
year budget resolution that was passed
by this body also did not anticipate a
single penny being spent for the decen-
nial census in 2000?

Mr. CASTLE. Reclaiming my time, I
assume that is also true. However I
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will say that clearly both of those
should have assumed this. These are
matters which we knew were coming,
and they should have been assumed in
both of those particular projections. I
do not know why they were not. To me
that is an error.

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman would
continue to yield very briefly, when
that happened, and the budget numbers
were given to the full Committee on
Appropriations, there was no money in
that allocation for a budget, and so
when my allocation was given to me on
the Subcommittee from the full Com-
mittee, likewise there was no money
allocated for the decennial census.

Mr. CASTLE. Reclaiming my time.
Mr. ROGERS. And so that is why I

had no choice, and leadership in con-
sultation agreed there was no choice
here.

Mr. CASTLE. Reclaiming my time, I
do not agree at all with what the gen-
tleman has just stated, and I do not
think he is at fault in this at all. But
I believe those who did those alloca-
tions, I believe the leadership in look-
ing at this in overlooking this problem
of dealing with this 3.5 billion to $4.5
billion made a serious error. I think
that is where the problem is. We should
correct it now. We should start by
passing this amendment.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Not a lot more that can be said other
than perhaps to follow up on some of
the comments, but what concerns me is
that while it is absolutely correct, as
has been pointed out by my colleague
from California (Mr. MILLER) that this
is not an emergency, we get ourselves
into a very perilous trap if we are not
careful.

Let us admit the census is not an
emergency. For the last 230 some odd
years we have not been conducting the
census because it is an emergency. It is
a constitutional requirement, and we
must do it, and under the Constitution
we are not told that we can do some-
thing halfway, part way, or by count-
ing some but not all. We are supposed
to try to do the best job we can with
the resources we have and the tech-
nology to count everyone.

The Census Bureau has told us it will
cost a tremendous amount of money to
count all of those people. Part of the
reason it will cost so much is because
we are doing both as best a job we can
to actually count people, and we are
using also the best techniques, the best
systems available, the scientific meth-
ods available to us, to do the count.

Hopefully then we will not have the 8
million or so people missed as we have
had in the past. We will not have so
many children in this country who do
not count at all because they have been
missed in our previous censuses; we
will not have all the folks who happen
to be a little more transient than oth-
ers missed because they happen to have
not been home or not had a home when
the census was conducted, and we will

not have this situation as in my State
of California where about a billion dol-
lars did not come back to the residents
of that State because so many people
were not counted in the 1990 census.

But let us admit this is not an emer-
gency. The census should not be des-
ignated as an emergency. This is cre-
ative accounting, what we see in this
bill when we call the census an emer-
gency.

But to not fund the census ade-
quately, fully, as necessary, as the Cen-
sus Bureau has indicated, would lead us
down that beaten path of any inac-
curate census count which will cost us
in money because there are many areas
in this country that will lose out on
funds that they deserve because the
population is there to return the funds
that those people paid through income
taxes.

We will lose out in political represen-
tation because by not counting all our
people we will not designate for them
their representatives in this same body
that they are entitled to under the
Constitution, and we will shame our-
selves in the Constitution by not doing
what we are supposed to as indicated
by our Founding Fathers.

So while this is not an emergency
under the census to fund it, we will
cause an emergency if we pass this
amendment and not fund the census
appropriately because we will cause
ourselves a situation where we will find
ourselves facing all sorts of lawsuits;
we will find ourselves facing a situa-
tion where States will come crying be-
cause they deserve dollars that they
did not get over the next 10 years; and
we will find ourselves in the situation
where again children, poor people, peo-
ple who are migratory will say again
they did not count because this Con-
gress will not have included them in
the census.

That is not something we should do.
We need to fund the census fully. Go
ahead and call it whatever, we need to
get the money there. We should not
call it an emergency. It is a game. It is
a deception to call this an emergency,
but at the end of the day let us not
shirk our responsibility. Let us fund
the census.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, with re-
gard to our proposed census, I have in-
troduced H. Con. Res. 129, a sense of the
Congress resolution calling on the Cen-
sus Bureau to include all Americans re-
siding overseas in the Census 2000, and
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) has introduced a similar
measure.

Our Census Bureau currently pro-
vides an accounting of American mili-
tary and government employees over-
seas, but fails to count private sector
Americans residing outside the Conti-
nental United States. There are ap-

proximately 3 million Americans living
abroad. They play a key role in pro-
moting our U.S. exports and creating
U.S.-based jobs, yet the Census Bureau
chooses to ignore them.

Moreover, as America increases its
leadership role around the world, it is
imperative that our census policy re-
flect the growing segment of our popu-
lation, a segment that pays its taxes
and votes in our Nation.

The U.S. Census Bureau says it wants
Census 2000 to be the most accurate
census ever. I strongly support that
commitment, and for that reason I be-
lieve the Census Bureau has a responsi-
bility to count all Americans residing
overseas, not just employees of our
government.

This problem was raised at the time
of the last census, back in 1990, yet has
still not been resolved. Accordingly,
Mr. Chairman, I request my colleagues’
support in calling upon the Census Bu-
reau to properly count our Americans
abroad.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the sense
of Congress of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) and in support of
the leadership and hard effort of the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) and his ranking member, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MILLER) on the subcommittee who in-
cluded in the census language in the
bill support for counting Americans
abroad. All the major organizations
that represent companies and individ-
uals abroad, including Republicans
abroad and Democrats abroad, all sup-
port counting our citizens abroad.

The subcommittee held a hearing on
this issue, and I was very impressed by
the patriotic desire and efforts that
Americans abroad have made to be
counted. Dr. Prewitt, the head of the
Census Bureau, testified that at this
late time it was too late to accurately
count them, but we should get ready
for the next census.

I have introduced legislation, the
Census of Americans Abroad Act, and
this calls upon the Census Bureau to
conduct a count of Americans abroad
as soon as it is practicable, as soon as
it is possible.

We all support the gentleman’s sense
of Congress, the language that was put
in the bill and the efforts on both sides
of the aisle to count Americans abroad.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
her supporting comments.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. There is
very strong bipartisan support that
overseas Americans should be counted.
I mean overseas Americans, they vote,
they pay taxes, but the Census Bureau
refuses to count them, and that is just
plain wrong. We count overseas mili-
tary, we count overseas Federal em-
ployees, and there is no reason why we
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cannot count this estimated 3 million
people.

Unfortunately, it is too late to really
get it done in the next few months. It
should have been planned years ago so
they are geared up and ready for this.
We need to do everything we can to be
committed to get ready for the 2010
census. I know the people overseas
would rather be counted next year, but
it is wrong that they are not counted,
and we need to do everything in a bi-
partisan fashion. We agree on this.

So I commend the gentleman for in-
troducing this.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Census.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the gentleman in his request. I
just want to remind my colleagues that
I have been trying to accomplish some-
thing which is easier to accomplish,
and that is I have a concern that the 4
million American citizens who live in
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico are
never included in any of the data that
the census puts forth. This year Puerto
Rico will be counted with the same
form that is being used throughout the
50 States.

What I am hopeful will come out of
some conversations I am having with
the chairman and with the chairman of
the census subcommittee, is that when
we look at figures concerning the 50
States that we take one step further
and say this census is not only to count
the people within the States, it is to
count all American citizens. Because
how ironic it is, Mr. Chairman, that
there will be people in New York State,
in my district, counted in this census
who are not American citizens. Some
will be counted, and it is fine with me,
who are not legally in the country, and
yet Puerto Ricans who live on the is-
land, American citizens, will not be in-
cluded in the census data products.

Mr. Chairman, that is what I am try-
ing to accomplish, and I hope that is
part of this overall conversation.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I rise in support of the Coburn
amendment, and I would say first off
that I admire the job that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
and others on the committee have
done, and I think they literally have
been between a rock and a hard place
because a lot of the people making,
frankly, the most noise today about
the sanctity of the budget caps are the
very people that have been crowding
them on spending, and so I struggle
with that.

I would say as well, I mean it is just
bizarre that in Washington, D.C. we
can create a budget that does not in-
clude in it something that has been
mandated for over 200 years, and yet he
did find himself in that spot.

I would say that most of all, though,
I rise in support of this amendment be-
cause what this amendment is about is
calling an ace an ace in Washington,
and I think we have gone a long way
from there. I mean this notion of emer-
gency spending, as the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) very correctly
pointed out just a moment ago, needs
to truly be an emergency, because if
not, we go down a really slippery slope
adding all kinds of things in that may
or may not be an emergency.

I remember with the emergency
spending bill of last year we had, for
instance, a Capitol Hill Visitor Center.
As my colleagues know, the Capitol
Hill Visitor Center has been the subject
of debate for over 10 years, and yet we
called it an emergency.

We had funding upgrades for embas-
sies around the globe, and admittedly
what happened in Africa was horrible.
But to say that we suddenly found out
about that at the last minute is not
true. The Inman Commission had been
out for over 10 years talking about the
need for embassy upgrades in terms of
security.

So we have gone down a very slippery
slope in calling nonemergencies emer-
gencies, and the reason it is so timely
that he offered this amendment now,
because if we do not, then we get to
VA-UD, and frankly we are going to
have a lot of other things added as,
quote, ‘‘emergencies.’’

And if my colleagues look at the
numbers, we have gone $62 billion over
the caps since the budget deal was
signed in 1997. We simply leave more
room for that if we go down this emer-
gency route.

Second, I would point out I think
that this amendment is fairly modest.
I was going to offer an amendment. As
my colleagues know, this amendment
goes after the 2.8. I was going to offer
one that as well went after the 1.7 and
had an across-the-board cut in the rest
of the 1.7. So from my perspective, this
is modest because he leaves it in place;
and as the gentleman from California
earlier pointed out, this is not about
ending the census, because as we all
know, Washington is a place from
which we would find a way to find the
money for the census.

Finally, I would say what this is
about is about basically the three mon-
keys:

Hear no evil, see no evil, speak no
evil.

b 1915

We cannot pretend to look very nar-
rowly on the budget that is before us
and pretend that things are not hap-
pening in the Senate, because, as we
know, they have marked up a bill that
has billions of dollars of farm emer-
gency spending in it that is going to
put us over the caps, and, in fact, when
you look at the assumptions behind the
budget, what you would say is it is
going to be very, very difficult for us to
really stay within our promise of not
reaching into Social Security, because

what the assumptions suggest is, one,
we will stay at a peacetime high in
terms of what the government takes
from economy, and, two, we will have a
frontal lobotomy in Washington and
drastically reduce spending from 19
percent of GDP to 16 percent of GDP.

Mr. Chairman, I would add only that
this amendment is supported by Citi-
zens Against Government Waste.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I take to the floor in
support of the Coburn amendment and
commend the gentleman for his fiscal
honesty, and I appreciate the support
that others have shown for it. The cen-
sus obviously is important, but it is
also important that we bring some
honesty to the budget process.

This morning I spoke against the
rule and made the statement that we
are already spending Social Security
trust funds, and asked if anyone dis-
agreed with me, to please confront me.
There were Members here who could
have, but chose not to. But the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the
majority whip, was on the floor and
chose to confront me after I left the
floor. In doing so, he made some allega-
tions that I want to set the record
straight on.

He said the Blue Dog budget had a
tax increase, not a tax decrease. That
is simply false, and he knows it.

He said it is okay to declare census
spending an emergency, because the
1997 budget agreement did not provide
money for the census. I find it hard to
believe that my colleague from Texas
was actually suggesting that because
Congress made a mistake and forgot
about the census when we passed the
1997 budget agreement, we have to de-
clare an emergency and leave the tax-
payers to pick up the tab.

I would also point out that the Blue
Dog budgets that we offered in 1995,
1996 and 1997 all budgeted money for
the census, supported by a majority of
Democrats on each instance. If the Re-
publican leadership had paid more at-
tention to the Blue Dog budgets back
then, perhaps we would not have this
problem today.

Another statement the majority
whip made this morning is that the
spending in all of the appropriation
bills for next year is being cut. Saying
that the appropriation bills are cutting
spending below last year’s level relies
on an awful lot of creative accounting,
directed scorekeeping, where we tell
the Congressional Budget Office how to
score bills to make it look like we are
spending less. Oh, how my colleague
from Texas used to lambast us Demo-
crats when he accused us of doing what
they are now doing.

If we let CBO score all the appropria-
tion bills honestly, they would tell us
that the appropriation bills we have
passed already spend $15 billion to $18
billion more than the leadership would
like us to believe. That is in this book
right here for anyone that wants to
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read it, phony offsets, emergency
spending, taking spending off budget,
all of these things we should not be
doing.

On page 6 of the Congressional Budg-
et Office July budget outlook that is
being cited as projecting surpluses out-
side of Social Security, they wrote,

That was before the Republican leadership
decided to abuse the emergency designation
to increase spending above the caps even fur-
ther. When we take into account these addi-
tional gimmicks, total discretionary spend-
ing will be at least $25 billion higher than
the Republican leadership is claiming.

Now, my opposition for the rule this
morning was let us be honest. Let us be
honest. Spending is spending, no mat-
ter what we call it, where we put it on
the ledger or how we try to hide it. Let
us be honest with the American people
about how much we are spending, and
not rely on accounting gimmicks and
stand on the floor and accuse our col-
leagues of not telling the truth.

Again, to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), I would challenge the
gentleman to come back to the floor
and make the same statements and
read this in this report, because what I
am saying is coming from CBO, not
CHARLIE STENHOLM.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) says the tax cut has nothing to
do with Social Security surpluses. The
claim that we have a surplus outside of
Social Security to use for tax cuts de-
pends on all these budget gimmicks.
There is no surplus outside of Social
Security next year to be used for tax
cuts or any other purpose when we add
up the numbers honestly. In fact, we
will have a deficit of at least $3 billion
next year when Social Security is ex-
cluded.

In other words, we have already
spent $3 billion of the Social Security
surplus, and all of the tax cut next
year will come out of Social Security
surpluses.

One does not have to take my word
for it. Again, just ask the Congres-
sional Budget Office. Any spending
above the caps, whether it is emer-
gency or non-emergency, and I am pre-
pared to make legitimate emergency
decisions based on spending needs that
handle emergencies. I am prepared to
do that.

But, now, let us start shooting
straight with the American people. If
we are going to break the caps, let us
tell them. If we are going to increase
spending, let us tell them. If we are
going to spend Social Security dollars,
let us tell them. If we are going to give
a tax cut from fictitious surpluses, let
us tell them.

Let us support the Coburn amend-
ment. Let us go back to the drawing
board, and let us deal honestly with
our budget while we still have a chance
to work bipartisanly on some very dif-
ficult matters.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 166, noes 249,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 371]

AYES—166

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson

Gephardt
Gonzalez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—249

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burton

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)

Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)

Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)

Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—18

Ballenger
Barton
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Boehner
Burr

Diaz-Balart
Fletcher
Fowler
Lantos
McCrery
McDermott

Oxley
Peterson (PA)
Reyes
Sawyer
Shuster
Watts (OK)

b 1945

Mr. SHOWS and Mr. PHELPS
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. SMITH of Washington,
ROTHMAN, DICKS, and Ms. WOOLSEY
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I wish to address the

body about the schedule for the bal-
ance of the evening.

Mr. Chairman, so that Members will
have some general guidance about the
balance of the evening, let me attempt
to generalize about the schedule. And if
any of the leadership finds me speaking
the wrong way, they can interrupt me.

But as I understand it, this is the
way we intend to proceed: I would
hope, as soon as we get back to the
Coburn amendment, that we could get
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a unanimous consent to limit the de-
bate to 30 minute, 15 per side. We will
do that appropriately at the right
time. At which point, if that is agreed,
we would then proceed to the three
votes that are stacked up, including
Coburn; in which case, at the conclu-
sion of those three votes, my under-
standing is the Committee would rise
and take up the Emergency Steel, Oil,
and Gas Loan Guarantee Act con-
ference report. Following that, I do not
know.

But at least I think we can have
some period of time after these three
votes that Members would have, while
the conference report is being debated,
for perhaps some private time.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on the Coburn
amendment and all amendments there-
to close in 30 minutes, and that the
time be equally divided between the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) and the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, we have
only one remaining speaker. I reserve
the balance of the time.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I first want to commend the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN). I do not agree with his
amendment, but I think he is doing
something that is very important.

I would like to talk about the em-
peror. The emperor, of course, are the
spending caps. This emperor is so sac-
rosanct and is wearing this beautiful
gown. We will never, ever take the
gown off the emperor.

Of course, we may do a little bit in
defense spending where we have an
emergency bill that doubles the
amount that the President asks for. We
may do a little bit in highway spend-
ing. Now we are doing a little bit in
census spending. Mr. Chairman, the
emperor has no clothes.

We are sitting here with a budget and
spending caps that we are busting over
and over and over again, and nobody
wants to say it on the Republican side
except for the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN). But the emperor
has no clothes. We are letting him
walk down the street bare naked be-
cause no one is willing to say we have
to make some adjustments.

The reason I do not agree with this
amendment is because we have to have
the census. The Constitution says we
have to have the census. It is not a sur-
prise. It is not something that was
snuck into the Constitution in the mid-
dle of the night where, all of a sudden,
we go, oh, my God, we have got to do
a census this year. We know it has got

to be there. But what has happened is
this process has been so distorted by
the majority side that this is the only
mechanism left.

If they want to continue this cha-
rade, the charade of saying that this is
an emergency, then that is what it is
going to have to be. But the American
people should know that this is a cha-
rade.

We have to have the census, but the
only opportunity we have been given
tonight to have the constitutionally
mandated census is to do it through
emergency spending. If that is what we
are going to do, then we have to get it
done.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for the
generous grant of time to discuss this
important amendment.

I come to the debate equipped with
two reference sources, the first being
Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary.
‘‘Emergency: an unforeseen combina-
tion of circumstances or the resulting
state that calls for immediate action.’’

Now, it is plausible to believe that we
cannot anticipate everything in the
budget and that emergencies do happen
beyond our control, and we should fig-
ure out a way of dealing with them.

The question is, is the census, is the
dicentennial enumeration of the people
of the United States an unanticipated
emergency that could not be foreseen?
Well, Thomas Jefferson 210 years ago
could have told Congress that in the
year 2000 they were going to need
money for the census because it was re-
quired that it be done every 10 years as
long as the Nation should stand, and
the Nation still stands.

So this is by no means an emergency
in terms of unanticipated budget needs.
Budget gimmicks were not quite
enough. The rosy scenario, assuming
that things would continue as well as
they had for the last 10 years, for the
next 10, that was not quite enough.

The quiet proposal and winking and
nodding about real cuts of 30 percent in
all domestic spending, even that was
not quite enough to get to the point
where we could have tax cuts and not
declare emergencies to make room for
the tax cuts. That is what this is all
about.

Social Security is going to be hit and
hit and hit and hit again with so-called
emergency spending which does not
count. We are taking the money. We
are spending it. We are replacing it
with IOUs in the Social Security Trust
Fund. We are ripping the lock off the
lockbox, but it does not count.

Do not pay any attention. Look the
other way. It is not an emergency. This
is not an emergency. This is spending
the Social Security trust funds for the
census, something that could have been
anticipated.

We should support the gentleman’s
amendment. Get honest about this
budget.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
there has been a lot of discussion obvi-
ously on this issue. But the reality is
that I agree with those who say the
budgeting process has become con-
voluted. It has even gotten a little bit
dirty.

But this amendment reminds me of
the instance where one throws the
baby out with the bath water. The baby
is the census in this case. While we
need to clean up the process, we do not
need to do it at the expense of the cen-
sus. We need the census money. I op-
pose the amendment.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Chairman, the analogy of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is
very apropos. Being somebody who de-
livered two babies this weekend, both
of them over 9 pounds, sometimes when
one has got a baby and one is going to
give it a bath, the first thing one has
got to do is get the baby out of the
mama’s tummy to give the bath to it.
Sometimes they do not always come
out right. Sometimes one takes a pair
of forceps, salad tongs, and gets that
baby out of there.

I am trying to get the emergency
baby out of this bill. I would appreciate
anybody’s vote.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Montana (Mr.
HILL).

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Oklahoma
for yielding me this time, and I want to
rise in support of his amendment.

There is no doubt that the census is
not an emergency. If my colleagues be-
lieve in the integrity of the budget
process and if my colleagues believe in
the integrity of the lockbox, if my col-
leagues believe that we should spend
Social Security taxes only on Social
Security, then my colleagues, too, have
to support this amendment.

Procedurally, this is the only way for
us to deal with this issue. If we pass
the Coburn amendment, we can send
this bill to the Senate without a provi-
sion for the census. We can then pass
the motion to instruct the conferees to
accede to the Senate position, which
would be to not declare the census an
emergency.

b 2000

There will be a census. Everybody in
this chamber knows this. Everybody in
America knows there will be a census
when we get done. The reason that this
has been declared an emergency is so
that we can exceed the spending caps
in the balanced budget agreement of
1997.

I think the gentleman from Texas,
when he attacked the whip, was talk-
ing about truth and honesty in budg-
eting. I would agree that it is not hon-
est budgeting to declare this census an
emergency, but I can tell my col-
leagues this, too, it is hard to find a lot
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of honesty in the budget process on
this floor tonight.

It reminds me that politics in Wash-
ington is often referred to like the poli-
tics in the Middle East where there are
three positions on every issue; there is
an official position, a public position,
and then there is the real position.
Folks are coming down to this floor
every day on the appropriations proc-
ess arguing they want to save Social
Security first, first things first, they
will say, and then they will argue that
every single appropriation bill is un-
derfunded.

Now, many of those same people
voted for the balanced budget agree-
ment with the President in 1997. They
congratulated themselves, they con-
gratulated the President, and they said
they were finally exercising fiscal dis-
cipline. Well let me tell my colleagues
what the fiscal discipline of that was.
First of all, it increased spending by al-
most $60 billion in the first 2 fiscal
years, and since then we have spent al-
most $62 billion in emergency spending,
$122 billion over the baseline amount in
2 years.

What it said is we would put off the
tough choices to the year 2000. Well,
guess what, here we are at the year 2000
budget and nobody here seems to have
the ability to stand up for their prin-
ciples. No one on this floor tonight has
questioned the most important ele-
ment here, and that is why is this cen-
sus costing so much? Congress and the
President cannot agree on how to do
the census, so what have we done? We
have said we will fund two censuses.
We will do not one, we will do two, the
President’s way and the Congress’ way.

If my colleagues believed that they
were exercising fiscal discipline and
voted for the balanced budget agree-
ment in 1997, then they have to vote for
this Coburn amendment. If my col-
leagues voted for the lockbox and they
meant it when they said that they
wanted to set Social Security aside for
Social Security, then they have to vote
for this Coburn amendment. If my col-
leagues voted for tax relief and they
believed and they meant that they
could fund that tax relief by not tap-
ping into the Social Security account,
then they have to vote for the Coburn
amendment, too.

We need to vote for this Coburn
amendment. It is the only way to re-
store integrity.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, what
time is remaining on each side and who
has the right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) has 10
minutes remaining and has the right to
close, and the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN) has 11 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, we are 250 days away from
the census and, as my good friend on
the other side of the aisle, the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) has
pointed out, this is constitutionally
mandated. We have to have a census.
Whether we call it an offset or an
emergency, every person in America
needs to be counted.

Mr. Chairman, I support the efforts
of the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) to fund the census at $4.5 bil-
lion, the requested amount from the
administration, and I urge a very
strong no vote on the Coburn amend-
ment. The Coburn amendment would
make it impossible to get a count in
the census; it would create the worst
census since we began counting over
200 years ago. I urge a very strong no
vote.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Cen-
sus, in the spirit of bipartisanship and
in friendship on this.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I urge my colleagues, especially
those on my side of the aisle, to oppose
this amendment.

As I said earlier, this is an irrespon-
sible amendment because it takes $2.8
billion out of the census and does not
replace it. We have to pay for the cen-
sus. We do not have a choice. It is a
constitutional requirement, and we
have said all along we were going to do
the best census possible and address
the problems that have existed in the
past censuses.

I served on the Committee on the
Budget back in 1997, and that is where
the problem started, with the budget
agreement, which I supported. Reflect-
ing back on it, we never provided any
money as part of that. We forgot. We
did not intentionally exclude the cen-
sus funding. But that is $4.5 billion.
And in this year’s budget it was not in-
cluded.

Now, I will admit my mistake. There
were mistakes made in putting that
budget together, but we have to pro-
vide it. That is the reason it is going to
become an emergency. I wish it was
not an emergency. Ideally it would not
be.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
this amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding to me.

I am enlightened here. Apparently I
now understand the nature of the
emergency. We forgot. This is a very
handy thing. From now on whenever
we are supposed to have done some-
thing and we do not do it, we do not
say I forgot, we say, I am sorry, it is an
emergency.

Because the gentleman said the prob-
lem is that in 1997, when some of my
colleagues voted for what I think was a
pretty stupid agreement, they forgot
there was going to be a census. Now, I

do not know who withheld this infor-
mation from those individuals, but now
we have an explanation of an emer-
gency. They forgot.

I plan to use this. When they say to
me, where is that thing the gentleman
is supposed to have, I will say, I am
sorry, it is an emergency. If they ask
somebody on their staff if they wrote
the memo that they wanted them to
write, they can say, no, it is an emer-
gency. So we now have invented the
handiest excuse in human history.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, tonight I
am arguing against the amendment of
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN). I think it is wrong. We are ar-
guing again about how to fund the cen-
sus, debating a constitutionally-based
census that we carry out every 10
years.

The consequences of failing to do this
are real frightening. What does this do
to Mississippi? Ten years ago we under-
counted 55,000 people. This year we
have a real likelihood of losing a seat
in Congress because we did not ade-
quately fund it 10 years ago. We do not
need to underfund the census today. It
is a crime; it is a shame. My people in
Mississippi need as much representa-
tion as anybody else in this country.

Mr. Chairman, the census affects us
in our highway planning, construction,
public transportation, educational
block grants, and everything else. Our
credibility is at stake. The credibility
of this chamber and the integrity of a
census that sets the agenda for this Na-
tion for the next 10 years.

Let us do the right thing, let us make
sure all Americans are counted and
that our democracy is operating on the
foundation where all Americans are
counted for and representation is
shared equally and our dollars are
spent wisely.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

There is an issue that is before us
that really does not have anything to
do with the census. There is an issue
before us that does not have anything
to do with the budget. The issue that is
before us is dare we pull the wool over
the American people’s eyes about call-
ing something an emergency when it is
not.

We have heard several people say we
are not going to have a census if this
amendment comes through. Everybody
knows we are going to have a census.
What they are really saying, when they
are saying that, is they do not want to
do the hard work to find the real
money to pay for this and not take it
from the Social Security fund. That is
what the real answer is. That is not
what is said, but that is what is in-
tended. We all know that because we
all know if this amendment passes the
Committee on Appropriations is going
to have to find the money for the cen-
sus.

I know that we can explain a lot of
things back home, but I think it is a
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real stretch for us to be so arrogant to
say we can go home, as the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) said,
and say we just forgot, therefore, it is
an emergency. This is not an emer-
gency. What will be an emergency is if
we spend and break our word with re-
gard to the Social Security surplus.

There were two people in this body
who voted for the President’s budget to
raise taxes and raise spending. Two
people. Everybody else in this body
voted against that budget. Everybody
else voted for one of two budgets that
said we will not, under any cir-
cumstances, touch Social Security
money. So it is really an issue about
whether or not we are going to be
truthful with the American public.

It is not truthful to say there will
not be a census if this amendment
passes because we all know there will
be. It is not truthful to tell the Amer-
ican public that it is an emergency to
fund a census because somebody forgot.
They did not forget. They did not put it
in, including from the Committee on
the Budget. I know this from having a
conversation with the chairman, be-
cause they were hoping to force a de-
crease in spending so they did not elic-
it it. So nobody really forgot.

We can do what we need to do. We
can take care of every American that
is dependent on us; we can have an ac-
curate census; we just need to do it
more efficiently. We need to remeasure
the programs that we are passing
money for. Are they effective, are they
doing it the most efficient way? Our
problem this year is we are refusing to
do the steps that will help us become
efficient in our government as we are
in every other aspect of our society.

The Senate is talking about, and we
will be discussing as well, emergency
spending for the farmers, the most effi-
cient farmers in the world. We cannot
ask them to cut their costs any more.
They are already the cheapest in the
world by far. Let them be an example
to us. Let us make every program that
the Federal Government runs as effi-
cient as the farmers are in this coun-
try. If we do that, we will have $100 bil-
lion with which to fund the census and
everything else we need.

I want my colleagues to check their
hearts and ask themselves if they can
go home and tell the people in their
districts that this census is an emer-
gency; that they had to spend their
constituents’ Social Security money
and their grandchildren are just going
to have to pay a little bit more to fund
the Social Security system.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

One of the comments that we keep
hearing from everyone on that side
who gets up to put forth a deep cut is,
do not worry about this cut, what it is
that I am cutting will get done. So we
will cut one bill, then people will say,
do not worry about it, Defense will be
taken care of. Then they will cut an-

other bill and say, do not worry about
it, everything in Energy and Water will
be taken care of. Now today they are
saying, we will cut the census but, do
not worry, the census will be taken
care of. And I suspect some time in the
fall they will cut education and health
care and health services to shreds and
they will say, do not worry about it,
people will be taken care of.

This may come as a shock, but soon-
er or later, if we keep on cutting, some-
thing is really not going to happen.
Something is not going to go well. And
the reason that we are opposing this
amendment today is because we know
for a fact that the census can run into
serious problems if we approve this
amendment.

Now, I also personally would like to
help the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN). He told us with such
pride and joy, and he should tell us
with pride and joy, that just this week-
end he delivered two babies. Well, his
amendment runs the risk of not count-
ing those babies in the census. I do not
want him to go through life delivering
babies that will not be counted in the
census.

Let me just end with this thought,
which is the same one I brought up be-
fore. I think it is important for every-
one to understand that the census was
the only issue in this bill on which
there was full agreement. Let me re-
peat that again. The census item was
the only part of this bill on which
there was full agreement. People like
myself, who are voting for final pas-
sage of this bill, are doing it not be-
cause I support the cuts we made, they
are doing it mainly because it funded
fully the census.

b 2015

So now to break the only agreement
we had by destroying the census means
that whatever support there is for this
bill we lose, whatever hope there is
that we could move ahead to come up
with a better bill in general terms we
lose, that any possibility we have to
get this project on the way we lose.

There are things that have to be
dealt with right away. When the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) and
when the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MALONEY) get up and tell us the
importance of this item and when the
gentleman from Kentucky (Chairman
ROGERS) tells us the importance of this
item, they are not saying that just to
hear themselves speak or to appear on
TV. They know how difficult it was to
reach this point.

How many of my colleagues have for-
gotten that we held up budgets in the
past because of the census issue? So if
we are here, we are with an agreement
at least on this item, why even con-
sider voting for the Coburn amend-
ment?

So, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
everyone in this House joins in a bipar-
tisan basis to defeat this amendment.
This is the worst amendment from a
gentleman who is famous for his

amendments, but this is without a
doubt the worst amendment he has
brought to the floor. If this should
pass, even he would regret it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 273, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN)
will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 273, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. SCOTT); the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE); and the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 263,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 372]

AYES—164

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano

Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dingell
Dixon

Doggett
Duncan
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7220 August 4, 1999
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Hutchinson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Larson
Leach
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
McGovern

McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Rodriguez
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders

Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOES—263

Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
DeMint

Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook

Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pease
Petri
Phelps

Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton

Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Bilbray
Brady (TX)

Lantos
McDermott

Peterson (PA)
Reyes

b 2038

Messrs. DEUTSCH, DOOLEY of Cali-
fornia, PALLONE, CONDIT,
HULSHOF, SPRATT, and MATSUI,
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, and
Messrs. DICKS, LUCAS of Kentucky,
CRAMER and Ms. McCARTHY of Mis-
souri changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to
‘‘no.’’

Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. GILCHREST
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 273, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DEGETTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 268,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 373]

AYES—160

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird

Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen

Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich

Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard

Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kuykendall
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—268

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer

Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)

Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
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Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence

Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Bilbray
Lantos

McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Reyes

b 2046

Mr. FORD changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5

-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 257,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 374]

AYES—171

Aderholt
Allen
Baird
Baldwin
Barr
Bartlett
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Borski
Boswell

Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Castle
Chabot
Chenoweth
Clement

Coble
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
DeFazio
DeGette

DeMint
Deutsch
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Filner
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gibbons
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jenkins

Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson
LaTourette
Lazio
Linder
Lofgren
Luther
Manzullo
McIntosh
McIntyre
Meehan
Mica
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nussle
Olver
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Ramstad
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Roukema
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Wu

NOES—257

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Combest
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)

Deal
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goss
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Isakson

Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Latham
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez

Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn

Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Strickland

Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Bilbray
Lantos

McDermott
Peterson (PA)

Reyes

b 2055
Mr. VISCLOSKY changed his vote

from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’
Mr. FORD, Mrs. CAPPS and Mr.

TIERNEY changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move

that the Committee do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 2670) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.
f

b 2100

EXPRESSING APPRECIATION TO
MEMBERS FOR CONDOLENCES
RECEIVED ON THE PASSING OF
THE HONORABLE ROBERT H.
MOLLOHAN
(Mr. MOLLOHAN asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I sim-
ply want to express my appreciation
for the many kind comments that I
have heard on the floor today from my
colleagues on the passing of my father.
I certainly appreciate those senti-
ments, both those that have been ex-
pressed publicly and those that have
been expressed privately. They are con-
soling and important, and I very much
appreciate those comments.
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In addition, I would like to express

appreciation to the majority leadership
and to my minority leadership for ac-
commodating my schedule and bring-
ing up this very important legislation,
the steel, oil and gas loan guarantee
program. I know they have accommo-
dated my personal situation, and for
that I am deeply grateful to both the
majority leadership and to the minor-
ity leadership.
f

KOSOVO AND SOUTHWEST ASIA
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the previous order of the House of
August 3, 1999, I call up from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1664)
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for military operations,
refugee relief, and humanitarian assist-
ance relating to the conflict in Kosovo,
and for military operations in South-
west Asia for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments there-
to, and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. REGULA

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the previous order of the House of
August 3, 1999, I offer a motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the motion.

The text of the motion and the Sen-
ate amendments is as follows:

Mr. REGULA moves that the House concur
in the Senate amendments.

Senate amendments:
Page 2, strike out all after line 7 over to

and including line 21 on page 3 and insert:
SEC. 101. EMERGENCY STEEL LOAN GUARANTEE

PROGRAM. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This chapter may
be cited as the ‘‘Emergency Steel Loan Guar-
antee Act of 1999’’.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—Congress finds
that—

(1) the United States steel industry has been
severely harmed by a record surge of more than
40,000,000 tons of steel imports into the United
States in 1998, caused by the world financial cri-
sis;

(2) this surge in imports resulted in the loss of
more than 10,000 steel worker jobs in 1998, and
was the imminent cause of 3 bankruptcies by
medium-sized steel companies, Acme Steel,
Laclede Steel, and Geneva Steel;

(3) the crisis also forced almost all United
States steel companies into—

(A) reduced volume, lower prices, and finan-
cial losses; and

(B) an inability to obtain credit for continued
operations and reinvestment in facilities;

(4) the crisis also has affected the willingness
of private banks and investment institutions to
make loans to the United States steel industry
for continued operation and reinvestment in fa-
cilities;

(5) these steel bankruptcies, job losses, and fi-
nancial losses are also having serious negative
effects on the tax base of cities, counties, and
States, and on the essential health, education,
and municipal services that these government
entities provide to their citizens; and

(6) a strong steel industry is necessary to the
adequate defense preparedness of the United
States in order to have sufficient steel available
to build the ships, tanks, planes, and armaments
necessary for the national defense.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this section:
(1) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the

Loan Guarantee Board established under sub-
section (e).

(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘Program’’ means
the Emergency Steel Guarantee Loan Program
established under subsection (d).

(3) QUALIFIED STEEL COMPANY.—The term
‘‘qualified steel company’’ means any company
that—

(A) is incorporated under the laws of any
State;

(B) is engaged in the production and manu-
facture of a product defined by the American
Iron and Steel Institute as a basic steel mill
product, including ingots, slab and billets,
plates, flat-rolled steel, sections and structural
products, bars, rail type products, pipe and
tube, and wire rod; and

(C) has experienced layoffs, production losses,
or financial losses since the beginning of the
steel import crisis, in January 1998 or that oper-
ates substantial assets of a company that meets
these qualifications.

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF EMERGENCY STEEL
GUARANTEE LOAN PROGRAM.—There is estab-
lished the Emergency Steel Guarantee Loan
Program, to be administered by the Board, the
purpose of which is to provide loan guarantees
to qualified steel companies in accordance with
this section.

(e) LOAN GUARANTEE BOARD MEMBERSHIP.—
There is established a Loan Guarantee Board,
which shall be composed of—

(1) the Secretary of Commerce;
(2) the Chairman of the Board of Governors of

the Federal Reserve System, who shall serve as
Chairman of the Board; and

(3) the Chairman of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.

(f) LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM.—
(1) AUTHORITY.—The Program may guarantee

loans provided to qualified steel companies by
private banking and investment institutions in
accordance with the procedures, rules, and reg-
ulations established by the Board.

(2) TOTAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggregate
amount of loans guaranteed and outstanding at
any one time under this section may not exceed
$1,000,000,000.

(3) INDIVIDUAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggre-
gate amount of loans guaranteed under this sec-
tion with respect to a single qualified steel com-
pany may not exceed $250,000,000.

(4) TIMELINES.—The Board shall approve or
deny each application for a guarantee under
this section as soon as possible after receipt of
such application.

(5) ADDITIONAL COSTS.—For the additional
cost of the loans guaranteed under this sub-
section, including the costs of modifying the
loans as defined in section 502 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 661a), there
is appropriated $140,000,000 to remain available
until expended.

(g) REQUIREMENTS FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.—A
loan guarantee may be issued under this section
upon application to the Board by a qualified
steel company pursuant to an agreement to pro-
vide a loan to that qualified steel company by a
private bank or investment company, if the
Board determines that—

(1) credit is not otherwise available to that
company under reasonable terms or conditions
sufficient to meet its financing needs, as re-
flected in the financial and business plans of
that company;

(2) the prospective earning power of that com-
pany, together with the character and value of
the security pledged, furnish reasonable assur-
ance of repayment of the loan to be guaranteed
in accordance with its terms;

(3) the loan to be guaranteed bears interest at
a rate determined by the Board to be reasonable,
taking into account the current average yield on
outstanding obligations of the United States
with remaining periods of maturity comparable
to the maturity of such loan;

(4) the company has agreed to an audit by the
General Accounting Office prior to the issuance
of the loan guarantee and annually thereafter
while any such guaranteed loan is outstanding;
and

(5) In the case of a purchaser of substantial
assets of a qualified steel company, the qualified
steel company establishes that it is unable to re-
organize itself.

(h) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOAN GUARAN-
TEES.—

(1) LOAN DURATION.—All loans guaranteed
under this section shall be payable in full not
later than December 31, 2005, and the terms and
conditions of each such loan shall provide that
the loan may not be amended, or any provision
thereof waived, without the consent of the
Board.

(2) LOAN SECURITY.—Any commitment to issue
a loan guarantee under this section shall con-
tain such affirmative and negative covenants
and other protective provisions that the Board
determines are appropriate. The Board shall re-
quire security for the loans to be guaranteed
under this section at the time at which the com-
mitment is made.

(3) FEES.—A qualified steel company receiving
a guarantee under this section shall pay a fee to
the Department of the Treasury to cover costs of
the program, but in no event shall such fee ex-
ceed an amount equal to 0.5 percent of the out-
standing principal balance of the guaranteed
loan.

(4) GUARANTEE LEVEL.—No loan guarantee
may be provided under this section if the guar-
antee exceeds 85 percent of the amount of prin-
cipal of the loan.

(i) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary of
Commerce shall submit to Congress a full report
of the activities of the Board under this section
during each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000, and
annually thereafter, during such period as any
loan guaranteed under this section is out-
standing.

(j) SALARIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—For necessary expenses to administer
the Program, $5,000,000 is appropriated to the
Department of Commerce, to remain available
until expended, which may be transferred to the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Trade De-
velopment of the International Trade Adminis-
tration.

(k) TERMINATION OF GUARANTEE AUTHOR-
ITY.—The authority of the Board to make com-
mitments to guarantee any loan under this sec-
tion shall terminate on December 31, 2001.

(l) REGULATORY ACTION.—The Board shall
issue such final procedures, rules, and regula-
tions as may be necessary to carry out this sec-
tion not later than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(m) IRON ORE COMPANIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the requirements

of this subsection, an iron ore company incor-
porated under the laws of any State shall be
treated as a qualified steel company for pur-
poses of the Program.

(2) TOTAL GUARANTEE LIMIT FOR IRON ORE
COMPANY.—Of the aggregate amount of loans
authorized to be guaranteed and outstanding at
any one time under subsection (f)(2), an amount
not to exceed $30,000,000 shall be loans with re-
spect to iron ore companies.
FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE AND TRAVEL EXPENSES

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. 102. (a) Of the funds available in the
nondefense category to the agencies of the Fed-
eral Government, $145,000,000 are hereby re-
scinded: Provided, That rescissions pursuant to
this subsection shall be taken only from admin-
istrative and travel accounts: Provided further,
That rescissions shall be taken on a pro rata
basis from funds available to every Federal
agency, department, and office in the Executive
Branch, including the Office of the President.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7223August 4, 1999
(b) Within 30 days after the date of enactment

of this Act, the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate a listing of the
amounts by account of the reductions made pur-
suant to the provisions of subsection (a) of this
section.

Page 4, strike out all after line 1 over to
and including line 14 on page 22 and insert:

SEC. 201. PETROLEUM DEVELOPMENT MANAGE-
MENT. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This chapter may be
cited as the ‘‘Emergency Oil and Gas Guaran-
teed Loan Program Act’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) consumption of foreign oil in the United

States is estimated to equal 56 percent of all oil
consumed, and that percentage could reach 68
percent by 2010 if current prices prevail;

(2) the number of oil and gas rigs operating in
the United States is at its lowest since 1944,
when records of this tally began;

(3) if prices do not increase soon, the United
States could lose at least half its marginal wells,
which in aggregate produce as much oil as the
United States imports from Saudi Arabia;

(4) oil and gas prices are unlikely to increase
for at least several years;

(5) declining production, well abandonment,
and greatly reduced exploration and develop-
ment are shrinking the domestic oil and gas in-
dustry;

(6) the world’s richest oil producing regions in
the Middle East are experiencing increasingly
greater political instability;

(7) United Nations policy may make Iraq the
swing oil producing nation, thereby granting
Saddam Hussein tremendous power;

(8) reliance on foreign oil for more than 60
percent of our daily oil and gas consumption is
a national security threat;

(9) the level of United States oil security is di-
rectly related to the level of domestic production
of oil, natural gas liquids, and natural gas; and

(10) a national security policy should be de-
veloped that ensures that adequate supplies of
oil are available at all times free of the threat of
embargo or other foreign hostile acts.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the

Loan Guarantee Board established by sub-
section (e).

(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘Program’’ means
the Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan
Program established by subsection (d).

(3) QUALIFIED OIL AND GAS COMPANY.—The
term ‘‘qualified oil and gas company’’ means a
company that—

(A) is—
(i) an independent oil and gas company (with-

in the meaning of section 57(a)(2)(B)(i) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986); or

(ii) a small business concern under section 3 of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632) (or a com-
pany based in Alaska, including an Alaska Na-
tive Corporation created pursuant to the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et
seq.)) that is an oil field service company whose
main business is providing tools, products, per-
sonnel, and technical solutions on a contractual
basis to exploration and production operators
that drill, complete wells, and produce, trans-
port, refine, and sell hydrocarbons and their by-
products as the main commercial business of the
concern or company; and

(B) has experienced layoffs, production losses,
or financial losses since the beginning of the oil
import crisis, after January 1, 1997.

(d) EMERGENCY OIL AND GAS GUARANTEED
LOAN PROGRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the
Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan Pro-
gram, the purpose of which shall be to provide
loan guarantees to qualified oil and gas compa-
nies in accordance with this section.

(2) LOAN GUARANTEE BOARD.—There is estab-
lished to administer the Program a Loan Guar-
antee Board, to be composed of—

(A) the Secretary of Commerce;
(B) the Chairman of the Board of Governors

of the Federal Reserve System, who shall serve
as Chairman of the Board; and

(C) the Chairman of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.

(e) AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Program may guarantee

loans provided to qualified oil and gas compa-
nies by private banking and investment institu-
tions in accordance with procedures, rules, and
regulations established by the Board.

(2) TOTAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggregate
amount of loans guaranteed and outstanding at
any 1 time under this section shall not exceed
$500,000,000.

(3) INDIVIDUAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggre-
gate amount of loans guaranteed under this sec-
tion with respect to a single qualified oil and
gas company shall not exceed $10,000,000.

(4) EXPEDITIOUS ACTION ON APPLICATIONS.—
The Board shall approve or deny an application
for a guarantee under this section as soon as
practicable after receipt of an application.

(5) ADDITIONAL COSTS.—For the additional
cost of the loans guaranteed under this sub-
section, including the costs of modifying the
loans as defined in section 502 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 661a), there
is appropriated $122,500,000 to remain available
until expended.

(f) REQUIREMENTS FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.—
The Board may issue a loan guarantee on appli-
cation by a qualified oil and gas company under
an agreement by a private bank or investment
company to provide a loan to the qualified oil
and gas company, if the Board determines
that—

(1) credit is not otherwise available to the
company under reasonable terms or conditions
sufficient to meet its financing needs, as re-
flected in the financial and business plans of
the company;

(2) the prospective earning power of the com-
pany, together with the character and value of
the security pledged, provide a reasonable as-
surance of repayment of the loan to be guaran-
teed in accordance with its terms;

(3) the loan to be guaranteed bears interest at
a rate determined by the Board to be reasonable,
taking into account the current average yield on
outstanding obligations of the United States
with remaining periods of maturity comparable
to the maturity of the loan; and

(4) the company has agreed to an audit by the
General Accounting Office before issuance of
the loan guarantee and annually while the
guaranteed loan is outstanding.

(g) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOAN GUARAN-
TEES.—

(1) LOAN DURATION.—All loans guaranteed
under this section shall be repayable in full not
later than December 31, 2010, and the terms and
conditions of each such loan shall provide that
the loan agreement may not be amended, or any
provision of the loan agreement waived, without
the consent of the Board.

(2) LOAN SECURITY.—A commitment to issue a
loan guarantee under this section shall contain
such affirmative and negative covenants and
other protective provisions as the Board deter-
mines are appropriate. The Board shall require
security for the loans to be guaranteed under
this section at the time at which the commitment
is made.

(3) FEES.—A qualified oil and gas company re-
ceiving a loan guarantee under this section
shall pay a fee to the Department of the Treas-
ury to cover costs of the program, but in no
event shall such fee exceed an amount equal to
0.5 percent of the outstanding principal balance
of the guaranteed loan.

(4) GUARANTEE LEVEL.—No loan guarantee
may be provided under this section if the guar-
antee exceeds 85 percent of the amount of prin-
cipal of the loan.

(h) REPORTS.—During fiscal year 1999 and
each fiscal year thereafter until each guaran-

teed loan has been repaid in full, the Secretary
of Commerce shall submit to Congress a report
on the activities of the Board.

(i) SALARIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—For necessary expenses to administer
the Program, $2,500,000 is appropriated to the
Department of Commerce, to remain available
until expended, which may be transferred to the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Trade De-
velopment of the International Trade Adminis-
tration.

(j) TERMINATION OF GUARANTEE AUTHORITY.—
The authority of the Board to make commit-
ments to guarantee any loan under this section
shall terminate on December 31, 2001.

(k) REGULATORY ACTION.—Not later than 60
days after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Board shall issue such final procedures, rules,
and regulations as are necessary to carry out
this section.
FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE AND TRAVEL EXPENSES

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. 202. (a) Of the funds available in the
nondefense category to the agencies of the Fed-
eral Government, $125,000,000 are hereby re-
scinded: Provided, That rescissions pursuant to
this subsection shall be taken only from admin-
istrative and travel accounts: Provided further,
That rescissions shall be taken on a pro rata
basis from funds available to every Federal
agency, department, and office in the Executive
Branch, including the Office of the President.

(b) Within 30 days after the date of enactment
of this Act, the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate a listing of the
amounts by account of the reductions made pur-
suant to the provisions of subsection (a) of this
section.

Page 22, strike out all after line 15 over to
and including line 4 on page 32 and insert:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in the Act shall remain available for obli-
gation beyond the current fiscal year unless ex-
pressly so provided herein.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency Steel
Loan Guarantee and Emergency Oil and Gas
Guaranteed Loan Act of 1999’’.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘An
Act providing emergency authority for
guarantees of loans to qualified steel
and iron ore companies and to qualified
oil and gas companies, and for other
purposes.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Tues-
day, August 3, 1999, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. REGULA), the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), and
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. REGULA).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1664, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this is an issue of agree-

ing to a Senate amendment to the bill,
H.R. 1664. It provides for steel, oil, and
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gas loan guarantee programs. These
two sectors of the economy need a
helping hand because they have not en-
joyed the benefits of our robust econ-
omy recently because of unfair foreign
trading practices and depressed prices.

Independent oil and natural gas pro-
ducers have lost about 56,000 jobs over
the past 18 months because of de-
pressed oil and gas prices. The U.S.
steel industry has lost over 10,000 jobs
due to the record level of low priced
steel imports that came into the
United States in 1998. Steel imports
continue at above average rates in 1999.
In addition to the jobs lost in the steel
industry and the surrounding commu-
nities, these unfair imports have driven
companies into bankruptcy.

Both of these industries have and are
seeking relief through our anti-dump-
ing and countervailing duty laws. The
Commerce Department has found
dumping in numerous steel cases and
the International Trade Commission
has found injury, so that dumping du-
ties are now being collected on many
steel imports. But this process has
been a long and costly process for the
companies and their workers. The re-
sults of slightly lower imports are just
now beginning to show.

But many of the affected companies
and their workers need the self-help,
and I emphasize ‘‘self-help,’’ loan guar-
antee that is provided in this legisla-
tion. They are having trouble gaining
access to private capital in order to
deal with the cash flow problems and
to restructure in order to weather the
steel import crisis. The loan program is
not, and I emphasize again, is not a
Federal giveaway. It is a tough, self-
help program which does have protec-
tions for the U.S. taxpayer. Let me list
those:

The Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve, Alan Greenspan, will serve as
the chairman of the board that will re-
view all loan guarantee applications.
The Secretary of Commerce and the
Chairman of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission are also members
of the board. So obviously this is a
tough board that these companies
would have to go to for a guarantee.

The loan guarantee amount for each
company is limited to $250 million and
must be paid back by December 31,
2005. Companies must provide security
for all loan guarantees and shall pay a
fee to cover the cost of the program.
Only 85 percent of the principal loan
amount can be guaranteed by this pro-
gram.

Furthermore, any company that re-
ceives a loan guarantee is subject to a
GAO audit. So there are tough condi-
tions in this, I want to emphasize.

The board’s authority, the board
headed by Chairman Greenspan, to
make loan guarantees terminates on
December 31, 2001. In other words, it is
essentially a 17-month program. So
this is not an open-ended new program.

I should also add that the credit sub-
sidy cost of this bill, $267 million, and
that is the charge we would have to ap-

propriate just to cover it, not that
there would be any Federal money in-
volved, this is a guarantee, all the
loans would come from the private sec-
tor, with the government guaranteeing
85 percent of the loan. But it is com-
pletely offset by a rescission of Federal
administrative and travel expenses.

As we prepare to give a helping hand
to our farmers, and most of those are
grants, in some cases loans, but we are
saying billions we are talking about to
help our farm economy, agriculture, as
we should, but as we prepare to give
them a helping hand, and they are af-
fected by the current drought, I ask
that we also give the steel and oil and
gas industries a helping hand to over-
come the import crisis that they have
had no control over.

We cannot allow foreign nations to
export their unemployment to the
United States. I urge support of this
legislation and, in effect, the support of
American jobs.

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

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, first I want to express
appreciation to our senior Senator
from West Virginia for his interest and
efforts in regard to the steel industry,
which have been tremendous and con-
sistent and effective, as this legislation
which he is responsible for getting
through the Senate evidences.

Mr. Speaker, our steel industry and
steelworkers are in trouble. Foreign
steel imports are up dramatically
across the board, from 30 to 41 million
tons in 1998. Hot rolled steel imports,
for example, are up a staggering 66 per-
cent. Three countries, Korea, Russia
and Japan, account for 78 percent of
this increase, and much of it is illegal
dumping, selling in this country at a
price less than the cost of actually pro-
ducing it. That is a violation of inter-
national trade law.

Dumping has resulted in five of our
steel companies in this country going
bankrupt and 10,000 of our steelworkers
losing their job, 800 of these jobs at
Weirton Steel in my district. Five com-
panies, Mr. Speaker, 10,000 steel jobs,
all lost because of illegal dumping.

The legislation before us today ad-
dresses the short- to medium-term fi-
nancial problems created for steel com-
panies by this illegal dumping. It es-
tablishes a program whereby the gov-
ernment will guarantee up to $1.5 bil-
lion in conventional loans, $1 billion
for the steel industry and $500 million
for the ailing oil and gas industry.

The amount actually appropriated in
the bill is $270 million, which rep-
resents the subsidy rate, and that is
the amount of money actually esti-
mated to be at risk should there be de-
faults.

Loan guarantees are a tried and true
approach to helping backbone indus-
tries get through troubled financial
times. Remember when the Congress
passed the Chrysler Loan Guarantee
Act of 1980 which supported a loan

guarantee program of up to $1.5 billion?
Chrysler borrowed $1.3 billion, and suc-
cessfully completed the program in
1983.

Likewise, in 1981 Lockheed was the
object of a federally backed $250 mil-
lion guarantee program. Also New
York City benefitted from a successful
$1 billion loan guarantee program.
Some refer to these programs as the
Lockheed or the New York or Chrysler
bailout. In fact, none of these programs
were bailouts. All were guarantee pro-
grams, which allowed Lockheed, Chrys-
ler, and New York to work through
their financial crisis and, at the con-
clusion, pay off their debts. The gov-
ernment did not have to pay off one
penny of those guaranteed loans.

Steel manufacturing and oil and gas
production industries are vital inter-
ests to our broad economic well-being,
not to mention to our national secu-
rity interests. It is perfectly appro-
priate for us to act reasonably to assist
these industries using the loan guar-
antee model.

I urge adoption of the legislation, Mr.
Speaker.

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

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, let me first
begin by saying I regret I am rising in
strong opposition to this bill because I
have such enormous respect for the two
gentlemen that have just spoken, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) and
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN). But I rise in opposition on
the grounds of process, the grounds of
substance, and the grounds of prece-
dent.

In terms of process, Members will be
asked to vote on the creation of a mas-
sive new $1.5 billion Federal credit pro-
gram designed to benefit certain steel
as well as oil and gas companies that
has never been considered by the House
or any of its committees.

I have grave doubts about the appro-
priateness of a new contingent liability
of this nature in the Federal Govern-
ment for a number of reasons, includ-
ing the fact that the proposal coming
from the other body lacks adequate
taxpayer safeguards. Not only are
there no warrants to reward taxpayers
for risks undertaken, as was in the case
of the Chrysler program, this legisla-
tion does not even comply with OMB
guidelines establishing core policies for
Federal credit programs.

To cite just one, financial standards
for risk taking require that private
lenders who extend government guar-
anteed credit must bear at least 20 per-
cent of the loss from any default. This
standard OMB policy is not included in
this loan guarantee program, thus
making the program a bailout for poor
lending policies of banks, as well as
poor management practices of steel
and oil and gas companies.
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For a country with the most sophis-

ticated market economy in the world,
the approach advocated today rep-
resents an astonishingly slippery slope.
Loan guarantee proposals and cir-
cumstances of this nature have a tend-
ency to create stilted markets and un-
fair competition. They implicitly dis-
advantage competitors and may not be
as protective of ordinary workers as
they may be for investors and a few
companies and lending institutions
that may have troubled loans in place.

Let me be clear: Nothing in this bill
expands demand for steel or creates a
single job. It may protect a particular
worker’s job in a particular company,
but it is not a jobs protection bill. At
the very most, it allocates jobs by pro-
tecting the least efficient producers
and jeopardizing more efficient ones.

For example, I represent an indus-
trial river district with four steel
plants. None can be expected to receive
any of the resources made available
under this act. But this bill authorizes
assistance to steel producers in com-
petition with these efficient plants.

For every job that may be protected
in West Virginia, one will be lost in
Iowa, and for every dollar diverted in
this market intervention program, one
will be deprived from HUD, the USDA
and an assortment of other government
agencies. There is no free lunch for
loan guarantees of this nature.

To be sure, last year steel import cri-
sis was real and caused harm to our in-
dustry and its workers. In reaction, the
United States Government responded
aggressively to anti-dumping and coun-
tervailing duty cases against a variety
of countries. At the same time, the ex-
ecutive branch exerted bilateral pres-
sure on key trading partners, including
Japan and Korea, to reduce their steel
imports to the United States.

According to Commerce Secretary
Daley, these efforts are beginning to
have an effect. While our steel industry
still faces a number of economic dif-
ficulties, we have reversed last year’s
historic import surge. Total steel im-
ports have returned to pre-crisis levels.
April 1999 imports of all steel products
were 22 percent below April 1998 levels
and 6 percent below April 1997.
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Indeed, this April’s import levels
were more than 42 percent below last
August’s peak. Ironically, just today it
was reported the domestic steel compa-
nies are raising spot market prices of
large volume flat rolled products by as
much as 9 percent.

According to the Chicago Tribune,
these price increases have been made
possible by sharp economic rebounds in
key parts of Asia’s Pacific Rim which
is soaking up steel that otherwise
might have been shipped to the United
States.

As for the oil and gas dimension of
this bill, it should be understood that
this provision was added in the other
body when crude oil prices were at an
inflation-adjusted post World War II

low. But from a bottom of $10.27 cents
per barrel in February of this year, oil
prices have rallied over 100 percent, to
$20.62 today. The recovery of crude oil
prices makes this bill not only philo-
sophically dubious, but untimely.

Let me turn now to precedent. Here
two issues stand out. First, the fact
that this legislation is being considered
on the House floor in this way is a tes-
tament to the disproportionate power
individual Members of the other body
have attained through precedents and
rules not shared by this body.

The principal reason this bill is be-
fore us is that one powerful member of
the other body refused to allow a na-
tional defense and humanitarian spend-
ing measure to go forward until he re-
ceived a pledge from House leaders
that this legislation would receive ex-
pedited consideration in this body, in
disregard of regular House processes.

To allow this kind of process to be
subjected in the House is precedential
folly. The procedures of the other body
demand reform for a number of rea-
sons, not the least of which is that
they disadvantage the people’s body.
But under no circumstances should
House Members be a party to power
plays in the other House that dictate
how this House should proceed, espe-
cially if such commitments have the
effect of bypassing the committee sys-
tem, which is designed to protect the
House and the public interest.

Further complicating this bill are
constitutional and administrative law
questions. In an effort to make the
loan guaranty program less expensive,
the bill was amended to require the
chairman of the Federal Reserve to
serve as the chairman of a three-mem-
ber board to administer the program.

But it should be remembered, the
Federal Reserve is an independent
agency, not part of the executive
branch. It is responsible for conducting
the Nation’s monetary policy, as well
as supervising and regulating banking
institutions. This bill would entangle
the Federal Reserve in inappropriate
executive branch functions and com-
promising political judgments.

The program the bill establishes is
more political than economic in char-
acter. It is designed by politicians to
benefit certain companies in selected
industries. In its present form, it en-
twines the Federal Reserve Board,
which both parties on a bipartisan
basis have a vested interest in keeping
above politics, into the hurly-burly of
congressional politics.

Extraordinarily, the bill causes the
chairman of the Fed to become, in ef-
fect, a loan officer who also may be
regulating financial institutions with
which the Federal Reserve may, under
this bill, become a party in lending
judgments.

The only thing more foolish than the
economic and political judgments in
play are the process considerations for
Congress, the executive branch, and
the Fed.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me
reiterate that the interventionist pol-

icy under consideration represents a
procedural, substantive, and precedent-
setting umbrage. Loan guaranty ap-
proaches should only be considered
after extensive review and only under
the most exigent of circumstances.
This particular congressional intrusion
into the American free market should
be viewed with the utmost skepticism.

Mr. Speaker, I urge its defeat, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want to
say how much respect I have for the
authors of this bill, both the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN).

With respect to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), I want
to express my deepest condolences
upon the death of his father, with
whom I had the tremendous pleasure of
serving for 8 years, from 1975, his re-
tirement, to 1982. He was a great per-
son. He was a great Congressman.

But I think, in all candor, his great-
est achievement was his son. I do not
think any father could have been more
proud of his son than Bob Mollohan
was, and rightly should have been, of
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN). I am proud to serve with
him. That makes opposing the bill even
more difficult.

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

Mr. LAFALCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend, the distinguished
gentleman from New York, for those
very kind remarks. They are certainly
appreciated. God bless.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that I must oppose this bill, in large
part for the reasons articulated by the
chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). I find
myself in 100 percent agreement with
each and every remark of his.

First of all, with respect to process,
there was not one minute worth of
hearing on this bill in the House of
Representatives; not a day, not an
hour, not a minute. I believe that is
true in the Senate, too, but I cannot
swear to that.

As a matter of fact, the oil and gas
provisions of this bill were never even
introduced in the House. The bill num-
ber is the Kosovo appropriations that
was substituted. I do not believe there
ever was a bill creating a loan guar-
anty program for the oil and gas indus-
try.

Now, I think it is a terrible prece-
dent. I really think this is a terrible
precedent, because what we are doing
is we are saying to the authorizing
committees, whatever they are, the
Committee on Transportation, the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
Committee on Armed Services, we are
going to eliminate the necessity for
them, on minor matters. What is a
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minor matter? For $1.5 billion, we will
just eliminate the need for their con-
sideration of any legislation dealing
with approximately $1.5 billion. That is
a terrible precedent.

Secondly, some individuals say, well,
speaking of precedents, we have some
precedents when we have given guaran-
ties in the past. To be sure, Chrysler
has been mentioned as one example;
Lockheed.

A few things. First of all, those were
company-specific, not industry-wide;
not oil and gas industry, iron ore in-
dustry, but company-specific. There
were days and weeks of hearings and
markup and conferences, et cetera.

Most importantly, I remember when
I wrote a dissenting opinion against
the Chrysler loan guaranty bill because
we did not attach adequate condition-
ality to the loan, because we did not
attach the necessity for shared sac-
rifices on the part of all the stake-
holders.

The Senate did a better job on that
bill, thanks to a good Republican and a
good Democrat, Senator RICHARD
LUGAR and Senator Paul Tsongas. They
attached those conditions. They at-
tached, for example, the ability of the
United States to have warrants. They
attached the necessity for shared sac-
rifices, et cetera.

There is nothing in this bill remotely
close to that at all, nothing whatso-
ever. There certainly has not been the
months and months of hearing and
public dialogue and discussion; not
even a minute, not even a minute.

There are other reasons, too. The
steel industry is very important and
the iron ore industry is very important
and the oil and gas industry is very im-
portant. But there are countless other
important industries in the United
States of America, too. Why just steel,
why not the materials industry? Why
not the textile industry? Why not the
computer industry, the machine tool
industry? We could go on endlessly.

If we are going to intervene and allo-
cate credit, ought we not at least to
have some hearings to discuss where
we would best allocate credit? The
House tonight is saying no.

But let us think of something else,
now. We are coming in with a $1.5 bil-
lion program. The program had just
run for a couple of years, but the loan
guaranties will go for decades, or I
have forgotten the exact date, but con-
siderably beyond that. But we cannot
do it for nothing. We can only do it if
we rescind monies in fiscal year 1999.
That is what we are going to be voting
on. We are going to be voting to re-
scind monies for fiscal year 1999.

How much will we have to rescind?
Two hundred seventy million dollars,
or $267 million, to be exact, according
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REG-
ULA). We have to rescind that much.
Where do we take it from? The bill
says, not from defense but from the
non-defense programs.

So what do we do if we vote for this
bill? If Members are interested in agri-

culture, we rescind $45 million from ag-
riculture. If Members are interested in
commerce, we rescind $12 million from
commerce. If Members are interested
in health and human services, we re-
scind $20 million from health and
human services. If Members are inter-
ested in housing for the poor and the
elderly, we rescind $17 million from
HUD. If we are interested in the De-
partment of the interior, we rescind $9
million; from Justice, $23 million; the
Department of State, $11 million;
Transportation, almost $14 million;
Treasury, over $20 million; and Vet-
erans Affairs, approximately $36 mil-
lion. The list goes on and on.

The total is, according to OMB, a re-
scission of approximately $270 million.
I ask Members to ask themselves if
this bill, that has not had a day’s
worth of hearing, in order to help the
oil and gas industry, et cetera, is worth
rescinding $270 million.

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

Mr. LAFALCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman agree that those are
travel budgets for those various agen-
cies, just travel for members of the ex-
ecutive branch?

Mr. LAFALCE. No, those are admin-
istrative and travel. Administrative in-
cludes salaries for people.

So what we are doing is for veterans
affairs, we would be eliminating doc-
tors, these are administrative; nurses,
these are administrative. But can our
hospitals in Buffalo and Batavia, wher-
ever they are, afford their pro rata
share of a budget cut in veterans af-
fairs of $36 million, et cetera, et cetera?
Is it that important?

Of course, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH) pointed out, it is so wrong
to have the chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, and unconstitutional,
he argued, and I would agree with him
fully, in there. I hate saying vote no on
this bill, but logic and the order of the
House and the integrity of the House,
the integrity of the legislative process,
demands it.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
a number of Members have asked the
question, what does this have to do
with national defense and Kosovo? Be-
cause when the Clerk read out the title
of the bill, it did refer to national de-
fense, to the Kosovo supplemental.

I wanted to advise the Members that
there is nothing left in this bill that
has anything to do with Kosovo and na-
tional defense or anything of that na-
ture. That was all stripped out. This
vehicle was an empty vehicle, and the
other body used it as a vehicle then for
this loan guaranty program. I just
wanted Members to know that, espe-
cially because several have asked that
question.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this legislation,
which will establish an emergency loan
guaranty program for the independent
oil and gas industry and the steel in-
dustry.

Much like America’s agriculture, the
oil and gas industry and steel indus-
tries have recently experienced a price
crisis which has caused hundreds of
thousands of job losses and severe eco-
nomic hardships for the communities
in which they serve.

In November of 1997, the oil and gas
exploration and production industry
began experiencing critically low
prices, which included the lowest infla-
tion-adjusted oil price in history.
These low prices were well below the
cost of finding and producing crude,
and they threatened the ability of
many independent producers to con-
tinue operation. The effects of hard
times on producers have a significant
impact in all areas of our economy, as
many of our Texas schools and hos-
pitals receive significant tax revenues
from oil and gas properties.
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While prices have improved in the
past few months, the industry con-
tinues to face economic hardship and
infrastructure loss. The Independent
Petroleum Association of America esti-
mates that 56,400 jobs of oil and gas
have been lost since October of 1997.
Twenty-five percent of the United
States’ total oil wells and 57,000 nat-
ural gas wells shut down. Many of
these wells will never operate again.

With oil imports currently account-
ing for 56 percent of America’s supply,
it is of vital importance to our na-
tional security that we provide assist-
ance to oil and gas producers so that
we can preserve what is left of our do-
mestic oil and gas industry. Since 1986,
the United States has lost 2 million
barrels per day of oil production.

With programs such as these loan
guarantees in place, we might not have
lost the domestic production. But we
now have the opportunity to do some-
thing to maintain what is left. These
loan guarantees will provide struggling
independent producers with the capital
necessary to save jobs, businesses, and
the viability of the domestic industry.
If the relevant committees of jurisdic-
tion had taken action since 1997, we
would not be in this position now.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Iowa for yielding
me this time.

Coming from Houston, Texas, the en-
ergy capital of the world, I certainly
have sympathy for the plight of the oil
and gas industry, and I am concerned
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about the plight of the steel industry
also.

But I was taught early in life that
the end never justifies the means, and
this means is one of the most inappro-
priate efforts that I have seen in the
281⁄2 years that I have been in the House
of Representatives.

It opens its way to boondoggles, be-
cause there is no restriction for a steel
company with a loan to a bank. The
bank is concerned about the steel com-
pany’s capabilities to shift that off to
the responsibility of the taxpayers.
There is no protection against the
president of one of these industries
making a personal loan to that indus-
try and then applying for the govern-
ment to take that president personally
off the hook. No protection at all
against that in this bill.

I associate myself with the eloquent
remarks of the gentleman from New
York. I could not say them better than
he did. But I would add that it also
sends the worst of signals to our trad-
ing partners.

We complain over and over again
about their government subsidies to
their basic industries, like their steel
industry; and here we are in the back
doorway having a government subsidy
for a basic industry that we decry over
and over again.

Importantly, it is so precedential, as
the gentleman from New York said.
Where do we draw the line when the
government begins to embark on this
course? There are better ways. We
should find a better way.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT).

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I do
not like this bill, but I am going to
vote for it. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Chairman LA-
FALCE) for being a gentleman and al-
lowing me the time.

Pretty tough for me to vote against
the bill that has come to the floor of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA) and the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), two great
Members.

I also offer my sympathies to the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN).

But I want to pick up on something
that the gentleman from Texas (Chair-
man ARCHER) said. No matter how one
cuts this bill, the reason for it being on
the floor is illegal trade. The steel in-
dustry is in desperate straits because
of illegal trade.

What Congress has chosen to do is, no
matter how we cut it, we subsidize and
accommodate illegal trade tonight in
the House of Representatives, with the
only vehicle to help our industries.

This is unbelievable to me. We act
like a bank and guarantee with tax-
payers dollars industries that are im-
pacted upon by illegal trade, but Con-
gress does not have the courage to take

a stand and reconcile these great nega-
tive balance of payments in a trade def-
icit approaching a quarter of a trillion
dollars.

Good God almighty. Now we are
going to accommodate illegal trade.
We are telling our trading partners, go
ahead. The doors are open. If worst
comes to worst, we will take care of
our industry for you.

A Nation that allows predators to
violate their marketplace is a Nation
that will bankrupt and collapse. We
have no sound trade policy in America.
I do not see any difference now between
either party. I do not see any resolu-
tion. I do not see any progress being
made. I see a sigh of surrender.

Let us use our largess. Let us put a
Band-Aid on it and hope they treat us
better. I think it is time for a recip-
rocal trade agreement. It is time to tell
our trading partners, ‘‘If you want ac-
cess, give us yours, or we will close the
door on you, just like you have done to
us.’’

If they are beating us because they
are better, I can accept it. But I cannot
give them an advantage and go home
and tell my people we are going to use
their tax dollars now to guarantee our
failing policies. This is bad policy, Con-
gress.

Now I want my colleagues to take a
look at some of the suggestions, Mr.
Speaker, that are coming from both
sides of the aisle now on the illegal
trade. I am not talking about free
trade tonight. I am not talking about
trade. I am talking about illegal trade,
and we sponsored it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair announces that
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA)
has 10 minutes remaining, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) has 101⁄2 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) has 5
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) has 31⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ADERHOLT).

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 1664, a bill to
provide loan guarantees to help U.S.
steel companies and oil and gas compa-
nies. I would like to comment for just
a minute on the steel portion of the
bill.

American workers are the most pro-
ductive in the world. As my colleagues
and I are pointing out here on the
House floor and have been for about a
year, American steelworkers and steel
company managers have worked to-
gether to achieve remarkably efficient
steel production here in the U.S.

U.S. steel is the highest quality in
the world, and producers adhere to the
highest safety and environmental
standards. The bottom line is we can
compete with any steel producers in
the world as long as we are not flooded
with artificially low-priced steel.

Due to the illegal dumping by foreign
countries, scheduled maintenance and

modernization improvements at U.S.
steel companies have been impossible
for much of the past 2 years. So these
loan guarantees will allow our compa-
nies to remain competitive.

As has already been pointed out here
tonight, the terms of the plan are
tough. The Federal Reserve Chairman,
Alan Greenspan, chairs the board that
oversees the plan. All loans must be
paid back by December 1, 2005. The
plan is fully paid for with offsets.

I represent one of the mid-sized U.S.
steel companies that has suffered be-
cause of this illegal steel dumping.
Gulf States Steel, in Gadsden, Ala-
bama, which is in the Fourth Congres-
sional District, employs about 1,800
people. Without a program like this
one, the future of these workers is not
optimistic.

This bill has been scrutinized, it has
been amended, and it reflects the hard
work of Members both here in the
House and of the Senate, Republicans
and Democrats.

I ask for my colleagues to support
H.R. 1664 and support our steel and oil
and gas industries.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the Emergency Steel,
Oil, and Gas Guarantee Act of 1999.

Mr. Speaker, I’m here tonight to offer my
support for the men and women in Texas, as
well as throughout all of what we know as the
‘‘Oil Patch.’’ These people have built an indus-
try that has brought us a way of life. Inherent
in this industry has been the willingness to
take risks by the investors, and an abundance
of hard work. The oil and gas industry in this
country owes it’s past successes to the classic
hard work, family business, the American way.

Without the risks and hard work we would
not currently enjoy so many of the conven-
iences that make our way of life the envy of
the world. Yet, these family businesses, other-
wise known as Independent Producers, have
hit upon very serious hard times, and while
the rest of our economy appears to be boom-
ing, these hard working people have been
forced to cap wells, lay off their employees,
and compete with very strong foreign markets.
The stacked oil riggs give mute testimony to
their plight.

We must vote YES, and pass this bill, for at
least two important reasons. (1) Our National
Security rests upon our ability to rely on do-
mestic energy resources in case of emer-
gency, * * *. We cannot afford to sit back and
watch this industry fail. (2) It is the right thing
to do, * * *, these men and women, have
been there for us in tough times, all they are
asking of us, is that we be there for them in
what most of the rest of us are experiencing
as good times. This industry is deserving of
these loan guarantees, and as a matter of na-
tional security, we must respond to their call
for assistance.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY).
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I

would add my comments and wishes to
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) as everyone else has. I
think it is a mark of the gentleman
that, this evening, he is here pro-
tecting the interest of, not only the
people of his congressional district, his
State, but all of those in the United
States of America who want a good
paying decent job for themselves and
their families. I think we all owe the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) a debt of gratitude on that.

One of the earlier speakers, in his
comments said this is not going to cre-
ate one new job. I would remind all of
our colleagues that we are here tonight
because we have lost 11,000 jobs since
July 1, 1997. There is no end in sight.
Those jobs were lost, not because of in-
efficiency, but because of illegally
traded steel that we as a government,
the executive branch and legislative
branch, did not stop.

Those 11,000 individuals with spouses
and children do not have a job tonight.
We owe them this loan guarantee.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE).

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Iowa for yielding me
this time. I, too, would like to join my
colleagues in paying tribute to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) for the work that he has done
and for being here this evening.

But I do also rise in very strong op-
position to this bill. It is a target-rich
environment of arguments against it. I
do not know which one to start with.

Let me start with this one. This bill
is being brought to this floor for the
first time without the benefits of any
hearings in the House or any kind of
public input.

This bill provides an almost open-
ended $1 billion in loan guarantees for
the steel industry and as much as $500
million in guarantees for the oil and
gas industry. To cover potential de-
faults of administrative cost, $270 mil-
lion are appropriated.

Now, we have an offset for that, we
have been told, an offset of an unspec-
ified pro rata recessions from the non-
defense travel and administrative ac-
counts in all Federal agencies’ fiscal
1999 budgets which have 2 months to
run.

Now, there are many of these budgets
which do not have anything in those
accounts, and OMB has acknowledged
they have not the slightest idea of how
they are going to handle it in those
particular budgets. So, in short, it puts
millions of dollars of taxpayers’ funds
at risk, rescinds millions of dollars in
Federal administrative accounts, in
the Veterans Administration, in the
Energy Department, in the Agriculture
Department where we have a real prob-
lem with agriculture in this country. It
takes the money out of those accounts
and sets up an elaborate loan guar-
antee board to administer the program.

Yet no one, not a single Member of
the House, has had an opportunity to

review this proposal in committee nor
hear from those who are affected. This
is not the way this institution is sup-
posed to function.

Now, I also object to this on a sub-
stantive ground. The loan guarantees
being considered would not go to the
benefit of any workers. Instead they go
to investors of a few companies, many
of whom may have had troubled loans
in the first place.

The effect of these loan guarantees
would be to reward inefficient pro-
ducers and skew market capital away
from efficient industries toward ineffi-
cient companies and inefficient indus-
tries.

Rather than save jobs, this bill would
simply reallocate jobs in our country.
This is nothing but a special interest
bailout for specific industries, and I
urge the defeat of this particular bill.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, since I
only have about 3 minutes remaining, I
reserve the balance of my time for
closing.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. NEY).

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, also, as neigh-
bors of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), I know my con-
stituency sends their deepest sym-
pathies.

Tonight a lot of right things I guess
have been said, no matter which side
one is at on this issue. Politics. There
are some politics involved. I think it is
politics to help good people that de-
serve help from their government.

As far as breaking precedent proce-
dure, I think that has been done here
over the course of a couple hundred
years. I really do not think it is being
done tonight, though, in a way of
breaking precedent procedure, because
there has been a type of hearing. There
has been a one-year nonhearing on this
issue for the steelworkers and their
families.

Oil and gas is included obviously in
this, too. They are having some trou-
bled times.

I would also like to point out that
the monitoring bill of Visclosky, Reg-
ula, et al. of this body, the White
House put its hand into the Senate and
killed it. That chance seems to be
gone, so something has to be done. To-
night is the urgent need to do it.

This is not about free trade. It is not
about fair trade. It is about illegal
dumping. Give the steelworkers a
chance.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).
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Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the distinguished and able gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN),
who is really fully admired by Members
of this House for being here this
evening, and our dear colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) as
well.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
measure to put some steel back into

the spine of America and to help our
beleaguered independent energy sector.
Earlier this year, the House passed this
legislation. It has been stalled over in
the other body all this time. Unforgiv-
able.

Now six more steel companies in our
country, American jobs, have filed for
bankruptcy. Over 6,000 jobs at stake in
Alabama, Ohio, Illinois, Pennsylvania,
Utah, coast to coast, and more on the
chopping block.

I think we are obligated to do what
we can to provide help to this belea-
guered set of industries in the United
States of America, especially when
they are so adversely impacted by im-
ports from Japan, which has never
opened its markets to us; Indonesia,
not exactly the most Democratic place
on the face of the earth.

So I rise in support of this bill, as I
would have on the Chrysler loan bail-
out, in which every penny was paid
back with interest.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), the distinguished major-
ity whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I too want
to offer my sympathies to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) and the Mollohan family. I
know the loss of a father leaves a very
deep hole, and we all feel very sympa-
thetic to the gentleman and his family.

Mr. Speaker, I must oppose this bill.
I understand why this bill comes, but
my colleagues, I was raised in the oil
fields. My daddy was a drilling con-
tractor. We went through many ups
and downs in the economy in the oil
and gas industry. I come from Houston,
Texas, the capital of the oil and gas in-
dustry in the world, and I am telling
my colleagues this is a horrible policy.
This is a horrible policy.

We just went through a depression in
the oil and gas industry in the late
1970s and early 1980s, and we got
through it. Sure, there were a lot of
people that lost their jobs, but I have
to tell my colleagues that the oil and
gas industry got through that deep de-
pression and they are stronger for it
today. They are stronger for it today.

When this bill was first conceived, oil
was at $8, $10 a barrel, West Texas
crude is up to $20 to $21 a barrel. The
oil and gas industry does not need the
government fooling around with their
market by suggesting that loan guar-
antees will somehow save all the jobs
and save the oil and gas industry. They
do not need this.

My daddy would be turning over in
his grave today, because I can remem-
ber my entire life, every night at 6
o’clock around the dinner table how
much he would gripe about how the
government was constantly interfering
in the oil and gas industry and stop-
ping us from developing the kind of in-
dustry that we needed for our national
security.

They do not want this, they do not
need this, and I hope that my col-
leagues will defeat it.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7229August 4, 1999
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS).

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, I want to commend my colleague,
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
ADERHOLT), for his fine work on this
bill, and I want to introduce for the
RECORD a letter that he wrote to the
Members of this Congress on June 16
where he talked about the cost of not
acting on this legislation. It is 108,000
jobs.

Mr. Speaker, I read an interesting ar-
ticle in a paper. I pulled it off the
internet, and it is called the Hindustan
Times. It is one of the leading papers in
India. They said that imports from
Japan, Korea, Brazil, and the Com-
munist block were ruining the Indian
steel industry. They said they were im-
porting steel into India at less than
what India could produce it.

The average steelworker in India
makes 20 cents an hour. India said they
are moving to block this. In that arti-
cle, it said there are only two countries
in the world that are allowing its steel
industries to be destroyed, us and the
United States, and they are acting to
stop this. The European nations and
Japan have a reciprocal agreement
which says they will not dump on each
other. We will not do that. These
things are not coming into Europe. Eu-
rope will not stand for it. We will.

I heard the gentleman from Iowa say
the crisis is almost over. Let me state
the latest statistics from the Census
Bureau. Shipments of U.S. steel down
10 percent; utilization down 10 percent
from a month before. Total imports up
30 percent in May over April. That does
not sound like it is almost over. U.S.
steel prices down 27 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD
the letter I referred to earlier.

WASHINGTON, DC, June 16, 1999.
Re loan guarantees.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: During conference con-
sideration of H.R. 1141, the Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, loan guarantee provisions
for steel, oil, and gas companies were re-
moved in order to facilitate consideration of
the Supplemental bill. Recognizing the
strong support for assisting steel, oil, and
gas companies, leadership offered to let the
Senate Appropriations Committee amend
H.R. 1664 to make it a loan bill (H.R. 1664 was
the original House funding bill for Kosovo
operations; the final version of H.R. 1141 es-
sentially combined the Senate Kosovo fund-
ing bill and the House Emergency bill, thus
making H.R. 1664 no longer necessary to the
funding of Kosovo operations). We are hope-
ful that the full Senate will soon pass this
amended version and refer it to the House, at
which point conferees will be appointed.

There has been some debate about the pos-
sible costs of providing these loan guaran-
tees. Not as often considered as the costs of
doing nothing to help these companies. With
regard to steel, if the ten companies most
likely to apply for loan guarantee were to
close, here is what we would lose:

Number of jobs: 107,167
Dollar amount of income: $4,879,443,110
Dollar amount of production: $9,227,000,000
These companies affect many others with-

in their states. For one company alone, the
impact on that would be a loss of $206,348,230
in statewide projected earnings.

Independent oil and natural gas producers
around the country have also been hit hard
by the extended depressed oil and gas prices.
Beginning in November 1997, the oil explo-
ration and production industry began experi-
encing a price crisis that included the lowest
inflation-adjusted oil prices in history.
These prices have had far-reaching effects on
the lives of thousands in the industry. In the
past 18 months, the industry has lost 56,400
jobs, and an additional 20,000 jobs are at risk.
This is a natural result of the shut down of
136,000 oil wells (25 percent of total U.S.) and
57,000 natural gas wells during the same pe-
riod—a substantial number which will never
operate again. As a result, the U.S. oil and
natural gas production is nearly at its fifty
year low. As devastating as this crisis has
been on individuals in the industry, the im-
pact on our Nation has been equally severe—
estimated at $25 billion in lost economic im-
pact.

When the House votes again on this bill, I
hope you will support it. These U.S. indus-
tries are competitive and the loan guaran-
tees will help them remain competitive. If
you have any questions, please contact Mark
Dawson (Rep. Aderholt, 225–4876) or Dawson
Oslund (Rep. Watts, 225–6165).

Sincerely,
J.C. WATTS,
ROBERT B. ADERHOLD,

Members of Congress.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, we hear a
lot today about the new economy, but
there are some of us still trying to get
by on the old economy, and the old
economy is not doing too well.

In my district and across this Nation,
tens of thousands of steel and oil and
gas workers have lost their jobs, and
many more fear that they may lose
theirs. Since October of 1997, oil prices
have dropped dramatically due to in-
creases in imports. More than 50,000
workers have lost their jobs, hundreds
of production and service companies
have closed, and over 136,000 oil wells
have shut down. That is 25 percent of
all the wells in the United States.

Providing Federal loan guarantees to
significant strategic U.S. businesses at
risk is not without precedent. The SBA
guarantees loans every day in this
country for small business. We do it for
agriculture. Congress has done it for
New York City, for Lockheed Aircraft,
for Penn Central, for Conrail. It is a
common practice.

Mr. Speaker, these industries need
our help. They are critical to the eco-
nomic security and the national secu-
rity of our country.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, this
bill is just as deadly serious for the
steel and iron ore mining industry as
were loan guarantees Congress ap-
proved for New York City in 1977 and
Chrysler in 1980.

The steel import crisis is not over.
American steel makers are still cut-
ting production and jobs because of un-
fairly traded steel dumped in our mar-
kets at subsidized prices. Iron ore pro-
ducers in Minnesota and Michigan,

whose only market is the domestic in-
tegrated steel industry, are especially
devastated by imports of semi-finished
steel slab subsidized in Russia and
other countries and dumped on our
shores displacing our high quality tac-
onite. Layoffs totaling 2,500 jobs were
announced just this week by mines in
Minnesota and Michigan, on top of
hundreds of previous layoffs.

I would rather the unfair trade laws
worked. I would rather we had duties
and countervailing duties and quotas.
But they are not being imposed, they
are not working, and the loan guar-
antee initiative will help taconite
plants upgrade operations, reduce
costs, improve efficiency, and the loans
will be repaid with interest.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄4 minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. WATKINS).

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

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I have
only 1 minute to make a point. We
have lost over 100,000 jobs to oil patch
in this country. We have lost equity.
And I say to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE), that is the
difference. We have lost more equity
ever in the history of the energy indus-
try. I am not talking about the majors,
the multinationals, I am talking about
the mom and pops in the small oil serv-
ice jobs.

We subsidized ethanol and we bailed
out New York City. The Department of
Energy is doing nothing. In fact, the
Department of Energy is harming the
oil and domestic energy industry. Why?
Because they are supporting a lot of
foreign oil production, especially in
Iraq. What kind of policy do we have?
We have sanctions. We are proposing to
lift the caps in Iraq. They are selling
oil illegally to Jordan and we are loan-
ing money to Jordan. What kind of pol-
icy is that? It is crazy.

My colleagues, our people do not un-
derstand it. During the July 4 break I
marveled at our senior citizens. A
grandmother approached me and said,
‘‘Congressman, I know you are going to
take care of my Social Security, and I
know that you are going to take care
of my Medicare, but, Congressman,
when can my grandson go back to work
in the oil patch?’’

It is serious out there in America,
and I ask my colleagues for their help.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK), who has
worked so long and hard on steel
issues.

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

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, first of all,
I want my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN), to know that his courage
and dedication tonight are the greatest
tribute he could pay to his father, and
I am honored to be on the floor with
him.
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My colleagues, this Congress had an

idea that we would pass a steel quota
bill and that would be our response,
and we passed it with a veto-proof
measure. But the same people on both
sides of the aisle who had sold GATT to
us back in 1994 in a lame duck session
said it is not GATT compliant, that we
could not do it, and they killed it. Now
some of the same forces are coming out
and saying we cannot do this either.
Well, Mr. Speaker, our steel companies
are having to compete with companies
that are subsidized by foreign govern-
ments. So we want to tie both hands
behind the backs of our steel industry,
and we say go out and compete in the
world.

This is not the first time, my col-
leagues, that we have done subsidies.
We have heard about it before. But the
reality is that our basic industry needs
our help. And if we let the steel indus-
try go down, next it will be aerospace,
then auto manufacturing, bridge build-
ing, construction, and on and on. We
have to stand up for these workers and
the 11,000 who have already lost their
jobs.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. WISE).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I want the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) to know that parents live
through their children, and the fact
that the gentleman is standing here to-
night speaks volumes about him and
his father, and we thank him for being
here.

For over a year, Mr. Speaker, thou-
sands of hard working steelworkers
have faced economic devastation due
to illegal steel dumping. Ten thousand
have lost their jobs. Weirton Steel, an
employee-owned company which
fought its way back from bankruptcy,
suddenly had 800 workers unemployed.
They played by the rules when other
nations broke them with their illegal
dumping.

Mr. Speaker, this is only a loan guar-
antee program for the steel industry
and some in the oil and gas industry to
get back on their feet. No handouts
here, just loan guarantees with tight
controls and costs offset.

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in a
year, this bill provides the first little
bit of hope to the thousands of proud,
hard-working families in our area
along the Ohio River, for instance in
communities named Weirton and
Wheeling and Follansbee. Vote for
them tonight.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Western Pennsylvania (Mr. MASCARA),
my neighbor.

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

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I extend my condolences to
him and his family on the passing of
his father.

To both sides, those who oppose this
bill, I would like to invite them to

come to southwestern Pennsylvania
and see the economic carnage that
took place from the depression of the
1980s and the demise of the steel and
coal industry. We lost an entire genera-
tion of young people.

They told us to get our act together
and be more productive. We capitalized
and we were more productive. Now our
steel companies are suffering from for-
eign imports that are illegally sub-
sidized. We have the hardest working
and most efficient steel industry in the
world. All that we are asking for is a
level playing field.

We neither break the trade laws nor
subsidize our steel companies, that is
why it is imperative to provide loan
guarantees and access to capital, be-
cause it is crucial in upgrading our
steel making facilities. We cannot
stand by and watch these illegal im-
ports flood our markets, which have
cost steelworkers jobs all over this
country.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

b 2200

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, let me
just clarify something about the proce-
dure.

There are some who have indicated
that this measure has not received the
proper attention of the Congress be-
cause it did not go through the regular
hearing process. But this is nothing
different than any other procedure that
we have had. We pass a bill here, the
Senate disagrees or adds to it, and then
the conferees correct it, and then they
bring it back to both Houses for the
vote up or down.

Out of deference to Senator BYRD, he
had this added on in the Senate be-
cause it was a true emergency and the
conference voted to include it in the
report back to the House. So it went
through the proper procedure. But out
of deference to this House and out of
deference to the emergency needs of
Kosovo and in Latin America, Senator
BYRD, at my insistence and at the in-
sistence of the Speaker of the House,
voluntarily withdrew from that emer-
gency appropriation bill provided we
would use the other vehicle that was
already sitting there to allow this to
come before this body in a divided
stance.

Had we not done this, we would have
been forced to vote with the emergency
appropriation that we had for Central
America and for Kosovo; and this too,
we would have had one vote.

Under the procedure that we finally
arrived at, we get the opportunity to
vote on a divided question. I think that
is a fair way to do it. I applaud Senator
BYRD for agreeing to do it because he
did not have to do it. We could have re-
solved this in that emergency appro-
priation bill if indeed the senator had
insisted.

So I appreciate the senator giving us
the opportunity to bring this to the
floor as a single issue and vote it up or

down, because it truly is an emergency
appropriation for the steel industry.

I will assure my colleagues that it is
impacting my State of Alabama very
adversely at this point. If they do not
get some relief immediately, then
there is going to be a true emergency
in Alabama because we are going to
have about 1,500 people walking the
streets.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
amendment.

Mr. LaFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Speaker, we are here because one
senator for whom I have the greatest
respect said, I have got to have this
money for the industry, especially in
my State, and another senator said, I
do not like this idea that if we are
going to have money for your industry
for his State, we are going to have to
have money for my industry for my
State; and all of a sudden we have $11⁄2
billion, without any consideration
being given to it by this House of Rep-
resentatives whatsoever. Again, not
one minute.

Now, $11⁄2 billion. I was chairman of
the Committee on Small Business for 8
years. Every single year we had to
limit the loan guarantees we gave to
the small businesses of America be-
cause we ran up against the limit.

The greatest job creator in America
is the small business community. So
when we vote for $1.5 billion, we are
really depriving the Small Business
Administration of the ability to give
loan guarantees to small businesses.

The Rural Development Administra-
tion, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, just think of the count-
less communities in our districts where
small businesses if they got a loan with
a Government guarantee could revi-
talize that neighborhood business dis-
trict, could revitalize that community,
could revitalize the housing stock. But
they will not get it because we are giv-
ing it to the oil and gas industry.

My Democratic colleagues, I remem-
ber when we first came here and we ar-
gued so strongly against the oil deple-
tion allowance. This is terrible. And
now we want to give the oil and gas in-
dustry this enormous, over $11⁄2 billion,
loan guarantee program without a min-
ute’s worth of hearings.

If we have a specific business in our
district, we do not know that they will
ever get one penny of a loan guarantee.
There is that remote possibility. We do
know with absolute certainty, how-
ever, that in fiscal year 1999 we are vot-
ing for cuts in Government services
that help our people. We are voting
again to cut agriculture in fiscal 1999.

This is for certain, $45 million. Vet-
erans’ Affairs. If we have veterans and
they have difficulty getting assistance
from their veterans’ hospital or the
clinics, we are making it worse for
them, we are cutting the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration’s budget by $36 million.

If they need housing assistance, if
they need more section 8 vouchers, if
they need more 202 programs, we are
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cutting the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Program by $17 million in fis-
cal year 1999.

I could go on and on and on. But do
not vote to rescind $270 million in fis-
cal year 1999 for this program that has
not even had one minute’s worth of
hearings in the House of Representa-
tives to help out the oil and gas indus-
try, chaired by the chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, who does not
want this job, who would probably urge
us to vote against this program, who
does not believe in the concept of cred-
it allocation whatsoever.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to clarify
for the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAFALCE) who just spoke. He has al-
luded a couple times to this money
coming out of salary accounts and pro-
grammatic accounts.

I can understand his mistake. This
money comes out of the expense side
and it comes out of items like travel
and on the administrative side pencils,
paper, office supplies. It does not come
out of salaries, any salaries, and will
not result in any programmatic dimi-
nution.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE) who
represents steel industries.

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

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, first let me
say to my good friend the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN)
that he is in our thoughts and prayers,
he and his family.

Mr. Speaker, I stand today to urge
my colleagues to vote for H.R. 1664, the
Byrd-Mollohan steel and oil loan guar-
antee bill.

My colleagues, the crisis in steel is
not over. Jobs are still being lost. Steel
mills are still closing. And this prob-
lem will not go away without some real
solutions.

The Byrd-Mollohan loan guarantee
proposal we are debating today will
take real action to save American jobs
and two vital American industries.

I heard the distinguished minority
whip here say that in the oil and gas
industry they have gone through some
hard times and they have rebounded
and come back stronger and they do
not need any help.

Well, I do not know about the oil and
gas industry, but I know about the
steel industry; and I want to make
something perfectly clear. We have not
fallen on hard times. We have lost jobs
because our foreign competitors are
cheating, they are breaking the rules,
and this country is doing nothing
about it. That is why American steel-
workers are on hard times. That is why
we need some help.

Let us vote for Byrd-Mollohan and
save some American jobs.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
STUPAK).

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support passage of the
Senate amendments to this legislation,
which offer assistance to the steel and
iron ore industries; most importantly,
the workers, the families, and commu-
nities who depend on these industries.

I do not have any steel manufactur-
ers in my district. I have iron ore
mines. In 1920, we had over 4,500 people
employed in the iron mines in northern
Michigan. Then came the illegal dump-
ing in the 1980s.

Today we have less than 2,200. Just
this week it was announced that the
last two mines will close, the two in
northern Michigan and one in Min-
nesota, and they will be closed for at
least 10 weeks because of depressed
market conditions for iron ore pellets
because of illegal steel imports.

For at least 10 weeks, the United
States will not produce one iron ore
pellet to make domestic steel. If we do
not take action to prevent steel dump-
ing, encourage the use of our domestic
steel products, while offering some re-
lief to our industries, there will be no
more iron ore mines, there will be no
more domestic steel industry here in
the United States.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) to close the debate for our side,
who has worked long and hard for the
steel industry and so effectively.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, 20 years
ago the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REG-
ULA) and I went down to meet with
President Reagan and we convinced
him that the steel industry was abso-
lutely essential to our national secu-
rity.

We had a hard time convincing the
Committee on Ways and Means. But we
fashioned a program that did not go
through the normal process that was
finally accepted and refined and re-
stored the steel industry in this coun-
try.

We have had hearings for the last 15
years on these steel problems. We need
help. Because when they start import-
ing steel, subsidized steel, it takes 6, 7,
8 months before we can get it before
the court, before the ITC, before we can
get the results.

We need to be able to lend them
money so they can get through this pe-
riod of time. It is absolutely essential.
Oil and gas and steel are essential to
our national security. I would hope the
Members would help us in a time when
we really need this help.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, this is
not for big companies. This is for peo-
ple. This is for that steelworker or that
oil worker that is unemployed, 60,000.
This is to help them pay the mortgage,

to pay the tuition for their son or
daughter that wants to go on to col-
lege, to perhaps help a child that is ill.
This is to give them back self-respect
and self-confidence by giving them
their jobs back.

Remember, this is a vote for people,
not for companies. This is not one tax-
payer’s dollar being given to these
companies. We are simply saying as we
have done for agriculture as we have
done for housing, as we have done for
small business, as we did for Chrysler,
as we did for Lockheed, as we did for
New York City. We said we will help
them by guaranteeing their loan.

That is what we are talking about to-
night. We are guaranteeing the loan.
Not all of it, 85 percent. And that loan
has to be approved by the chairman of
the Federal Reserve, by the Secretary
of Commerce, by the Chairman of the
Securities Exchange commission, three
highly respected individuals.

I think what it does is simply say
that this Government, which histori-
cally has provided a helping hand to
the people of this Nation, once again
says we want to help, we want to help
by ensuring that those individuals can
go back to work, that we can compete
in the world marketplace.

As the gentleman from Ohio said, we
need revision of our State laws to stop
the dumping, to stop the unfair prac-
tices. But in the meantime, that steel-
worker, that oil worker is out of a job.

A vote ‘‘yes’’ is a vote to give them a
helping hand from their Government so
they can have their job back, so their
family can enjoy this great Nation and
the opportunities it provides.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this.

It has been said that it is going to
take it out of all these other programs.
Not so. It is travel, travel for the bu-
reaucracy. It is administrative. It is
the bureaucracy. It is not programs. As
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) pointed out, it does not af-
fect any veterans, does not affect any
individual, just Government travel.
And there is too much of that now.

So, in summation, this is a helping
hand to the people of this Nation. I
urge support of the bill.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support for H.R. 1664, the Steel, Oil and Gas
Loan Guarantee bill now before us.

The bill guarantees $1 billion in loans to
companies already in, or close to filing, for
bankruptcy because of the surge of cheap
steel imports that have flooded our country.

This loan program has historical precedent,
which began with government assistance to
the Chrysler Corporation in 1980, and similar
assistance since then that was provided to the
City of New York, Lockheed Aircraft, Penn
Central Railroad and Conrail.

The steel industry has lost over 10,000 jobs
in the past year, and the oil and gas industry
over 400,000 jobs over a four year period.

It is time for Congress to do for steel, oil
and gas what it has done for others in the
past—and that is to lend a helping hand.

This plan is not a bailout.
It is not a direct loan program.
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It is a tough, guaranteed loan program re-

quiring companies to apply to a board which
includes the Secretary of the Treasury. It’s
costs are fully offset and will be repaid.

Please consider the alternative costs of
doing nothing. If just one major company goes
into bankruptcy, the government will likely
spend tens of millions on unemployment bene-
fits alone.

Multiply that by several companies, and
then add in the lost jobs at suppliers, the lost
tax revenue to local, state and federal govern-
ment coffers, and even possible environmental
costs—and you will have sealed the economic
fates of States in which entire communities
rely upon these industries for jobs and their
livelihoods.

To be candid, Congress and the Administra-
tion dragged its feet far too long by refusing to
acknowledge the damage that our trade poli-
cies were inflicting upon companies and work-
ers in the steel, oil and gas industries.

Our hesitation to act has caused job loss
and company bankruptcies across this coun-
try.

Today, we must do the right thing—to quick-
ly approve and send to the President this loan
guarantee for steel, oil and gas companies
and their employees.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on H.R.
1664. It is the right thing to do.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague for yielding me time on
this important legislation. H.R. 1664 will help
combat a crisis that is confronting American
steelworkers and steel companies. A flood of
cheap imports abroad have left our nation’s
steel factories facing stiff competition from ille-
gally-subsidized products.

This legislation grants relief to the American
oil and gas industry, providing federal loan
guarantees to companies that are at risk to
these imports. If we do not move quickly to
support the backbone of our country’s com-
mercial sector, we could see other parts of our
economy—including the construction, auto-
mobile and shipping industries—affected as
well. The steel industry in my district has also
seen losses as a result of these imports, and
this legislation—which I have cosponsored—
will address their needs as well.

H.R. 1664 is modeled on the successful
$1.5 billion Chrysler loan guarantee program,
enacted in 1980. Three years later, Chrysler
repaid the government seven years before
their loans were due. Federal loan guarantees
are nothing new; they have been extended to
Lockheed Aircraft, Conrail and City of New
York.

This legislation allows banks and financial
institutions to provide federally guaranteed
loans to U.S. steel mills and small oil and gas
producers. OMB and CBO have indicted it is
fully offset, and the bill’s $270 million price tag
is modest when compared with the potential
losses in the nation’s steel mills and factory
lines.

I urge my colleagues to stand up for steel
in America and support H.R. 1664.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of this emergency loan legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. steel industry has
been devastated by the dumping of foreign
steel in this country over the last year. Many
U.S. steel companies were hurt, three steel
companies filed for bankruptcy, and thousands
of American steel workers lost their jobs.

The Commerce Department determined ear-
lier this year that dumping had, in fact, taken

place, and the Department subsequently im-
posed duties on steel imports from a number
of countries.

Unfortunately, the procedures that were in
place to address dumping took a long time to
respond to the surge of foreign steel imports.
As a result, this illegal dumping took a terrible
toll on our domestic steel industry. Congress
needs to act to address the damage that has
been done.

Consequently, I support the legislation that
the House is considering today. H.R. 1664
would establish a $1 billion loan program for
the steel industry and a $500 million loan pro-
gram for oil and gas producers. These pro-
grams would allow loans to be made over the
next 21⁄2 years to qualified companies that
have strong long term economic prospects but
which face short term financial difficulties. This
program would provide much-needed assist-
ance to the steel companies that have been
imperiled by foreign dumping.

While this legislation is not perfect, I believe
that it would provide important relief for our
domestic steel industry—an industry whose
health is essential for our national security. I
urge my colleagues to support this important
anti-dumping legislation.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 1664, the Emergency Steel, Oil and Gas
Guarantee Loan Act of 1999. I want to ad-
dress my remarks in particular to the part of
this bill that concerns the steel industry.

The steel industry took a drubbing in 1998.
Global overcapacity, combined with a dramatic
drop in world demand for steel due to the
Asian financial crisis, led to a surge of steel
imports into the United States. Prices dropped
dramatically, 10,000 workers were laid off, and
three steel companies were forced into bank-
ruptcy.

Earlier this year, we searched for a legisla-
tive solution to this crisis. A majority of this
body voted for the imposition of quotas on
steel imports into the United States. That solu-
tion would have violated our WTO obligations
and allowed retaliation by our trading partners.
For that reason, I opposed the quota bill. It
has since been defeated in the Senate.

I have urged a different solution, a more
long-term solution that would help not only the
steel industry, but also other industries that
may be vulnerable to the shifts that are bound
to occur in our increasingly globalized econ-
omy. The proposal that I favor is reform of the
anti-surge provision of our trade laws that will
make that provision meaningful as a remedy
to the harm or threat that may be caused by
suddenly increasing imports.

I will continue to work for reform of the anti-
surge law. In the short-to-medium term, I be-
lieve that the loan guarantees proposed by
this bill will help the U.S. steel industry to re-
cover from the harm it suffered over the past
year.

By making guarantees available, this bill will
enable companies to obtain financing that
might otherwise be out of reach. Obtaining fi-
nancing on reasonable terms will not fully
compensate for the damage done by the
surges of 1998. But it will help these compa-
nies and their workers a little bit towards get-
ting back on their feet.

Further, this bill contains mechanisms to en-
sure that the cost to the government will be
minimal:

The guarantee program will be administered
by a Board consisting of the Secretary of

Commerce, the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve, and the Chairman of the SEC;

The total amount of outstanding guarantees
is limited to $1 billion, the guarantees to any
single company are limited to $250 million,
and the amount of any guarantee is limited to
85 percent of the loan principal;

The loans guaranteed by this program will
have to be secured by property providing rea-
sonable assurance of repayment;

Participants in the program will have to
agree to audit by the GAO;

All loans will have to be payable no later
than December 31, 2005; and

No guarantees may be extended after De-
cember 31, 2001.

As I said before, the long-term response to
the steel surge of 1998 must be reform of our
anti-surge law. There will be other surges in
our future, and we must be prepared. In the
short term, loan guarantees are a sound
means of lending a hand to an industry that is
at the foundation of our economy and that has
suffered from a massive surge of low-priced
imports.

Accordingly, I will vote ‘‘yes’’ on final pas-
sage of H.R. 1664, and I urge my colleagues
to do the same.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to lend my
support to H.R. 1664, as amended by the
United States Senate. I know this legislation
as the Emergency Oil and Gas/Steel Loan
guarantee program of 1999. This legislation is
supported by the 7,000 domestic crude oil and
natural gas producers represented by some
32 national, regional and state associations.
Hundreds of New Mexico businesses support
this legislation. They are small producers, they
are oil industry service companies and they
are the countless businesses that provide
goods and services to the people who work in
this important industry.

The oil and gas producers that would ben-
efit from this program are small independents.
They are not the big companies. They are the
small producers who have seen the loss of
over $25 billion and over 50,000 jobs since
1997. Today, when adversity hits our citizens
and our small businesses, there are numerous
‘‘disaster’’ programs to help them through the
tough times. When a flood strikes, a hurricane
hits or a drought settles across a region the
federal government moves quickly. However,
when an economic disaster hits ‘‘Oil Patch,’’
the nation turns its back.

In many of the communities in my Congres-
sional District, citizens would have been better
off if their businesses would have been hit by
a tornado. Then they would have been eligible
for assistance. Some businesses in foreign
countries have better access to economic as-
sistance than our small independent oil indus-
try. This legislation starts correcting this defi-
ciency. Our domestic industry has suffered
through a 19 month price crash. This legisla-
tion will provide them with the cash flow that
they need to get back on their feet.

The fact that oil prices are up today does
not negate the losses that our small producers
have suffered nor does it delay the payments
that are past due at the financial institutions.
This will lead to putting Oil Patch back to work
and let Carlsbad, Hobbs, Lovington, Roswell,
and several other communities in New Mexico
join the prosperity that most of the rest of
America has enjoyed during this decade. Our
country needs a strong domestic oil industry to
maintain our national security. Congress has a
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long record of creating working loan guaran-
teed programs which provided needed support
to key U.S. industries. I would remind people
that this legislation, as constructed, is fully off-
set.

The oil loan program would provide a two-
year, $500 million guaranteed loan program to
back loans provided by financial institutions to
qualified oil and gas producers and service
companies. The maximum loan would be $10
million and the government would guarantee
no more than 85 percent of each loan. This is
a good bill; it is a fair bill; it is a bill that follows
the rules; and it is a bill that will ensure Amer-
ican energy continues to be provided at a fair
price.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, more than ten
thousand American steel workers have lost
their jobs.

Steel workers are not losing their jobs be-
cause the American steel industry is ineffi-
cient. In fact, the American steel industry is
the world’s most efficient. The reason Amer-
ican steel workers are losing their jobs is that
the price of foreign steel, though more ineffi-
cient, is so much cheaper due to the devalu-
ation of the currencies of those countries.
Steel workers are not the only workers losing
their jobs to cheap imports.

This loan guarantee will help steel compa-
nies bridge the difficult market conditions
caused by the devaluation of foreign cur-
rencies.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R.
1664.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Tuesday, August 3, 1999, the previous
question is ordered.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REG-
ULA).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 246, noes 176,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 11, as
follows:

[Roll No. 375]

AYES—246

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barton
Becerra
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Combest
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)

DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frost
Gejdenson
Gekas

Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Larson
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)

Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Napolitano
Neal
Ney
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo

Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shimkus
Shows
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walsh
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—176

Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Biggert
Bliley
Boehner
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clayton
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Cox
Crane
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint

Deutsch
Doggett
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Eshoo
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gilchrest
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson

Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
McCollum
McKeon
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Nethercutt
Northup

Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Packard
Paul
Petri
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Reynolds
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)

Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Simpson
Smith (MI)
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu

Tancredo
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thune
Tierney
Toomey
Upton
Vento
Walden
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weldon (FL)
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Souder

NOT VOTING—11

Berman
Bilbray
Frank (MA)
Houghton

Lantos
McDermott
Oxley
Peterson (PA)

Reyes
Shuster
Weldon (PA)

b 1034
Messrs. METCALF, LUTHER,

DOGGETT, NADLER, HILLEARY and
MARKEY and Mrs. MEEK of Florida
and Ms. WATERS changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. BURTON of
Indiana changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’
to ‘‘yea.’’

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1905,
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent that the man-
agers on the part of the House may
have until midnight tonight, Wednes-
day, August 4, 1999, to file a conference
report on the bill (H.R. 1905) making
appropriations for the legislative
branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

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

There was no objection.
f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 1905, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant

to section 7(c) of House rule XXII, I
offer a motion to instruct House con-
ferees on the bill (H.R. 1905), making
appropriations for the Legislative
Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. TOOMEY moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendments to the bill H.R. 1905
be instructed to insist upon—

(1) the House provisions for the funding of
the House of Representatives under title I of
the bill;



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7234 August 4, 1999
(2) the Senate amendment for the funding

of the Senate under title I of the bill, includ-
ing funding provided under the heading
‘‘JOINT ITEMS—ARCHITECT OF THE CAP-
ITOL—Capitol Buildings and Grounds—sen-
ate office buildings’’;

(3) the House provisions for the funding of
Joint Items under title I of the bill, other
than the funding provided under the heading
‘‘JOINT ITEMS—ARCHITECT OF THE CAP-
ITOL—Capitol Buildings and Grounds—sen-
ate office buildings’’; and

(4) the House version of title II of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) and the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. PASTOR)
each will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

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

Mr. Speaker, all year long as we have
been wading through the budget and
the appropriations process, we here in
this House have been debating the
proper level of the Federal Government
spending. Despite a clear institutional
bias I would argue on the part of the
Federal Government in general to
spend ever more dollars, by and large
the Republican majority in this House
and many of our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have exhibited a
great deal of restraint in the growth of
government in general, and, frankly,
we have been very responsible with our
budgeting thus far. I would like to re-
flect for a moment just on what we
have done.

First of all, we have set aside the So-
cial Security surplus for the next 10
years in our budget. We have provided
priority funding for key government
functions, such as defense and edu-
cation. I think we have recognized by
and large the importance of maintain-
ing the projected surpluses so that we
can pay down some debt and reduce
taxes.

My point is, Mr. Speaker, that, by
and large, this body has been doing a
great job demonstrating some fiscal
discipline. We think our leadership de-
serves a lot of credit and think the ap-
propriators deserve a lot of credit, as
do my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle.

Just as a reminder, we are at the
point of passing ten appropriations
bills, and it is a remarkable accom-
plishment what we have done with
these thus far. We have essentially
freezed spending on Agriculture, Treas-
ury and the Interior Departments, we
have got a small reduction in military
construction, a 4 percent reduction for
the Energy Department, an over 4 per-
cent reduction for the Transportation
Department, an over 5 percent reduc-
tion in foreign aid, and about a 25 per-
cent reduction for the District of Co-
lumbia.

Now, there are two exceptions to this
trend that we have established. The
first is defense. I think it is clear that
it is high time that we started to re-
build our military forces and provide
our men and women in uniform the re-

sources they need to carry out their
job, and we begin that with the defense
appropriation bill.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the
other exception to this trend of holding
the line on spending now appears to be
the bill that funds Congress itself. Just
last Friday the House Committee on
Appropriations significantly increased
the 302(b) allocation for the legislative
branch appropriations bill. This new
302(b) allocation will increase the over-
all non-emergency spending in this bill
by 5.4 percent over last year’s number.

Now, in order to spend that much
money, to reach that level, the con-
ferees would have to substantially in-
crease the funding levels within this
bill well beyond the levels that were
approved by this body on June 10, just
two months ago.

Mr. Speaker, I just do not think that
is right, and I am therefore offering a
motion to instruct conferees that is
really very simple. My instructions
would say, stick with the numbers we
gave you. Hold the line on spending.
Let the legislative branch of this gov-
ernment lead in the fight for fiscal dis-
cipline by example. Finally, let us re-
flect the will of the House.

I would like to go to my chart to ex-
plain exactly what my motion would
do.

b 2245

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

Mr. TOOMEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
have a point of inquiry.

With this motion to instruct, can the
gentleman tell me whether or not the
cost of living allowance for our staffs
will be in any way adversely affected?

Mr. TOOMEY. There is no cost of liv-
ing adjustment for the staff that I am
aware of in the current bill.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. So if this bill is
passed, regardless of the gentleman’s
instruction, the gentleman does not in-
tend to include a cost of living allow-
ance for our staffs?

Mr. TOOMEY. It is up to the indi-
vidual Members to decide how they
spend their Members’ account.

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

Mr. TOOMEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, the aver-
age Member in the House of Represent-
atives turns back almost $45,000 a year,
of which, if we gave our staff an 8 per-
cent increase, we would have more
than enough money, based on that av-
erage turnback.

So the fact is, there is plenty of
money turned back in now to have
every Member and all their employees
a cost of living increase.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, this
chart depicts the spending of the legis-
lative branch appropriations bill in fis-
cal year 1999, and it reveals the in-
structions that I would intend in my
motion for fiscal year 2000.

As Members can see, the Senate vote
for 1999, the Senate appropriation was
$524 million. The House was $776. The
joint other category, which as we know
covers such things as buildings and
grounds and the Library of Congress,
comes to $1 billion and 50 million. The
grand total is $2,350.

On June 10 this body adopted a bill
that allocates basically the exact same
level for the House, $777 million. It
voted for a slight increase in the joint
other category of $1,085,000,000. The
Senate in its bill voted for a $554 mil-
lion, which is about a 5.7 increase, and
11.24 for the joint other category.

What my motion simply does is it
asks our conferees to reflect the will of
the House. That means that the House
number would be reflected, or the
House number for both the House itself
and for the funding of the joint and
other categories would be the House
numbers, and the Senate would stick
with its own number.

That would leave the total funding
for the bill at $2,416 million. That
would be a 2.8 percent increase over fis-
cal year 1999, and would be approxi-
mately $62 million lower than the new
302(b) appropriation allocation, if it
were fully funded.

Mr. Speaker, I think that it is very
important, as I said earlier, that our
conferees reflect the will of this body,
which has already voted on this mat-
ter, which has voted for these numbers.

I am not suggesting that we change
the number that the Senate has voted
for itself. I think it is important that
we do this to simply lead in the process
of demonstrating our fiscal discipline.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman for bringing the motion to
instruct, but I have to inform the
House and the Speaker that approxi-
mately 2 hours ago the conference on
this particular bill concluded, and but
for a technicality that it may not have
been filed, the discussion and the in-
structions are moot, I would tell the
Members.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
league, has the conference report been
filed?

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

Mr. TOOMEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I know
that the staff was about to file it, and
I do not know whether or not it has
been filed, but everyone was trying to
get this thing filed. There was a unani-
mous consent to file it by midnight.
Maybe the chairman of the committee
could add to that.

Mr. TOOMEY. Reclaiming my time,
it is my understanding that it has not
yet been filed, so it is not a moot point
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until it is actually filed. It is my hope
that when it does get filed, it would re-
flect the levels that the House voted
for.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would sim-
ply make two observations.

A short while ago I was asked by the
majority leadership whether, as the
ranking minority member on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, I would
agree to unanimous consent to bring
up the legislative appropriation bill
and the District of Columbia appropria-
tion bill and one other appropriation
bill so that we could finish our work
tomorrow, instead of spilling over into
Friday. I told them I would try to get
that done, at least on two of the three.

Now we are being told that we per-
haps should not consider that on this
side of the aisle because the gentleman
is going to offer a motion to instruct
on a package which the leadership has
already asked me to cooperate with in
getting to the floor as soon as possible.
We cannot cooperate in both efforts at
the same time, because they go in dif-
ferent directions.

Second, I would simply say that the
cut that was made in the House bill
originally averaged about $65,000 for
each and every Member’s office ac-
count. I would simply point out that
the result that the gentleman says he
is trying to seek, where the House
would stick with its numbers and the
Senate would stick with its numbers,
would continue a practice which has
led to a situation in which the average
staffer for a Senator, for the same
work done by the staffers for people in
this House, gets $16,400 more.

That is just not justified, but the rea-
son it happens is because the Senate
continually assures that there is
enough room in office accounts to fully
provide for COLAs, and the House often
does not. On a number of occasions, we
have denied them to our staffs.

I would point out that given the
House action earlier this year on Mem-
bers’ pay, where this House voted by a
very large margin to assure that Mem-
bers would receive a COLA, it would be
the height of outrageous behavior if,
having received that COLA for our-
selves, we then take actions which
would make it very difficult for a good
many Members in this institution to
provide that same cost of living in-
crease for the people who work for us.

Mr. Speaker, there are some Mem-
bers, no doubt, who have enough room
in their office accounts, but there are
many more who do not. The fact is
that there are a lot of Members of this
House who represent almost 100,000
more people than some of the rotten
borough districts that we have in the
country.

So I would suggest that the average
amount left in each Member’s office ac-
count is misleading. In fact, it is mean-
ingless. What we have to do is to deter-
mine on a case-by-case basis the situa-
tion for every office.

I would simply say I would find it, in-
deed, ironic and cynical if this House
allows Members of Congress to receive
a cost of living increase while it takes
action on this bill that denies people
who get paid a whole lot less than we
do.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
make a brief response. Then I am going
to yield to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

I would point out that there is noth-
ing in these instructions which set lev-
els of staff salaries and nothing in the
instructions which would forbid Mem-
bers from changing the level of staff
salaries.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, there is no question I
want our staff to be adequately paid. I
do not think that is what this is about.
It sounds good, but it is not.

We have so liberalized the rules on
Membership’s accounts that we can
move money from office overhead, we
can take our mail money, which aver-
ages well over $100,000 per Member, the
frank, and use that money for staff sal-
aries. The fact is, there is nothing in
this motion to instruct that limits
Members’ abilities to pay their staff
competitive salaries with the Senate.

The other thing that I would say is
that we are seeing reflected in the
House through the appropriation proc-
ess how good of a job we do in our own
offices. What we are saying is, we can-
not control the costs in our own of-
fices, we cannot run them efficiently.
Therefore, we need to have more
money.

People on social security this year
are going to get less than 2 percent,
and what the conference is about to do
is to increase the MRAs for every Mem-
ber 5 percent.

If Members want to tell their seniors
that they deserve 21⁄2 times the in-
crease that they have to buy the food
and buy the drugs that are out there
for their living, that is fine, vote
against this motion to instruct. But if
Members think we ought to lead by ex-
ample, that we ought to do the hard
work, maybe we will send less mail in
terms of mass mailings, maybe we will
just answer the letters that come to us
and not use it as a political wedge,
then we can accomplish what we need
for our staffs and we can live within a
budget, as we are asking the American
people to do as we try to live within
the caps and not spend social security
money.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would just
like to say that the remark that there
is nothing in this motion that affects
pay is, in my view, at least indirectly
ingenuous. The fact is that Members
provide for the cost of living increase
for their staff from the office accounts

that are funded in this bill. We do not
have to directly go after those COLAS.
If we simply shrink the total amount
available, we effectively shut off the
Members’ ability to provide that cost
of living for their staffers.

I think every worker in America
ought to judge Members of Congress at
least in part on whether or not they
treat their staffs at least as well as
they treat themselves. A Congress that
provides itself a pay raise and makes it
more difficult at the same time for
their employees to get a COLA is hypo-
critical.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to my
colleague, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to just talk about some of
the issues. We can budget in our offices
our COLA increases for our employees.
It is up to us as managers of our office
accounts to budget appropriately and
to budget COLA increases, cost of liv-
ing increases, for our employees.

But I would like to go back and talk
about what the gentleman from Okla-
homa said. The seniors in my district
are not getting 5 percent increases in
social security payments this year. The
seniors in my district are getting less
than 2 percent increases in social secu-
rity, COLA increases.

I think it is time for Congress to lead
by example. I think it is important
that when we have made such a his-
toric move this year to wall off social
security, and let me just rephrase this,
this year for the first time in a genera-
tion, for over 30 years, Congress passed
a budget that stopped raiding social se-
curity.

This is the first Congress that has
done this in so long, we should lead by
example. Because we chose to stop the
raid on the social security trust fund,
that drives many other budget deci-
sions around here. It makes spending
less in other areas, because for once in
a generation, we are not going to raid
the social security trust fund.

That is why all we are saying, take
the House number, which is lower than
the Senate number in a legislative
branch appropriations bill, a 2.4 per-
cent increase, not a 5 percent increase.
It is very important that we lead by ex-
ample and we free up the fiscal space to
pass our appropriation bills on budget
and away from the raiding of social se-
curity, as we are doing.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
TAYLOR), the distinguished chair of the
Subcommittee on Legislative.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I commend all these
young Members and all the people who
have been working for a balanced budg-
et, as well as reserve funds for social
security and the efforts we have made.

In fact, if the legislative branch, and
I owe this to my predecessors, because
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the last two chairmen have reduced the
legislative branch substantially. We
are not even back up to where we were
in 1993 and 1994, even with inflation. I
hope we can stay below that.

I also point out that we are substan-
tially below the caps that were given
to us. We are going to report a bill that
is substantially below the caps. I am
not sure any other committee will be
doing that.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to all of us
in the body that if they have a $1.8 tril-
lion corporation, they are not going to
talk about not having adequate staff
and qualified staff to carry out the
funding and the appropriations of that
$1.8 trillion appropriations.

b 2300

If one does, then one is pennywise
and pound foolish because one has to
have adequate people and pay them
adequately, especially in today’s mar-
ket, to carry out that task.

We have in our report returned a por-
tion of the MRAs to the Members, and
I certainly support that. I agree with
the gentleman, what he said about a
lot of Members will return portions of
the budget. I commend them for doing
that. If they have the ability to do
that, they certainly should.

But we all know that every district is
different in this country. If I were in,
for instance, a district where I had one
television station and I could report to
the people what was happening in the
Congress without mail or without any
communication other than that tele-
vision station, and there are Members
of the Congress that do that, then I
would be able to return more of my
money.

But I have 15 rural counties, and the
only way I can report is to give them a
report by mail. In my district, over 90
percent of the people regard that as fa-
vorable, and they respond so. They
point out that they want more infor-
mation, not less, about what is going
on in Congress. As I say, if the people
in my district support that, then I am
certainly going to continue to put my
efforts in that area to tell them what is
going on in this body.

I think that, as I say, we have done a
good job. The word ‘‘conference’’ means
that we go across the body and we have
to confer with the Senate. They asked
for a lot more money. They did not get
it all. They got some. Because, in a
conference, one has to give and take.
We would have liked to have spent less
money, but we held the line very dili-
gently. I think we will be proud of this
report.

I would also point out that I do not
think any Member who has spoken to-
night has consulted with either the
committee chairman or the ranking
member or the staff to see what actu-
ally we have done. They may be sur-
prised that we have held the line much
better than previously than what they
think may have been happening.

So I would commend this report to
my colleagues. It will be coming before

we leave in August. I think that my
colleagues may be more proud of it in
this body than they might think.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, once again, I want to
remind my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, of
what I said at the beginning, which is
I think our appropriators have done an
excellent job thus far this year, and I
think we are going to finish up the
process with an excellent track record.

My colleague indicated that there
are, in all likelihood going to be pleas-
ant features to this bill when we see it.
I hope, in fact, that the conferees did
hold the line and that the funding lev-
els will, in fact, reflect the will of the
House as it was voted on back in June.

Again, we have done a great job thus
far ensuring that we are going to see
the surpluses that we believe we will
see, and that means we are going to be
able to do the right thing with respect
to Social Security, with respect to low-
ering the tax burden on the American
people.

I just hope that we finish the job and
we show that we can lead by example
that a 2.8 percent increase in our own
budgets is sufficient for us. We do not
need to go higher than that.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

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

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GUTKNECHT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extension of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extension of Remarks.)
f

THE ORGANIZATION FOR SECU-
RITY AND COOPERATION IN EU-
ROPE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to share with my colleagues the re-
sults of the highly productive and informative
experience that the U.S. delegation had at the
Annual Session of the Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe Parliamentary
Assembly—or the OSCE PA. As many of you
know, this year seventeen members of Con-
gress formed the U.S. delegation, and as the
U.S. delegation does every year, we attended
the Parliamentary Assembly’s Annual Session
in a member country of the OSCE. This year’s
Annual Session was in St. Petersburg, Russia
and met from July 6–10. I am pleased to in-
form my colleagues that our week in St. Pe-
tersburg was a successful one, both for the
entire Assembly and especially for the U.S.
delegation.

The purpose of the Annual Session is to
bring parliamentarians together in order to dis-
cuss and assess developments in conflict res-
olution within Europe, as well as to form
proactive means of approaching a wide range
of security issues, including arms control, pre-
ventive diplomacy, human rights and eco-
nomic security. These thoughts, recommenda-
tions, and goals are then compiled into a dec-
laration, which is ultimately adopted by the en-
tire Parliamentary Assembly.

I draw inspiration from this document for
many reasons. On its surface, this document
is a comprehensive and vital educational tool.
It brings to our attention gross violations of
human rights, such as the international traf-
ficking of women and children; it offers us ef-
fective methods to continuing the peace proc-
ess in Yugoslavia and Kosovo; and it de-
scribes initiatives of securing peace and de-
mocracy throughout Europe. In effect, the St.
Petersburg Declaration serves as an important
reference on a wide scope of events and
issues, which better aids us all in under-
standing the current global order.

On a secondary level however, the St. Pe-
tersburg Declaration, and the OSCE PA dec-
larations that preceded it, demonstrate the
value of inter-cooperation and dialogue be-
tween countries. The OSCE parliamentarians
form a body of representatives from fifty-five
governments throughout Europe, Central Asia,
and North America; and it has adopted an all-
embracing approach in its membership and
approach to security, conflict resolution, and
economic cooperation in the OSCE region.
Consequently the Parliamentarians bring to
the OSCE PA a vast range of knowledge and
experiences that complements and supple-
ments one another. In a time of fungible bor-
ders and instantaneous communication be-
tween continents and cultures, it behooves us
all to understand these varying perspectives
and opinions.

More important, however, is the OSCE’s
ability to use this collection of experience and
thought for the greater good of security in Eu-
rope and justice throughout the world. The
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sum of the parliamentarians’ collective
expertises and experiences is so much greater
than the individual parts. Indeed, when
brought together and shared in such a forum,
there is an exchange of ideas that better en-
ables us to understand the root of global con-
cerns, and ultimately how the international
community can best take action to remove
these problems. In effect, we are able to com-
bine the best ideas and developments of our
various countries in order to work toward
peace and cooperation throughout the world.

Such innovation and progress would simply
not be possible if we acted as isolated agents,
and I firmly believe that the effectiveness of
the OSCE PA lies in its ability to draw on both
our shared and unique experiences. The St.
Petersburg Declaration reflects the value of
this interrelationship, and I am grateful for the
opportunity to both learn from and contribute
toward it.

While I am certainly proud to be a member
of a distinguished body like the OSCE PA, it
gave me particular pleasure to attend the As-
sembly as part of the U.S. delegation. This
group of seventeen members enjoyed many
successes in St. Petersburg. The St. Peters-
burg Declaration contains several U.S. au-
thored initiatives, including Representative
Chris Smith’s resolution on ‘‘The Trafficking of
Women and Children,’’ Senator George
Voinovich’s ‘‘Regional Infrastructure in South-
Eastern Europe,’’ section and Representative
Louise Slaughter’s section on ‘‘The Assassina-
tion of Galina Starovoitova.’’ Moreover, I,
along with several other members of the U.S.
delegation, contributed significantly to the
chapter on ‘‘Common Security and Democracy
in the Twenty-First Century.’’

The accomplishments of the U.S. delegation
were certainly appreciated by the entire Par-
liamentary Assembly, and we were each en-
couraged to share the principles and goals of
the OSCE with our colleagues in Congress. I
would therefore like to take this opportunity to
also encourage other members of Congress to
familiarize themselves with the OSCE, and ul-
timately to take steps to continue our partici-
pation with this organization.

We are faced with a time of significant re-
gional conflict. Eastern Europe is still in the re-
covery process of Slobodan Milosevic’s brutal
ethnic cleansing of Kosovar Albanians, and it
will take many months, if not years, before the
hundreds of thousands of refugees are able to
return to their homes and resume their familiar
lifestyles. Indeed, it will take considerable time
for all of the residents of this region to recover
from the rampage and injustices that were
committed in this area.

These conflicts may sometimes seem iso-
lated and removed from our own challenges
and goals as a nation, but we have, in fact,
entered a time where our setbacks and suc-
cesses should be shared. We have a respon-
sibility to use our successes as a means of al-
leviating other countries’ setbacks. As I have
said, the OSCE presents us with a viable and
effective forum to share our resources, and
the United States needs to remain engaged
and build upon its place within their collective
dialogue, rapporteur missions, peacekeeping
operations, and peaceful dispute resolutions.

Last month I introduced a bipartisan resolu-
tion expressing this sentiment. H. Con. Res.
161 extends the support of Congress to the
OSCE and the goals of the St. Petersburg
Declaration, as well as urges the United

States to continue its role with this important
international organization. Please show your
support of the OSCE by cosponsoring this res-
olution.

As key players in the international commu-
nity, the United States has historically and
continues to take an active part in international
organizations and institutions, such as the
United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, and the OSCE. I am confident that
our commitment to these institutions will re-
main strong. Ultimately, it is my hope and be-
lief that together we can secure peace, de-
mocracy, and justice throughout the world.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SPRATT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

IMPORTANT PROVISIONS FOR
PATIENT PROTECTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, after care-
ful thought and consideration, I rise
this evening in support of patient pro-
tection. I do this for a very simple rea-
son in the final analysis. I believe that
doctors, not insurance companies or
HMOs, must have the final say on pa-
tient care. That is why I have many
strong concerns with the Senate bill
and would oppose that legislation in its
present form.

Here are the provisions I believe are
important to Americans, including
those in my district: Legislative pro-
tections against abuse should be ex-
tended to the more than 100 million not
covered in the Senate bill. There must
be independent external medical re-
view. Patients need maximum flexi-
bility to select doctors and should be
able to see pediatricians and OB/GYNs
without referrals from other doctors.
ER visits should be governed by a pru-
dent lay person standard. Doctors
should define medical necessity. There
must be meaningful economic sanc-
tions against companies that refuse to
provide care approved by the external
review process.

I know the importance of controlling
health care costs, but a business bot-
tom line, Mr. Speaker, should never be
allowed to take precedence over med-
ical necessity. We can allow insurers to
continue to control costs and provide
necessary patient protections. Many
States have done that, including my
own, Louisiana, including our neigh-
bor, Texas. We can do it as a Nation.
f

TRIBUTE IN HONOR OF OFFICIAL
DESIGNATION OF GRAND HAVEN,
MICHIGAN, AS COAST GUARD
CITY, USA, AND CELEBRATING 75
YEARS OF COAST GUARD TRADI-
TION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, this
weekend marks a very special time in
the history of one of the communities
in the Second Congressional District of
Michigan.

For the past 75 years, Grand Haven,
Michigan has celebrated its relation-
ship with the U.S. Coast Guard and the
contributions of the Coast Guard to
our country as a whole.

Since 1934, the city has hosted the
Coast Guard Festival, which has in-
cluded a major parade, displays of var-
ious Coast Guard vessels, and a variety
of ceremonies that focus on the special
relationship, the special partnership
between the Coast Guard and the com-
munity of Grand Haven.

Since 1963, when then-U.S. Coast
Guard Admiral Richard Schmidtman
attended one of these celebrations to
dedicate the city’s famous Musical
Fountain, Grand Haven has proudly
displayed the unofficial title of ‘‘Coast
Guard City, U.S.A.’’. This designation
was taken directly from Admiral
Schmidtman’s remarks. Ever since,
signs near the entrances of the city
have informed visitors that they were
entering Coast Guard City, U.S.A.

As I said, that designation has been
unofficial. That is until this year. As
part of the Coast Guard reauthoriza-
tion act of 1999, this Congress made it
possible for the Commandant of the
U.S. Coast Guard to officially declare
an American town as ‘‘Coast Guard
City U.S.A.’’.

I am happy to report to this House
that, on this coming Saturday, August
7, 1999, U.S. Coast Guard Commandant
Admiral James Loy will be in Grand
Haven to make it official. Grand Haven
will be Coast Guard city U.S.A.
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He will do that this week at the 1999
Coast Guard festival.

I have worked with several Members
of the House and the other body for
several years to make this designation
a reality. I would like to thank all the
people who worked with me to get this
legislation approved, including Sen-
ators ABRAHAM and LEVIN, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS),
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), who were
especially helpful.

I also want to thank the local offi-
cials in Michigan, especially Coast
Guard festival executive director Jerry
Smith. Also various people at the U.S.
Coast Guard, including former Com-
mandant Admiral Robert Kramek. And
Members of my staff, especially Todd
Sutton and Chris LaGrand. I would like
to thank all of these people for their
patience and for their hard work.

Most of all, I congratulate the people
of Grand Haven and their dedication
and respect for the men and women of
the U.S. Coast Guard. For more than 75
years, this community on the shores of
Lake Michigan at the mouth of the
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Grand River has welcomed the Coast
Guard personnel with open arms. They
have celebrated their relationship with
the Coast Guard since the first commu-
nity Coast Guard picnic way back in
1924.

In 1943, the city’s residents also
shared the Coast Guard’s pain. They
shared the Coast Guard’s pain with a
memorial service honoring the crew
and the crew members of the Coast
Guard cutter Escanaba, which had been
based in Grand Haven from 1932 to 1940.
One hundred and one men were lost
when the ship was sunk by a German
U-boat in the North Atlantic during
World War II on June 13, 1943.

The city shared its pain, but also its
resources. The city showed its commit-
ment to the U.S. Coast Guard by rais-
ing funds to build a replacement, which
was named the Escanaba II. The mast
of the original Escanaba was saved and
erected as a monument to those fallen
heroes in Grand Haven’s Escanaba
Park, where it still remains today.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure
that I congratulate Grand Haven,
which from Saturday and henceforth
will be known officially as Coast Guard
City USA.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. METCALF) is recognized for
5 minutes.

(Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SMITH of Washington addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

A TRIBUTE TO MARY CRITCHLOW
KASTEN, ‘‘GRANDMOTHER’’ OF
THE MISSOURI HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my admiration and re-
spect for one of the most caring and ef-
fective public servants I have ever had
the privilege to know, Representative
Mary Kasten is lovingly known as the
‘‘grandmother’’ of the Missouri House
of Representatives, and she has served
the folks of Cape Girardeau for the last
16 years. She has decided to step down
from this calling in January 2001 after
serving the ‘‘people’s body’’ in Missouri
for 18 years.

If Mary’s only contribution to her
fellow man was this representation, she
would be deserving of this special trib-
ute. However, Mary Kasten, the farm
girl from Matthews and New Madrid

County, is and has been much more. In
fact, Mary’s service in the legislature
is only a small snapshot of a life that
is truly a panorama of helping others.
As a mother to her children, Mark,
Mike and Meg, a wife to Mel Kasten,
her husband of 50 years, and a teacher
reaching out to kids and parents alike,
Mary always sought to help brighten
the lives of others.

In every endeavor Mary honored her
personal commitment to God, family,
country and her fellow man. Miss
Mary, as we know her, honored her
Lord by serving as a Sunday school
teacher and choir member in the St.
Andrews Lutheran Church. As a mom,
she was and is the best example I have
known of a mom who cares. She volun-
teered at every level to help her chil-
dren and be involved in their lives.
Later, she served on the Cape
Girardeau school board and held var-
ious offices for 20 years. She also con-
tinued her service to education by serv-
ing on the board of regents at South-
east Missouri State University her
alma mater. As a wife, Mary and Mel
have been inseparable, and except for
her times in Jefferson City, Mary and
Mel go everywhere together. Their
marriage is an inspiration to all of us.

For almost everyone who knows
Mary, the first thought that comes to
mind is her selflessness and her sensi-
tivity and caring for her fellow man. It
is that caring that truly makes Mary
worthy of tribute. She is indeed the
human manifestation of the golden
rule of doing unto others as you would
have them do unto you.

But in Mary’s case it is no quid pro
quo but a genuine love of all human-
kind. I personally have seen this caring
when Mary and Mel took care of mine
and Bill’s daughter Tori when Kath-
arine was being born. Bill was on the
campaign trail 3 or 4 hours from home
and Mary and Mel became Tori’s surro-
gate parents, and even put her to bed
with them. At every turn, the Kasten’s
have been a part of the Emerson fam-
ily, from the birth of Katharine and
even in Bill Emerson’s death, Mary and
Mel opened their home to our entire
family and became the nurturing core
for the grieving family and our friends.

In fact, it is probably this empathy
with others that inspired Mary to her
greatest public service, and that was
the beginning of the Cape Girardeau
Community Caring Council. Mary’s
brainchild of making programs really
work for people began in southern Mis-
souri and is now being replicated in the
rest of the State and nationwide. In
fact, Mary Kasten and caring are in-
deed words that are synonymous with
me and the hundreds who have known
and worked with Miss Mary.

It is indeed an honor to offer this
tribute on the floor of the House of
Representatives, because I can think of
no one more deserving than Mary Kas-
ten to be recognized in the people’s
House. If Bill Emerson were alive
today, I know he would gladly give
Mary this very same tribute to her

service to the people. The girl from
New Madrid County who served and
broke new ground in politics and public
service deserves, in my opinion, the
same tribute made to bill.

Mary Kasten is truly deserving of the
favorite Teddy Roosevelt quote ‘‘In the
Arena,’’ and I quote:

It is not the critic who counts, not the man
who points out how the strong man stum-
bles, or where the doer of deeds could have
done them better. The credit belongs to the
man who is actually in the arena, whose face
is marred by dust and sweat and blood; who
strives valiantly; who errs, and comes short
again and again, because there is not effort
without error and shortcoming; but who does
actually strive to do the deeds; who knows
the great enthusiasms, the great devotions;
who spends himself in a worthy cause; who
at the best knows in the end the triumph of
high achievement, and who at the worst, if
he fails, at least fails while daring greatly so
that his place shall never be with those cold
and timid souls who know neither victory
nor defeat.

Mary Kasten, our world is a better
place because you have served all of us
in the arenas of our lives, and for that
we truly thank you.

f

THE TAX BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, there
has been a lot of partisan talk about
the tax bill, and I can understand it. A
bill of $800 billion, exploding to $3 tril-
lion in the second 10 years, does indeed
put our economy at risk. A bill that
says lock up the Social Security money
for Social Security but then take every
bit of the regular general surplus, or
virtually all of it, and pay that out as
tax cuts. Regardless of whether that
surplus actually arises, pay it out, lock
it into the law. That could be regarded
as fiscally irresponsible by many of us
on the Democratic side of the aisle.
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And of course, there are many par-
tisans who would recognize that if we
do not use the opportunity to pay off
the debt now while the baby-boomers
are in their peak earning years, that
when the baby-boomers retire, there
will not be any capacity to use general
fund revenues to help make Social Se-
curity last through its most chal-
lenging demographic era and that as a
result we will hear the cries at the first
economic hiccup for cuts in Social Se-
curity or increases to FICA taxes.

Yes, indeed, with all that fiscal irre-
sponsibility and all that risk to the So-
cial Security system, some Democrats
decry the bill in the most partisan
terms. But do my colleagues know, we
should not just decry the bill. Because
as a tax lawyer, I was just amazed by it
as I read each provision.

How is it that they could write a tax
bill giving 45 percent of the benefit to
only one percent of the people in the
country? We should not decry the bill.
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We should be impressed by its drafts-
manship.

Let us talk about some of the amaz-
ing provisions of this bill. This is a bill
that turns to 50 million Americans at
the base of our economic pyramid and
says they get a tax cut of 8 cents per
day per family. Split it up at the
breakfast table, all 8 cents a day. Of
course, a tax cut of over $54,000 a year
to each family in the top one percent.

So how are they able to achieve such
a dramatic result? One example, they
take and give to American companies
that shift jobs overseas 60 times the
benefits that they provide to 50 million
Americans. They do this by changing
the interest allocation rules so that
those companies that make equity in-
vestments abroad, that is to say build
factories in other countries and while
perhaps closing them down in the
United States, benefit. They get huge
tax breaks.

Whereas, it is 8 cents a day for the
working poor and for the lower middle
class in the United States.

But when we get to the details, there
are some other provisions that are al-
most as striking. For example, there is
a list of special deals for the oil compa-
nies, such as allowing a 5-year carry-
back of NOLs while the rest of the
business world only gets a 3-year carry-
back, suspending the 65 percent taxable
income limitation on the use of per-
centage depletion, allowing geological
and geophysical cost to be deducted
current, while good accounting prac-
tice calls for those costs to be capital-
ized; allowing delay rentals to be de-
ducted currently, when the proper ac-
counting for them is to be capitalized;
and modifying the refining threshold in
section 613(d)(4) so that integrated oil
companies can get the benefits pre-
viously reserved for independent oil
companies and wildcatters.

And here is a special deal for oil
where they get twice the benefit of all
of the benefits that we give to 50 mil-
lion Americans goes to just a few
American oil companies and that they
get a tax credit for the money they pay
to Saudi Arabia and Kuwait for taking
the oil out of those desert sands. They
get reimbursed for what they spend for
the oil that they then sell to us.

Mr. Speaker, as 20 years as a CPA
and 2 years as a tax judge, I know tax
fraud when I see it; and this Repub-
lican tax bill indeed is tax fraud. It is
a giant shift of wealth to the wealthi-
est one percent of Americans. We
should reject it.
f

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION IN
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE) is recognized for half the
time until midnight as the designee of
the minority leader.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank my Democratic col-

leagues for joining me this evening as
we take some time in this very late
hour to talk about a very important
issue, school construction and the com-
panies that we are sending our children
back to across this country.

Because across America this week
and next week and in the next several
weeks to come, depending on where one
might live, summer vacations are com-
ing to a close, parents are shopping
back-to-school sales, and teachers and
students are gearing up for the coming
year.

In my home county and State, a lot
of the schools have already opened and
they are going to school. Unfortu-
nately, in many of those schools, it is
very hot, they are not air-conditioned
the way they should be. But children
are in school.

In some communities, we find that
children are not going to school in
schools. They are in trailers. They are
in closets. They are in basements. They
are in hallways. And they are in any-
place that we can get children into be-
cause the crowding is so bad.

Unfortunately, this Congress has
failed to act to provide our local com-
munities with any assistance with
quality facilities for our children.

I could not help but think earlier
today we have passed foreign aid bills,
we have passed emergency aid bills
that we send overseas for foreign chil-
dren to have decent places to go to
school in in some communities; and
yet, for our own children here in Amer-
ica, Members of the majority say it is
not Congress’s responsibility to get in-
volved.

It seems like I remember reading in
my history books that that was not the
responsibility of Congress when we
needed water, sewer, rural electric
power, and a whole host of long lists.
And ultimately we got involved and
provided electricity for rural America,
the one thing that changed it. And the
list goes on.

Mr. Speaker, our schools are bursting
at the seams. The communities
throughout my district and throughout
this country, the flood of student en-
rollments are swamping our ability and
the ability of local communities and
local taxpayers to meet the needs.

It is time for this Congress to stop
arguing and start acting. I have writ-
ten legislation, H.R. 996, that will pro-
vide $7.2 billion in school construction
bonds. On the Democratic side today
we lined up to sign a discharge petition
to bring the school construction bills
to the floor so that we could take ac-
tion and help children.

I will talk more about that in a
minute, but at this point let me yield
to one of my colleagues from Cali-
fornia, who is a real leader in this Con-
gress on educational issues. Before she
came to Congress, she was a school
nurse. She knows about the issues
teachers face every day, the issues chil-
dren face.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS)

for comments on this issue as it relates
to California and her district.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to have my colleague yield time
to me, particularly with his strong
background in education. Being a
former State superintendent, it is a
pleasure to work with a professional in
support of our Nation’s schools.

I believe so strongly that we must
come together in the House of Rep-
resentatives in a bipartisan way to sup-
port legislation that will truly improve
the quality of education for our chil-
dren, improve the schools in our local
communities and across this country.
The future of our children depend on
this.

I am so aware that we are the bene-
ficiaries of a generation that instituted
the GI Bill of Rights. Many of our par-
ents and our community members and
our relatives got the benefit of a coun-
try that came together around public
schools like nothing before its time.
Many of us attended wonderful school
buildings.

Unfortunately, these same school
buildings have not been improved much
since that time, and that is what we
are here to discuss this evening.
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Mr. Speaker, I will discuss our school
system as I experienced it firsthand on
the central coast of California where,
as my colleague has mentioned, I was
privileged, really honored, to be a
school nurse in Santa Barbara School
System for over 20 years, and I have
seen firsthand the damage that deterio-
rating schools can do. I have been with
students as they have attended classes
held in hallways, in teachers’ lounges,
in utility rooms and in auditoriums. I
know that students, we all know that
students, cannot thrive academically if
they are learning in overcrowded and
crumbling classrooms.

I want to pay particular attention to
a phenomenon that occurs in many of
our growing communities where school
buildings are exploding, literally ex-
ploding, and when this has happened, it
did in the 1950s and 1960s and 1970s in
California and across much of the pop-
ulation in the West and throughout the
country really, and so portable class-
rooms were brought in. These portable
classrooms were designed for tem-
porary housing of students. Thirty
years ago these same buildings with
very little improvement are still in use
today. It is incredible that we expect
our children to learn, hot in the sum-
mer, cold and musty and mildewy
throughout the year. These classrooms
are what our young people are having
to attend.

I want to just, and then I will yield
back because we have other colleagues
here as well, but I want to highlight
one particular school district in my
central coast district. The Santa Maria
Bonita School District which lies at
the heart of my district is in such des-
perate need of funds for school con-
struction. This district was built to
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house 6,700 students, and currently en-
rollments are at 10,500. To accommo-
date the growth 12 of the district’s 14
schools have converted to a four-track,
year-round school schedule, and 175
portables have been added. To add
these buildings means cutting down on
valuable playground space. They are
stretched to the limit and need funding
to build better facilities. This Santa
Maria School District has tried twice
in the past year to pass bond measures
to receive State money to help build
new schools. In our State a two-thirds
majority is required. By a very small
number these measures have failed
both times.

To me this is a failure to our chil-
dren, and we have the opportunity here
in Congress to make it easier for our
local school districts to obtain the
funding that they need to pass their
local bond issues. We want the bond
issues to be local, we want the support
for schools to be local, and yet we have
a role we can play here in the Federal
Government.

That is why I am so pleased that it is
the bill of the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE), his school
construction bill, that I have cospon-
sored and also the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL’s) school moderniza-
tion bill. Both of these bills offer viable
solutions to this serious problem, yet
we had to march down and make sure
and try to sign to get a discussion of
this legislation on the floor.

Today we are preparing students for
jobs in the new economy. This is not a
laughing matter, this is not a simple or
a slight thing. This is a huge challenge
that we have before us, to find that the
framework and the setting for which
this technology can be transferred to
the next generation. It is about our
economy, it is about the future of our
country, and it is about our democracy
surviving. To do this students have to
have facilities that are big enough,
well equipped enough and up to date in
every way.

Districts like the one I described,
Santa Maria Bonita School District,
cannot keep up with these demands,
and we have to step up to the plate. We
cannot turn the other way any longer.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for her re-
marks, and let me just say to her that
one of the things, without dwelling on
it as we talk about school construction
and the overcrowding and the prob-
lems, if we see it in the workplace for
businesses, then we know what happens
there. Defects of the product goes up.
We have problems and a whole host of
things happen; as my colleagues know,
problems with the employees; and yet
we hear people on this very floor clam-
or about why schools do not do better,
why we cannot get better. They want
to blame the teachers, they want to
blame the system, and yet they turn
their backs when it comes time when
we can help.

We just had pre-filed a tax bill for
just a trillion dollars over the next 10

years, exploding to $3 trillion over 20
years when we could use some money,
when a time we have resources to take
care of Social Security and Medicare,
and pay down the debt and make sure
our children have a safe, secure and
good environment in which to learn,
and you talk about those trailers that
are true all across this country, and
one thing we need to remember, that
when it rains those children get wet
going to and from. They go to too
small a cafeteria, too small a library,
and then we wonder why they do not
learn and education is not important
to them. We sent a pretty powerful sig-
nal that it is not important to us when
they do not spend the resources.

Now let me yield to my colleague
from California also (Mr. SHERMAN)
who certainly has been a leader on this
floor in working for education. He un-
derstands the tax consequences of when
you do not spend your money wisely
how you are going to pay a real price
in the future.

Mr. SHERMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. It is an
honor to be with him and with the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs. CAPPS)
because you understand what is most
important to the people in my district,
which is education, but you understand
how we can make it work.

One thing that is obvious to me is
that we are going to have smaller
classes. At least in California the peo-
ple have taxed themselves to provide
for smaller classes, smaller class sizes.
But that means you need more class-
rooms, and as you have explained and
as the gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. CAPPS) explained quite elo-
quently, we need to build new school
facilities.

In fact, and this is odd, both parties
have agreed in concept that the Fed-
eral Government needs to help out, and
while I do not match the gentleman’s
expertise or the gentlewoman’s exper-
tise in education, it is perhaps sur-
prising to some people back home that
the way that Congress has agreed to
try to help schools is through the tax
law, and here is where there is a tre-
mendous divergence.

You see, the Democrats had a rel-
atively small tax bill, and yet we found
room in that bill to provide real help to
school districts. Santa Maria was not
able to pass its school bonds, and I can
understand that, because people would
have to not only pay back the bonds,
they have to pay the interest on the
bonds, and what the Democratic tax
bill did is it funded interest on school
bonds across this country. It provided
$9 billion of Federal revenue to pay the
interest on $22 billion of school bonds.
So when Santa Maria dealt with those
school bonds, people can say: We will
go that far for our kids, we will tax
ourselves to pay the principle, and
thank God Congress has done some-
thing to pay the interest.

But then the Republican bill comes
to the floor, and I know the conference
report was just introduced. We do not

know what is in it. We will read it late
tonight, tomorrow morning, but I
think what is in it is what was in the
House bill that passed a couple weeks
ago. And there lurking was a provision
supposedly there to help schools issue
school bonds under the title of arbi-
trage.

What is arbitrage? Gambling.
What the Republican bill does, in-

stead of providing real money to pay
the interest on the bonds, is it turns to
every school district and says: Go
ahead and issue the bonds, and you will
have to pay the interest on the bonds.

But in the past you had to use the
school bonds to build schools pretty
quickly. Do not do that.
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Issue the bonds, do not build schools,
delay the schools. Kids do not need
schools, according to the Republican
bill. Take the money to Las Vegas or
Wall Street and take that school bond
money and invest in debentures, invest
in interest futures. Invest, if you want,
in pork bellies. Then you get to keep
the profits.

The Republican bill, desperate to
spend no money helping schools but to
fool the American public into thinking
it helps schools, does nothing more
than provide a free airplane ticket to
Las Vegas for every school board mem-
ber in the country so that they can
take the school bond money to Vegas
and see whether they can beat the
odds. If they beat the odds, they can
keep the profits for the kids.

Oh, if they lose the money, well, that
is what Orange County, California, did,
the county to the south of Lois and
myself. They tried to play this arbi-
trage game, and they went bankrupt.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I thank the gen-
tleman. On that note, let me remind
him and those who happen to be watch-
ing this evening that as school opens
this fall, we will have showing up at
the schoolhouse doors across America
in the public schools more children
than have ever been to public schools
in America’s history. Last year, as you
remember, the secretary released his
report on the baby-boom echo, which
means all those baby-boomers after
World War II now are having children
and they are showing up.

Tonight I can report to Members we
have talked with the Department
today, we do not have the report on the
numbers, but there is one thing we can
say from what we have heard, that
what we saw last year was a ripple
compared to what we are going to see
when the report comes out very short-
ly, because those numbers are just ab-
solutely exploding all across America.

In my district, as an example, the
baby-boom echoes, we have counties
that are in double digits. You say well,
there has to be a lot of economic
growth there. Unfortunately, they hap-
pen to be counties adjacent to an urban
center where they are getting a lot of
residential growth, not a lot of eco-
nomic-commercial growth.
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For instance, one county, Franklin,

had 19.6 percent growth over the last 8
years. My home county, 18.9; Lee Coun-
ty, 17.1, Nash, 17.3. They are all rural
counties in transition and property
taxes are under a burden. Wade Coun-
ty, the capital county, right at 30 per-
cent. They are welcoming anywhere
from 4,000 to 6,000 students this fall,
and they have done it for the last sev-
eral years. That is true across Amer-
ica. The pressure is getting so great
out there, and this is a way we can be
a help.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship is putting the final touch, and as
we heard already, has already put their
touches on the final tax bill. We will
find out tomorrow morning if they
really care about making sure the chil-
dren in this country have an oppor-
tunity for a decent place to go to
school. Because if you are in a cold en-
vironment in the winter and a hot en-
vironment in the summer, and the
building roofs leak and the wind blows
through the walls, you can talk all you
want to about quality education, and
then we wonder why we cannot recruit
teachers and retain teachers. You do
not have to be very bright to figure
that out. Business figured that out a
long time ago. They provide a good en-
vironment for their employees and
quality training.

We can do something about it. It is
within our goal. We stood in line today
to sign the Rangel bill to make sure we
got a discharge petition. Today my col-
leagues are working on it.

Mr. Speaker, I know our time is
about to expire. Let me thank my two
colleagues from California for joining
me this evening. On behalf of the chil-
dren of America, who only have us to
speak for them, because they do not
vote, and some of their parents do not
take the opportunity to vote, I thank
you for coming this evening and shar-
ing and getting into the record the im-
portance of school construction and op-
portunities for our children.
f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SWEENEY). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule
I, the Chair declares the House in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 44
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
f
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AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 12 o’clock and
38 minutes a.m.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2488,
THE TAXPAYER REFUND AND
RELIEF ACT OF 1999
Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on

Rules, submitted a privileged report

(Rept. No. 106–291) on the resolution (H.
Res. 274) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2488) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
duce individual income tax rates, to
provide marriage penalty relief, to re-
duce taxes on savings and investments,
to provide estate and gift tax relief, to
provide incentives for education sav-
ings and health care, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2684, DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL, 2000

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–292) on the resolution (H.
Res. 275) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2684) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Veterans
Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
S. 1467, EXTENDING THE FUND-
ING LEVELS FOR AVIATION PRO-
GRAMS FOR 60 DAYS

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–293) on the resolution (H.
Res. 276) providing for consideration of
the Senate bill (S. 1467) to extend the
funding levels for aviation programs
for 60 days, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1905

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina sub-
mitted the following conference report
and statement on the bill (H.R. 1905)
making appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–290)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1905) ‘‘making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes’’, hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

Amendment numbered 1:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 1, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert:

SENATE

EXPENSE ALLOWANCES

For expense allowances of the Vice President,
$10,000; the President Pro Tempore of the Sen-
ate, $10,000; Majority Leader of the Senate,
$10,000; Minority Leader of the Senate, $10,000;
Majority Whip of the Senate, $5,000; Minority
Whip of the Senate, $5,000; and Chairmen of the
Majority and Minority Conference Committees,
$3,000 for each Chairman; in all, $56,000.

REPRESENTATION ALLOWANCES FOR THE
MAJORITY AND MINORITY LEADERS

For representation allowances of the Majority
and Minority Leaders of the Senate, $15,000 for
each such Leader; in all, $30,000.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation of officers, employees, and
others as authorized by law, including agency
contributions, $89,968,000, which shall be paid
from this appropriation without regard to the
below limitations, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

For the Office of the Vice President,
$1,721,000.

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

For the Office of the President Pro Tempore,
$437,000.

OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY
LEADERS

For Offices of the Majority and Minority
Leaders, $2,644,000.

OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY WHIPS

For Offices of the Majority and Minority
Whips, $1,634,000.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

For salaries of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, $6,525,000.

CONFERENCE COMMITTEES

For the Conference of the Majority and the
Conference of the Minority, at rates of com-
pensation to be fixed by the Chairman of each
such committee, $1,132,000 for each such com-
mittee; in all, $2,264,000.

OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES OF THE CON-
FERENCE OF THE MAJORITY AND THE CON-
FERENCE OF THE MINORITY

For Offices of the Secretaries of the Con-
ference of the Majority and the Conference of
the Minority, $590,000.

POLICY COMMITTEES

For salaries of the Majority Policy Committee
and the Minority Policy Committee, $1,151,000
for each such committee; in all, $2,302,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHAPLAIN

For Office of the Chaplain, $277,000.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For Office of the Secretary, $14,202,000.

OFFICE OF THE SERGEANT AT ARMS AND
DOORKEEPER

For Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, $34,794,000.

OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES FOR THE MAJORITY
AND MINORITY

For Offices of the Secretary for the Majority
and the Secretary for the Minority, $1,246,000.

AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS AND RELATED EXPENSES

For agency contributions for employee bene-
fits, as authorized by law, and related expenses,
$21,332,000.

OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL OF THE
SENATE

For salaries and expenses of the Office of the
Legislative Counsel of the Senate, $3,901,000.

OFFICE OF SENATE LEGAL COUNSEL

For salaries and expenses of the Office of Sen-
ate Legal Counsel, $1,035,000.
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EXPENSE ALLOWANCES OF THE SECRETARY OF

THE SENATE, SERGEANT AT ARMS AND DOOR-
KEEPER OF THE SENATE, AND SECRETARIES FOR
THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY OF THE SENATE

For expense allowances of the Secretary of the
Senate, $3,000; Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper of the Senate, $3,000; Secretary for the
Majority of the Senate, $3,000; Secretary for the
Minority of the Senate, $3,000; in all, $12,000.

CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE

INQUIRIES AND INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses of inquiries and investigations
ordered by the Senate, or conducted pursuant to
section 134(a) of Public Law 601, Seventy-ninth
Congress, as amended, section 112 of Public Law
96–304 and Senate Resolution 281, agreed to
March 11, 1980, $71,604,000.
EXPENSES OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE CAUCUS

ON INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL

For expenses of the United States Senate Cau-
cus on International Narcotics Control, $370,000.

SECRETARY OF THE SENATE

For expenses of the Office of the Secretary of
the Senate, $1,511,000.

SERGEANT AT ARMS AND DOORKEEPER OF THE
SENATE

For expenses of the Office of the Sergeant at
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate, $66,261,000.

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

For miscellaneous items, $8,655,000.

SENATORS’ OFFICIAL PERSONNEL AND OFFICE
EXPENSE ACCOUNT

For Senators’ Official Personnel and Office
Expense Account, $245,703,000.

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS

For expenses necessary for official mail costs
of the Senate, $300,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SECTION 1. Effective in the case of any fiscal
year which begins on or after October 1, 1999,
clause (iii) of paragraph (3)(A) of section 506(b)
of the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1973 (2
U.S.C. 58(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(iii) subject to subparagraph (B)—
‘‘(I) in case the Senator represents Alabama,

$116,300, Alaska, $221,600, Arizona, $128,975, Ar-
kansas, $118,250, California, $168,950, Colorado,
$124,100, Connecticut, $105,575, Delaware,
$95,825, Florida, $120,200, Georgia, $116,300, Ha-
waii, $245,000, Idaho, $128,000, Illinois, $138,725,
Indiana, $116,300, Iowa, $119,225, Kansas,
$119,225, Kentucky, $115,325, Louisiana,
$120,200, Maine, $110,450, Maryland, $100,700,
Massachusetts, $114,350, Michigan, $124,100,
Minnesota, $120,200, Mississippi, $118,250, Mis-
souri, $121,175, Montana, $128,000, Nebraska,
$120,200, Nevada, $129,950, New Hampshire,
$106,550, New Jersey, $110,450, New Mexico,
$125,075, New York, $145,550, North Carolina,
$112,400, North Dakota, $119,225, Ohio, $129,950,
Oklahoma, $123,125, Oregon, $132,875, Pennsyl-
vania, $128,975, Rhode Island, $104,600, South
Carolina, $110,450, South Dakota, $120,200, Ten-
nessee, $116,300, Texas, $149,450, Utah, $128,000,
Vermont, $105,575, Virginia, $106,550, Wash-
ington, $135,800, West Virginia, $105,575, Wis-
consin, $119,225, Wyoming, $123,125, plus

‘‘(II) the amount that is equal to the Senator’s
share for the fiscal year, as determined in ac-
cordance with regulations of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, of the amount made
available within the Senators’ Official Per-
sonnel and Office Expense Account in the con-
tingent fund of the Senate for official mail ex-
penses of Senators, plus’’.

(b) Subparagraph (B) of section 506(b)(3) of
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1973 (2
U.S.C. 58(b)(3)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘that part of the amount re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A)(iii) that is not
specifically allocated for official mail expenses’’
and inserting ‘‘the amount referred to in sub-
paragraph (A)(iii)(I)’’; and

(2) by striking: ‘‘the part of the amount re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A)(iii) that is allo-
cated for official mail expenses’’ and inserting
‘‘the amount referred to in subparagraph
(A)(iii)(II)’’.

(c) The amendments made by this section shall
apply to any fiscal year which begins on or
after October 1, 1999.

SEC. 2. Effective on and after October 1, 1999,
each of the dollar amounts contained in the
table under section 105(d)(1)(A) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1968 (2 U.S.C.
61–1(d)(1)(A)) shall be deemed to be the dollar
amounts in that table, as increased by section 8
of Public Law 105–275, increased by an addi-
tional $50,000 each.

SEC. 3. SENATE OFFICE SPACE ALLOCATIONS.
Section 3 under the heading ‘‘ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS’’ in the appropriation for the Senate
in the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act,
1975 (2 U.S.C. 59; 88 Stat. 428) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(1) 5,000 square feet if the population of the

State of the Senator is less than 3,000,000;’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘8,000’’ in paragraph (13) and

inserting ‘‘8,200’’; and
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through

(13) as paragraphs (2) through (12), respectively;
and

(2) in subsection (c)(2)—
(A) by striking ‘‘$30,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$40,000’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘4,800’’ and inserting ‘‘5,000’’;
(C) by striking ‘‘$734’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,000’’;

and
(D) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘Ef-

fective beginning with the 106th Congress, the
aggregate amount in effect under this para-
graph for any Congress shall be increased by
the inflation adjustment factor for the calendar
year in which the Congress begins. For purposes
of the preceding sentence, the inflation adjust-
ment factor for any calendar year is a fraction
the numerator of which is the implicit price
deflator for the gross domestic product as com-
puted and published by the Department of Com-
merce for the preceding calendar year and the
denominator of which is such deflator for the
calendar year 1998.’’.

SEC. 4. Section 6(c) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–275; 2
U.S.C. 121b–1(c)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(3) The provisions of section 4 of the Act of
July 31, 1946 (40 U.S.C. 193d), except for the pro-
visions relating to solicitation, shall not apply
to any activity carried out pursuant to this sec-
tion, subject to approval of such activities by
the Committee on Rules and Administration.’’.

SEC. 5. The first section of Public Law 87–82
(40 U.S.C. 174j–1) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘The provisions of section 4
of the Act of July 31, 1946 (40 U.S.C. 193d), ex-
cept for the provisions relating to solicitation,
shall not apply to any activity carried out pur-
suant to this section, subject to the approval of
such activities by the Committee on Rules and
Administration.’’.

SEC. 6. The Legislative Counsel may, subject
to the approval of the President pro tempore of
the Senate, designate one of the Senior Counsels
appointed under section 102 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1979 (2 U.S.C. 274
note; Public Law 95–391; 92 Stat. 771) as Deputy
Legislative Counsel. The Deputy Legislative
Counsel shall perform the functions of the Leg-
islative Counsel during the absence or disability
of the Legislative Counsel, or when the office is
vacant.

SEC. 7. Section 814(i) of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987
(22 U.S.C. 2291 note) is amended by striking
‘‘September 30, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘September
30, 2002’’.

and strike all beginning on page 2, line 5,
of the House engrossed bill, H.R. 1905, down

through page 11, line 12, and insert the fol-
lowing:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives, $760,884,000, as follows:

HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES

For salaries and expenses, as authorized by
law, $14,202,000, including: Office of the Speak-
er, $1,740,000, including $25,000 for official ex-
penses of the Speaker; Office of the Majority
Floor Leader, $1,705,000, including $10,000 for
official expenses of the Majority Leader; Office
of the Minority Floor Leader, $2,071,000, includ-
ing $10,000 for official expenses of the Minority
Leader; Office of the Majority Whip, including
the Chief Deputy Majority Whip, $1,423,000, in-
cluding $5,000 for official expenses of the Major-
ity Whip; Office of the Minority Whip, includ-
ing the Chief Deputy Minority Whip, $1,057,000,
including $5,000 for official expenses of the Mi-
nority Whip; Speaker’s Office for Legislative
Floor Activities, $406,000; Republican Steering
Committee, $757,000; Republican Conference,
$1,244,000; Democratic Steering and Policy Com-
mittee, $1,337,000; Democratic Caucus, $664,000;
nine minority employees, $1,218,000; training
and program development—majority, $290,000;
and training and program development—minor-
ity, $290,000: Provided, That the amounts other-
wise provided under this heading for the various
leadership offices shall be reduced in a manner
approved by the Committee on Appropriations
such that the aggregate amount appropriated
under this heading is $142,000 less than the ag-
gregate amount otherwise provided.

MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES

INCLUDING MEMBERS’ CLERK HIRE, OFFICIAL
EXPENSES OF MEMBERS, AND OFFICIAL MAIL

For Members’ representational allowances, in-
cluding Members’ clerk hire, official expenses,
and official mail, $406,279,000.

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES

STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SELECT

For salaries and expenses of standing commit-
tees, special and select, authorized by House res-
olutions, $93,878,000: Provided, That such
amount shall remain available for such salaries
and expenses until December 31, 2000.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the Committee on
Appropriations, $21,095,000, including studies
and examinations of executive agencies and
temporary personal services for such committee,
to be expended in accordance with section 202(b)
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946
and to be available for reimbursement to agen-
cies for services performed: Provided, That such
amount shall remain available for such salaries
and expenses until December 31, 2000.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation and expenses of officers and
employees, as authorized by law, $90,150,000, in-
cluding: for salaries and expenses 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, $14,881,000; 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, $3,746,000;
for salaries and expenses of the Office of the
Chief Administrative Officer, $57,289,000, of
which $2,500,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended, including $25,519,000 for salaries, ex-
penses and temporary personal services of House
Information Resources, of which $24,641,000 is
provided herein: Provided, That of the amount
provided for House Information Resources,
$6,260,000 shall be for net expenses of tele-
communications: Provided further, That House
Information Resources is authorized to receive
reimbursement from Members of the House of
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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
Office of the Inspector General, $3,926,000; for
salaries and expenses of the Office of General
Counsel, $840,000; for the Office of the Chap-
lain, $136,000; for salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Parliamentarian, including the
Parliamentarian and $2,000 for preparing the
Digest of Rules, $1,172,000; for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Law Revision Coun-
sel of the House, $2,045,000; for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Legislative Counsel of
the House, $5,085,000; for salaries and expenses
of the Corrections Calendar Office, $825,000; and
for other authorized employees, $205,000.

ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES

For allowances and expenses as authorized by
House resolution or law, $135,422,000, including:
supplies, materials, administrative costs and
Federal tort claims, $2,741,000; official mail for
committees, leadership offices, and administra-
tive offices of the House, $410,000; Government
contributions for health, retirement, Social Se-
curity, and other applicable employee benefits,
$131,595,000; and miscellaneous items including
purchase, exchange, maintenance, repair and
operation of House motor vehicles, inter-
parliamentary receptions, and gratuities to heirs
of deceased employees of the House, $676,000.

CHILD CARE CENTER

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives Child Care Center, such
amounts as are deposited in the account estab-
lished by section 312(d)(1) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1992 (40 U.S.C.
184g(d)(1)), subject to the level specified in the
budget of the Center, as submitted to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH ADMISSION
REQUIREMENTS.—The General Counsel of the
House of Representatives and any other counsel
in the Office of the General Counsel of the
House of Representatives, including any counsel
specially retained by the Office of General
Counsel, shall be entitled, for the purpose of
performing the counsel’s functions, to enter an
appearance in any proceeding before any court
of the United States or of any State or political
subdivision thereof without compliance with
any requirements for admission to practice be-
fore such court, except that the authorization
conferred by this subsection shall not apply
with respect to the admission of any such per-
son to practice before the United States Supreme
Court.

(b) NOTIFICATION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.—
The Attorney General shall notify the General
Counsel of the House of Representatives with re-
spect to any proceeding in which the United
States is a party of any determination by the
Attorney General or Solicitor General not to ap-
peal any court decision affecting the constitu-
tionality of an Act or joint resolution of Con-
gress within such time as will enable the House
to direct the General Counsel to intervene as a
party in such proceeding pursuant to applicable
rules of the House of Representatives.

(c) GENERAL COUNSEL DEFINITION.—In this
section, the term ‘‘General Counsel of the House
of Representatives’’ means—

(1) the head of the Office of General Counsel
established and operating under clause 8 of rule
II of the Rules of the House of Representatives;

(2) the head of any successor office to the Of-
fice of General Counsel which is established
after the date of the enactment of this Act; and

(3) any other person authorized and directed
in accordance with the Rules of the House of
Representatives to provide legal assistance and
representation to the House in connection with
the matters described in this section.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of this
section shall become effective beginning with the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 102. section 104(a) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law
105–275; 112 Stat. 2439) is amended by striking
‘‘(2 U.S.C. 59(e)(2))’’ and inserting ‘‘(2 U.S.C.
59e(e)(2))’’.

SEC. 103. (a) CLARIFICATION OF RULES RE-
GARDING USE OF FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL MAIL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 311(e)(1) of the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations Act, 1991 (2
U.S.C. 59e(e)(1)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘‘There is established’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘shall be prescribed—’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘The use of funds of the
House of Representatives which are made avail-
able for official mail of Members, officers, and
employees of the House of Representatives who
are persons entitled to use the congressional
frank shall be governed by regulations promul-
gated—’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘the Al-
lowance’’ and inserting ‘‘official mail (except as
provided in subparagraph (B))’’.

(2) LIMITATIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—
Section 311(e)(2) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 59e(e)(2)),
as amended by section 104(a) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999, is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘‘The Official Mail Allowance’’ and
inserting ‘‘Funds used for official mail’’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (A); and
(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and

(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B).
(3) REPEAL OF OBSOLETE TRANSFER AUTHOR-

ITY.—Section 311(e) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 59e(e))
is amended by striking paragraph (3).

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(A) section
1(a) of House Resolution 457, Ninety-second
Congress, agreed to July 21, 1971, as enacted
into permanent law by chapter IV of the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1972 (2 U.S.C.
57(a)), is amended by striking ‘‘the Official Mail
Allowance’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘official mail’’.

(B) section 311(a)(3) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1991 (2 U.S.C. 59e(a)(3)) is
amended by striking ‘‘costs charged against the
Official Mail Allowance for’’ and inserting
‘‘costs incurred for official mail by’’.

(b) REPEAL OF OBSOLETE REFERENCES TO
CLERK HIRE ALLOWANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 104(a) of the House
of Representatives Administrative Reform Tech-
nical Corrections Act (2 U.S.C. 92(a)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘clerk hire’’ each place it ap-
pears.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading of
section 104 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 92(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘clerk hire’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to the
first session of the One Hundred Sixth Congress
and each succeeding session of Congress.

SEC. 104. REQUIRING AMOUNTS REMAINING IN
MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES TO
BE USED FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION OR TO REDUCE
THE FEDERAL DEBT.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any amounts appro-
priated under this Act for ‘‘HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES—SALARIES AND EXPENSES—
MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES’’
shall be available only for fiscal year 2000. Any
amount remaining after all payments are made
under such allowances for fiscal year 2000 shall
be deposited in the Treasury and used for deficit
reduction (or, if there is no Federal budget def-
icit after all such payments have been made, for
reducing the Federal debt, in such manner as
the Secretary of the Treasury considers appro-
priate).

; and the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 2:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 2, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter striken and inserted,
insert:

JOINT ITEMS
For Joint Committees, as follows:

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, $3,200,000, to be disbursed by
the Secretary of the Senate.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, $6,456,000, to be disbursed
by the Chief Administrative Officer of the
House.

For other joint items, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN

For medical supplies, equipment, and contin-
gent expenses of the emergency rooms, and for
the Attending Physician and his assistants, in-
cluding: (1) an allowance of $1,500 per month to
the Attending Physician; (2) an allowance of
$500 per month each to three 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 not to ex-
ceed eleven assistants on the basis heretofore
provided for such assistants; and (4) $1,002,600
for reimbursement to the Department of the
Navy for expenses incurred for staff and equip-
ment assigned to the Office of the Attending
Physician, which shall be advanced and cred-
ited to the applicable appropriation or appro-
priations from which such salaries, allowances,
and other expenses are payable and shall be
available for all the purposes thereof, $1,898,000,
to be disbursed by the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer of the House.

CAPITOL POLICE BOARD

CAPITOL POLICE

SALARIES

For the Capitol Police Board for salaries of of-
ficers, members, and employees of the Capitol
Police, including overtime, hazardous duty pay
differential, clothing allowance of not more
than $600 each for members required to wear ci-
vilian attire, and Government contributions for
health, retirement, Social Security, and other
applicable employee benefits, $78,501,000, of
which $37,725,000 is provided to the Sergeant at
Arms of the House of Representatives, to be dis-
bursed by the Chief Administrative Officer of
the House, and $40,776,000 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 transferred between the Ser-
geant at Arms of the House of Representatives
and the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the
Senate, upon approval of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For the Capitol Police Board for necessary ex-
penses of the Capitol Police, including motor ve-
hicles, communications and other equipment, se-
curity equipment and installation, uniforms,
weapons, supplies, materials, training, medical
services, forensic services, stenographic services,
personal and professional services, the employee
assistance program, not more than $2,000 for the
awards program, postage, telephone service,
travel advances, relocation of instructor and li-
aison personnel for the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center, and $85 per month for
extra services performed for the Capitol Police
Board by an employee of the Sergeant at Arms
of the Senate or the House of Representatives
designated by the Chairman of the Board,
$6,574,000, to be disbursed by the Capitol Police
Board or their delegee: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the cost of
basic training for the Capitol Police at the Fed-
eral Law Enforcement Training Center for fiscal
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year 2000 shall be paid by the Secretary of the
Treasury from funds available to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 105. Amounts appropriated for fiscal year
2000 for the Capitol Police Board for the Capitol
Police may be transferred between the headings
‘‘SALARIES’’ and ‘‘GENERAL EXPENSES’’ upon the
approval of—

(1) the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives, in the case of
amounts transferred from the appropriation pro-
vided 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 Sergeant 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.
CAPITOL GUIDE SERVICE AND SPECIAL SERVICES

OFFICE

For salaries and expenses of the Capitol Guide
Service and Special Services Office, $2,293,000, to
be disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate: Pro-
vided, That no part of such amount may be used
to employ more than forty-three individuals:
Provided further, That the Capitol Guide Board
is authorized, during emergencies, to employ not
more than two additional individuals for not
more than 120 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 state-
ments for the first session of the One Hundred
Sixth Congress, showing appropriations made,
indefinite appropriations, and contracts author-
ized, together with a chronological history of
the regular appropriations bills as required by
law, $30,000, to be paid to the persons des-
ignated 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), $2,000,000.

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), including not
more than $2,500 to be expended on the certifi-
cation of the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office in connection with official rep-
resentation and reception expenses, $26,221,000:
Provided, That no part of such amount may be
used for the purchase or hire of a passenger
motor vehicle.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 106. (a) The Director of the Congressional
Budget Office shall have the authority to make
lump-sum payments to enhance staff recruit-
ment and to reward exceptional performance by
an employee or a group of employees.

(b) Subsection (a) shall apply with respect to
fiscal years beginning after September 30, 1999.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

CAPITOL BUILDINGS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries for the Architect of the Capitol,
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 necessary expenses for the main-

tenance, care and operation of the Capitol and
electrical substations of the Senate and House
office buildings under the jurisdiction of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, including furnishings and
office equipment, including not more than $1,000
for official reception and representation ex-
penses, to be expended as the Architect of the
Capitol may approve; for purchase or exchange,
maintenance and operation of a passenger
motor vehicle; and not to exceed $20,000 for at-
tendance, when specifically authorized by the
Architect of the Capitol, at meetings or conven-
tions in connection with subjects related to work
under the Architect of the Capitol, $46,836,000,
of which $4,390,000 shall remain available until
expended.

CAPITOL GROUNDS

For all necessary expenses for care and im-
provement of grounds surrounding the Capitol,
the Senate and House office buildings, and the
Capitol Power Plant, $5,427,000, of which
$155,000 shall remain available until expended.

SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS

For all necessary expenses for maintenance,
care and operation of Senate office buildings;
and furniture and furnishings to be expended
under the control and supervision of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, $64,038,000, of which
$22,305,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended.

and strike all beginning on page 18, line 19,
of the House engrossed bill, H.R. 1905, down
through page 18, line 22, and insert the fol-
lowing:

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the House office
buildings, $37,279,000, of which $4,442,000 shall
remain available until expended.

; and the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 3:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 3, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted,
insert:

CAPITOL POWER PLANT

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol Power
Plant; lighting, heating, power (including 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 Gar-
den, Senate garage, and air conditioning refrig-
eration not supplied from plants in any of such
buildings; heating the Government Printing Of-
fice and Washington City Post Office, and heat-
ing and chilled water for air conditioning for
the Supreme Court Building, the Union Station
complex, the Thurgood Marshall Federal Judici-
ary Building and the Folger Shakespeare Li-
brary, expenses for which shall be advanced or
reimbursed upon request of the Architect of the
Capitol and amounts so received shall be depos-
ited into the Treasury to the credit of this ap-
propriation, $38,054,000, of which $3,000,000
shall remain available until expended: Provided,
That not more than $4,000,000 of the funds cred-
ited or to be reimbursed to this appropriation as
herein provided shall be available for obligation
during fiscal year 2000.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 203 of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 166) and to revise
and extend the Annotated Constitution of the
United States of America, $71,244,000: Provided,
That no part of such amount may be used to
pay any salary or expense 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 publication has obtained prior ap-
proval of either the Committee on House Admin-
istration of the House of Representatives or the
Committee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING

For authorized printing and binding for the
Congress and the distribution of Congressional
information in any format; printing and binding
for the Architect of the Capitol; expenses nec-
essary for preparing the semimonthly and ses-
sion index to the Congressional Record, as au-
thorized by law (44 U.S.C. 902); printing and
binding of Government 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 recipient,
$73,577,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall not be available for paper copies of the
permanent edition of the Congressional Record
for individual Representatives, Resident Com-
missioners 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 appropriations
for similar purposes for preceding fiscal years:
Provided further, That notwithstanding the 2-
year limitation under section 718 of title 44,
United States Code, none of the funds appro-
priated or made available under this Act or any
other Act for printing and binding and related
services provided to Congress under chapter 7 of
title 44, United States Code, may be expended to
print a document, report, or publication after
the 27-month period beginning on the date that
such document, report, or publication is author-
ized by Congress to be printed, unless Congress
reauthorizes such printing in accordance with
section 718 of title 44, United States Code.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Congressional
Operations Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

TITLE II—OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Botanic Gar-
den and the nurseries, buildings, grounds, and
collections; and purchase and exchange, main-
tenance, repair, and operation of a passenger
motor vehicle; all under the direction of the
Joint Committee on the Library, $3,425,000.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Library of Con-
gress not otherwise provided for, including de-
velopment and maintenance of the Union Cata-
logs; custody and custodial care of the Library
buildings; special clothing; cleaning, laundering
and repair of uniforms; preservation of motion
pictures in the custody of the Library; operation
and maintenance of the American Folklife Cen-
ter 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, $256,779,000, of which not more
than $6,500,000 shall be derived from collections
credited to this appropriation during fiscal year
2000, and shall remain available until expended,
under the Act of June 28, 1902 (chapter 1301; 32
Stat. 480; 2 U.S.C. 150) and not more than
$350,000 shall be derived from collections during
fiscal year 2000 and shall remain available until
expended for the development and maintenance
of an international legal information database
and activities related thereto: Provided, That
the Library of Congress may not obligate or ex-
pend any funds derived from collections under
the Act of June 28, 1902, in excess of the amount
authorized for obligation or expenditure in ap-
propriations Acts: Provided further, That the
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total amount available for obligation shall be re-
duced by the amount by which collections are
less than the $6,850,000: Provided further, That
of the total amount appropriated, $10,321,380 is
to remain available until expended for acquisi-
tion of books, periodicals, newspapers, and all
other materials including subscriptions for bib-
liographic services for the Library, including
$40,000 to be available solely for the purchase,
when specifically approved by the Librarian, of
special and unique materials for additions to the
collections: Provided further, That of the total
amount appropriated, $2,347,000 is to remain
available until expended for the acquisition and
partial support for implementation of an Inte-
grated Library System (ILS): Provided further,
That of the total amount appropriated,
$5,579,000 is to remain available until expended
for the purpose of teaching educators how to in-
corporate the Library’s digital collections into
school curricula, which amount shall be trans-
ferred to the educational consortium formed to
conduct the ‘‘Joining Hands Across America:
Local Community Initiative’’ project as ap-
proved by the Library: Provided further, That
of the total amount appropriated, $600,000 is to
remain available until expended for the purpose
of digitizing archival materials relating to eth-
nic groups of California, including Japanese
Americans, which amount shall be transferred
to an educational archive able to conduct such
a project as approved by the Library.

COPYRIGHT OFFICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Copyright Of-
fice, $37,628,000, of which not more than
$20,800,000, to remain available until expended,
shall be derived from collections credited to this
appropriation during fiscal year 2000 under 17
U.S.C. 708(d): Provided, That the Copyright Of-
fice may not obligate or expend any funds de-
rived from collections under 17 U.S.C. 708(d), in
excess of the amount authorized for obligation
or expenditure in appropriations Acts: Provided
further, That not more than $5,454,000 shall be
derived from collections during fiscal year 2000
under 17 U.S.C. 111(d)(2), 119(b)(2), 802(h), and
1005: Provided further, That the total amount
available for obligation shall be reduced by the
amount by which collections are less than
$26,254,000: Provided further, That not more
than $100,000 of the amount appropriated is
available for the maintenance of an ‘‘Inter-
national Copyright 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: Provided
further, That not more than $4,250 may be ex-
pended, on the certification of the Librarian of
Congress, in connection with official representa-
tion and reception expenses for activities of the
International Copyright Institute and for copy-
right delegations, visitors, and seminars.

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), $47,984,000, of which $14,019,000
shall remain available until expended.

FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS

For necessary expenses for the purchase, in-
stallation, maintenance, and repair of furniture,
furnishings, office and library equipment,
$5,415,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. Appropriations in this Act available
to the Library of Congress shall be available, in
an amount of not more than $198,390, of which
$59,300 is for the Congressional Research Serv-
ice, when specifically authorized by the Librar-
ian of Congress, for attendance at meetings con-
cerned 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 Library

of Congress to administer any flexible or com-
pressed 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 de-
fined 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 reimbursable
work for other agencies under the authority of
31 U.S.C. 1535 and 1536 shall not be used to em-
ploy more than 65 employees and may be ex-
pended or obligated—

(1) in the case of a reimbursement, only to
such extent or in such amounts as are provided
in appropriations Acts; or

(2) in the case of an advance payment, only—
(A) to pay for such general or administrative

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 respect 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 certification of
the Librarian of Congress, in connection with
official representation and reception 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 certification of
the Librarian of Congress, in connection with
official representation and reception expenses
for the Overseas Field Offices.

SEC. 206. (a) For fiscal year 2000, the
obligational authority of the Library of Con-
gress for the activities described in subsection
(b) may not exceed $98,788,000.

(b) The activities referred to in subsection (a)
are reimbursable and revolving fund activities
that are funded from sources other than appro-
priations to the Library in appropriations Acts
for the legislative branch.

SEC. 207. The Library of Congress may use
available funds, now and hereafter, to enter
into contracts for the lease or acquisition of sev-
erable services for a period that begins in one
fiscal year and ends in the next fiscal year and
to enter into multi-year contracts for the acqui-
sition of property and services pursuant to sec-
tions 303L and 304B, respectively, of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act (41
U.S.C. 253l and 254c).

SEC. 208. (a) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law regarding the qualifications and
method of appointment of employees of the Li-
brary of Congress, the Librarian of Congress,
using such method of appointment as the Li-
brarian may select, may appoint not more than
three individuals who meet such qualifications
as the Librarian may impose to serve as man-
agement specialists for a term not to exceed
three years.

(b) No individual appointed as a management
specialist under subsection (a) may serve in
such position after December 31, 2004.

SEC. 209. (a) section 904 of the Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1983 (2 U.S.C. 136a–2) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘SEC. 904. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law—

‘‘(1) the Librarian of Congress shall be com-
pensated at an annual rate of pay which is
equal to the annual rate of basic pay payable
for positions at level II of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5313 of title 5, United States
Code; and

‘‘(2) the Deputy Librarian of Congress shall be
compensated at an annual rate of pay which is
equal to the annual rate of basic pay payable
for positions at level III of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5314 of title 5, United States
Code.’’.

(b) section 203(c)(1) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 166(c)(1)) is
amended by striking the second sentence and in-
serting the following: ‘‘The basic pay of the Di-
rector shall be at a per annum rate equal to the
rate of basic pay provided for level III of the Ex-
ecutive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5,
United States Code.’’.

(c) The amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to the first pay period which
begins on or after the date of the enactment of
this Act and each subsequent pay period.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE

For all necessary expenses for the mechanical
and structural maintenance, care and operation
of the Library buildings and grounds,
$16,033,000, of which $3,650,000 shall remain
available until expended.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses of the Office of Superintendent
of Documents necessary to provide for the cata-
loging and indexing of Government publications
and their distribution to the public, Members of
Congress, other Government agencies, and des-
ignated depository and international exchange
libraries as authorized by law, $29,986,000: Pro-
vided, That travel expenses, including travel ex-
penses of the Depository Library Council to the
Public Printer, shall not exceed $175,000: Pro-
vided further, That amounts of not more than
$2,000,000 from current year appropriations are
authorized for producing and disseminating
Congressional serial sets and other related pub-
lications for 1998 and 1999 to depository and
other designated libraries.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING
FUND

The Government Printing Office is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within the
limits of funds available and in accord with the
law, and to make such contracts and commit-
ments 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 current fiscal year for the Gov-
ernment Printing Office revolving fund: Pro-
vided, That not more than $2,500 may be ex-
pended on the certification of the Public Printer
in connection with official representation and
reception expenses: Provided further, That the
revolving fund shall be available for the hire or
purchase of not more than twelve passenger
motor vehicles: Provided further, That expendi-
tures in connection with travel expenses 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
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay for
level V of the Executive Schedule under section
5316 of such title: Provided further, That the re-
volving fund and the funds provided under the
headings ‘‘OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOC-
UMENTS’’ and ‘‘SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’ to-
gether may not be available for the full-time
equivalent employment of more than 3,313
workyears (or such other number of workyears
as the Public Printer may request, subject to the
approval of the Committees on Appropriations
of the Senate and the House of Representatives):
Provided further, That activities financed
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through the revolving fund may provide infor-
mation in any format: Provided further, That
the revolving fund shall not be used to admin-
ister 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.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 210. (a) section 311 of title 44, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (41
U.S.C. 5) shall apply with respect to purchases
and contracts for the Government Printing Of-
fice as if the reference to ‘$25,000’ in clause (1)
of such section were a reference to ‘$100,000’.’’.

(b) The heading of section 311 of title 44,
United States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘au-
thority’’ and inserting ‘‘authority; small pur-
chase threshold’’.

(c) The table of sections for chapter 3 of title
44, United States Code, is amended by striking
the item relating to section 311 and inserting the
following:
‘‘311. Purchases exempt from the Federal Prop-

erty and Administrative Services
Act; contract negotiation author-
ity; small purchase threshold.’’.

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 Comp-
troller General of the United States in connec-
tion with official representation and reception
expenses; temporary or intermittent services
under section 3109(b) of title 5, United States
Code, but at rates for individuals 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 vehicle; advance payments in foreign
countries in accordance with 31 U.S.C. 3324;
benefits comparable to those payable under sec-
tions 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,
$379,000,000: Provided, That notwithstanding 31
U.S.C. 9105 hereafter amounts reimbursed to the
Comptroller General pursuant to that section
shall be deposited to the appropriation of the
General Accounting Office then available and
remain available until expended, and not more
than $1,400,000 of such funds shall be available
for use in fiscal year 2000: Provided further,
That this appropriation and appropriations for
administrative expenses of any other department
or agency which is a member of the National
Intergovernmental Audit Forum or a Regional
Intergovernmental Audit Forum shall be avail-
able to finance an appropriate share of either
Forum’s costs as determined by the respective
Forum, including necessary travel expenses of
non-Federal participants. Payments hereunder
to the Forum may be credited as reimbursements
to any appropriation from which costs involved
are initially financed: Provided further, That
this appropriation and appropriations for ad-
ministrative expenses of any other department
or agency which is a member of the American
Consortium on International Public Administra-
tion (ACIPA) shall be available to finance an
appropriate share of ACIPA costs as determined
by the ACIPA, including any expenses attrib-
utable to membership of ACIPA in the Inter-
national Institute of Administrative Sciences.

TITLE III—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 emergency
assistance and cleaning as may be provided

under regulations relating to parking facilities
for the House of Representatives issued by the
Committee on House Administration 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 obligation be-
yond fiscal year 2000 unless expressly so pro-
vided in this Act.

SEC. 303. Whenever in this Act any office or
position not specifically established by the Leg-
islative Pay Act of 1929 is appropriated for or
the rate of compensation or designation of any
office or position appropriated for is different
from that specifically established by such Act,
the rate of compensation and the designation in
this Act shall be the permanent law with respect
thereto: Provided, That the provisions in this
Act for the various items of official expenses of
Members, officers, and committees of the Senate
and House of Representatives, and clerk hire for
Senators and Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall be the permanent law with re-
spect thereto.

SEC. 304. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting service
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, ex-
cept where otherwise provided under existing
law, or under existing Executive order issued
pursuant to existing law.

SEC. 305. (a) It is the sense of the Congress
that, to the greatest extent practicable, all
equipment and products purchased with funds
made available in this Act should be American-
made.

(b) In providing financial assistance to, or en-
tering 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 entity 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 intentionally
affixed a label bearing a ‘‘Made in America’’ in-
scription, 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 subcontract made with funds
provided pursuant to this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility proce-
dures described 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 sub-
section (a) of section 415 of Public Law 104–1 to
pay awards and settlements as authorized under
such subsection.

SEC. 307. Amounts available for administrative
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 appropriate share of LBFMC costs
as determined by the LBFMC, except that the
total LBFMC costs to be shared among all par-
ticipating legislative branch entities (in such al-
locations among the entities as the entities may
determine) may not exceed $1,500.

SEC. 308. Section 308 of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–275;
112 Stat. 2452) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘(40 U.S.C.
174j–1(b)(1))’’ and inserting ‘‘(40 U.S.C. 174j–1
note)’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘(40 U.S.C.
174j–1(c))’’ and inserting ‘‘(40 U.S.C. 174j–1
note)’’; and

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘(40 U.S.C.
174j–1(e))’’ and inserting ‘‘(40 U.S.C. 174j–1
note)’’.

SEC. 309. Section 316 of Public Law 101–302 is
amended in the first sentence of subsection (a)
by striking ‘‘1999’’ and inserting ‘‘2000’’.

SEC. 310. Chapter 5 of title II of division B of
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law
105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–569) is amended in the
matter under the subheading ‘‘CAPITOL VISITOR
CENTER’’ under the heading ‘‘ARCHITECT OF
THE CAPITOL’’ by striking ‘‘the Committee on
Rules and Administration of the Senate, the
Committee on House Oversight of the House of
Representatives, the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and of the
Senate, and other appropriate committees of the
House of Representatives and of the Senate’’
and inserting ‘‘the United States Capitol Preser-
vation Commission established under section 801
of the Arizona-Idaho Conservation Act of 1988
(40 U.S.C. 188a)’’.

SEC. 311. TRADE DEFICIT REVIEW COMMISSION.
(a) APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 127(i) of the
Trade Deficit Review Commission Act (19 U.S.C.
2213 note) is amended by adding at the end the
following new sentence:
‘‘Amounts appropriated pursuant to this sub-
section shall remain available until the date
which is 90 days after the date on which the
Commission submits the final report described in
subsection (e).’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PAY AUTHORI-
TIES TO MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION.—Section
127(g) of the Trade Deficit Review Commission
Act is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(6) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PAY AUTHORI-
TIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An individual who is a
member of the Commission and is an annuitant
or otherwise covered by section 8344 or 8468 of
title 5, United States Code, by reason of member-
ship on the Commission is not subject to the pro-
visions of section 8344 or 8468 (whichever is ap-
plicable) with respect to such membership.

‘‘(B) UNIFORMED SERVICE.—An individual
who is a member of the Commission and is a
member or former member of a uniformed service
is not subject to the provisions of subsections (b)
and (c) of section 5532, United States Code, with
respect to membership on the Commission.’’.

(c) TERMINATION OF COMMISSION AND OTHER
MATTERS.—Section 127 of the Trade Deficit Re-
view Commission Act is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsections:

‘‘(j) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.—
The provisions of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (Public Law 92–463; 5 U.S.C. App.)
shall not apply to the Commission.

‘‘(k) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
terminate 90 days after the date on which the
Commission submits the final report under sub-
section (e).’’.

SEC. 312. CREDITABLE SERVICE WITH CONGRES-
SIONAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES. Section
8332(m)(1)(A) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) such employee has at least 4 years and 6
months of service on such committees as of De-
cember 12, 1980; and’’.

SEC. 313. Section 507 of Public Law 104–1 (109
Stat. 43; 2 U.S.C. 1436) is repealed.

TITLE IV—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SUPPLE-
MENTAL LEGISLATIVE BRANCH FUNDS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

For payment to Marta Macias Brown, widow
of George E. Brown, Jr., late a Representative
from the State of California, $136,700: Provided,
That this provision shall take effect on the date
of the enactment of this Act.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 401. (a) The Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–275; 112
Stat. 2437) is amended in the item relating to
‘‘HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Salaries
and Expenses—salaries, officers and employees’’
by striking ‘‘$24,282,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$24,982,000’’.
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(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)

shall take effect as if included in the enactment
of the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act,
1999.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Legislative
Branch Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1999’’.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.

CHARLES H. TAYLOR,
ZACH WAMP,
JERRY LEWIS,
KAY GRANGER,
BILL YOUNG,
ED PASTOR,
JOHN P. MURTHA,
STENY H. HOYER,
DAVID OBEY

(except for the Russian
exchange program),

Managers on the Part of the House.

ROBERT F. BENNETT,
TED STEVENS,
LARRY CRAIG,
THAD COCHRAN,
DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
RICHARD J. DURBIN,
ROBERT C. BYRD,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF

THE COMMITTEE ON CONFERENCE
The managers on the part of the House and

the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1905) making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following joint statement to the
House and Senate in explanation of the ef-
fect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report.

Amendment No. 1: Inserts appropriations
for operations of the Senate. With respect to
those items in the conference agreement
that differ between House and Senate bills,
the conferees have agreed to the following:
TITLE I—CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS

SENATE
Appropriates $489,406,000 for Senate oper-

ations and contains several administrative
provisions. The managers on the part of the
Senate have requested an amendment to
Section 1, an administrative provision deal-
ing with Senators’ allowances. Inasmuch as
this item relates solely to the Senate, and in
accord with long practice under which each
body determines its own housekeeping re-
quirements and the other concurs without
intervention, the managers on the part of
the House, at the request of the managers on
the part of the Senate, have receded to the
Senate.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
At the request of the managers on the part

of the House, the conferees agree to amend
several provisions relating to the House of
Representatives. The conference agreement
appropriates $760,884,000, and adjusts a re-
ceipt ceiling applicable to House Information
Resources, for salaries and expenses, House
of Representatives. It also amends two House
administrative provisions included in the
House bill. One amendment removes an in-
consistent reporting requirement and the
other clarifies a provision regarding the
House General Counsel regarding its status
as permanent law. Inasmuch as this item re-
lates solely to the House, and in accord with
long practice under which each body deter-
mines its own housekeeping requirements
and the other concurs without intervention,
the managers on the part of the Senate, at

the request of the managers on the part of
the House, have receded to the House.

Amendment No. 2: Deletes several provi-
sions of the House bill and inserts substitute
provisions. Many items in both House and
Senate bills are identical and are included in
the conference agreement without change.
The conferees agree with the report language
accompanying the regular House and Senate
fiscal year 2000 appropriations bills unless
otherwise stated herein. With respect to
those items in the conference agreement
that differ between House and Senate bills,
the conferees have agreed to the following:

JOINT ITEMS
JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

Appropriates $6,456,400 for the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $6,188,000 as proposed by the
House. The funds will support 66.5 FTE’s.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE LIBRARY

The conference agreement deletes funds for
the Joint Committee on the Library instead
of $500,000 as proposed by the Senate.

CAPITOL POLICE BOARD

CAPITOL POLICE

SALARIES

Appropriates $78,501,000 for salaries of offi-
cers, members, and employees of the Capitol
Police as proposed by the House instead of
$80,783,000 as proposed by the Senate, of
which $37,725,000 is provided to the Sergeant
at Arms of the House of Representatives and
$40,776,000 is provided to the Sergeant at
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate. In addi-
tion, the Capitol Police have $2,282,000 in
savings available from the fiscal year 99 Se-
curity Enhancements supplemental.

GENERAL EXPENSES

Appropriates $6,574,000 for general expenses
of the Capitol Police instead of $6,711,000 as
proposed by House and $7,913,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The funds provided include
$650,000 for travel, $5,000 for transportation of
things, $138,000 for rent, communications and
utilities, $635,000 for additional computer and
telecommunications needs, $2,374,000 for all
other services, $1,299,000 for supplies, and
$1,473,000 for equipment. With respect to ve-
hicles, the conferees recognize the need of
the Capitol Police to upgrade and possibly
expand their existing fleet of motorcycles to
help fulfill their security mission, and pro-
vide $103,000 for that purpose from existing
funds. The conferees direct the Capitol Po-
lice to study options that will enable the
purchase of American-made motorcycles
that meet the Department’s security mission
and report their findings to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations.

With respect to the computer and tele-
communications project, $635,000 are pro-
vided to begin taking over communications
activities and relieving the Senate Sergeant
at Arms from the need to support those ac-
tivities. Of the $635,000, $400,000 is not avail-
able until released by the Committees on Ap-
propriations. The balance is available for
telecommunications needs. The $635,000 is
provided to begin a transition from Sergeant
at Arms support of police information tech-
nology and the necessary infrastructure.
During the transition the Senate Sergeant at
Arms will continue to provide necessary as-
sistance required by the Capitol Police. The
draft Information Technology (IT) plan re-
cently submitted is an excellent start in the
planning needed to undertake this activity.
The draft is a well developed professional IT
plan and gives the Committees assurances
that the Capitol Police are reaching the
point of having the ability to take on these
tasks. However, more planning is needed in
the area of relating specific IT needs and sys-
tems to the mission of the Capitol Police.

The plan should include identification of in-
frastructure specifics (hardware and sys-
tems) as they relate to the police mission.
Further development of the plan should be
submitted to the Committees on Appropria-
tions and the authorizing Committees. The
police are urged to continue their consulta-
tion with the General Accounting Office.

The conferees agree with the language in
the House bill transferring the disbursement
authority from the Chief Administrative Of-
ficer of the House of Representatives to the
Capitol Police Board or its delegatee. This
transfer of authority is for the General Ex-
penses fund only, and will not change or im-
pact the current appointing authorities or
disbursement entities for salary funds in the
House or Senate.

CAPITOL GUIDE SERVICE AND SPECIAL
SERVICES OFFICE

Appropriates $2,293,000 for the Capitol
Guide Service and Special Services Office as
proposed by the House instead of $2,336,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conferees have included an adminis-
trative provision authorizing the Congres-
sional Budget Office to make lump sum pay-
ments for staff recruitment and bonuses as
proposed by the House. The payments will
not exceed one percent of CBO’s annual pay
roll. The conferees deleted a provision pro-
posed by the House authorizing a change in
the pay level for the Director and the Deputy
Director of CBO.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

CAPITOL BUILDINGS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriates $46,836,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, Capitol buildings, Architect of the
Capitol, instead of $46,104,000 as proposed by
the House and $48,195,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Of this amount, $4,390,000 shall re-
main available until expended instead of
$3,055,000 as proposed by the House and
$7,620,000 as proposed by the Senate. With re-
spect to object class and project differences
between the House and Senate bills, the con-
ferees have agreed to the following:

Operating Budget:
1. Personal services ........ $25,964,000
2. Rent, communications,

utilities & travel ......... 894,000
3. Other services ............. 9,812,000
4. Supplies ...................... 600,000
5. Equipment .................. 225,000

Capitol Projects:
6. ADA requirements ...... 0
7. Replace sound sys-

tems, cmte & hearing
rooms ........................... 120,000

8. Elevator/escalator
modernization program 0

9. Provide steam humidi-
fication ........................ 210,000

10. Implementation of
AOCNET ...................... 250,000

11. Financial Manage-
ment System (FMS) .... 500,000

12. Computer-Aided Fa-
cility Management
(CAFM) ........................ 0

13. Computer, tele-
communications &
electrical support ........ 600,000

14. Upgrade unsafe me-
chanical equip. walk-
ways and ladders ......... 200,000

15. Replace exit doors for
emergency egress & se-
curity .......................... 0

16. Security project sup-
port for AOC ................ 200,000
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17. Design: Upgrade air

conditioning—east
front, Capitol ............... 140,000

18. Design: Replace high
voltage SWGR, Capitol
complex ....................... 175,000

19. Painting of exterior
woodwork and west
front of Capitol ............ 300,000

20. Master plan develop-
ment ............................ 0

21. Study House chamber
improvements .............. 300,000

22. Inaugural support
services ........................ 50,000

23. Design: Replace exit
doors for emergency
egress ........................... 160,000

24. Design: Restore shut-
ters & upgrade window
lighting ....................... 53,000

25. Design: Restore cast
iron lamp posts & rail-
ings .............................. 18,000

26. Design: Exterior stone
preservation ................ 115,000

27. Design: Replace win-
dows, Capitol ............... 240,000

28. Design: Refuge areas
& emergency lighting .. 300,000

29. Design: Sprinkler sys-
tem .............................. 1,800,000

The conferees have provided $500,000 for the
Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC) implemen-
tation of an interim financial management
system (FMS), making $1.2 million available
for the system including amounts already
appropriated. The Architect has developed
system requirements and has explored sev-
eral alternatives with an FMS steering com-
mittee comprised of AOC staff and members
of the Legislative Branch Financial Man-
ager’s Council (LBFMC). AOC believes that
cross-servicing for a client server based sys-
tem will maximize functionality while mini-
mizing implementation risks. While all
members of the steering committee agree
that a client server based system will pro-
vide maximum flexibility and functionality,
there are some members of the committee
who believe that the cost is high for an in-
terim system and could exceed the AOC’s es-
timate of $2.8 million. While the conferees
have not taken a formal position, it is agreed
that the Architect should proceed with an
interim system. Funding is provided to per-
mit a phased implementation where the ini-
tial steps would include the Government
Wide Standard General Ledger and would
allow additional capabilities to be added in
an orderly, phased process. This will allow
the AOC to begin implementing a system
that will permit the integration of existing
management systems into its FMS while
making progress toward meeting its long-
term financial management system goals.
The conferees direct that the Architect en-
sure that the system selected is clearly in-
terim in nature and compatible with the
overall Legislative Branch goal of a common
financial management system in the future.
The conferees also expect that the existing
steering committee will remain actively in-
volved in the implementation of the AOC
system and that the LBFMC will play a role
in the process of moving to a new FMS. The
Architect is directed to prepare a system im-
plementation plan that reflects phasing in
additional system modules and submit that
plan to House and Senate Appropriations
Committees as part of the fiscal year 2001
budget submission.

The conferees also agree with language in
the House report reminding the Architect of
the Capitol that construction funds shall
only be requested for projects that have been
100% designed. Further, the Senate report di-

rects the Architect of the Capitol to coordi-
nate with the Senate Sergeant at Arms on
any improvements or changes in information
technology regarding the Senate.

CAPITOL GROUNDS

Appropriates $5,427,000 to the Architect of
the Capitol for care and improvement of
grounds surrounding the Capitol, House and
Senate office buildings, and the Capitol
power plant instead of $5,579,000 as proposed
by the House and $5,627,000 as proposed by
the Senate. Of this amount, $155,000 as pro-
posed by the House shall remain available
until expended instead of $330,000 as proposed
by the Senate. With respect to object class
and project differences between the House
and Senate bills, the conferees have agreed
to the following:

Operating Budget:
1. Other services ............. $852,000
2. Supplies ...................... 167,000

Capitol Projects:
3. ADA requirements ...... 155,000
4. Replace dump truck .... 0
5. Design: Reconstruct

Delaware Avenue SW ... 50,000
6. Design: Renovation to

former DC street lights 100,000
SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS

Appropriates $64,038,000 to the Architect of
the Capitol as proposed by the Senate, of
which $22,305,000 shall remain available until
expended, for the operations of the Senate
office buildings. Inasmuch as this item re-
lates solely to the Senate, and in accord with
long practice under which each body deter-
mines its own housekeeping requirements
and the other concurs without intervention,
the managers on the part of the House, at
the request of the managers on the part of
the Senate, have receded to the Senate.

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS

At the request of the managers on the part
of the House, the conference agreement ap-
propriates $37,279,000 as proposed by the
House instead of $40,679,000 as proposed by
the Senate to the Architect of the Capitol
for House office buildings, of which $4,442,000
shall remain available until expended as pro-
posed by the House instead of $7,842,000 as
proposed by the Senate. Inasmuch as this
item relates solely to the House, and in ac-
cord with long practice under which each
body determines its own housekeeping re-
quirements and the other concurs without
intervention, the managers on the part of
the Senate, at the request of the managers
on the part of the House, have receded to the
House.

Amendment No. 3: Deletes several provi-
sions of the House bill and inserts substitute
provisions. Many items in both House and
Senate bills are identical and are included in
the conference agreement without change.
The conferees agree with the report language
accompanying the regular House and Senate
fiscal year 2000 appropriations bills unless
otherwise stated herein. With respect to
those items in the conference agreement
that differ between House and Senate bills,
the conferees have agreed to the following:

CAPITOL POWER PLANT

Appropriates $38,054,000 to the Architect of
the Capitol for Capitol power plant oper-
ations instead of $34,780,000 as proposed by
the House and $45,006,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Of this amount, $3,000,000 shall re-
main available until expended instead of
$6,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. With re-
spect to object class and project differences
between the House and Senate bills, the con-
ferees have agreed to the following:

Operating Budget:
1. Rent, communications,

& utilities (includes
water and sewer pay-
ments) ......................... $32,786,000

2. Other services ............. 1,050,000
3. Supplies ...................... 1,575,000

Capital Projects:
4. East Plant chiller re-

placement .................... 0
5. Optimization of oper-

ations, CPP ................. 0
6. Replacement filter

bags ............................. 0
7. Design: Thermal stor-

age facility .................. 0
8. Design: Repair South

Capitol Street tunnel .. 153,000
9. Design: Repair Con-

stitution Ave tunnel .... 375,000

These funds include $3,000,000 which, to-
gether with $3,000,000 provided under Library
buildings and grounds, make $6 million
available for the 42% retroactive water and
sewer bill rate increase and for improve-
ments to the Culpeper audio-visual facility.
These funds are not available until released
by the Committees on Appropriations.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriates $71,244,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, Congressional Research Service, Li-
brary of Congress as proposed by the Senate
instead of $70,940,000 as proposed by the
House.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING

Appropriates $73,577,000 for Congressional
printing and binding as proposed by the
House instead of $77,704,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

The conferees agree to omit the report lan-
guage proposed by the Senate regarding GPO
billing procedures.

TITLE II—OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriates $3,425,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, Botanic Garden instead of $3,538,000
as proposed by the House and $3,428,000 as
proposed by the Senate. With respect to ob-
ject class and project differences between the
House and Senate bills, the conferees have
agreed to the following:

Operating Budget:
1. Rent, communications,

utilities & travel ......... $6,000
2. Other services ............. 95,000
3. Supplies ...................... 137,000

Capitol Projects:
4. Design: Administrative

building renovations &
ADA ............................. 0

5. Design: Bartholdi Park
renovations & improve-
ments ........................... 100,000

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Provides $256,779,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, Library of Congress instead of
$256,285,000 as proposed by the House and
$250,491,000 as proposed by the Senate. Of this
amount, $6,850,000 is made available from re-
ceipts collected by the Library of Congress,
and $10,321,000 is to remain available until
expended for acquisition of library materials
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$10,438,000 as proposed by the House. With re-
spect to differences between the House and
Senate bills, the conferees have agreed to the
following budget changes from fiscal year
1999:

1. Price level increases ...... +$1,307,490
2. Electronic resources im-

plementation project ...... +160,828
3. Succession plan .............. +505,000
4. Reader registration pro-

gram ............................... +233,396
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5. Hands Across America ... +5,829,000
6. NDL—Ethnic groups of

California ....................... +600,000
7. Essential staff—law li-

brary ............................... 0
8. Arrearage processing ..... +188,250
9. Three management spe-

cialists ............................ +262,290
10. Space design contract

(from savings) ................. +308,000
11. Automation (computer

security telecommuni-
cations) .......................... +50,000

12. Automation (financial
system replacement) ...... +250,000

13. Automation (disaster
recovery) ........................ +450,000

14. Automation (enhanced
Unix server) .................... +600,000

15. Natl. Film Preservation
Foundation grant (from
savings) .......................... +250,000

16. Rounding ...................... ¥441

The conferees have included a provision in
the House bill providing $5,579,000, to remain
available until expended, for teaching edu-
cators how to incorporate the Library’s dig-
ital collection into school curricula, and a
Senate provision providing $600,000, to re-
main available until expended, for a project
to digitize archival materials relating to
ethnic groups of California, including Japa-
nese Americans.

The conference agreement includes $505,000
to address succession planning in the most
vulnerable areas in the Library’s collections.
The conferees are sensitive to the Library’s
needs for succession planning in areas that
support the Library’s unique collections. In
order to address those concerns, before ex-
pending any of these funds the Library is di-
rected to submit to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations a plan which
identifies the high risk areas.

The conferees agree with language in the
House report authorizing the Library to ex-
pend funds out of current resources to con-
duct a transit-fare program, as authorized by
the federal Employees Clean Air Incentive
Act of 1993, comparable (including the same
level of transit-fare) to the program imple-
mented for employees of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The conferees agree with Senate report
language directing the Library of Congress
to consult with the Architect of the Capitol
and the Capitol Police prior to implementing
any collection security project as proposed
by the Senate.

COPYRIGHT OFFICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Provides $37,628,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, Copyright Office as proposed by the
Senate instead of $37,639,000 as proposed by
the House. The conferees have agreed to re-
move the authorization for the use of this
appropriation for publications of the deci-
sions of the United States courts involving
copyrights as proposed by the House. The
conferees have included a provision author-
izing $4,250 for official reception expenses of
the International Copyright Institute as pro-
posed by the House instead of $7,250 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

BOOKS FOR THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY
HANDICAPPED

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriates $47,984,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, books for the blind and physically
handicapped as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $48,033,000 as proposed by the House.
Of this amount, $14,019,000 shall remain
available until expended as proposed by the
Senate instead of $14,032,600 as proposed by
the House.

FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS

Appropriates $5,415,000 for furniture and
furnishings at the Library of Congress as
proposed by the Senate.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

The conferees have authorized the Librar-
ian to appoint not more than three manage-
ment specialists for a term not to exceed
three years as proposed by the House. The
conference agreement authorizes a statutory
salary increase for the Librarian, the Deputy
Librarian and the Director of the Congres-
sional Research Service.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE

Appropriates $16,033,000 for structural and
mechanical care, Library buildings and
grounds, Architect of the Capitol instead of
$13,410,000 as proposed by the House and
$17,327,000 as proposed by the Senate. Of this
amount, $3,650,000 shall remain available
until expended instead of $1,150,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $5,740,000 as proposed
by the Senate. With respect to object class
and project differences between the House
and Senate bills, the conferees have agreed
to the following:

Operating Budget:
1. Other services ............. $1,492,000
2. Equipment & land and

structures .................... 116,000
Capitol Projects:

3. ADA requirements,
LB&G’s ........................ 0

4. Elevator/escalator
modernization, LOC
buildings ...................... 0

5. Replace Halon fire sys-
tem, LOC computer
room ............................ 0

6. Design: Install addi-
tional sprinklers,
JMMB .......................... 100,000

7. Lightning protection,
JMMB .......................... 0

8. Design: Upgrade book
conveyor systems, JTB
& JAB .......................... 0

9. HVAC improvements
NW curtain, TJB ......... 0

10. Audio Visual Con-
servation Center,
Culpeper ...................... (1)

11. Design: ADA require-
ments, LB&G ............... 60,000

12. Design: Book con-
veyor system security 60,000

13. Design: Replace light-
ing dimmer system,
JMMB .......................... 45,000

14. Design: Refuge areas
& emergency lighting .. 145,000

15. High voltage switch
gear, JMMB ................. 442,000

1 See below.

These funds include $3,000,000 which, to-
gether with $3,000,000 provided under the
Capitol power plant, Architect of the Cap-
itol, make $6 million available for improve-
ments to the Culpeper audio-visual facility
and the 42% retroactive water and sewer bill
rate increase. These funds are not available
until released by the Committees on Appro-
priations.

The conferees applaud the Architect of the
Capitol for creating a Life Safety Program
Division within his organization to address
workplace safety, fire-protection and envi-
ronmental concerns. The conferees believe
that the Architect must consider the phys-
ical safety of the thousands who visit and
work in the Capitol complex as one of his
highest priorities.

The conferees note the five citations issued
to the Architect on July 9, 1999, by the Office

of Compliance for serious life-safety viola-
tions discovered during inspection of the
James Madison Building in the aftermath of
the April 30, 1999, fire. The Architect is di-
rected to provide within 30 days to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, the Committee
on House Administration and the Senate
Committee on Rules and Administration,
both minority and majority, a report on all
activities undertaken to abate the violations
and prevent their recurrence in the Madison
Building or elsewhere in the complex. The
Architect is further directed to provide with-
in 30 days to the Librarian and these com-
mittees, majority and minority, a reason-
able, effective and efficient plan of action,
including milestones/completion dates, to
correct the hazards and deficiencies which
the Librarian has identified.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conferees agree to a limitation of
$175,000 for travel expenses within salaries
and expenses, Superintendent of Documents,
as proposed by the House instead of $150,000
as proposed by the Senate.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING
FUND

The conferees have deleted $5,000,000 as
proposed by the Senate for air conditioning
and elevator upgrades at the Government
Printing Office. The GPO is reminded that
building repair and renovation plans have
not been presented to the authorizing com-
mittees.

The conferees agree to a 3,313 workyears
limitation at the Government Printing Of-
fice as proposed by the House instead of 3,383
as proposed by the Senate. The conferees
agree with the provision in the House bill re-
garding requests by the Public Printer for a
different number of FTE’s, subject to the ap-
proval of the Committees on Appropriations
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

The conferees have authorized an increase
in the threshold for advertised bids by the
Government Printing Office from $25,000 to
$100,000 as proposed by the House, thereby
matching a threshold that is standard
throughout the executive branch.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriates $379,000,000 for salaries and
expenses, General Accounting Office instead
of $371,181,000 as proposed by the House and
$382,298,000 as proposed by the Senate. This
level of funding will provide for 3275 FTE’s.
The conferees understand that the respon-
sibilities for the Joint Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Program (JFMIP) will be
transferred from the General Accounting Of-
fice to the General Services Administration
and have altered the routine provisions of
the GAO appropriating language accord-
ingly.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

In Title III, General Provisions, section
numbers have been changed to conform to
the conference agreement. The conferees
have agreed to include section 305, a sense of
Congress provision relating to purchase of
American-made products and the technical
corrections to the authority provided to the
Architect of the Capitol to conduct a buy-
out program as proposed by the House.

The conferees have included a provision
that amends section 316 of Public Law 101–
302 as proposed by the Senate. The conferees
have included language amending the Omni-
bus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law
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105–277) to substitute the Capitol Preserva-
tion Commission for several committees as
the approval authority for the Capitol Vis-
itor Center. The conferees have included lan-
guage extending the availability of funds for
the Trade Deficit Review Commission and
have included a provision of the Senate bill
regarding creditable service with congres-
sional campaign committees. The provisions
regarding West Front concerts and section
207(e) of Title 18 have been dropped. At the
request of the managers on the part of the
Senate, the conferees have added a provision
regarding the use of frequent flyer miles
earned through Senate travel.

TITLE IV—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SUPPLE-
MENTAL, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

In addition, the conferees have included
fiscal year 1999 matters as follows:

A death gratuity has been provided to the
widow of George E. Brown, Jr., late a Rep-
resentative from the State of California and
a change has been made to a House Informa-
tion Resources reimbursement ceiling.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH
COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 2000 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1999 amount, the
2000 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 2000 follow:

[In thousands of dollars]

New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal year
1999 ................................. $2,581,152

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 2000 ................ 2,622,101

House bill, fiscal year 2000 1,862,153
Senate bill, fiscal year 2000 2,488,708
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 2000 .................... 2,457,064
Conference agreement,

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1999 ...... ¥124,088

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 2000 ...... ¥165,037

House bill, fiscal year
2000 .............................. +594,911

Senate bill, fiscal year
2000 .............................. ¥31,644

CHARLES H. TAYLOR,
ZACH WAMP,
JERRY LEWIS,
KAY GRANGER,
BILL YOUNG,
ED PASTOR,
JOHN P. MURTHA,
STENY H. HOYER,
DAVID OBEY

(except for the Rus-
sian exchange pro-
gram),

Managers on the Part of the House.

ROBERT F. BENNETT,
TED STEVENS,
LARRY CRAIG,
THAD COCHRAN,
DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
RICHARD J. DURBIN,
ROBERT C. BYRD,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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