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

——————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 2, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable VITO
FOSSELLA to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
PRAYER

Rabbi Gerald M. Kane, Temple Beth
El, Las Cruces, New Mexico, offered the
following prayer:

Dear God, Author of life, Creator of
all:

As we gather today in this history-
packed, awesome Chamber, we ask
Your blessing on our esteemed Rep-
resentatives as they continue to help
chart a course for our Nation and its
citizens.

Although the times in which we are
blessed to live provide them with many
legislative challenges, may they, guid-
ed by Your wisdom, seek the very best
ways to Kkeep our country free from
prejudice, oppression and strife.

In these days of turbulence in our
world, keep them steady in their delib-
erations. Inspire them to continue in
their quest, not just for us, but for all
citizens of this planet, to promote the
values upon which this great Nation
was founded: justice, liberty, equality,
freedom and peace.

Let Your blessing rest upon them and
be near to them. Grant them strength
of body, of health, of mind.

Lift up Your countenance upon us
all, and grant us Your most precious of
blessings, the gift of shalom—balance
and peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. 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, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
McNULTY) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

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

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

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain one 1-minute
speech at this point.

WELCOMING RABBI GERALD KANE

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

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to welcome our guest chap-
lain, Rabbi Gerald Kane, the rabbi of
Temple Beth El in Las Cruces, New
Mexico. Jewish pioneers have played an
important role in the development of
New Mexico for almost 200 years. Since
the establishment of the first syna-
gogue in 1883, New Mexico has bene-
fited from the wisdom of many learned
Jewish leaders. Rabbi Kane has contin-
ued that proud tradition. He grew up in
New Jersey and graduated from the
University of Buffalo. He was ordained
from Hebrew Union College in 1970. For
his long record of distinguished service,
he received a doctor of divinity from
Hebrew Union College in 1995. Rabbi
Kane has helped guide many out-
standing organizations around the
United States. He has worked tirelessly
for education and interfaith coopera-
tion throughout our communities. He
created programs to stop violence to-
ward women and children and for sup-
porting the battle on mental health.
Southern New Mexico has also bene-
fited from his love of the theater and
his commitment to bring the arts to
students everywhere. I welcome Rabbi
Kane to the House of Representatives
and thank him for his opening prayer
this morning.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will put the question on approving the
Journal and on motions to suspend the
rules on which further proceedings
were postponed on Tuesday, October 1,
in the order in which that motion was
entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:
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Approving the Journal, de novo;

House Concurrent Resolution 476, by
the yeas and nays;

H.R. 2357, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mrs. BONO. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 343, nays 55,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 32, as
follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 427]

YEAS—343
Abercrombie Clement Gonzalez
Ackerman Clyburn Goode
Akin Coble Goodlatte
Allen Collins Gordon
Andrews Combest Goss
Armey Coyne Graham
Baca Cramer Granger
Bachus Crenshaw Graves
Baker Crowley Green (WI)
Baldacci Cubin Greenwood
Ballenger Culberson Grucci
Barcia Cummings Hall (TX)
Barr Cunningham Hansen
Barrett Davis (CA) Harman
Bartlett Davis (IL) Hart
Bass Davis, Jo Ann Hastings (WA)
Becerra Davis, Tom Hayes
Bentsen DeGette Hayworth
Berkley Delahunt Herger
Berman DeLauro Hill
Berry DeLay Hinojosa
Biggert DeMint Hobson
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart Hoeffel
Bishop Dicks Hoekstra,
Blagojevich Dingell Holden
Blumenauer Doggett Honda
Boehlert Dooley Horn
Boehner Doolittle Hostettler
Bonilla Doyle Houghton
Bono Dreier Hoyer
Boozman Duncan Hunter
Boswell Dunn Inslee
Boucher Edwards Isakson
Boyd Ehlers Israel
Brady (TX) Emerson Issa
Brown (FL) Engel Istook
Brown (SC) Eshoo Jackson (IL)
Bryant Evans Jackson-Lee
Burr Everett (TX)
Burton Farr Jefferson
Buyer Fattah Jenkins
Callahan Flake John
Calvert Fletcher Johnson (CT)
Camp Foley Johnson (IL)
Cannon Forbes Johnson, E. B.
Cantor Fossella Jones (NC)
Capito Frank Jones (OH)
Capps Frelinghuysen Kanjorski
Cardin Frost Kaptur
Carson (IN) Gallegly Keller
Carson (OK) Ganske Kelly
Castle Gekas Kennedy (RI)
Chabot Gibbons Kerns
Chambliss Gilchrest Kildee
Clayton Gilman Kilpatrick

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt

Aderholt
Baird
Baldwin
Borski
Brady (PA)
Capuano
Condit
Costello
DeFazio
English
Etheridge
Ferguson
Filner
Ford
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hilliard

Ney
Northup
Norwood
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose

Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor

Paul

Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

NAYS—55

Hinchey

Holt

Hooley
Hulshof
Kennedy (MN)
Larsen (WA)
Latham

Lee

LoBiondo
Markey
McGovern
McNulty
Moore

Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Pallone
Peterson (MN)
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Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

Ramstad

Sabo

Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sherman
Slaughter
Strickland
Stupak

Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters

Weller

Wu

ANSWERED “PRESENT""—1

Barton
Bereuter
Blunt
Bonior
Brown (OH)
Clay
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox

Crane
Davis (FL)

Tancredo

Deal

Deutsch
Ehrlich
Gephardt
Gillmor
Hastings (FL)
Hilleary

Hyde
Johnson, Sam
Levin
Mascara

NOT VOTING—32

McDermott
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Platts
Roukema
Sanchez
Schrock
Stump
Tanner
Young (AK)

October 2, 2002

0 1029

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, on the rollcall votes
scheduled for Tuesday evening and Wednes-
day morning, October 1 and 2, | was unable
to vote in consequence of travel outside of
Washington, DC.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FossSELLA). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on each motion to suspend the
rules on which the Chair has postponed
further proceedings.

———

EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR GOALS
AND IDEAS OF DAY OF TRIBUTE
TO ALL FIREFIGHTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 476.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 476, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 0,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 428]

YEAS—407
Abercrombie Boswell Crowley
Ackerman Boucher Cubin
Aderholt Boyd Culberson
Akin Brady (PA) Cummings
Allen Brady (TX) Cunningham
Andrews Brown (FL) Davis (CA)
Armey Brown (SC) Davis (IL)
Baca Bryant Davis, Jo Ann
Bachus Burton Dayvis, Tom
Baird Buyer DeFazio
Baker Callahan DeGette
Baldacci Calvert Delahunt
Baldwin Camp DeLauro
Ballenger Cannon DeLay
Barcia Cantor DeMint
Barr Capito Diaz-Balart
Barrett Capps Dicks
Bartlett Capuano Dingell
Barton Cardin Doggett
Bass Carson (IN) Dooley
Becerra Carson (OK) Doolittle
Bentsen Castle Doyle
Berkley Chabot Dreier
Berman Chambliss Duncan
Berry Clayton Dunn
Biggert Clement Edwards
Bilirakis Clyburn Ehlers
Bishop Coble Emerson
Blagojevich Collins Engel
Blumenauer Combest English
Blunt Condit Eshoo
Boehlert Cooksey Etheridge
Boehner Costello Evans
Bonilla Coyne Everett
Bono Cramer Farr
Boozman Crane Fattah
Borski Crenshaw Ferguson
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Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos

Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
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Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff

Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)

Wilson (SC) Woolsey Wynn

Wolf Wu Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—24

Bereuter Deal McDermott

Bonior Deutsch Roukema

Brown (OH) Ehrlich Ryun (KS)

Burr Hastings (FL) Sanchez

Clay Hilleary Schrock

Conyers Larson (CT) Stump

Cox Levin Tanner

Davis (FL) Mascara Young (AK)
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the current resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 428, had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 428, | was inadvertently detained. Had
| been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

HOUSE OF WORSHIP POLITICAL
SPEECH PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 2357.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2357, on

which the yeas and nays are ordered.
This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 178, nays

239, not voting 14, as follows:

Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bilirakis
Blunt
Bonilla
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom

[Roll No. 429]
YEAS—178

DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof

Hyde
Isakson
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns

King (NY)
Kingston
LaHood
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
MecInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Otter
Oxley

Paul

Pence

Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Portman
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Buyer
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman

Saxton
Schaffer
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stenholm
Sullivan
Sununu
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)

NAYS—239

Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
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Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Vitter
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Platts
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Simmons
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
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Velazquez Watt (NC) Woolsey
Visclosky Waxman Wu
Walden Weiner Wynn
Waters Wexler
Watson (CA) Wilson (NM)
NOT VOTING—14

Clay Hastings (FL) Sanchez
Cox Hilleary Schrock
Deal Hunter Stump
Deutsch Mascara Tanner
Ehrlich Roukema
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Mrs. BONO and Ms. MCKINNEY

133

changed their vote from
“nay.”

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, this morning dur-
ing rollcall vote No. 429 on H.R. 2357, | inad-
vertently cast a vote in the negative. H.R.
2357, The House of Worship Political Protec-
tion Act would not have passed had | voted in
the affirmative, however, as a principled and
strong supporter of the measure, | would like
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to reflect that is
was my intention to vote for the bill.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOSSELLA). The Chair will entertain 15
1-minutes.

yea’ to

—————
AMERICA HAS LOST ONE OF ITS
GREATEST SUPPORTERS OF

EDUCATION, AMBASSADOR WAL-
TER ANNENBERG

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the United States lost a true patriot.
Ambassador Walter Annenberg, who
represented America to the Court of
St. James, was a brilliant business and
political leader, patron of the arts, and
one of our Nation’s greatest supporters
of education.

He touched this institution recently
as his foundation was among the first
to volunteer support for the U.S. Cap-
itol Visitor’s Center. Just last month,
he underwrote our important trip to
New York to memorialize September
11.

I will never forget, 2 years ago at her
birthday dinner, when he said that the
most important thing he did was to
marry Lee. This past Sunday, Lee and
Walter Annenberg celebrated their 51st
wedding anniversary.

I shall miss his advice, counsel, and
encouragement, and I know, Mr.
Speaker, that I speak for everyone in
this great body when, with apprecia-
tion for all that Walter did, I extend

our thoughts and prayers to the
Annenberg family.
———

INTRODUCTION OF DIGITAL
CHOICE AND FREEDOM ACT OF 2002

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, today I
introduced the Digital Choice and
Freedom Act of 2002. Copyright laws
have always sought to strike a fair bal-
ance between copyright holders and so-
ciety. Copyright protection encourages
and rewards authors; but, as the Su-
preme Court stated in Twentieth Cen-
tury Music Corp. versus Aiken, ‘‘Pri-
vate motivation must ultimately serve
the cause of promoting broad public
availability.. . .”

To maintain the balance in the dig-
ital age, we must find ways to prevent
digital pirates without treating every
consumer as one. Yes, digital allows
perfect copies to be distributed over
the Internet, but digital technology
also lets copyright holders control how
consumers enjoy the books, music, and
movies they buy.

Online publishers do not just set the
price, they can control where, when
and for how long buyers use and enjoy
what they bought, contrary to the in-
tent of Congress and the DMCA.

My bill restores the balance by let-
ting buyers enjoy what they bought in
their home, car, or in mobile devices.

The bill also helps copyright holders
by promoting digital alternatives that
are affordable, reliable, secure, and re-
spectful of consumers. Providing room
for technological innovation will also
spur economic growth and lead to more
jobs.

AMBASSADOR WELCH

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the U.S.
Ambassador to Egypt, David Welch, re-
cently published an op ed in an Egyp-
tian newspaper encouraging newspaper
editors to be more careful about vet-
ting articles before publishing them.
There has been an upsurge of hate
speech and commentary in that region
suggesting that al-Qaeda was not re-
sponsible for the attack on 9/11. Ambas-
sador Welch rightly pointed out that
there is overwhelming and conclusive
proof that al-Qaeda planned and exe-
cuted the attack, including al-Qaeda’s
own admission.

Newspapers have a responsibility to
report the truth, and not to repeat lies
and ridiculous rumors. Now our Am-
bassador has a bunch of Egyptian col-
umnists, writers, and cartoonists angry
with him. They issued a statement
that he should go back to his country,
and accused him of only seeing the re-
gion through Israeli eyes.

Egypt is a friend and ally of the
United States, but I think it would be
appropriate for that country’s journal-
ists to treat Ambassador Welch with
more respect and to report the truth,
just as Ambassador Welch has sug-
gested.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS
MONTH

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

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in recognition of National Do-
mestic Violence Awareness Month.

Family violence is an epidemic af-
fecting 25 percent of the population,
and women account for 85 percent of
the victims of domestic violence; but
only half of female victims of violence
report an injury, and of those, only 20
percent seek medical assistance.

Mr. Speaker, along with many of my
colleagues, I have been working to ad-
dress and combat the prevalence of do-
mestic violence in our society. For ex-
ample, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE) and I authored legisla-
tion to provide women over 18 with the
opportunity for domestic violence
screening and treatment services.

In addition, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATOURETTE) and I have intro-
duced a bill to establish an Office of
Family Violence at the Department of
Health and Human Services. This new
office would facilitate coordination be-
tween the health sector, the justice
system, and social services in the pre-
vention of family violence.

This month, let us remember the im-
portance of the national campaign to
raise domestic violence awareness.
This campaign is critical to elimi-
nating all forms of violence per-
petrated against women, children, and
men. We must stop the cycle of vio-
lence.

————

INTRODUCTION OF HOUSE RESO-

LUTION 567, COMMENDING IM-
PORTANCE OF SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
COMMUNITY

(Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, last night I introduced
House Resolution 567, commending the
importance of the surface transpor-
tation infrastructure community. This
integral aspect of our economy has
continually provided and maintained a
system of transportation that facili-
tates commerce and provides con-
sistent modes of transit for the trav-
eling public.

House Resolution 567 recognizes the
construction industry, which has con-
tinually provided us with a safe and ef-
ficient system of roadways; the truck-
ing and rail industry, which ensures
that each town and city in America is
promptly provided with the goods and
services it needs; and our system of
public transportation, for providing us
with a safe and viable means of travel.

I also would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman YOUNG)
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), for supporting this bill.
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URGING CONGRESS TO COMPLETE
LEGISLATION AUTHORIZING DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY

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

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, America is
about to go to war. One of the funda-
mental principles of war is that before
we project force, we secure our base of
operations and supply lines.

In July of this year, the House of
Representatives labored mightily for
hours and days and weeks to craft leg-
islation creating a new Department of
Homeland Security. We passed legisla-
tion to secure our base and ensure lines
of communication between those who
ensure our domestic tranquility.

As we prepare to engage an enemy
capable of attacking our Nation and
our homeland, I rise today to urge my
colleagues in the other body to act.
This Congress must not adjourn before
the elections until we create a Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and pre-
pare this Nation for the realities and
the dangers that lie ahead.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers will be reminded not to urge ac-
tion from the other body.

———

RECOMMENDING PASSAGE OF A
COMPREHENSIVE AND BAL-
ANCED ENERGY PLAN

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

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, another
week has passed without a comprehen-
sive and balanced energy plan. In the
first 6 months of this year, we paid ter-
rorists an average of $13 million a day
for their oil. This must end. Because
America does not have a comprehen-
sive energy plan, we continue to pur-
chase o0il from the Middle East; but
there is a balanced plan, and it does in-
clude increasing domestic oil produc-
tion.

More domestic oil will give us a sta-
ble supply and allow us to diminish our
dependence on foreign oil. From Janu-
ary to June, we paid $2.3 billion to the
countries that give suicide bombers
thousands of dollars to threaten the
very existence of democracy.

Total reliance on energy resources
from nations that harbor animosity to-
wards America and our allies must be-
come a thing of the past. Mr. Speaker,
we need to unify as Americans and pass
a comprehensive and balanced energy
plan. The security of our Nation de-
pends on eliminating our dependence
on foreign oil.
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SENSE OF HOUSE THAT CONGRESS
SHOULD COMPLETE ACTION ON
H.R. 4019, PERMANENT MAR-
RIAGE PENALTY RELIEF ACT OF
2002

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 547, I call up the
resolution (H. Res. 543) expressing the
sense of the House that Congress
should complete action on H.R. 4019,
making marriage tax relief permanent,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of H. Res. 543 is as follows:

H. RES. 543

Whereas there are more than 36,000,000
American working couples that are affected
by the unfair marriage tax penalty;

Whereas this unfair tax punishes our soci-
ety’s most basic institution by discouraging
couples from getting married;

Whereas this burdensome tax forces mar-
ried couples to pay higher taxes than they
would if they were single;

Whereas a bipartisan majority of the
House of Representatives passed H.R. 4019 on
June 13, 2002, permanently extending the
marriage penalty relief provided by the Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation
Act of 2001;

Whereas failure to enact permanent mar-
riage tax relief will reimpose the unfair mar-
riage tax penalty after 2010 on more than
36,000,000 married working couples;

Whereas permanent marriage tax penalty
relief will encourage and promote the values
of marriage, family and hard work; and

Whereas the Senate has not passed H.R.
4019 or equivalent legislation: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the Congress should
complete action on H.R. 4019 and the Con-
gress should present it to the President prior
to adjournment of the 107th Congress so that
36,000,000 married couples can benefit from
permanent marriage penalty tax relief.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 547, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

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

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to bring House Resolution 543,
expressing the sense of the House that
Congress should complete action on
H.R. 4019, before the House today.

H.R. 4019, which passed the House on
June 13, 2002 by an overwhelming bi-
partisan vote of 271 to 142, makes the
marriage tax penalty relief provisions
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief
Act of 2001 permanent.

There are 42 million American work-
ing families, 42 million American
working couples, that are impacted by
the unfair marriage tax penalty and
who would benefit from this legisla-
tion.

My colleagues and I have often asked
ourselves, is it right, is it fair, that
under the Tax Code, that 42 million
married working couples pay on aver-
age higher taxes, almost $1,700 more,
just because they are married. Is that
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right? Is it fair that we punish soci-
ety’s most basic institution? We need
to permanently eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

O 1100

Last year’s tax legislation, which we
nicknamed the Bush tax cut, included
efforts to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty. It was signed into law by
President Bush on June 6, 2001. Unfor-
tunately, that legislation was tem-
porary and expires in just a few short
years.

We helped married couples in a num-
ber of ways by eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty. First, we doubled the
standard deduction to twice that of
singles, helping families that do not
itemize their income taxes. It is esti-
mated that 21 million American fami-
lies will be affected by provisions relat-
ing to the standard deduction each
year.

Second, we help those who itemize
such as home owners and those who
give to their church, charity or syna-
gogue by widening the 15 percent tax
bracket. And it is estimated that 20
million American couples benefit from
the widening of the 15 percent tax
bracket to twice that of singles.

Third, we also help the working poor
by eliminating the marriage tax pen-
alty which existed in the earned in-
come credit. This is currently helping 4
million low-income working couples
annually, many who have children.

Since 1969 our tax laws punished mar-
ried couples when both the husband
and wife were in the workforce. For no
other reason than to be joined in holy
matrimony 42 million married working
couples who are both in the workforce
pay higher taxes, what we call the mar-
riage tax penalty, each year. They pay
more in taxes than if they just lived to-
gether as two singles.

Not only is the marriage tax penalty
unfair, it is just plain wrong that our
Tax Code has punished society’s most
basic institution. The marriage tax
penalty exacts a disproportionate toll
on working women and also on lower-
income couples with children, all the
more reason to make this legislation
permanent.

Many are familiar with a young cou-
ple from the district that I represent,
Shad and Michelle Hallihan and how
they suffered the unfair marriage tax
penalty. And I have also recently intro-
duced another couple from my district,
Jose and Magdalena Castillo of Joliet,
Illinois. And Jose and Magdalena
Castillo have a combined salary of al-
most $82,000 a year. Jose earns $57,000
and Magdalena earns $25,000. They suf-
fer on average a $1,125 marriage tax
penalty. They have two children,
Eduardo and Carolina. And as a result
of the tax law passed last year, their
marriage tax penalty will be reduced
under the Bush tax cut under the mar-
riage tax penalty provisions by $1,125;
and that is real money in Joliet, Illi-
nois. This represents a 12 percent over-
all tax cut for the Castillo family.
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Imagine the opportunities that this
creates for the Castillo family and mil-
lions of other middle-income working
families benefiting from our efforts to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.
With that $1,125 the Castillos can start
saving for their children’s college edu-
cation, save for their retirement, or
put a small down payment on a new
home. The bottom line is the marriage
tax penalty of $1,126 or the average
marriage tax penalty of $1,700 is real
money to real American working fami-
lies.

Overall, in my home State of Illinois
1,149,196 couples will receive a total of
$2 billion in marriage tax relief because
of tax law changes that we have passed
into law this past year.

What Congress must do now is to
make sure that American families
know that this much deserved tax re-
lief will not be taken away. Think
about that. Married couples are now
threatened with higher taxes unless we
make our efforts to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty permanent. We must
make marriage tax penalty relief per-
manent for 42 million American work-
ing couples. That is 84 million tax-
payers that benefited from our legisla-
tion.

As unfair as the marriage tax penalty
is, it seems even more unfair to con-
sider telling couples like Shad and
Michelle Hallihan or Jose and
Magdalena Castillo that in a few years
they must bear the burden of higher
taxes, and in Jose and Magdalena’s
case it will be $1,125 in higher taxes if
we fail to make our efforts permanent
and permanently eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty.

As my colleagues already know, the
House has passed our legislation, over-
whelmingly passed this legislation
with an overwhelming bipartisan vote.
Almost 60 Democrats joined with every
House Republican in voting to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty perma-
nently. But the Senate has not yet
acted.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 543 expresses
the sense of the House that H.R. 4019
should become law. H.R. 4019 is a good
bill that encourages and rewards the
values that we most hold dear: mar-
riage, family, and hard work. I encour-
age and ask my colleagues in this
House to vote for H. Res. 543, making
marriage tax penalty relief a perma-
nent part of our Tax Code. Let us not
raise taxes on working families. Let us
keep this marriage tax penalty relief
permanent and prevent that tax in-
crease.

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

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, just so everyone under-
stands exactly what we have before us
on the floor of the House today, this is
a resolution. And this resolution basi-
cally asks the Senate to consider a bill
that we passed some months ago and
sent to the Senate. And what is some-
what interesting about this resolution
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is that when one sends a bill to the
United States Senate, one expects the
Senate to understand that since the
majority of Members sent it over there,
that we support it as a body and, there-
fore, we request that they take action
on it.

And so what we are doing today basi-
cally is meaningless. It has no rel-
evancy. And it is just basically taking
up a lot of our time because the other
body knows that we want a piece of
legislation that was sent over there to
be passed. We do not have to tell them
again.

And if some people feel anxious about
this, which obviously some people do,
the best thing to do is walk over there.
It takes about 5 minutes to walk to the
other body and suggest to the other
body that they take it up. And if the
other body says, I do not want to take
it up, then ask why, and then you can
begin a dialogue. But to send over a
resolution that is meaningless, that
has no relevance, again, is wasting our
time.

Now, I have to say that there are
three issues that we have to decide be-
fore we adjourn in another week or 2
weeks. One, obviously, is the issue of
Iraq, a very important issue and one
that we all have an obligation to ad-
dress.

The second issue, obviously, is our
war against terrorism. And hopefully
we will be able to take action on that
in terms of the Homeland Security De-
partment and others over the next cou-
ple of weeks.

The third, obviously, is our national
economy. And that means we have an
obligation to the American public, to
those people that are working so hard
in the Federal Government, to pass the
13 appropriations bills and get them to
the President of the United States so
that he can sign them. And what is in-
teresting is the fact that as of October
1 we have started a new fiscal year, but
we have not yet sent one appropria-
tions bill to the President.

Now, I believe we have passed five in
this body and we have sent them over
to the other body. But we have eight
more that we have not taken up yet. In
fact, some are very ready to go because
they have passed the subcommittee
and Committee on Appropriations, but
they are still not brought up. And this
all relates and pertains to the econ-
omy, Mr. Speaker.

The economy in this country today
has major problems. And for us to be
talking about a marriage penalty, by
the way, which, incidentally, even if we
were bringing up the legislation and
not a resolution today, this bill that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) is talking about really will
not take effect until the year 2010, 8
years from now, 2010. And so what we
are doing is not only not relevant, but,
secondly, it is not relevant for at least
8 more years or the year 2010. And so
what we really should be doing is fo-
cusing on our national economy.

Just this last week there were over
400,000, 400,000 claims for new unem-
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ployment benefits in this country. The
stock market since President Bush has
taken the oath of office in January 2001
has gone down 4,000 points, about 38
percent. The average American and
many pension funds have lost in excess
of $17 trillion, $17 trillion because of
the 4,000-point drop in the stock mar-
ket.

And as a result of that, we should be
taking up issues that the American
public will be helped by, that will be-
come relevant to the American public,
not issues that are 8 years off, not
issues that are somewhat meaningless
in terms of the individual problems
that people have at this particular
time. We should be taking up issues,
frankly, that have meaning to this
economy, the average American, and to
those many Americans who have lost
their health insurance benefits and
also their unemployments benefits.

We have that obligation. That is why
we were sent here, to represent the
American public on issues that are
long term, not marriage penalty that
will come into effect in the year 2010,
but long-term problems such as Iraq,
such as the homeland security issue,
and also problems facing the average
American today like our national econ-
omy.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would note to my good
friend from California (Mr. MATSUI)
that there are 48,251 married couples
who will see higher taxes in the fifth
district of California unless we make
permanent the elimination of the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H. Res. 543 and want to com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) for his leadership on this
issue.

Throughout the history of civiliza-
tion, marriage has been a fundamental
building block of society. If it were not
for strong families, I think it is safe to
say our country would not be the great
country that it is today. But this gov-
ernment for far too long has been actu-
ally punishing families for staying to-
gether and punishing couples for get-
ting married in the first place.

Now, the Welfare Reform Law of 1996
went a long way to reversing this. Un-
fortunately, some in this Congress
want to roll back those reforms, and
the authorization bill still has not
passed the other body. But the Tax
Code itself penalizes couples for get-
ting married. That is absolutely wrong.
We had fixed it last year, but it was
only a temporary fix. This year, we in
the House have passed a bill to make
that fix permanent, as it should be. Un-
fortunately, the other body has not
seen fit to bring it up for a vote so that
it cannot go to the President and be-
come law.
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Mr. Speaker, this is very important
legislation. I hope on behalf of every
American couple that we can make re-
peal of the marriage penalty perma-
nent this year. I thank, again, the gen-
tleman for his leadership on the issue.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to myself.

Mr. Speaker, since the gentleman
from the State of Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
was kind enough to advise me of the
amount of marriage penalty relief in
the year 2010 and beyond that Califor-
nians will receive, I thought it would
be important just to reciprocate and
advise the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) that in the State of Illinois
169,000 unemployed people would be
benefited just by extending the unem-
ployed benefit insurance program by a
few months. And it would seem to me
that that is what we should be doing
now, taking care of those people that
are unemployed so they can begin to
spend money and maybe jump-start our
economy and create a little more con-
sumer purchasing power.

Second, I might just point out too,
and we do not need to get into the sub-
stance of this issue but perhaps it does
make some sense, we are predicting
deficits as far as the eye can see. And
a vote in favor of this resolution, just
as a vote we took some months ago on
extending the marriage penalty beyond
2010, will invade the Social Security
trust fund, thereby further jeopard-
izing Social Security recipients that
are currently receiving benefits. And I
think that the American public should
be aware of that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from the State of Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the
ranking Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Trade.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I wanted to
pick up the theme of the gentleman
from California (Mr. MATSUI), actually
both themes.

One of the issues is fiscal irrespon-
sibility, and what the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER) and others are
suggesting is we have a deep hole, so
dig it deeper. And as the gentleman
from California (Mr. MATSUI) has
pointed out, what you are digging out
are Social Security monies. These are
monies that people pay in taxes for So-
cial Security; and that is the height of
fiscal irresponsibility.

But I want to comment on the second
theme about unemployment compensa-
tion. It is disgraceful that the majority
intends to leave here without raising
one little finger to help people who are
unemployed through no fault of their
own in this country. We passed earlier
a temporary emergency unemployment
compensation program. It terminates
on December 28, 2002; but you have not
done a darn thing to try to extend it or
improve it.
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So here are the numbers and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MATSUI)
mentioned Illinois, but what is true of
Illinois is true throughout this country
as unemployment stays high; 860,000
workers whose benefits ran out by the
end of September and who remain un-
employed. This is through no fault of
their own or they would not be receiv-
ing this money. Add to that 610,000 who
are going to, this is an estimate, ex-
haust their benefits, UC benefits in the
final three months of this year.

So we are now up to what, a million
and a half people, most of them with
families, and then we have another
820,000 unemployed workers who will
have their TEUC benefits cut off at the
end of December when the program
ends. Then added to that, an estimated
800,000 who are going to exhaust their
regular benefits for unemployment in
January and February. The numbers
are staggering.

These are human beings, most of
whom have worked all of their working
lives and my colleagues come forth
here, not having done anything to ad-
dress their needs, and they want to
pass a bill about 2011. What about 20027
What about October, November, De-
cember of 2002, not 2011? What about
January, February, March of 2003?

This shows the difference between
these two parties.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains, if I might inquire,
on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) has 22 minutes re-
maining and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI) has 21 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, as I pre-
pare to yield to the gentleman from
California, I have a note to my good
friend of Michigan, that there are 61,086
married couples. So if we multiply that
by two, that is 122,000 taxpayers in the
12th District of Michigan who will pay
higher taxes, just because they are
married, if we fail to make elimination
of the marriage tax penalty permanent.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 1
know the other side of the aisle talks
that we have not passed any appropria-
tions bills. The Senate, the other body,
has only sent the House two bills. I am
very careful, I am not going to bad
mouth the Senate. I am just making a
fact. They have only sent us two appro-
priations bills, Defense and MILCON
which we are going to act upon.

We have sent them 54 bills that the
Senate has not acted upon. Some of
those are critical. The marriage pen-
alty is the issue, but some of these bills
my colleagues talk about like work-
men’s comp corporate accountability,
the energy bill that is critical for Cali-
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fornia, we have seen the brownouts and
the blackouts that we had in the State
of California.

Look at the home land security bill.
I do not think we ought to leave this
body in the House until the Senate has
acted on homeland security and leave
America vulnerable. We should pass
that particular bill but let us just say
that since the other body has only sent
us two bills, and I cannot talk about
what the Senate is doing on the floor,
let us take any other body out there,
anybody, not the Senate, but let us
just say that the House has a budget
and this other body has not passed a
budget.

Let us say that we have acted in a
fiscally responsible way, but yet what-
ever this other body is, it has no budg-
et, on every bill that they just propose
that they add $1 trillion for prescrip-
tion drugs. They propose that we add
$278 billion more in Labor HHS. They
propose that we do all these things,
knowing that there is no way that
when we come to conference, we can do
that without bankrupting the country.
Yet that other body wants to beat up
on Republicans because they will not
do their appropriations bills and play
the game of politics for the election.

We are not going to play that game.
We are going to pass the bills. We are
going to do it responsibly. And we will
pass a continuing resolution.

I would tell my friends on the mar-
riage penalty, it is wrong. We should
give incentive for people getting mar-
ried, not penalize them. It is not a tax
break for the rich. If a person gets mar-
ried, I want to tell my colleagues, to
start off today in a household, my
daughter is getting married this next
summer. I can tell my colleagues, her
husband is a teacher. She is going to be
a librarian. They will not make a
whole lot of money, and tax relief for
getting married will help my daughter
and her husband get along. Needless to
say, we are going to have to help them
get into that first house, and I think
many of my colleagues have children
for whom they do the same thing.

So it is not a tax break for the rich.
It is just wrong to penalize married
couples, and let us make this perma-
nent so that millions of Americans will
receive the benefit of the marriage pen-
alty.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. While
the Chair would congratulate the gen-
tleman from California on being skill-
ful, under our constitutional scheme,
the other body he is referring to could
only be one other body, and all Mem-
bers are reminded to avoid character-
izations to actions or inactions taken
in the Senate.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute just to make an obser-
vation to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) who I have a
deep amount of respect for and is really
a wonderful colleague of mine.

I might just point out that he had
said his son was getting married in a
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few months. My son got married three
months ago, but I do not think it
makes him feel any better if I tell him
that we just passed a resolution to in-
struct the Senate to take action on a
bill that will not take effect until 2011.
I do not think that makes him feel he
is anymore richer or anymore secure in
terms of his economic well-being.

That is what we are talking about:
doing something that is irrelevant at a
time when in California, I might also
point out to the gentleman who just
spoke, we have 404,000 Californians that
have lost their unemployment benefits;
in addition to that, their health insur-
ance benefits. And so unless we take
action to extend these unemployment
benefits, it is going to be catastrophic
to many of these people.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from the
State of Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), a
member of the House Committee on
Ways and Means, a member also of the
subcommittee that has jurisdiction
over welfare reform.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution we are
going to be spending our time working
productively on in this body, but it
does give us a chance to talk about the
economic program that the Repub-
licans have brought forward, an eco-
nomic program that has cost this Na-
tion 2 million jobs since March of last
year, hardworking people who cannot
find employment, people, through no
fault of their own, who are now draw-
ing unemployment insurance or who
have exhausted their unemployment
insurance, people who are trying to
maintain their dignity and their mort-
gage, but instead of addressing their
concerns and extending unemployment
compensation for the millions of people
who have exhausted or will exhaust
their unemployment insurance, we are
talking about a resolution that has no
impact for a long time if it were acted
upon by the other body.

Two point seven people seek a job for
every job that is open in this country.
We do not have enough employment
opportunity. We need to have a safety
net for those people who are unem-
ployed. Since we debated the resolution
last week on this floor, 50,000 more
Americans have exhausted their unem-
ployment insurance, and yet this body
does nothing to deal with that.

1.5 million Americans are long-term
unemployed. 8.1 million Americans are
unemployed today. That is as high as it
was in March of this year when we
acted on an unemployment extended
benefit program. The problem is that if
we do not act again, the next time we
will have a chance to do this will be 5
months from now, and in that 5-month
period, 3 million Americans will either
lose or exhaust their unemployment in-
surance.

Mr. Speaker, in 1992, the last reces-
sion that we had, this body, the Con-
gress of the United States, enacted 26
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weeks of extended benefits on top of
the regular unemployment insurance.
In this recession, we have done only
half as well, 13 weeks. In the last reces-
sion, we extended it for 2% years. We
have only done it for 9 months, 9%
months during this recession. It is just
not right, Mr. Speaker.

We should be using the time on this
floor today to act for the people who
need our help today and not on a reso-
lution that has no impact. I think the
American people should be outraged
that we are not taking the time avail-
able to do what is right for this Nation
and protect the people who, for no fault
of their own, have lost their jobs. We
have always done it in the past in a bi-
partisan way. Democrats and Repub-
licans have come together through
every recession in the modern history
of this Nation to protect those people
who are unemployed, but somehow we
do not have time for that in this Con-
gress. Shame on the Republican leader-
ship.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, before I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) to re-
spond to his colleague’s comments, I do
want to point out that in the 3rd Dis-
trict of Maryland that there are 66,851
married couples who will suffer higher
taxes if we fail to make permanent the
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty. That is why we are here today, to
talk about elimination of the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the

gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,

first of all, I tell my colleague, I have
got a daughter, not a son, and I have an
adopted son, but I am speaking about
my daughter.

I would also, when you look at jobs
lost in the State of California, Gov-
ernor Davis frittered away billions of
dollars, but now because of energy cri-
sis Buck Knives is moving to Idaho,
they save a half a million dollars a
month. When my colleague wants to
look at loss of jobs and lack of leader-
ship of our governor, take a look at
that and how it has affected every job
in California.

We have the highest workmen’s comp
of any of the States in the Nation in
the State of California, but if we take
a look, a lot of our businesses are leav-
ing because of Gray Davis.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Wisconsin
(Mr. KLECZKA), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I am
coming to this side of the aisle this
morning so my remarks can be heard
by my Republican colleagues, espe-
cially the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER).

What are we doing here today? We
have before us a resolution which tells
the Senate to take up legislation to
make the marriage tax repeal perma-
nent. Are they going to get this resolu-
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tion and take it up? No, because they
are debating homeland security. They
are going to start debating the Presi-
dent’s resolution to provide a preemp-
tive strike on the country of Iraq, and
so they have other things that they are
doing. So let us see what we are doing.

We are passing a resolution today to
ask the Senate to take up a bill that
we passed some time ago. What is not
being really told here today is that the
repeal of the marriage penalty is al-
ready law. The President signed that
bill last year, and so we are being told
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) that this family from his Dis-
trict, the Castillos, are going to suffer
the loss of this marriage penalty which
benefits them some $1,125 unless we
make this repeal permanent.

Mr. Speaker, the problem is that the
Castillos have received nothing from
repeal of the marriage penalty. The
reason is it does not start to phase out
until the year 2005. So the Congress,
with the gentleman from Illinois’ (Mr.
WELLER) support repealed the marriage
penalty beginning in 2005 and phasing
it to total repeal in 2010. Then what
they did in 2011, it comes back into
being.

The point I am trying to make is he
says that the Castillos are going to get
$1,100 and they can do such things as
day care for their children.
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They can start saving for education
for their children, their retirement, or
the downpayment on a new home. That
is all nonsense. The Castillos in 2002
are going to get zero, in 2003 they are
going to get zero, in 2004 they are going
to get zero, and in 2005, when we start
the phaseout, they will get a total of
about $223. So what we are doing here
is sheer and utter nonsense.

If my colleague wants to tell the Sen-
ate to take action on this bill or any
other bill, he can call his two Senators.
The taxpayers gave us a phone in the
office. Call them.

So the things we are hearing today
are just total nonsense. And why are
we doing this debate? Well, because the
House does not want to take up the ap-
propriation bills. We have passed five
of 13 appropriation bills. The Federal
fiscal year started yesterday. Eight
bills are sitting there waiting for ac-
tion, and the Republicans in the House
of Representatives want to go on tell-
ing the Senators what to do. Well, if I
were a Senator, I would call the House
and say, Do not tell me what to do; I
will tell you what to do: take up the
other eight appropriation bills. Or, let
us start talking on this floor about the
shabby state of the economy.

Thousands of jobs have been lost
since this President took over. The
market has gone down by some 38 per-
cent, meaning millions of Americans
have lost trillions of dollars in their re-
tirement accounts. Unemployment has
gone up. Yet what are the Republicans
talking about in the House of Rep-
resentatives? Telling the Senate what
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to do. Let us talk about the economy.
Let us debate how we are going to get
this ship back on course. The adminis-
tration is not doing it. They are in-
censed with starting a war with the
country of Iraq and every day their ar-
guments keep shifting.

And if in fact we do that ill-fated
deed, that will cost $9 billion a day,
adding to the deficit. When this Presi-
dent took over, we had a surplus as far
as the eye could see. My colleagues,
today we have a $165 billion deficit, and
it is growing.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
note that besides the 548,859 married
couples in Wisconsin that will suffer
higher taxes if we fail to make perma-
nent the elimination of the marriage
tax penalty, the left wing policy gurus
for the Democratic party, like Stanley
Greenberg, James Carville, Robert
Shrum of the Democracy Corps noted
in their strategy memo to the Demo-
crats earlier this year that they really
need to get behind some of their own
initiatives on tax cuts. And making
permanent the abolition of the mar-
riage penalty is something that the left
wingers even recommend. And I would
note that 60 Democrats did vote with
us earlier this year to make permanent
the elimination of the marriage tax
penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE), a
leader in helping working families.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in strong support of
House Resolution 543, calling upon
Congress to make marriage penalty re-
lief permanent.

I can think of fewer provisions in the
Tax Code that are more offensive than
the marriage penalty tax. Why we
would continue to punish dual-wage
earning families in this regard is abso-
lutely obscene. Congress did the right
thing in providing significant relief for
over 35 million low- and middle-income
married couples when it passed the
Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act last year.

Unfortunately, the law with it, the
marriage penalty relief provisions, will
expire in the year 2011. What happens if
the law expires? First, the standard de-
duction for 21 million married couples
will be reduced, forcing an increase in
their taxes. Second, the 15 percent tax
bracket for married couples will be re-
duced, thus increasing taxes for 20 mil-
lion married couples. Overall, we will
be looking at a $25 billion tax increase
on married couples by 2012.

The time to act is now. Delaying ac-
tion will, under our scoring rules, only
increase the revenue needed to make
the current provisions in the Tax Code
permanent. This is not a Republican
issue or a Democrat issue; it is a fami-
lies issue. In that regard, I hope we can
amass a broad bipartisan vote on this
resolution and send a signal to all
Americans that we will resolve this
issue soon.
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Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT), a member of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, in a little over three
months, my wife, Libby, and I will cel-
ebrate our 34th wedding anniversary.
But I recognize that not every family
in this country and every individual in
this country has been as fortunate as
we have. Some have had their mar-
riages cut short by war. Indeed, the
very disparity in the Tax Code that is
currently called the marriage penalty
originated when a World War II widow,
who had lost her husband in the de-
fense of our country during the great
victory in World War II, came to Con-
gress and said: “I lost my husband.
Why should I have to pay higher taxes
than those who did not lose their hus-
band and remain married?”’ She said,
“This constitutes discrimination
against widows.” In response, the Con-
gress tried, though not with great per-
fection, to correct that penalty.

This is not a debate about the mar-
riage penalty. I have yet to meet a
Member of this Congress, in any of the
several sessions we have taken up this
measure, that has not voted in one
form or another to correct the mar-
riage penalty. This is totally about dis-
traction from the ineptness of this
Congress.

Now, the specific proposal that the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
is advocating is very relevant to our
current time. Because, clearly, since
Americans will have to do almost all
the dying in the war that the Adminis-
tration wants to start against Saddam
Hussein, we will have more war widows
in this country. And under the proposal
of the gentleman from Illinois, he pro-
poses that those war widows and wid-
owers will have to pay higher taxes
than married couples in the same situ-
ation.

Additionally, if a woman leaves her
husband because she has been battered,
she will have to pay higher taxes than
a similar woman in the same situation
who remains married. If one chooses to
be single for whatever reason that indi-
vidual also will have to pay higher
taxes than those in a similar situation
who choose to be married.

This is a single person’s discrimina-
tion act. It does not maintain neu-
trality without regard to marriage, as
it should. That neutrality concept is
the one that I favor for our tax code.

There is one aspect of this tax pro-
gram that has been completely effec-
tive, and I think credit is due to the
gentleman from Illinois, the Repub-
licans, and the Administration for its
effectiveness. If you are an investor
and you are getting your third quarter
statement about now, you show only
losses, no gains. These folks have given
you a 100 percent tax cut with this
Bush stock market because you do not
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have any investment income on which
to pay taxes. So that aspect of their
program has been very effective in cut-
ting taxes.

If you are one of the more than 2 mil-
lion people who have lost their job
since the beginning of last year, you
have no earnings to report. Repub-
licans have provided a 100 percent tax
cut for you.

This economy and the whole legisla-
tive process related to it, have been
very effective in reducing the taxes for
some Americans. Unfortunately, be-
cause Republicans, through this and re-
lated resolutions, focus on what might
happen in 2011 instead of what is hap-
pening in 2002, this has left many
Americans behind; many Americans
with empty pockets. So these Ameri-
cans will not be paying any taxes, but
they will not have any income either.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
note, in response to my colleague’s
claims that somehow single people
would pay higher taxes under the legis-
lation signed into law last year, that
that is absolutely false. The marriage
tax elimination legislation actually
makes the Tax Code neutral. So that
two single people living together or
two married people living together,
who are all in the workforce, do not
pay higher taxes. So whether you are
single or married, we make the Tax
Code neutral so that married couples
do not pay higher taxes just because
they are married.

And let us remember that 58,612 mar-
ried couples suffer the marriage tax
penalty. We want to eliminate it per-
sonally. We need bipartisan support in
both bodies to achieve that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN).

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
urge my colleagues to consider the con-
sequences that the marriage tax pen-
alty holds for married couples and for
those considering marriage. The Amer-
ican people are asking why couples
should be penalized $1,400 just for say-
ing ““I do.”

Those who choose marriage as a way
of life to raise their children in Amer-
ica today deserve to be rewarded and
not penalized. The marriage tax pen-
alty discourages couples from entering
the sacred institution of marriage.
Married couples with stay-at-home
mothers often have to seek out em-
ployment while trying to raise a family
just to pay their taxes.

While our recent tax cuts began the
process of alleviating the tax burden on
married couples, one simple truth re-
mains. The marriage tax penalty will
be back in full force by the year 2011,
when the scheduled cuts will expire and
the penalty will be reinstated.

I urge each of us to consider the neg-
ative consequences that await us if the
marriage tax penalty is not perma-
nently removed. Let us end this regres-
sive tax once and for all.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Indiana (Mr.
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VISCLOSKY), a member of the House
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding me
this time, and if I could ask my col-
league from Illinois (Mr. WELLER), my
good friend, a question before I begin
my remarks, I would appreciate that
opportunity.

At the end of most of my colleagues’
comments, the gentleman from Illinois
has pointed out his assertion as to how
many couples, working families, et al
would be benefited. I am from the first
district in Indiana. I thought perhaps
we could begin my discussion with
those figures now instead of ending
with those.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

MR. WELLER. What is the gentle-
man’s question again?

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Would the gen-
tleman have an assertion as to how
many working families in the First
Congressional District he would assert
are benefited because of the resolution
on the floor today?

Mr. WELLER. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, and, of course, I am
on the gentleman’s time, I would note
that the only people who suffer——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Does the gen-
tleman have a number?

Mr. WELLER. The only people who
suffer the marriage tax penalty——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Do you have a
number?

Mr. WELLER. The only people who
suffer the marriage tax penalty——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Well, I will reclaim
my time if you do not have a number.

Mr. WELLER. Are those who are
working. And there are 54,601 married
couples in your district, sir, since you
asked——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I re-
claim my time.

Mr. WELLER. Who are working and
suffer the marriage tax penalty benefit
under this legislation.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I take my time
back, Mr. Speaker.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The time has been re-
claimed by the gentleman from Indi-
ana. The Chair would appreciate the
courtesy of all Members in only speak-
ing when yielded time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I also have a sta-
tistic. There used to be 6,700 working
families in the First Congressional Dis-
trict. They are not going to be bene-
fited by this resolution, and not be-
cause of the reasons that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MATSUI)
stated, that this is meaningless for the
next 8 years. It is because they have
lost their job since George Bush be-
came President and the 107th Congress
began; 6,700 people do not have a pay-
check. They do not have to worry
about this resolution.

I must tell my colleagues that last
week, under similar circumstances, I
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suggested I was tired. Today, I am sur-
prised, with the record of the majority
over the last 2 years of getting things
done. My Republican colleagues have
turned a surplus of $237 billion into a
deficit of $165 billion; they have turned
economic growth into a recession.

The Dow Jones Industrial Average
was at 10,646 at the beginning of this
Congress. Under Republican leadership,
yesterday it closed at 7,863. My col-
leagues have also been able to turn me-
dian household income around. It has
declined. It has declined from $43,100 to
$42,200. Maybe they do not quite need
as much help.

The resolution today talks about
making permanent a tax change. Hope-
fully, by 2010, these aberrant facts will
have changed. But two things have be-
come permanent under my colleagues’
leadership. I have people who have per-
manently lost their jobs in the domes-
tic steel industry, and they are never
going back. Many of those people per-
manently lost their health insurance.
They are never getting it back. Many
of those people at LTD, who perma-
nently lost their job, permanently lost
their health care, permanently, for-
ever, the rest of their lives, lost part of
their pension.

We ought to be voting on 4646 to pro-
vide people who used to have a job with
some real health care protection. That
is what we ought to be doing today.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
remind my colleague from Indiana,
who is a friend, that there are 606,024
married working couples who suffer the
marriage tax penalty and will face
higher taxes unless we make perma-
nent our efforts to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN),
who has been a real leader in efforts to
help working families.
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Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I congratulate the gentleman
on being persistent on this issue over
the years.

There are not many issues we agree
on in this Chamber, particularly as we
come up to an election, but this is one
where I think we have a consensus,
which is that just by the act of getting
married, one should not have to pay
higher taxes. Married people should not
pay higher taxes than those who might
be living together, but not in marriage
as individuals. That is the principle be-
hind this legislation.

Because of a Senate procedural
quirk, the legislation which passed this
House on a bipartisan basis was not
able to be permanent. It had to be a 10
year, now because we are 2 years later,
8.5 year piece of legislation so that this
marriage penalty relief that this House
agrees on on a bipartisan basis expires
in 8 short years. If we do not make this
permanent, what will happen? It means
that $17 billion will be increased in
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terms of taxes in 2011, and there will be
a $25 billion tax increase in 2012 to pri-
marily middle-income married couples
who otherwise would benefit from the
marriage penalty relief which passed
this House.

All we are saying today is let us
make this permanent. We heard my
colleague talking about the economy,
and I could not agree with the gen-
tleman more. We have a serious eco-
nomic problem that started in the
spring of 2000, as any economist knows,
during the Clinton administration. The
downturn got pretty deep over the next
several months, and hopefully we are
now coming out of it based on all the
economic data. But my colleague was
suggesting that because we are in an
economic downturn, although hope-
fully we are coming out of it, that
somehow we should not make the mar-
riage tax penalty permanent.

I guess I would ask the gentleman,
going back to the philosophical basis
here, should people who are married
pay significantly more taxes than if
they were single living together? The
philosophy here is one that there seems
to be a consensus on in this House, and
the question is should we make this a
tax law change, which is to say, we
change the code on a permanent basis.
Congress can always come back and re-
visit any of our tax law legislation; or
should we have an absurd situation
where it is going to be in place for the
next 8 years, and then it will suddenly
expire and we will go back to previous
law where again 36 million low and
middle income married couples will
end up paying higher taxes to the tune
of $17 billion in 2011, and $25 billion in
the year 2012. That does not seem to
make sense.

This resolution, I think, is important
just to shine light on this issue. This is
one issue that we could resolve on a bi-
partisan basis. Admittedly, it is un-
likely the Senate will act, but it is pos-
sible. If the Senate were to act, I think
it would be a strong bipartisan vote on
the floor of the Senate, and the House
would eagerly take up the legislation,
get it to the President who would hap-
pily sign it and enact it into law. I
thank the gentleman for raising it
today. I hope this is one issue we can
resolve.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. Time and time again this year,
rather than being in a posture to work
with the other side of the aisle on
issues that really matter, the budget,
the economy, Social Security, health
care, corporate responsibility, growing
unemployment, education, instead of
working on those issues, we find our-
selves again debating imprudent and
ill-timed public policy.

Why imprudent? Well, we were told
by President Bush upon his assumption



October 2, 2002

of office that we would have massive
surpluses so we could afford tax cuts
which are weighted towards the
wealthy. Today we are in deficits just 2
years into this presidency.

Persistent recession, we were told
last year this will only last a few
months, we will be out of this. But we
continue to be mired in recession.

Regarding homeland security needs, 2
years ago when the President assumed
office, he could not have expected that
we would need to devote so many of
our resources to protect the homeland
and to deal with terrorist threats
abroad.

Education, we have a President who
is reneging on his promise to fund edu-
cation, even under his own bill which
he calls the No Child Left Behind Act.

On health care, we all know the sto-
ries of seniors having to make deci-
sions between their rent or their pre-
scription drugs. Ill-timed and ill-con-
ceived. The timing could not be worse.
We are talking about the possibility of
this country engaging in war which
will cost tens of billions of dollars. We
are talking about an uncertain future
for a country that has got a stock mar-
ket that is plunging. And we talk
about Americans who, today and every
day, are losing their jobs because we
have a government leadership that is
not focusing on putting people back to
work.

Mr. Speaker, it seems evident that
the priorities of my friends on the
other side of the aisle, above all else,
and at the expense of addressing the
growing unemployment in this coun-
try, above all else and at the expense of
providing money for our schools, above
all else and at the expense of dealing
with our growing health care crisis,
that their priority is to ensure that
upper-income Americans are ensured
tax cuts a decade from now because
this policy does not affect today or to-
morrow or the day after. It is a decade
from now.

We have got sight of Iraq and Sad-
dam Hussein now, and we are talking
about debating, after we should have
finished a budget for the Federal Gov-
ernment and we have not, we are talk-
ing about doing something 10 years
from now for people whom we do not
know what circumstances they will be
in.

Mr. Speaker, unemployment is in-
creasing. More than 2.5 million people
are unemployed today versus when
President Bush took office. Two years
ago, there was growing job creation. 1.7
million jobs were created 2 years ago.
In 2000, 1.7 million jobs were created. In
2 years, we have lost virtually every
single one of those jobs.

Poverty is on the rise for the first
time in more than 8 years. We have
seen the ranks of the poor increase by
over 1 million people. Incomes are fall-
ing for the first time since 1991. Hun-
dreds of thousands of people are filing
for bankruptcy. Almost 800,000 Ameri-
cans filed for bankruptcy in the first
half of the year 2002. Mortgage fore-
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closures are at a record high. The Fed-
eral budget deficit has increased.

Mr. Speaker, we have work to do, and
it is now, today, not in 10 years. It is
for all Americans, not just wealthy
Americans. Let us move on from here
and do the real work of the Congress.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would note to the gen-
tleman who spoke in opposition to
eliminating the marriage tax penalty
that there are 2,752,159 married work-
ing couples in California, and 44,685
married working couples in the 30th
Congressional District of California
who will face higher taxes unless we
make permanent the elimination of the
marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. CoXx).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

The statement that we just heard
from the gentleman on the other side
of the aisle was essentially aimed at
one point, and that is because Saddam
Hussein is in Iraq, the worry about the
economy and so on, we ought to raise
taxes on everyone; and we ought to do
so on schedule, a little less than 10
years from now.

At once I heard that is so far off from
now, why are we worried about it? And
on the other hand, if we do not have
that tax increase a few years from now,
then all hell is going to break lose.

The truth is that 36 million married
taxpayers, low and middle income tax-
payers, deserve to be treated fairly.
Americans should not be taxed more
because they are a working woman.
When a woman goes to work, her hus-
band goes to work, she ought to be
treated the same as every other Amer-
ican. But, we have a penalty right now
if married couples work, and they do
not pay taxes the same way as two
Americans would if they were two men
sharing an apartment. They do not pay
taxes the same way that they would if
they were a man and woman who were
not married. It is discrimination, plain
and simple, against working families,
against working couples. It is wrong.
That is why we want to get rid of the
marriage tax penalty. It is unfair. It is
immoral for the United States to do
this.

We did, in fact, pass a law here that
has been signed by President Bush to
repeal the marriage tax penalty, but in
the Senate, which we are now Dprivi-
leged to call it on the House floor, be-
cause of their arcane budget rules, they
put in this poison pill which had a time
bomb that will blow up in 2011 and then
hike taxes on 36 million married peo-
ple. That is wrong. This says let us fix
it, and we shall.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The Chair reminds all
Members that characterizations of the
rules of the Senate or of the Senate are
not appropriate.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
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tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, to close.

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, there is an easy way to clear
up these budget differences we have
today. I propose formally that every
letter in this institution submitted to
an appropriator be published, request-
ing the expenditure of the public purse.
The most egregious violators of budget
discipline here tend to be those who
pontificate in the well of the House
about spending regularly.

We have talked about the marriage
penalty. In light of the fact that Presi-
dent Bush has requested $48 billion
more for defense, $38 billion more for
homeland security, measure that
against the fact that the stock market
has lost almost 3,000 points in the last
year and a half, we have no enthusiasm
in this institution, it seems to me, for
going after those who have perpetuated
the hoax of seizing pension benefits
from regular employees at the same
time that they would not allow those
employees to sell Enron stock. Where
is the enthusiasm we have for taking
that up today?

Instead, we go over and over the sim-
plicity of the message: Let us cut
taxes. Why do we not have the time
after we have discussed this marriage
penalty bill time and again in this in-
stitution, why do we not have time to
bring up the Bermuda tax loophole or
get a vote on the issue of Bermuda?

These corporations have gone to Ber-
muda in the time of a war that the Na-
tion is preparing for, for one purpose,
to escape taxes. And what is the answer
from the other side? The majority lead-
er said that is like going to North
Carolina or Florida. I guess they think
Bermuda is the 51st State.

I am amazed that we can discuss the
marriage penalty relief, anything that
says lower taxes to get us through this
election cycle, but we cannot talk
about Bermuda. The reason that we do
not talk about Bermuda on this House
floor is very simple: Because 350 Mem-
bers of this House will vote to do some-
thing about it rather than trying to
sneak through this election cycle.

These companies leave in the dark of
night. Name them. Stanley came to
their senses because they finally want-
ed to help us do things right. We
watched this parade out of country,
and they preach patriotism to all of us.
We deserve a vote on the Bermuda bill
in this House, and let us send a mes-
sage to the American people about fair-
ness and equity in our lives.

O 1200

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

Mr. Speaker, we have had a lot of in-
teresting arguments on the other side
of the aisle. I would note that every
one of them tries to distract from the
issue that is before us today. The issue
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that is before us today is do we perma-
nently eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty for 42 million married working
couples who benefit from the Bush tax
cut. Unfortunately because of a rule in
the Senate, it had to be temporary.

We have often asked in this House of
Representatives whether or not it is
right, it is fair, to punish a married
working couple where the husband and
wife are both in the workforce, that we
should punish them with higher taxes
just because they are married. In the
House this year, we have passed legis-
lation to permanently eliminate the
marriage tax penalty. I would note
that 271 Members of this House, a bi-
partisan majority, voted to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty. Even those
who all spoke against this, I would
note, all voted ‘‘no’’ on eliminating the
marriage tax penalty, so it is under-
standable why they would continue to
oppose eliminating the marriage tax
penalty, that there were still 60 Demo-
crats who joined with us. They saw the
merit in making the Tax Code neutral
when it comes to marriage, so that a
married working couple does not pay
$1,700 more on average just because
they are married.

My friends and colleagues on the
other side of the aisle say that elimi-
nating the marriage tax penalty some-
how just benefits rich people. The aver-
age or typical married couple suffering
the marriage tax penalty makes 60,
$70,000. They are middle class, they are
both in the workforce, on average they
have kids, they have a mortgage, and
they pay higher taxes just because
they are married.

I have an example of a couple here
from the district that I represent in
the south suburbs of Chicago, Jose and
Magdalena Castillo, a typical couple in
Joliet, Illinois, who work hard and are
raising a family, little Eduardo and
Carolina, have hopes and dreams, have
a home, want to send their kids on to
college. Thanks to the Bush tax cut,
they are seeing their marriage tax pen-
alty eliminated. For Jose and
Magdalena Castillo, their marriage tax
penalty was about $1,125. My colleagues
who have argued against permanently
eliminating the marriage tax penalty
for Jose and Magdalena Castillo of Jo-
liet, Illinois, are the same ones who
have called for repeal of the Bush tax
cut, essentially saying, let us pull it
out from under the Castillos, let them
pay that marriage tax penalty because
we need the money here in Washington
because we could spend it better here
than Jose and Magdalena Castillo can
spend it back in Joliet, Illinois.

The marriage tax penalty, $1,125 for
the Castillos, is real money. It is
money they can set aside for college
for little Eduardo and Carolina. It is
money they can use to make several
months’ worth of car payments or sev-
eral months’ worth of day care. It is
real money.

We worked when we passed into law
the Bush tax cut, which was signed
into law in June of last year to help
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every married couple who suffers the
marriage tax penalty. We helped them
in a number of ways. We doubled the
standard deduction for those who do
not itemize so that a married couple
has a standard deduction twice that
when they file jointly compared to a
single. That benefits 21 million married
working couples. They would see their
taxes increased if this fails to be made
permanent. For those who do itemize,
homeowners, those who give to their
church or institutions of faith and
charity, their synagogue, to help the
itemizers, we widen the 15 percent tax
bracket so that those filing jointly,
married couples, can earn twice as
much in the 15 percent bracket as a
single and not pay higher taxes just be-
cause they are married. Also, we help
poor people, the working poor. Those
who utilize the earned income tax cred-
it, 4 million married working couples,
low-income working couples who suffer
the marriage tax penalty saw their
marriage tax penalty eliminated be-
cause of the Bush tax cut. Of course,
those low-income working couples will
pay higher taxes if we fail to make
marriage tax penalty elimination per-
manent.

I noted earlier that we had over-
whelming bipartisan support of the ef-
fort to eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty when this bill passed the House.
As you know, the Senate has not yet
acted. Our hope is that we can work in
a bipartisan way and do the right thing
and, that is, to permanently eliminate
the marriage tax penalty so that no
married couple has to look forward to
the threat of higher taxes just because
some people in Washington would rath-
er spend their money in Washington
rather than allowing them to take care
of their family’s needs.

Mr. Speaker, this really is a vote on
do we impose higher taxes on married
couples. We have worked to make the
marriage tax penalty eliminated. We
have worked to make the Tax Code
neutral so that a married couple, both
in the workforce, pay no more in taxes
than an identical couple who happen to
be not married who are all in the work-
force. That is the right thing to do. We
can eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty.

As I noted earlier in debate, even the
left-wing policy guru James Carville
has suggested that Democrats probably
really ought to get on board and sup-
port permanently eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty because the true
beneficiaries of eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty are the middle-class
and low-income families. As I noted
here with Jose and Magdalena Castillo,
their combined income, they are con-
struction workers, is about $85,000.
There are some on the other side who
probably  think that Jose and
Magdalena are rich because they make
$85,000 a year. In the south suburbs of
Chicago, that is a middle-class family.
Before the Bush tax cut, they suffered
$1,125 in higher taxes just because they
were married. We want to permanently
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eliminate and prevent that tax burden
from being restored and reimposed on
Jose and Magdalena Castillo and the
other 42 million married working cou-
ples who benefit from the elimination
of the marriage tax penalty. That is
what this debate is all about.

We have heard so much from the
other side of the aisle who want to con-
fuse the debate, who want to change
the subject when the issue before us is
a basic one, and, that is, it is an issue
of fairness. Should a middle-class cou-
ple who are both in the workforce pay
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried? We answered that question last
year when we passed as part of the
Bush tax cut our legislation to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty. Unfor-
tunately because of a rule in the other
body, it had to be temporary. It should
be an overall bipartisan goal to treat
working families fairly. My hope is
that more than 60 Democrats will vote
with every Republican today to perma-
nently eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty because that is the vote that is be-
fore us. If Members vote ‘‘no,”” they are
really voting to raise taxes on 42 mil-
lion married working couples. They are
voting to raise taxes on married work-
ing couples such as Jose and
Magdalena Castillo.

As I have noted, the House has passed
this overwhelmingly. The Senate has
not yet acted. Let us vote to ensure
that Congress gets it done this year. I
ask for a bipartisan ‘‘aye’’ vote.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to support permanent repeal of
the marriage tax penalty. The unfair marriage
tax adversely affects more than 21 million
married couples. It forces couples to pay more
in income taxes than they would pay if filing
individually. It is a tax on marriage and a tax
on starting families. If anything, we ought to
give newly married working couples a tax
break.

Several months ago this House voted to
permanently repeal the marriage tax. The
House has acted; the Senate has not. In my
Texas district, over 65,000 married couples
would benefit from the permanent repeal of
the marriage tax penalty. The tax code is un-
fair and ought to be changed.

It is time to say “I do” to relief from the mar-
riage tax penalty.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). All time for debate has
expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 547,
the resolution is considered read for
amendment and the previous question
is ordered on the resolution.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WELLER. 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 question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the
subject of House Resolution 543.

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

There was no objection.

———

EXPEDITED SPECIAL ELECTIONS

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the order of the House of Thursday,
September 26, 2002, I call up the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 559) expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that
each State should examine its existing
statutes, practices, and procedures gov-
erning special elections so that, in the
event of a catastrophe, vacancies in the
House of Representatives may be filled
in a timely fashion, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of House Resolution 559 is as
follows:

H. RES. 559

Whereas the death or disability of hun-
dreds of Members of Congress would deprive
millions of Americans of representation in
Congress, possibly for a period of months
until special elections to fill the vacancies
could be conducted;

Whereas such a catastrophe would severely
impair the functioning of the House and ef-
fectively disrupt the legislative branch for
an extended period;

Whereas the only method prescribed by the
Constitution to fill a vacant seat in the
House of Representatives is through election
by the people;

Whereas article I, section 4 of the Con-
stitution of the United States provides that
“The Times, Places and Manner of holding
Elections for Senators and Representatives,
shall be prescribed in each State by the Leg-
islature thereof; but the Congress may at
any time by Law make or alter such Regula-
tions, except as to the places of chusing Sen-
ators.”’;

Whereas section 26 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States (2 U.S.C. 8) provides
that ““The time for holding elections in any
State, District or Territory for a Representa-
tive or Delegate to fill a vacancy, whether
such vacancy is caused by a failure to elect
at the time prescribed by law, or by the
death, resignation, or incapacity of a person
elected, may be prescribed by the laws of the
several States and Territories respectively;”’;
and

Whereas it is in the interest of each State
to ensure that the people maintain their full
rights to representation in the House: Now
therefore, be it

Resolved, That—

(1) it is the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that each State should examine
its existing statutes, practices, and proce-
dures governing special elections so that, in
the event of a catastrophe, vacancies in the
House of Representatives may be filled in a
timely fashion; and

(2) the Clerk of the House shall send a copy
of this resolution to the chief executive offi-
cial of each State.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
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day, September 26, 2002, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Cox), and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
each will control 22v2 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material on the subject of
this resolution.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, in May of this year, the
Speaker and minority leader formed
the Continuity of Congress Bipartisan
Working Group to study government
continuity issues. The working group
is cochaired by House Policy Com-
mittee Chairman CHRISTOPHER COX and
Democratic Caucus Chairman MARTIN
FRrosT. I want to thank both gentlemen
for their efforts on this very important
piece of work, as well as all partici-
pants in the working group on both
sides of the aisle and the cosponsors of
this resolution.

The purpose of the working group is
to study ways to ensure that the U.S.
House of Representatives continues to
function in the event of a terrorist at-
tack or other catastrophe that kills or
incapacitates a large number of Mem-
bers and, when appropriate, to make
recommendations to the leadership on
ways to resolve these issues. I know we
do not really particularly want to talk
about the demise of a lot of Members,
but it is something that has to be spo-
ken about on the floor in order to con-
tinue to have our energetic give and
take of public debate in the freest body
on planet Earth. That is why we are
here.

On September 26, 2002, Chairmen CoOX
and FROST, joined by all members of
the working group as well as 98 other
Members of the Congress, including
Majority Whip ToMm DELAY and Minor-
ity Leader RICHARD GEPHARDT, intro-
duced this resolution calling upon
States to study their existing special
election statutes and procedures to en-
sure that if a large number of Members
of Congress were unable to serve as a
result of a catastrophic event, the
States could quickly elect Members to
their congressional delegations
through expedited special elections.

The problems the House would en-
counter in the face of such an attack
are unique. In the Senate, Governors
would quickly fill vacancies by ap-
pointment, but in the House it could
take months, perhaps up to half a year,
for some States to hold special elec-
tions to elect Members to their con-
gressional delegations.

Because article 1, section 4 of the
Constitution prescribes that the States
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control the times, places and manner
of holding elections, this resolution is
a critically important step toward get-
ting the States to focus on what would
be their critical role in replenishing
the Federal legislature by ensuring
that special elections are held as
quickly as possible.

In conclusion, I want to thank our
ranking member, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), and all the
members of the Committee on House
Administration. We have dealt with a
series of more than unique issues that
have affected the body of this floor and
also affected the staff of the U.S. House
and the other body in the sense of an-
thrax, how to deal with issues we never
even really thought of before. I want to
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for the working relationship we have
had on that and just say this is another
piece and component, I think, to mak-
ing sure that those who want to hurt
us will not infringe upon our democ-
racy.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoX) control the balance of
my time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. I rise
in strong support of this resolution,
which was developed by the Committee
on House Administration and the Bi-
partisan Working Group on Continuity
of Government led by the gentleman
from California (Mr. CoX) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST). It
urges the States to examine their laws
regarding the conduct of special elec-
tions to the House.

The purpose of the resolution as has
been said, is to ensure that in the event
of a catastrophe, the States will con-
duct special elections as expeditiously
as possible. The two cochairmen of the
bipartisan working group, the gen-
tleman from California and the gen-
tleman from Texas, introduced the
measure currently before us. H. Res.
559 was referred to the committee
which has jurisdiction over congres-
sional elections, the Committee on
House Administration.

Mr. Speaker, article 1, section 2 of
the Constitution provides: “The House
of Representatives shall be composed
of Members chosen every second year
by people of the several States.”

That is, of course, the only way to
become a Member of this body. That
requirement of popular election may be
unusual in a leglislative body, because
most legislatures can have appointed
Members, at least for a time.

A variety of distinguished former
Members of the House and scholarly
observers of the Congress have pro-
posed other ideas, ranging from filling
vacancies through gubernatorial ap-
pointment to choosing replacement
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Members from lists submitted in ad-
vance by sitting Members. Without dis-
cussing the merits of either of these
ideas, it suffices to say that they are
clearly unconstitutional.

0O 1215

It would require a constitutional
amendment to fill a House seat in any
manner other than by direct election.
The resolution before us today is in-
tended to facilitate the use of the ex-
isting constitutional framework. We
must make the special election process
work better, and work faster.

H. Res. 559 would request the States
to re-examine their laws governing the
conduct of special elections to the
House. It does not require them to do
so. It does not force them to change
their laws, but it is intended to remind
them of the potential disadvantages of
their failure to do so—the loss of rep-
resentation in the House for an ex-
tended period of time in the event of a
future national catastrophe.

Special elections to the House are
normally conducted pursuant to provi-
sions of State law and regulations. We
have not made uniform statutory re-
quirements for special elections, pre-
ferring to leave it to the States to
choose methods which reflect their
unique politics and culture. One size
does not necessarily fit all.

However, the preamble of H. Res. 559
notes the ultimate constitutional au-
thority of the Congress over the con-
duct of all congressional elections. The
provisions of article 1, section 4 state
that ““ . .. the Congress may at any
time by law make or alter such regula-
tions.”

Congress does have the power to pass
a national statute governing the con-
duct of special elections. Such a stat-
ute would not be easy to draft, how-
ever, and might be opposed by States
which prefer to use their own ap-
proaches. We would like to avoid this
option, if possible, but it remains on
the table.

Congress also has the power to pass
and send to the States for ratification
a constitutional amendment providing
for some different method of filling va-
cancies. The problem with this ap-
proach is that it is extremely difficult
and time-consuming and could take
years, and there is no consensus on
which method of filling vacancies to
use in any such amendment.

While special elections are conducted
by States, this is clearly a national
problem and challenge. If enough
States fail to elect new Representa-
tives quickly, the House might find
itself controlled for a time by a much
smaller group of Members, unrepre-
sentative perhaps geographically or
ideologically of the American people.

The disruption to the legitimacy of
the Congress and to the political and
legislative process would be extraor-
dinary.

The average time for the filling of a
vacant House seat in the event of a
Member’s death, according to the Com-
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mission on Continuity in Government
of the Brookings Institution and the
American Enterprise Institute, is ap-
proximately 1256 days. In my own case,
having been elected to the House in a
special election in 1981, it was 89 days.
In some States the process of replacing
a deceased or resigned Member can
take as long as 6 months.

In the event of a catastrophe result-
ing in the deaths of many Members of
House, it will be essential to replenish
this body as soon as practicable to en-
sure that the House remains a body
representative of, and responsive to,
the American people. We simply can-
not wait for States to react using ex-
isting laws which have not been seri-
ously examined in decades, and which,
of course, were never intended to be
used in a time of emergency. The result
of such laws will be that some States
will remain unrepresented as the
House, the Senate, the President, and
the country take necessary actions to
respond to, and to move beyond, such a
future crisis.

So, Mr. Speaker, it is clearly in the
interest of the States to ensure their
full and continued representation as
quickly as possible, just as it is in the
interest of the House to move as quick-
ly as possible back to a full com-
plement of Members deliberating once
again with the broadest possible range
of views.

| believe that it would be appropriate for the
committee with jurisdiction over congressional
elections, the House Administration Com-
mittee, to hold hearings on this subject during
the next Congress.

We can then evaluate any actions taken by
the States in response to the 9/11 crisis, and
to this resolution, and get a broader picture of
the actual mechanics involved in conducting
such elections.

We need to remind ourselves that, in the
event special elections occur in large num-
bers, whether under current laws or new ones,
that they may not be occurring under ideal cir-
cumstances at some future time.

There may be problems printing the ballots,
setting up the polls, or completing many other
steps incident to the proper conduct of an
election which are complicated enough during
normal times, as we have seen yet again re-
cently in the state of Florida.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution sounds an
alarm to the States that they have a pivotal
role to play in ensuring the stability of our con-
stitutional system. | urge all Members to sup-
port it, and all States to respond favorably to
it.

I congratulate the gentleman from
California (Mr. Cox) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FrROST) for their lead-
ership on this issue. I believe that the
States will be responsive and will come
up with ideas that hopefully will ac-
complish the objective of ensuring that
in the event of a catastrophe we can re-
place Members of the House lost in
such a catastrophe so that the people’s
business can be done in this, the peo-
ple’s House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time, and I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
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FROST) may control the remainder of
the time allotted to me, and that he
may yield time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

There was no objection.

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

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

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, because as
I turned around, I saw the gentleman
from Washington State (Mr. BAIRD),
and it was an oversight that I did not
mention his extraordinary leadership
in bringing this matter to not only the
attention of all the Members and press-
ing for attention of this matter, but
also to the country. And I want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD) for his singular
focus on this critical issue.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
for raising the point, because it is a
good one. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD)
for his foresight and quick action on
this problem as well.

It is appropriate at the outset of this
discussion to explain to our colleagues
why our thanks are in order for the
hard work that is being done, because
the hard work is being done behind
closed doors for good reason. This is a
grizzly topic, number one. Nobody likes
to think about the destruction of the
Capitol and the loss of hundreds of
Members of Congress, Senators and
Representatives, in some horrible ca-
tastrophe. Second, the work is very de-
tailed, involved, legalistic and con-
sequential. So a good job has to be
done, a careful job has to be done, a
thoughtful job has to be done, but
there is not much profit in laying it
out before the House every day.

We are necessarily here on the floor
today because we are going to ask in
the most formal way that we possess,
through a resolution of this body, the
cooperation of the States in this effort.
We are made up of elected Representa-
tives from States whose election laws
interweave with our own Federal rules
for eligibility and service in the United
States House of Representatives. Some
of the rules and procedures are House
rules and are Federal rules. Some of
them are State rules. In particular, the
rules governing elections within the
several States under our constitutional
system are State rules.

The resolution we are bringing for-
ward today respects that aspect of our
federalism, but urgently asks every
Governor and every State legislator to
examine their election laws and amend
them with a view toward solving a very
serious problem that we have in the
House, and that is if many Members
are killed, there is no quick way to re-
constitute the Congress of the United
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States. A special election is required.
Only election under our Constitution is
prescribed as the means of filling a va-
cancy, and as a result, where the Sen-
ate can have its Members appointed by
Governors, replacement Members, and
be reconstituted, there would be no
House, no functioning House, perhaps
no majority, no quorum and thus no
Senate, because we are a bicameral
body, and they could produce no legis-
lation on their own, thus no legislative
branch in time of urgent crisis by defi-
nition in the United States.

When after an attack on our Nation,
the Commander in Chief, whoever that
might be, because the attack might
kill simultaneously the President, Vice
President, Secretary of State perhaps,
as well as the Speaker of the House,
who is third in line, we do not even
know who the President would be in
that circumstance. So the operation of
our legislative check and balance
against executive power would be of
vital importance. We might lack it.
And something as workaday and ordi-
nary and mechanical in procedure,
therefore, as the State election laws
becomes of vital importance, and we
are asking in this resolution for the
States to address that problem.

This is one and only one of several
issues that have arisen as a result of a
study by the working group established
by the Speaker of House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT);
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GEPHARDT), the Democratic leader, the
minority leader. Both Speaker
HASTERT and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT) have shown ex-
traordinary leadership by putting to-
gether a high-level leadership task
force that has as its contributors not
only the chairman and the ranking
member of the House Committee on
Rules, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FROST), who is also the chairman of the
Democratic Caucus, my cochairman of
this working group; but also, as we
have seen, the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on House
Administration, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), who were just
here on the floor; and also the chair-
man and ranking member of the House
Committee on the Judiciary and the
Subcommittee on the Constitution,
which is very involved in these issues.

The members of the working group
include, besides myself and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER); the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT), who is the subcommittee
chairman on the Committee on the Ju-
diciary responsible for the Constitu-
tion; the gentleman from New York
(Mr. NADLER), the ranking member on
that subcommittee; the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY); and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER);
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BAIRD), to whom we just referred for
his efforts; the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. VITTER), who is the chair-
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man of the policy subcommittee on re-
form; the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE); and the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

Throughout several months and near-
ly a score of meetings, we have covered
the waterfront on these issues.

I will return to further discussion on
the specifics of this resolution, but I
have several speakers on our side who
wish to be recognized.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR).

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

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from California (Mr. Cox) for
yielding me this time, and I congratu-
late him and the gentleman from Texas
and others who bring this very impor-
tant bill forward.

Ours is the oldest written Constitu-
tion in the world. The Founding Fa-
thers with great wisdom crafted a gov-
ernment of enduring stability, with the
flexibility to survive the shocks and
strains of 226 years. It would have been
impossible for them to foresee the
events of last September with pas-
senger jets full of fuel smashing into
skyscrapers. It was simply impossible
in their day for so much to be de-
stroyed by so few so quickly. And so
the prospect of a large number of seats
in the House of Representatives becom-
ing simultaneously vacant was prob-
ably not one they entertained.

And yet in their wisdom the Found-
ers provided us with all we need to con-
front such a possibility. Article 1, sec-
tion 4 of the Constitution gives the
States the power to govern the times,
place, and manner of holding elections
for the House. This recognizes the ap-
propriateness of the people deciding
through their State governments how
best to choose the representatives in
this House. However, the Constitution
also allows Congress at any time by
law to make or alter such regulations
except as to the place of choosing Sen-
ators. This recognizes the right of Con-
gress to ensure that the States live up
to their responsibility to ensure that
their citizens are represented in the
Federal Government.

This resolution is in perfect keeping
with the Constitution and the Found-
ers’ intent. It preserves the rights of
the States to determine their own in-
terests in determining procedures for
electing representatives. It also re-
minds the States that this House will
continue to take an interest in ensur-
ing that these procedures are sufficient
to ensure the survival of this body and
the welfare of our Republic in the
event of a major attack on the Capitol.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER).

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
resolution sponsored by my friends and
colleagues, the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia (Mr. CoX) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST) which ex-
presses a sense of the U.S. House of
Representatives that all 50 States
should examine their laws governing
special elections to fill vacancies in the
House with an eye toward developing
expedited procedures for such elections
in the case of such a catastrophe.

Mr. Speaker, the United States of
America learned many lessons about
need for enhanced homeland security
from the tragic events of September 11,
2001. Given that it is widely believed
that the United Airlines Flight 93 was
headed for the U.S. Capitol that Tues-
day morning, we can only imagine the
damage that would have been done to
the legislative branch of our Federal
Government but for the truly remark-
able bravery of Flight 93’s passengers.

Their heroic actions have, however,
given us a chance to make contingency
plans for the future. In the case of an-
other attempt to disrupt or destroy our
democratic system of government, we
should be prepared, and that is why a
prompt and overwhelming passage of
H. Res. 559 is so important today. The
U.S. House of Representatives is urging
the States to take whatever steps they
deem appropriate to modify, change, or
update their laws governing special
elections to fill vacancies in the House
such that a catastrophic event would
not unduly hinder the ability of the
U.S. Congress to conduct its business
in the future.

I am pleased to serve as the Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology and the House of the Committee
on Rules. Among the matters under my
subcommittee’s jurisdiction are the
rules of the House.
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As has been noted by some, the House
rules do not speak to how this institu-
tion would conduct its business in the
event of a catastrophic disaster, and
that is an issue that I fully expect we
will explore in the 108th Congress next
year.

In the meantime, I know that my
colleagues, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoxX) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), are currently
chairing a commission of distinguished
individuals, including former House
Speakers Gingrich and Foley, who are
looking into this matter in greater de-
tail with the hope of bringing forward
other recommendations for how best to
deal with the myriad of questions in-
volving ensuring the continuity of Con-
gress. In this respect, I look forward to
working closely with the Cox-Frost
Commission and other Members of the
House on both sides of the aisle in the
next congressional session. Nothing
less than the future stability of the
U.S. Congress, the Federal Govern-
ment’s legislative branch, and the rule
of law are at stake.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I urge my
colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume. I think it
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is important to add to the list of people
whom it is necessary to thank for their
efforts on this thus far: the Parliamen-
tarian and his office and his staff,
Charles Johnson, who has contributed
extraordinary expertise and hard work
on this initiative; also, the American
Enterprise Institute and the Brookings
Institution who, in addition to their
scholarly studies on these subjects,
have convened a commission on the
continuity of government, which has
been an extraordinary resource to this
Congress.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, over the
past several months, Democrats and
Republicans on the Bipartisan Working
Group on the Continuity of Congress
have worked together to think the un-
thinkable: to consider how Congress
would function in the aftermath of a
terrorist attack.

This is not an idle question, Mr.
Speaker.

September 11 made clear once and for
all just how wvulnerable the U.S. Con-
gress is to such an attack. For the past
year, many of us in Washington have
believed that if not for the courage of
the passengers of United Flight 93, the
fourth hijacked plane may well have
hit the U.S. Capitol. Well, just weeks
ago, our suspicions may have been con-
firmed by an al-Jazeera interview with
the man suspected to be the twentieth
September 11 hijacker, who said that
Flight 93 was indeed headed for the
Capitol, code-named ‘‘The Faculty of
Law.”

Obviously, Mr. Speaker, if Flight 93
had reached the Capitol on September
11, countless lives would have been
lost. Additionally, the legislative
branch of the United States Congress
would have been crippled.

This is a very dangerous possibility,
Mr. Speaker; and I am glad the Com-
mittee on House Administration, the
Capitol Police, and others have worked
so hard since September 11 to increase
the security of all of the staff and
Members who work here in the Capitol
complex.

But the Congress is the branch of
government closest to the people; and
all of us, I believe, want it to remain as
open as possible. For that reason, the
Congress will always be somewhat vul-
nerable to those who might wish to
strike at the United States through the
Capitol, the symbol and the seat of our
democracy.

That means that we have to prepare
for what used to be unthinkable and we
have to answer the question, How
would the House function in the after-
math of such an attack?

Personally, Mr. Speaker, I believe
that it would be critical for the Amer-
ican public to have secure representa-
tion in Congress in a time of national
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emergency. But this is a weighty mat-
ter, one that gets to the heart of rep-
resentative democracy in this country.
On the one hand, we want to ensure the
stability of the legislative branch in
the aftermath of a catastrophe. On the
other hand, we all understand the im-
portance of preserving the unique func-
tion of the House of Representatives
that it has served in the American sys-
tem of government for more than 200
years.

This bipartisan working group was
formed to study the very important,
very complicated, and very difficult se-
ries of questions raised by this situa-
tion.

We have benefited, and are still en-
joying, the tremendous expertise of all
of the members who have participated.
We have received tremendous assist-
ance from the committees of jurisdic-
tion and their staff; and as the gen-
tleman from California (Chairman Cox)
mentioned, I want to personally recog-
nize the Parliamentarian, Charlie
Johnson, as well as his staff. After
serving on the House Committee on
Rules for more than 20 years, I have
known for a long time what fine profes-
sionals they are.

This process could have never started
without the support of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), the Speak-
er of the House, and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), our
Democratic leader. Most importantly,
Mr. Speaker, I want to recognize my
colleagues on the working group, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY), and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CHABOT), as well as the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER), and the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE), the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD), the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN), and the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). Of course, the
gentleman from California (Mr. CoOX)
and his staff have been a pleasure to
work with on this project.

Mr. Speaker, the working group is
examining proposed changes to the
House Rules regarding quorum require-
ments and succession of House officers,
amendments to the Presidential Suc-
cession Act of 1947, and constitutional
amendments. But our primary goal has
been to examine the law to ensure that
Congress can function in the event of
an attack or a catastrophe.

That is what House Resolution 559
addresses today. It encourages the
States to examine their existing stat-
utes, practices, and procedures gov-
erning special elections; and it urges
Governors and State representatives to
amend their election laws so that in
the event of a catastrophe, vacancies in
the House of Representatives could be
filled in a timely fashion.

As we can see, Mr. Speaker, this is an
ongoing process, and the resolution on
the floor today does not solve all of the
problems we face; but it takes a sen-
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sible, bipartisan step toward addressing
one of them. So I urge my colleagues to
join the bipartisan working group and
passing it overwhelmingly.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BAIRD), the Member of the House who
really first raised this issue.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
good friend and colleague, and I want
to thank also the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoXx) for his outstanding
leadership. In the time I have been
privileged to serve here, I have never
had such great satisfaction from work-
ing with a group of talented, bright,
dedicated individuals. The Parliamen-
tarian, the staff of the Committee on
the Judiciary have been outstanding.
Hopefully, we will never need this leg-
islation; but if it is ever needed, it may
be one of the most important things we
will ever do in our lifetime and during
our service to this Congress.

This is a start. This is an effort to
say to the States that you too need to
think about what we have come to
have to face on a daily basis, almost:
the prospect that some terrorist orga-
nization could strike suddenly, without
warning, and eliminate this body that
we hold so dear; and we must have
preparations to replace us in the event
that that should happen.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), as
well as the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) and the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER), for their valu-
able and invaluable contributions to
this process.

Mr. Speaker, this is the start in
working with the States to make sure
that they have a mechanism for replac-
ing us if the time arises, but we also
have other tasks before us. We are ad-
dressing some ambiguities in the Presi-
dential succession law that are impor-
tant to close certain ambiguities there.
We are looking at the House rules, par-
ticularly what would constitute a
quorum and how this body would re-
convene in the event of a catastrophe.
We are also looking at mechanisms for
possibly replacing Members in the
short term, pending the outcome of
special elections. Every one of us in
this body holds very dear and proud the
tradition of direct elections, but we
also hold dear and proud to the prin-
ciple of election and representation by
our States in this great body, and the
principle of checks and balances on the
executive. So we are working on a host
of fronts.

A year or so ago, my father passed
away. Before he died, he sat my sister
and brother and I down and walked
through all of his files. He said, Son
and daughter, when I die, this is what
you need to know about, how to carry
on the finances, how to deal with my
estate, et cetera. Because of his fore-
thought, his death, regardless of how
tremendously painful it was, was nev-
ertheless handled in a manner that al-
lowed us to go on, taking care of his af-
fairs responsibly and in an efficient
manner.
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We owe it to this Nation to show no
less forethought. We owe it to this Na-
tion to make sure that if something
horrific happens to us, the business of
this great Republic will carry on, unin-
terrupted, unimpeded. We need to tell
our adversaries that even if they de-
stroy us and kill every one of us, oth-
ers will rise up, carry that torch of lib-
erty forward, and the Republic will
stand and will persevere.

Mr. Speaker, I thank again the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CoX) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
for their leadership.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Cox-Frost Continuity of
Congress Working Group and an origi-
nal cosponsor of this legislation, I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
House Resolution 559 to address prob-
lems with our method of filling vacan-
cies in the House of Representatives.

The Constitution declares that Mem-
bers of the House must be popularly
elected. However, the specter of ter-
rorism, notably, reports that the Cap-
itol was a targeted Capitol on Sep-
tember 11, reminds us that mass cas-
ualties in Washington or elsewhere
could have a detrimental effect on the
representative nature of the House and
its ability to fulfill its duties. As a
former Secretary of State, I know that
States have vastly different methods
and time lines for filling vacant House
seats, which could pose a serious prob-
lem in the event of a catastrophe. For
example, Rhode Island general laws
state simply: ‘“The Governor shall im-
mediately issue a writ of election or-
dering a new election as early as pos-
sible.” Today’s resolution would ad-
dress such problems by encouraging
States to review their special elections
procedures to fill House vacancies as
expeditiously as possible.

This resolution is the first rec-
ommendation of the Continuity of Con-
gress Working Group, which has been
tackling the complicated issues of how
government would function in the
wake of a catastrophe. I would like to
thank my good friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BAIRD), who has helped raise the profile
and understanding of these complex
problems while leading the effort to
find solutions. I also commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Cox) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
for devoting so much of their time and
effort to this topic and making it a pri-
ority for Congress.

Another area I feel worthy of discus-
sion is the ability of Congress to com-
municate and possibly even conduct
legislative operations remotely in the
event of a major disruption. The Com-
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mittee on House Administration has
held hearings on the feasibility of es-
tablishing an e-Congress for emergency
situations, and I have introduced legis-
lation to study this matter. At this
time I would like to commend and rec-
ognize the efforts of the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on House
Administration, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY), and also my colleague,
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), for their
outstanding efforts and leadership on
this issue.

While several of my colleagues have
expressed discomfort with this and
other related topics, it is our duty to
prepare the legislative branch for any
kind of disaster. We must never allow
the people’s business to be interrupted.

Today’s resolution is an important
first step in addressing complex ques-
tions about our government’s ability to
function in the age of terrorism, and I
encourage my colleagues to support
this legislation.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. SNYDER).

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I heard a
commentator make the statement that
somehow Congress is dragging their
feet on these issues because we cannot
face the possibility of our own demise.
I do not agree with that statement at
all. T think that Members of Congress
are very much aware of the potential
risks and threats out there, but that it
is a complicated topic. One of the com-
plications is that we work in a Federal
system with both State responsibilities
and Federal responsibilities.

To me, the number one issue is how
in all of this do we protect the essence
of democracy; and to me, the essence of
democracy is the right of a free people
to be governed, to be governed by those
whom they elect and have the right to
vote on. We summarize that by calling
this ‘“The People’s House,” and I do not
think in any way should we be sup-
portive of any kind of constitutional
amendment that would turn the peo-
ple’s House into the ‘‘Appointeds’
House.” That would be a very tragic
outcome to September 11.

The Federal issue here is that elec-
tions are State responsibilities, and we
know that there is a tremendous
amount of variety from State to State
and also that there is too much time in
an emergency situation in some, in a
lot, of the State laws. Patsy Mink has
been referred to, our colleague who
tragically passed away over the week-
end; and it is my understanding that it
may take three special elections to fi-
nally replace her. Also, Oregon does
their elections by mail, and every
State deals with the issue of absentee
ballots overseas and locally differently.
There is a lot of complexity to this.

Our message to the States today is
please look at your election laws and
figure out a way that you can be re-
sponsive should this terrible tragedy
occur.

To me, there are two scenarios that
States ought to look at. The first one
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is what has been talked about today by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CoxX) and others: What if we had a mas-
sive loss of life of Members of the U.S.
House here? That is what has driven
this issue. But there also is a second
issue that States ought to look at. In
Arkansas, we have four House Members
and two Senators, and it is not uncom-
mon for us to be all in the same place
or on the same plane. States ought to
look at what should happen if an indi-
vidual State lost its entire congres-
sional delegation, should that trigger
some Kkind of expedited special elec-
tions process. These are not easy ques-
tions; they are complicated questions.
But they fall under the area of State
responsibility, and the resolution
today is sending a message to the
States that we will be glad to work
with you and hope that you will work
on these very important issues of expe-
diting special elections at a time of
massive loss of life in the U.S. House.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Policy and Election
Reform.
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Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, as a Mem-
ber of the Working Group on Con-
tinuity of Congress, I rise in strong
support of this resolution. As has been
said, it is a simple, straightforward, bi-
partisan, but very important measure
to urge all of the States, with the ut-
most seriousness and focus, to look at
their election laws and ensure that spe-
cial elections would happen as expedi-
tiously as possible, particularly in the
event of a disaster that killed many
House Members at once.

Of course, this resolution today high-
lights one of the many issues that our
working group has been focused on,
and, in fact, the central one, which is
how do we replenish the House of Rep-
resentatives quickly in such a horrible
catastrophe.

As has been said, the U.S. Constitu-
tion is very clear: House vacancies can
only be filled, under the present con-
stitutional terms, by an election.
Sometimes, as has also been said, in
different States where State law ap-
plies, that can take a very long time,
maybe up to 6 months; so we want all
of the State legislatures, all of the
Governors, to look at their State law
very clearly, in a very focused way, and
move as quickly as possible to make
sure their State law makes that hap-
pen as quickly as possible, particularly
in the event of mass deaths.

In considering this, I ask all of my
colleagues and, in fact, all of the State
legislators and Governors around the
country to think of all of the work we
had to do, and I believe we did do, after
September 11: The Committee on the
Judiciary moved to protect us here and
abroad; the Committee on Appropria-
tions addressed critical emergency
funding; the Committee on Armed
Services examined our military re-
sponse.
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All of that was actually done in a
matter of just a couple of weeks begin-
ning with September 11. Nearly every
House committee did significant work
on the war that was at its infancy plan-
ning stage then, or homeland security,
or related issues.

If we also remember Flight 93 downed
in Pennsylvania, brought about by
brave passengers, all of that work may
have only been possible because of
their bravery and the luxury we were
afforded by not having an attack on
the Capitol.

Of course, all of us hope there is
never a next time. All of us pray that
there will not be a next time. But if
there is, we may not be so lucky; so all
of that work we did in the very few
weeks after September 11, and the spec-
ter of Flight 93, makes it clear why we
need to think about this issue, and why
State legislatures need to act to make
sure that the House is replenished as
quickly as possible.

In closing, I want to say that this is
a very important step, but I hope it is
a first step, because our working group
is thinking about other key issues,
quorum issues, incapacity issues, that
can be dealt with under rules. These
issues are very significant, which I be-
lieve can be addressed under our House
rules. There are Presidential succes-
sion issues, which are significant and
related to this, which could clearly be
addressed under statute.

And, yes, although it would be very
difficult politically, I also think we
need to debate and think -carefully
about proposed constitutional amend-
ments.

So I think this is a very important,
very responsible step, but I am hopeful
it will be a first step. I know the work-
ing group is continuing its work in a
very focused, careful way.

I want to particularly thank the
chairman of that, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Cox), and also the co-
chairman, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FrROST), for all of their work; the
other Members of the working group;
the House Parliamentarians; the CRS
researchers; other staff who have given
us invaluable information in our delib-
erations.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge all of
our colleagues to vote for this resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Louisiana makes a fine point in com-
mending the Congressional Research
Service, and I was remiss in not men-
tioning this earlier. Walter Oleszek and
others from CRS have been an enor-
mous and very, very professional re-
source for us in our work.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD).

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I neglected
to mention two people who were tre-
mendously helpful: the Pierce County
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auditor Cathy Pearsall-Stipek, and the
Cowlitz County auditor Chris
Swanstron. These folks helped us un-
derstand that even in optimal cir-
cumstances, a special election would
probably take at least 60 days, or more
like 90.

In Washington State, for example, we
mail our ballots out 3 weeks before the
election. If we are going to get an elec-
tion done in 2 months, we have essen-
tially got about a week to run for of-
fice, and then the ballots would have to
be printed, distributed, counted, there
would be one more week to run for of-
fice after the primary, and then we
would have to have the special elec-
tion.

I want to follow up on something my
colleague, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana, said. He has offered such great,
thoughtful insights to this. This is a
first step, but we need to make sure, I
believe, that there is a mechanism for
quick replacement in some fashion to
occupy the position in the House of
Representatives and get the body’s
work done in the interim while these
special elections are conducted. We
simply cannot say that there will be no
House of Representatives for the period
of 60 days or more while special elec-
tions take place.

Declarations of war, appropriations
of funds, approval of Vice-Presidential
nominees, election of the Speaker of
the House and a host of other tasks
must be accomplished, and we must
have the representation of the States
in that process, and we must have the
constitutional checks and balances
which are so critical.

In a time of catastrophe, it is indeed,
I believe, likely that the Presidential
position would be occupied by a Cabi-
net member who was never elected;
which is fine, that is under the Succes-
sion Act, and we accept that; but for an
unelected Cabinet member to serve as
the President of the United States with
no checks and balances by the legisla-
tive branch as represented through the
House of Representatives I believe im-
perils a fundamental principle of the
Constitution.

So while I absolutely and unequivo-
cally urge strong sponsoring of this
legislation and recognize its impor-
tance, it is indeed a first step, and we
must move forward, as the working
group will do, and as I hope and trust
all my colleagues will do, to consider
further mechanisms to make sure this
great body and the Constitution it rep-
resents will continue to function.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I want to commend my colleagues,
particularly the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoxX) and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), for
their leadership on this very important
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issue. I strongly urge all of my col-
leagues to support House Resolution
559.

In the event of an emergency that
leaves large numbers of seats of the
House vacant, the House of Representa-
tives will have lost much of its rep-
resentative character. There are, how-
ever, statutory solutions to this prob-
lem. The Constitution leaves it to the
States in the first instance to enact
such solutions.

Article 1, section 1, clause 1 of the
United States Constitution states that:
“The Times, Places, and Manner of
holding Elections for Senators and
Representatives shall be prescribed in
each State by the Legislature thereof;
but the Congress may at any time by
Law make or alter such Regulations.

While Congress has the constitu-
tional authority to make or alter State
special election laws, Congress extends
great deference to State solutions to
the problem of vacant House seats in
times of emergency. This congressional
deference to State action is codified in
2 U.S.C. Section 8, which provides that
“The time for holding elections in any
State, District, or Territory for a Rep-
resentative or Delegate to fill a va-
cancy, whether such vacancy is caused
by a failure to elect at the time pre-
scribed by law, or by the death, res-
ignation, or incapacity of a person
elected, may be prescribed by the laws
of the several States and Territories
respectively.”

Article 1, section 2, clause 4 of the
Constitution further provides that
“When vacancies happen in the Rep-
resentation from any State, the Execu-
tive Authority thereof (the Governor)
shall issue Writs of Election to fill such
vacancies,” and such elections will be
held in accordance with the State law,
absent congressional action otherwise.

This resolution constitutes congres-
sional due diligence by putting the
States on formal notice that it is with-
in their constitutional power, and also
their constitutional duty, to revise
State laws to allow for the conducting
of expedited special elections in cases
of emergency in which the seats of dis-
trict representation are suddenly left
vacant, and constituents are suddenly
left without a voice in the House of
Representatives.

The uninterrupted House tradition is
that only duly elected representatives
should have the final say in legislation
passed by the House. This resolution
expresses Congress’s strong support for
States’ efforts to strengthen that tra-
dition by providing for the filling of va-
cant House seats quickly, fairly, and
efficiently in emergency cir-
cumstances.

I urge strong bipartisan passage of
this common-sense resolution.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I urge
adoption of the resolution. I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, what we have heard
thus far this afternoon should be very
sobering to all of us. We are asking the
States in this resolution to join in a
thorough examination of their role,
what they can do to help us with these
problems.

But the problems are manifold. It is
not simply a question of solving the
special election problem, it is not sim-
ply a question of solving the Presi-
dential succession problem; we have
other equally serious problems, and, in
combination, they multiply into vir-
tual paralysis of our government at a
time when we would need our govern-
ment to be functioning at its peak effi-
ciency: a time of crisis.

Mr. Speaker, we are here, of course,
because of September 11. In working
with my colleagues and our expert staff
in this working group over several
months, we have all been heartened to
draw upon such a long and rich tradi-
tion in our Congress, in our democracy.
There is barely a question that can
come before us about the governance of
this House or about the election of
Members or about the relationship of
the States to the Federal Government
that has not been considered in other
contexts; so we are not without prece-
dent, far from it.

Yet there is something unprece-
dented to what we are doing here. Were
it not for September 11, I do not think
any of us doubts we would not be here
today, because on September 11 we
were forced to confront a different kind
of danger, qualitatively different, and
we hope not quantitatively different
than what we have seen thus far: a dis-
astrous, horrible, apocalyptic future in
which the unthinkable becomes re-
ality.

None of us here wishes that ever to
occur. We are taking every national se-
curity step elsewhere, separate from
this measure, to stave that off, to
avoid it, to make our world and the
rest of the world safe. But if these
things happen, if loose nukes become a
threat to our domestic security, if
chemical warfare or the spread of bio-
logical toxins become our future, and if
these attacks are directed against the
Capitol, then we simply have to imag-
ine that contingency. So that is what
the gentleman from Texas (Chairman
FrosT) and I and our working group
have been focused upon.

The fact that, according to al-
Jazeera Television, we now know that
Flight 93 was directed towards the
United States Capitol makes this all
too real. Had Flight 93 hit the Capitol,
many Members of Congress, we do not
know how many, would have been
killed. Had a joint session been at-
tacked, the worst case, we can imagine
not only a heavy toll, a nearly com-
plete toll among Members of the House
and Senate, but also the executive
branch, including the President and
the Vice President.

The remaining Members of the House
of Representatives would have had to
try to muster a quorum. If none of
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them objected on the ground that a
quorum was not present, then even 10
Members could have kept the House
going. If, on the other hand, someone
objected, then there would have to be
somehow a quorum.
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And a quorum of 435 Members being
218, if more Members than that were
killed or injured and unable to function
in the attack, then Congress itself
would be unable to function and unable
to get a quorum. We are working in
this working group on rules changes to
address this, but ultimately we have
got to have Members of Congress back
in this body, real live Members. Be-
cause even if we can, through changing
the rules or through unanimous con-
sent of those remaining 10 Members,
get those 10 Members to function as
the House of Representatives, who
would not question the legitimacy of
Congress in those circumstances? In-
deed, there might be court challenges.

If the President of the United States,
no longer the President that we elected
but some replacement under the Presi-
dential Succession Act is now acting in
the teeth of an attack on our Nation so
severe that the Congress itself has been
wasted in that attack, is that not the
time when the Ilegislative branch
should be operating in full force as a
check against excess of executive
power because the Nation itself would
be tempted at that point to all manner
of revenge, some of it perhaps not cool-
headed, not wise, not in our national
security interest? The checks and bal-
ances system itself would not be func-
tioning.

As has been mentioned several times,
because of the historical evolution of
United States Senate from an ap-
pointed body originally in the Con-
stitution, members were not elected in
the Senate, and then subsequently by
Constitutional amendment, we got di-
rect election of Senators. Still a ves-
tige of that earlier appointment regime
is that vacancies in the Senate are
filled even in the 21st century by ap-
pointment, not so for the House. We
have got to have the cooperation of the
States to at least speed up special elec-
tions so that the time during which
Congress cannot function is not need-
lessly protracted.

This resolution, as has been men-
tioned, is serious. It is also very short
and to the point. It has only one pur-
pose and that is to provoke action in
the State legislatures. The resolution
is an important first step, as my col-
league, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD), has described it, to-
ward focusing the attention of the
States on what is their critical role in
replenishing the Federal legislature by
ensuring that special elections are held
as expeditiously as possible.

Article one, section four of the Con-
stitution, with which many Americans
became familiar during our last elec-
toral crisis, if we can call it that, sets
forth the authority of the States to de-
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termine the time, places and manner
for holding elections for Congress. This
creates a symbiotic relationship be-
tween the States, who the founders be-
lieved and who we still believe today
were the sovereigns in their own right;
a symbiotic relationship between the
States, on the one hand, and the Re-
public in total, on the other hand, ulti-
mately supreme over the States in all
matters encompassed by the Constitu-
tion. That is the supremacy clause.
And, of course, Congress as the institu-
tion representing that sovereignty,
that Federal sovereignty, must remain
strong and invulnerable.

Our strength is drawn from every
Member representing every State in
the Union. This is something about
which all of the Members of our work-
ing group agree. Some are focused on a
constitutional amendment to try and
ensure that we can get Members back
here from the States. Others are fo-
cused on the absolute necessity of en-
suring that the device for returning
Members from the States is some form
of election. But at essence, the very
important thing is we have Members
back here and we not have a distinct
minority abnormally representing only
portions of the country and dispropor-
tionately representing certain inter-
ests against other interests, defiling
the whole basis of our governance by
the people.

Our strength is drawn from every
Member representing every State in
the Union who daily appears in this
Chamber to conduct America’s busi-
ness on behalf of each of our States and
each of our constituents.

Our vulnerability is a result of the
independence that each of our States
has in deciding how and when it will
hold elections. So quite simply, as an
institution, we are designed as an in-
strument of the people of each State
and ultimately they, not us, control
our fate.

The proper place, of course, to dis-
cuss this and debate it is on the floor of
House; but the proper place to solve
this problem is in the legislatures of
the various States.

This is, as my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER),
said a moment ago, the people’s House.
And it is my opinion it is totally ap-
propriate for the people working
through their respective States to de-
cide how best to populate this House
with their representatives.

The founders in their profound wis-
dom in perhaps glimpsing into the fu-
ture, as they seem to have done so
many times, did not leave us without
recourse. Where the first clause of the
first paragraph of article one, section
four gives the States the power to gov-
ern every aspect of electing their Fed-
eral representatives, there is a second
clause. If Congress so decides, Congress
has the ultimate authority to take
that power away from the States. The
second clause in article one, section
four reads as follows: The Congress
may at any time by law make or alter
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such regulations, that is the regula-
tions of the States, except as to the
places of choosing Senators.

So this Congress could, as any Con-
gress before it could have, preempt
every State election law, every State
election law in the country governing
the election of Representatives either
in times of catastrophe or any other
time for that matter. But of course
just because we have the power to do
these things does not mean we should
exercise this power, and in this resolu-
tion we have chosen a different course.
We are going to the States and asking
them to act.

What we are doing today is precisely
what we ought to be doing, no more, no
less. It is the measured response that
continues to respect the rights of the
States to govern their own elections
but highlights to them their critical
role in our Federal legislature and em-
phasizes their responsibility to ensure
that their representation in Congress is
never long diminished. It is, after all,
in the best interest of each State to en-
sure that it can quickly replenish its
congressional delegation, lest it be left
out, unrepresented during what could
be one of the most crucial moments in
our Nation’s history.

Therefore, we should, before we do
anything more, give the States the op-
portunity to act in their best interest
and in a way that suits each State’s
own unique needs, and that is precisely
what this resolution does.

Our working group has also been ex-
amining possible amendments to the
Presidential Succession Act of 1947 be-
cause the Speaker of the House stands
third in line to the Presidency; and any
attack on this body that decimates it,
that deprives of it of Members, could
take away the Speaker as well, indeed,
take away other potential successor
Speakers. We want to be sure that the
line of Presidential succession is clear
and uninterrupted.

Virtually ever proposed solution to
every issue the working group has ad-
dressed, including this one over the
past four months, whether it be a
change in the rules of the House, pass-
ing a new law, amending an old one, or
changing our Constitution by altering
its language, presents very serious
legal issues requiring careful thought
and deliberation.

We are not the first to grapple with
these issues. The very first Congress,
meeting at the site where Federal Hall
in New York stands today and where
this Congress gathered just a few
weeks ago, grappled with the issue of
Presidential succession. One can hardly
image a Congress more in touch with
the sentiments and intentions of the
founders than that very first Congress;
and one can hardly imagine a govern-
ment more tentative and fragile and in
need of the stability a well-defined and
certain line of Presidential succession
would provide. Yet the first Congress
was unable to agree on a Presidential
succession law, and they went without
one.
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It was left to the second Congress to
finally pass the first Presidential Suc-
cession Act in 1792. This act stated that
in the event of a vacancy in the office
of President and Vice President, suc-
cession will pass first to the President
pro tem of the Senate and second to
the Speaker of the House.

The act has been amended in all of
the years intervening since 1792 only
twice since then: first following the as-
sassination of President James Gar-
field in 1881 and the death of Vice
President Thomas Hendrix in 1886,
when concerns were raised because at
the time of their deaths Congress had
not yet convened, leaving the office of
President pro tem and Speaker of the
House vacant. As a result, in 1886 Con-
gress removed the Speaker and the
President pro tem from the line of
Presidential succession.

Fast forward to 1945. President Tru-
man urged Congress to restore the
Speaker and President pro tem to the
line of Presidential succession. Two
years later in 1947, Congress did so.
This time putting the Speaker first and
then the President pro tem of the Sen-
ate second. This brief history dem-
onstrates the time and deliberation
that have gone into the very few
changes that have been made to our
Presidential succession laws since the
inception of the Republic. Therefore,
those of us on this working group
tasked with finding a solution to these
problems of congressional continuity,
of the line of Presidential succession
should take comfort in a history where
thoughtful deliberations has been the
rule, not the exception.

Mr. Speaker, it is exactly that kind
of deliberation, thoughtful and meas-
ured, that has gone into the proposals
that the working group has put forward
to the Committee on the Judiciary on
statutory changes, for example, to the
Presidential Succession Act, put for-
ward to the Committee on Rules,
changes to our quorum requirements in
the manner of recognizing the death of
a Member, particularly when mass
death occurs, and on this question of
the special election of Members after a
death of a Member.

This resolution is the first step to-
wards ensuring that this body will en-
dure no matter what, no matter what
our enemies do to us. I encourage every
Member to join the 11 Members of the
bipartisan working group in supporting
this resolution, this important first
step to ensuring the continuity of this
great institution.

Mr. Speaker, I want to conclude by
thanking in particular the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST) and his superb
staff for the time, energy and effort
they have put into these matters. We
have much work ahead of us. We can-
not congratulate ourselves too much
for work half done, but we will be after
this year and next year. And as I men-
tioned, given this long history, we can-
not be concerned that we are not mov-
ing too precipitously fast. We are mov-
ing very fast, I think. We have gotten
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a lot done, but we will have sometime
before us. So I look forward toward to
working further with the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST).

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Members
who have spoken on this very impor-
tant topic today. I apologize to those
who were concerned with raising such
grizzly topics. Now, Mr. Speaker, I
hope we can put ourselves and our
minds back to other workday matters
more important to we, the living, than
this horrible-to-contemplate future
contingency. I urge the adoption of
this resolution by all the Members of
this House, and I urge action of the
States in furtherance of this resolu-
tion, Mr. Speaker.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Thursday, September 26, 2002, the reso-
lution is considered read for amend-
ment and the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. 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.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on H.
Res. 559.

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

There was no objection.

———

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 329, HELP AMERICA
VOTE ACT OF 2001

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
offer a motion to instruct conferees on
the Help America Vote Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. MEEK of Florida moves that the man-
agers on the part of the House at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the Senate amendments to the bill
H.R. 3295 be instructed to take such actions
as may be appropriate—

(1) to convene a public meeting of the man-
agers on the part of the House and the man-
agers on the part of the Senate; and

(2) to ensure that a conference report is
filed on the bill prior to October 4, 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from

The
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Florida (Mrs. MEEK) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY) each will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this motion instructs
the conferees on H.R. 3295, the election
reform legislation, to complete their
work and file a conference report prior
to October 4, 2002. I speak with a sense
of urgency, Mr. Speaker. It has been al-
most 2 years since the 2000 Presidential
election, an election that created a cri-
sis of confidence in our Nation’s elec-
tion system. Last month we had a pri-
mary election in Florida that rein-
forced the need for immediate action
on election reform, as it confirmed
that many problems that plagued the
2000 Presidential election in Florida
are continuing, Mr. Speaker.
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Mr. Speaker, it has been more than 9
months since the House of Representa-
tives passed the Help America Vote
Act, H.R. 3295. It has been more than 5
months since the Senate passed their
version of election reform legislation,
Senate bill 765, the Martin Luther
King, Jr., Equal Protection of Voting
Rights Act of 2002. The Senate passed
it by a vote of 99 to 1, yet the conferees
still have not completed this. There is
a sense of urgency, I repeat.

Two weeks ago I spoke on the floor
here in support of the motion to in-
struct the election reform conferees of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS) instructing the
conferees to file a conference report by
October 1, 2002. Everyone said the right
thing about the need to produce an
election reform conference report by
October 1, 2002, and yet no conference
report was filed. The clock is still tick-
ing, Mr. Speaker.

At that time, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) remarked,

I believe that the conferees, Mr. Speaker,
on the election reform bill are within sight
of an agreement that will bring critically
needed aid and assistance to improve elec-
tions in the United States, and I believe this
motion to instruct will have a positive effect
of reminding the conferees on both sides of
the aisle that reasonable negotiations are
critical to getting this conference report
done in the very near future.

The Chairman also observed,

There is much work left to be done, and I
know we are running out of time, but I be-
lieve we can meet that challenge. I look for-
ward to being on the floor in the near future
and enacting a bill with broad bipartisan
support, a bill that makes it easier to vote
and harder to cheat, a bill that would dem-
onstrate to all Americans that this Congress
can put aside partisanship and improve the
election process for all of our citizens.

Last week I returned to the floor, Mr.
Speaker, to speak in strong support of
this motion to instruct the election re-
form conferees offered by my good
friend the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON), again di-
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recting the election reform conferees
to produce a conference report before
October 1, 2002. Once again, everyone
said that the right thing at that time
was the need for the conferees to con-
clude their work, and yet, once again,
an election reform conference report
has yet to be filed.

Mr. Speaker, I know that the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the chair-
man, and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the ranking member,
and Senators DobD, MCCONNELL, SCHU-
MER, BOND, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS), the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS), the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), and
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT) have worked very hard on the
issue of election reform, and I thank
all of them for their efforts. Yet, Mr.
Speaker, as the Washington Post ob-
served in an excellent editorial yester-
day, it is long past the time for con-
ferees to work out their differences.

As the Post observed,

The negotiators see eye to eye on most as-
pects of the legislation. Both sides agree
that Federal grants should support State
election-reform efforts. They have agreed on
the size of this support: $3.5 billion over 5
yvears. They agree that Federal standards
should guarantee the basic quality of elec-
tions: There should be accurate registers of
voters in each State; voters should get a
chance to correct their votes if they mess up
their ballot first time around; there should
be access to the polls for voters with disabil-
ities. Both sides also agree that the goal of
encouraging participation in elections needs
to be balanced by vigilance against fraudu-
lent participation.

The sticking points are modest by com-
parison.

How these issues get resolved matters less
than whether they get resolved: The worst of
all outcomes is that the legislation dies for
lack of negotiating energy. A dozen States
have passed election-reform plans,
including my State of Florida,
that will be implemented only if Federal
funding is available; if these plans are left to
languish, more disputed elections lie in the
future. At a time when the Nation’s political
balance, both in the House and in the Sen-
ate, is so nearly even, the importance of ac-
curate vote counting ought to be obvious.
And at a time when voter turnout is at an
all-time low, bolstering public confidence in
the machinery of democracy is especially ur-
gent.

Mr. Speaker, the Washington Post
has it right. We need action on election
reform, and we need it now. I repeat,
we need this now. This is an urgent sit-
uation. Thus I am compelled to return
to the floor today to offer this motion
instructing the conferees to complete
their work and file a conference report
prior to October 4, 2002.

Mr. Speaker, need I say it again?
Election reform is long overdue. Wher-
ever I travel, my constituents and
many other Americans ask what is
going to be done about election reform;
what are we going to do to correct
these problems in the election system?
The confidence of the Nation is being
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certainly inhibited by the lack of elec-
tion reform. How many more election
day catastrophes, like last month’s
voting in Florida, will be required for
this Congress to get the message that
our people need a real election reform
bill, and they need it now?

Mr. Speaker, we must protect the
right to vote. Too many have sacrificed
too much to secure this right for any of
us to shrink from our responsibility to
protect it. Equal protection of voting
rights laws requires an electoral sys-
tem in which all Americans are able to
register as voters, remain on the rolls
once registered, and vote free from har-
assment. Ballots must not be mis-
leading, and, again, every vote must
count. Every voter must count equally,
and every vote must count.

I have read these newspapers over
and over again, and I have read the in-
dication that election reform conferees
have not yet been able to work out
their differences and suggesting that
election reform, therefore, may be dead
this session. Election reform should
not be dead this session. As I noted last
week, this outcome is absolutely unac-
ceptable to say that election reform is
dead for this session. We should be able
to pass a strong election reform con-
ference report and send it to the Presi-
dent for his signature before this ses-
sion ends.

Mr. Speaker, I do not question the
conferees’ good intentions. In fact, I
presume their good faith. But the time
for words has passed. It is time for ac-
tion. It is time for the conferees to act.
We need to get this conference report
done and report it out. I am here to re-
mind all of the conference members
and the conferees of the gentleman
from Ohio’s (Mr. NEY) comments that I
quoted and encourage them to act on
it.

Mr. Speaker, we must not forget the
lessons of the 2000 election and last
month’s Florida fiasco. The most fun-
damental issue facing all of us during
this Congress is restoring the public’s
faith in democracy. It appears that
many of us have forgotten that, but it
is extremely important that we keep
this in front of the American public. To
restore that faith in democracy, we
must make sure that every vote cast is
counted. None of us can rest until we
ensure that every vote counts and is
counted.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
my motion to instruct election reform
conferees to file a conference report
prior to October 4, 2002.

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

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
as much time as I may consume.

Let me just say I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman’s motion to instruct. We are
going to agree with the motion to in-
struct. In fact, I just want to present
this in the correct way. We are speak-
ing, as we are speaking, so, therefore, I
am going to have to actually yield
back the balance of my time so we can
go on and get this product done.
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I am working with our colleague the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
and the other members of the con-
ference. We need a product. We want to
have a product. We want something
that works. We do not want an issue;
none of us want that. We all want
something that is going to help the
American people.

I appreciate the gentlewoman push-
ing in the correct way on this con-
ference committee motion.

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

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time.

Let me begin by recognizing the out-
standing leadership of the gentle-
woman from Florida. I am not object-
ing. She is a close friend. She is a close
friend. I am a strong admirer. She has
had an extraordinary career in this
House, State senate, in the Legislature
of Florida and her community. The
cause of election reform has no greater
advocate. She has been motivated not
just by a conviction that it is good
public policy, but also by firsthand ex-
perience of the indignities a voter can
face.

When registration rolls are improp-
erly maintained, when provisional bal-
lots are inadequate and voting equip-
ment is so obsolete it fails to register
duly cast votes, indeed, Mr. Speaker, 1
can think of few Members of this body,
perhaps the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. BROWN) and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) come to mind,
but few Members who are as qualified
to speak on election reform in uniquely
moral, constitutional and American
terms than my friend the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mr. Speaker, in less than 4 weeks
this Nation will hold its first Federal
elections since the November 2000 deba-
cle. Mr. Speaker, I will include the bal-
ance of my remarks, but I want to say
this. I want to say it to all the Mem-
bers of this House, Mr. Speaker. We
took a historic step last year in De-
cember and passed overwhelmingly
election reform. Over 350 Members of
this body voted for that. Some 5
months, 6 months later, the United
States Senate passed a bill 99 to 1,
passed it in April. April has come and
gone. May has come and gone, June,
July, August, September. Now we are
in October. We are in a new fiscal year.

The 107th Congress is about to end,
and, Mr. Speaker, we have yet to pass
election reform. We have yet to pass
the bill that arguably had the greatest
impetus coming out of the 2000 election
of any issue in this land, and that was
ensuring that every American not only
had the right to vote, but would be fa-
cilitated in making that vote, and that
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their vote would be accurately count-
ed.

Mr. Speaker, I have had a lot of opti-
mism that we are going to pass this
bill. I continue to have optimism, but
the hour is late. This motion is abso-
lutely appropriate, and I thank the
gentlewoman from Florida for making
it. We have been working in private,
difficult sessions, tried to iron out dif-
ferences. The good news is, Mr. Speak-
er, from my perspective, we have agree-
ment on 90 percent of this bill’s major
points.

Mr. Speaker, it would be tragic, but
more than that, it would be disgrace-
ful, if this House and the Senate ad-
journed sine die without passing this
particular piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, since September 5, I
suppose, when we reconvened here,
maybe it was the 4th, we have done lit-
tle. We have not passed any appropria-
tion bills. The end of the fiscal year
came on September 30 and went. We
passed a continuing resolution to keep
the government funded. We are going
to pass another continuing resolution
tomorrow, but we have not done any-
thing of substance, Mr. Speaker. Nei-
ther this body nor the other body has
passed any legislation of significance
in the past 25 days.
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Mr. Speaker, we will debate next
week the issue of war and peace. We
will debate how we extend the blessings
of democracy and protect people from
those who would visit terror and death
and destruction upon them, their fami-
lies, and their countries. Mr. Speaker,
as we do so, let us hope that we also
pass a piece of legislation which will
say that in the world’s greatest democ-
racy that believes that all men and
women are created equal and that in
this Nation every one of them is enti-
tled to have their voice heard and that
in a democracy, that that voice is
heard through the ballot box.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that you, I hope
that I, I know that the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) will work as
tenaciously and vigorously as we know
how to ensure that we will vindicate
that right in legislation; in legislation
which will extend to the States re-
sources to give us the best technology
possible, resources to provide training
for those who administer our elections,
resources to educate our voters, and re-
quirements that we have a statewide
registration system so that a voter
does not come to the polls and hear,
oh, I am sorry, we cannot find you on
the list; and by the way, we cannot get
through to the central office on our
phone.

I hope this will be legislation which
will ensure that everybody, irrespec-
tive of the disability with which they
are challenged, will be able to cast
their vote and cast their vote in secret;
legislation which will say that that
person that comes to the poll will get
a provisional ballot; and legislation
which will say and guarantee that elec-
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tion officials will be able to say to indi-
viduals, if the technology permits and
an individual makes a mistake and
that vote may not be counted, do you
want to correct it? Do you want to cor-
rect it so that your voice in this de-
mocracy will be heard?

I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
me this time; but much, much more
importantly, I thank her for the cour-
age, the conviction, and the time that
she has spent through more than 5 dec-
ades of public service to make this a
better country.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by recognizing
the outstanding leadership of the gentlewoman
from Florida, for whom the cause of election
reform has been motivated not just by a con-
viction that it is good public policy, but also by
firsthand experience of the indignities a voter
can face when registration rolls are improperly
maintained, when provisional ballots are not
available, and when voting equipment is so
obsolete it fails to register duly cast votes.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, | can think of few
Members of this body—Representative BROWN
and Representative HASTINGS come to mind—
who are as qualified to speak of election re-
form in uniquely moral terms as Representa-
tive MEEK.

Mr. Speaker, in less than 4 weeks, this Na-
tion will hold its first Federal elections since
the November 2000 debacle.

Nobody can predict with certainty how
smoothly those elections will go.

After almost 2 years studying what went
wrong in November 2000, | am convinced that
confidence in this Nation’s election system will
not be restored until this Congress enacts
meaningful national standards, and offers
State and local authorities the resources to im-
prove their election infrastructure.

| am pleased to report that Congress is on
the threshold of doing just that.

Thanks in large measure to my colleague
and good friend from Ohio, Chairman BoB
NEY, we are closer than ever to enacting the
most comprehensive package of voting re-
forms since the Voting Rights Act of 1965:

Reform that will require States to offer provi-
sional ballots to all voters whose registration
materials have been mishandled by election
officials.

Reform that will require States to maintain
statewide, computerized registration lists to
ensure the most accurate, up-to-date rolls and
minimize the number of voters who are incor-
rectly removed from the voter rolls.

Reform that will reward States for retiring
obsolete voting machines—especially the no-
torious punch cards machines and their dan-
gling chads—that prompted this Congress to
act in the first place.

Reform that will require voting systems to
be accessible for individuals with disabilities,
including nonvisual accessibility for the blind
and visually impaired, and allow them to vote
privately and independently.

Reform that allows voters to review and cor-
rect their ballots before they are cast.

Reform that does not weaken any existing
voting rights laws, includes meaningful en-
forcement, and ensures that every vote
counts.

Mr. Speaker, this motion is intended to en-
sure that we on the Conference Committee
complete our work prior to October 1, 2002.

Given the extraordinary progress the Con-
ference Committee has made in the past 14
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days, there is no legitimate reason we cannot
meet that deadline.

Indeed, given the larger context in which we
operate, | would submit that this congress has
a moral obligation to enact election reform be-
fore we adjourn:

Mr. Speaker, over the last year this country
has committed vast resources to ridding the
world of those who would employ the tools of
terror to destroy systems of government that
derive their legitimacy from the ballot box.

In just the past few weeks we in Congress
have been challenged to contemplate the use
of overwhelming military might to bring to heal
one of the great despots of the past 50 years,
a figure whose utter contempt for democracy
and the people he rules is the only reason he
has held power for so long.

As we consider such profound measures to
extend democracy where it does not now exist
and strengthen it where it is fragile, we have
an urgent responsibility to do the same at
home.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to pass
this motion.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time,
and I wish to thank the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), my friend,
who has been steadfast in his support
and building a rationale in this coun-
try for election reform. He did not need
to be asked. He rose to the occasion. He
worked extremely hard in this Con-
gress. He held hands with the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY). This has
been a bipartisan push, and it has to
happen.

It is very difficult for me to under-
stand why it has not happened. The
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
has laid out here a history of what has
happened. I am a part of that history.
I make history every day, and the peo-
ple I represent make history because
we are being misrepresented when the
vote is mnot counted. We may go
throughout the highways and byways
of this country and get people to go to
the polls and vote; but if their votes
are not counted, it undermines a sys-
tem which we are so proud of.

We are proud of this country. We
know what it can do. We know what it
has done. And we are saying over and
over again we cannot accept the fact
that many people, over 22,000 of them
in Broward and Dade County, were
overlooked, even more than that in
Duvall County. The gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. BROWN) has nightmares of
what happened in Duvall County. The
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS)
and I have nightmares of what hap-
pened in Dade and Broward. But now it
is beginning to happen to all citizens.

Not many people got alarmed when it
happened to the people I represent. I
came to this Congress, and I talked
about it. I represent those people who
are underrepresented. But now it is be-
ginning to happen to the American
populace. It happened when Janet Reno
ran for Governor in Florida. People
who wanted to vote for her could not.
People who thought they had voted for
her had not.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

It is extremely important, Mr.
Speaker; and I again appeal to this
Congress, with the conscience I know
my colleagues have, to stand up for
America and see that the conferees get
their work done, get it done imme-
diately, and report it and the President
pass it. Otherwise, the talking is cheap.
Only their confidence, only their good
will, only action will prove that every
vote will count.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of the
Motion to Instruct Conferees on H.R. 3295, in-
troduced by the gentlewoman from Florida,
Mrs. MEEK.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Members of
Conference Committee to convene a public
meeting, finish their work on this legislation,
and report it out.

It is time to have a final election reform bill
on the floor of the House of Representatives.
We've waited long enough.

For the past three weeks now, | have joined
a number of Members at this podium and re-
counted how allegations of voter intimidation,
inaccurate voter registration lists, arbitrary bal-
lot counting standards and antiquated machin-
ery deprived so many citizens of their right to
vote during the 2000 election.

Just last week, we called for the House-
Senate Conference Committee to complete
their work by no later than October 1st.

Unfortunately, yet another week has come
and gone, and still we have no election reform
bill.

How can we go home to our Districts and
look our constituents in the eye if we fail to
enact legislation to protect this most sacred
right, a right that is the cornerstone of our de-
mocracy?

Recent primary elections in Florida and
elsewhere have only confirmed that the prob-
lems of the 2000 elections will still haunt us
until we pass legislation to enact meaningful
election reform standards. We in Congress
have legislation almost within our grasp that
will take giant strides to remedy the disenfran-
chisement of the last election.

We must pass this bill, and we must send
it to the President for his signature before an-
other day passes.

Now, it has taken a substantial amount of
work to get us where we are today. | believe
all Members of the Conference Committee de-
serve our gratitude for their work on this dif-
ficult issue.

I would also like to salute my colleagues in
the Congressional Black Caucus for fighting to
make “every vote count”.

But while | recognize these individuals for
their hard work, | want to remind all of them
that our work will be for naught if we fail to
pass this legislation.

In just 34 days, Americans across the coun-
try will go to the polls to cast ballots for their
elected representatives.

Congress must act immediately to ensure
that every American has the right to vote and
to have their vote counted. Time is running out
for the 107th Congress.

We've come so close to compromise, and
the price for not passing election reform is far
too high. It's time to quit wasting time.

| call on the Conference Committee finish its
hard work, convene a public meeting, and
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come to an agreement before October 4,
2002. We cannot afford to let this opportunity
slip away.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 37 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. QUINN) at 2 o’clock and 6
minutes p.m.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put each question on which
further proceedings were postponed
earlier today in the following order:

H. Res. 543, de novo;

H. Res. 559, de novo;

Motion to instruct conferees on H.R.
3295, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

SENSE OF HOUSE THAT CONGRESS
SHOULD COMPLETE ACTION ON
H.R. 4019, PERMANENT MAR-
RIAGE PENALTY RELIEF ACT OF
2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo on the resolution, House Resolu-
tion 543.
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The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GRAVES. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 285, nays
130, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 430]

The

Evi-

YEAS—285
Abercrombie Dicks Kennedy (RI)
Aderholt Dooley Kerns
AKkin Doolittle Kind (WI)
Allen Doyle King (NY)
Armey Dreier Kingston
Bachus Duncan Kirk
Baird Dunn Knollenberg
Baker Edwards Kolbe
Baldacci Ehlers LaHood
Ballenger Emerson Lantos
Barcia Engel Latham
Barr English LaTourette
Barrett Etheridge Leach
Bartlett Everett Lewis (CA)
Barton Ferguson Lewis (KY)
Bass Flake Linder
Bereuter Fletcher Lipinski
Berkley Foley LoBiondo
Biggert Forbes Lucas (KY)
Bilirakis Ford Lucas (OK)
Bishop Fossella Luther
Blagojevich Frelinghuysen Maloney (CT)
Blunt Gallegly Maloney (NY)
Boehlert Ganske Manzullo
Boehner Gekas Matheson
Bonilla Gibbons McCarthy (NY)
Bono Gilchrest McCrery
Boozman Gillmor McHugh
Boswell Goode McInnis
Boucher Goodlatte McIntyre
Brady (TX) Gordon McKeon
Brown (FL) Goss McKinney
Brown (SC) Graham McNulty
Bryant Granger Meeks (NY)
Burr Graves Mica
Burton Green (WI) Miller, Dan
Buyer Greenwood Miller, Gary
Callahan Grucci Miller, Jeff
Calvert Gutknecht Moore
Camp Hall (TX) Moran (KS)
Cannon Hansen Morella
Cantor Harman Myrick
Capito Hart Nethercutt
Capps Hastings (WA) Ney
Carson (OK) Hayes Northup
Castle Hayworth Norwood
Chabot Hefley Nussle
Chambliss Hinojosa Osborne
Clay Hobson Ose
Clement Hoekstra Otter
Clyburn Holden Oxley
Coble Holt Paul
Collins Hooley Pence
Combest Horn Peterson (MN)
Condit Hostettler Peterson (PA)
Costello Houghton Petri
Cox Hulshof Phelps
Cramer Hunter Pickering
Crane Hyde Platts
Crenshaw Isakson Pombo
Cubin Israel Pomeroy
Culberson Issa Portman
Cunningham Istook Pryce (OH)
Davis (CA) Jefferson Putnam
Davis (FL) Jenkins Quinn
Davis, Jo Ann John Radanovich
Davis, Tom Johnson (CT) Ramstad
DeFazio Johnson (IL) Regula
DeLay Jones (NC) Rehberg
DeMint Keller Reynolds
Deutsch Kelly Riley
Diaz-Balart Kennedy (MN) Roemer

Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross

Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons

Ackerman
Andrews
Baca
Baldwin
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Clayton
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dingell
Doggett
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Honda

Cooksey

Deal

Ehrlich
Gilman
Hastings (FL)
Herger

LARSON

Hilleary Roukema
Johnson, Sam Sanchez
Lampson Stump
Mascara Tanner
Pitts
Rahall
] 1430
Messrs. SCOTT, INSLEE, KUCINICH,
of Connecticut, PAYNE,
WAXMAN, EVANS,

PALLONE,
SPRATT, FILNER, WATT of North
Carolina, BONIOR, FARR of California,
McCOLLUM changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

REYNOLDS changed his vote

and Ms.

Mr.

Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt

NAYS—130

Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lynch
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
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Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Ortiz

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Solis

Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Turner
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey

NOT VOTING—16

from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”
So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic votes
on each question on which the Chair
has postponed further proceedings.

———

EXPEDITED SPECIAL ELECTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo of agreeing to the resolution,
House Resolution 559.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 431]

The

YEAS—414
Abercrombie Capps Everett
Ackerman Capuano Farr
Aderholt Cardin Fattah
Akin Carson (IN) Ferguson
Allen Carson (OK) Filner
Andrews Castle Flake
Armey Chabot Fletcher
Baca Chambliss Foley
Bachus Clay Forbes
Baird Clement Ford
Baker Clyburn Fossella
Baldacci Coble Frank
Baldwin Collins Frelinghuysen
Ballenger Combest Frost
Barcia Condit Gallegly
Barr Conyers Ganske
Barrett Costello Gekas
Bartlett Cox Gephardt
Barton Coyne Gibbons
Bass Cramer Gilchrest
Becerra Crane Gillmor
Bentsen Crenshaw Gilman
Bereuter Crowley Gonzalez
Berkley Cubin Goode
Berman Culberson Goodlatte
Berry Cummings Gordon
Biggert Cunningham Goss
Bilirakis Davis (CA) Graham
Bishop Davis (FL) Granger
Blagojevich Davis (IL) Graves
Blumenauer Davis, Jo Ann Green (TX)
Blunt Davis, Tom Green (WI)
Boehlert DeFazio Greenwood
Boehner DeGette Grucci
Bonilla Delahunt Gutierrez
Bonior DeLauro Gutknecht
Bono DeLay Hall (TX)
Boozman DeMint Hansen
Borski Deutsch Harman
Boswell Diaz-Balart Hart
Boucher Dicks Hastings (WA)
Boyd Dingell Hayes
Brady (PA) Doggett Hayworth
Brady (TX) Dooley Hefley
Brown (FL) Doolittle Hill
Brown (OH) Doyle Hilliard
Brown (SC) Dreier Hinchey
Bryant Duncan Hinojosa
Burr Dunn Hobson
Burton Edwards Hoeffel
Buyer Ehlers Hoekstra
Callahan Emerson Holden
Calvert Engel Holt
Camp English Honda
Cannon Eshoo Hooley
Cantor Etheridge Horn
Capito Evans Hostettler
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Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
MecIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez

Clayton
Cooksey

Deal

Ehrlich
Hastings (FL)
Herger

Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
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Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—17

Hilleary
Houghton
Johnson, Sam
Lampson
Mascara

Pitts
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Rahall
Roukema
Sanchez
Stump
Tanner

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 3295, HELP AMERICA
VOTE ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the motion to instruct con-
ferees on H.R. 3295 offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) on

which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-

tion.

The Clerk redesignated the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-

ida (Mrs. MEEK).
This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 400, nays 14,

not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 432]

YEAS—400
Abercrombie Cox Gutierrez
Ackerman Coyne Gutknecht
Aderholt Cramer Hall (TX)
Akin Crane Hansen
Allen Crenshaw Harman
Andrews Crowley Hart
Armey Cubin Hastings (WA)
Baca Cummings Hayes
Bachus Cunningham Hayworth
Baird Dayvis (CA) Hefley
Baker Dayvis (FL) Hill
Baldacci Davis (IL) Hilliard
Baldwin Davis, Jo Ann Hinchey
Ballenger Davis, Tom Hinojosa
Barcia DeFazio Hobson
Barrett DeGette Hoeffel
Bartlett Delahunt Hoekstra
Barton DeLauro Holden
Becerra DeLay Holt
Bentsen DeMint Honda
Bereuter Deutsch Hooley
Berkley Diaz-Balart Horn
Berman Dicks Hoyer
Berry Dingell Hulshof
Biggert Doggett Hunter
Bilirakis Dooley Hyde
Bishop Doolittle Inslee
Blagojevich Doyle Isakson
Blumenauer Dreier Israel
Blunt Duncan Issa
Boehlert Dunn Istook
Boehner Edwards Jackson (IL)
Bonior Ehlers Jackson-Lee
Bono Emerson (TX)
Boozman Engel Jefferson
Borski English Jenkins
Boswell Eshoo John
Boucher Etheridge Johnson (CT)
Boyd Evans Johnson (IL)
Brady (PA) Farr Johnson, E. B.
Brady (TX) Fattah Jones (NC)
Brown (FL) Ferguson Jones (OH)
Brown (OH) Filner Kanjorski
Brown (SC) Fletcher Kaptur
Bryant Foley Keller
Burr Forbes Kelly
Burton Ford Kennedy (MN)
Buyer Fossella Kennedy (RI)
Callahan Frank Kildee
Calvert Frelinghuysen Kilpatrick
Camp Frost Kind (WI)
Cannon Gallegly King (NY)
Cantor Ganske Kirk
Capito Gekas Kleczka
Capps Gephardt Knollenberg
Capuano Gibbons Kolbe
Cardin Gilchrest Kucinich
Carson (IN) Gillmor LaFalce
Carson (OK) Gilman LaHood
Castle Gonzalez Langevin
Chabot Goodlatte Lantos
Chambliss Gordon Larsen (WA)
Clay Goss Larson (CT)
Clement Graham Latham
Clyburn Granger LaTourette
Coble Graves Leach
Combest Green (TX) Lee
Condit Green (WI) Levin
Conyers Greenwood Lewis (CA)
Costello Grucci Lewis (GA)

The

Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell

Barr
Bonilla
Collins
Culberson
Everett

Bass

Clayton
Cooksey

Deal

Ehrlich
Hastings (FL)

Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen

NAYS—14

Flake
Goode
Hostettler
Kerns
Kingston
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Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey

Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Miller, Jeff
Paul
Thornberry
Toomey

NOT VOTING—17

Herger
Hilleary
Houghton
Johnson, Sam
Lampson
Mascara
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Pitts
Roukema
Sanchez
Stump
Tanner

So the motion to instruct was agreed

to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

———

REPORT ON H.R. 5521, DISTRICT OF

COLUMBIA
ACT, 2003

APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. KNOLLENBERG, from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 107-716) on
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the bill (H.R. 5521) making appropria-
tions for the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against
the revenues of said District for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2003, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the Union Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). All points of order are
reserved on the bill.

————

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—IN-
TEGRITY OF PROCEEDINGS AS
PRESCRIBED BY THE CONSTITU-
TION

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to rule IX, I rise to a question of
the privileges of the House, offer a
privileged resolution that I noticed,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

A resolution, in accordance with House
Rule IX, expressing a sense of the House that
its integrity has been impugned and Con-
stitutional duty hampered by the inability of
the House to bring to the floor the Fiscal
Year 2003 Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, due to the se-
vere under funding of Education within the
President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2003 Budget.

Whereas under Article I, Section IX, of the
Constitution states no money shall be drawn
from the Treasury, but in Consequence of
Appropriations made by law.

Whereas it is the fiscal duty of the Con-
gress to appropriate annually the funds need-
ed to support the execution of programs and
operations of the Federal government.

Whereas to date the House has only consid-
ered five Appropriations bills.

Whereas as President, George W. Bush has
been persistent in resonating public concern
for better schools. He dedicated significant
amounts of time and public dialogue during
his first year in office to the passage of H.R.
1, the ‘‘Leave No Child Behind’ Act, not only
implying he favored more help to schools
from the federal treasury but specifically au-
thorizing large increases in a number of key
program areas.

Whereas within weeks of signing H.R. 1,
Public Law No: 107-110, the ‘“No Child Left
Behind” Act, the President submitted a
budget that stopped six years of steady
progress in federal support to local schools
dead in its tracks.

Whereas instead of the strong and con-
sistent growth in support to local schools
that the federal government has provided for
more than a decade, the President’s FY 2003
Budget holds aid to local schools virtually
flat. Furthermore, his Budget Director now
insists that if Congress exceeds the budget
request by even the smallest amount, the
President will veto entire appropriation
bills.

Whereas the future of our labor force and
our economy is heavily dependent on ele-
vating the education and skills of all future
workers.

Whereas about one third of the 53.6 million
children now in elementary and secondary
schools in America are at serious risk of
being left behind. The achievement gap be-
tween these students and the rest of the stu-
dent population remains large and has failed
to close.

The
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Whereas of the 53.6 million children cur-
rently enrolled in elementary and secondary
schools in this country, 9.8 million, or nearly
20 percent, are from households defined by
the Commerce Department as being in pov-
erty.

V\Slzhereas the House is faced with the choice
of supporting schools or supporting the
President and his effort to reverse the trend
of expanding federal support for local
schools.

Whereas the Congress has provided states
with an unfunded mandate by approving the
‘““No Child Left Behind” Act without the nec-
essary financial resources to fund it. Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved that it is the sense of the House of
Representatives that the Congress should
provide states with the resources they need
to fully implement the ‘““No Child Left Be-
hind” Act as it promised less than a year
ago, by completing action on the Fiscal Year
2003 Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will hear briefly from the pro-
ponent of the resolution as to whether
the resolution constitutes a question of
the privileges of the House under rule
IX.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the recognition to speak on
the resolution.

Article 1, section 9 of the Constitu-
tion states that ‘““No money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in con-
sequence of appropriations made by
law.”

It is the fiscal duty of the Congress
to appropriate the money necessary to
provide the funds needed to support the
execution of programs and operations
of the Federal Government. To date,
only five of these important measures
have been considered.

The failure of this unrealistic budget
resolution is especially true in respect
to the fiscal year 2003 Labor, Health
and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies appropriations bill in
its funding for education. This inaction
has hampered this body’s constitu-
tional duty.
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Mr. Speaker, this inaction has ham-
pered this body’s constitutional duty
and impinged its integrity. President
Bush dedicated significant amounts of
time and public dialogue during his
first months in office to the passage of
H.R. 1, the Leave No Child Behind Act.
It specifically authorized large in-
creases in a number of key educational
programs. However, within weeks of
signing the bill, the President sub-
mitted a budget that stopped 6 years of
steady progress. His budget director
now insists that if Congress exceeds
the budget request by even the small-
est amount, the President will veto the
entire appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, section 702 of House
rule IX, entitled ‘““‘The General Prin-
ciples,” concluded that certain matters
of business arising under the Constitu-
tion mandatory in nature for the House
have been held to have a privilege
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which supersedes the rules establishing
the order of business. The powers of
raising revenue and appropriating
funds is the question of the House’s
constitutional authority and is there-
fore privileged in nature, especially
given the importance of this funding to
the future of our Nation.

The future of our labor force and our
economy is heavily dependent on ele-
vating the education and skills of fu-
ture workers. The achievement gap be-
tween students who are at risk and the
rest of the student population remains
large and has failed to close.

It is not only the prerogative of this
Chamber but its constitutional duty
for the House to take action on the
Labor, Health and Human Services and
Labor bill. The Congress has provided
States with an unfunded mandate by
approving H.R. 1 without the necessary
financial resources to fund it. The ma-
jority of this body voted for H.R. 1, and
we should deserve to be heard.

Mr. Speaker, my question of privi-
lege regards the integrity of our pro-
ceedings as a House as prescribed by
the Constitution. The U.S. Constitu-
tion conveys upon this body the power
to originate appropriation measures. It
is not only our responsibility, it is our
duty and obligation to reinstate this
message and this legislation about the
importance of education. And I do be-
lieve the resolution that I have intro-
duced is privileged in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Chair is prepared to
rule on whether the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY) constitutes a question of
privileges of the House under rule IX.

The resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY)
expresses the sense of the House that
the Congress should complete action on
a legislative measure. Specifically, the
resolution calls upon the Congress to
provide the States with additional edu-
cation resources by completing action
on a general appropriation bill.

The Chair has most recently ruled on
November 4, 1999, consistent with the
principal enunciated by Speaker Gil-
lett in his landmark ruling of May 6,
1921, that a resolution expressing a leg-
islative sentiment ordinarily does not
give rise to a question of privileges of
the House under rule IX. Specifically,
the Chair held on that occasion that
legislative sentiment that the Presi-
dent should take specified action to
achieve a desired policy end did not
present a question affecting the rights
of the House collectively, its safety, its
dignity or the integrity of its pro-
ceedings as required under rule IX.

In the opinion of the Chair, the in-
stant resolution expressing the senti-
ment that Congress should act on a
specified measure also falls short of the
standards of rule IX.

The Chair would quote from the land-
mark Gillett ruling: ‘“No one Member
ought to have the right to determine
when it should have come in preference
to the regular rules of the House.”
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To permit a question of privileges of
the House either urging or requiring
congressional action or inaction on
education funding would permit any
Member to advance virtually any legis-
lative proposal as a question of privi-
leges of the House.

As the Chair ruled on December 22,
1995, the mere invocation of the general
legislative power of the purse provided
in the Constitution, coupled with a fis-
cal policy end, does not meet the re-
quirements of rule IX and is really a
matter properly initiated through in-
troduction in the hopper under clause 7
of rule XII.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY) does not constitute a ques-
tion of privileges of the House under
rule IX and may not be considered at
this time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
peal the ruling of the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is: Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. JEFF
MILLER OF FLORIDA

Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I move to lay the appeal on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the motion to table.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 210, nays
200, not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 433]

The

Evi-

YEAS—210
Aderholt Crenshaw Grucci
Akin Cubin Gutknecht
Armey Culberson Hansen
Bachus Cunningham Hart
Baker Davis, Jo Ann Hastings (WA)
Ballenger DeLay Hayes
Bartlett DeMint Hayworth
Barton Diaz-Balart Hefley
Bass Doolittle Herger
Bereuter Dreier Hobson
Biggert Duncan Hoekstra
Bilirakis Dunn Horn
Blunt Ehlers Hostettler
Boehlert Emerson Houghton
Boehner English Hulshof
Bonilla Everett Hunter
Bono Ferguson Hyde
Boozman Flake Isakson
Brady (TX) Fletcher Issa
Brown (SC) Foley Istook
Bryant Forbes Jenkins
Burr Fossella Johnson (CT)
Burton Frelinghuysen Johnson (IL)
Buyer Gallegly Johnson, Sam
Calvert Gekas Jones (NC)
Camp Gibbons Keller
Cannon Gilchrest Kelly
Cantor Gillmor Kennedy (MN)
Capito Gilman Kerns
Castle Goode King (NY)
Chabot Goodlatte Kingston
Chambliss Goss Kirk
Coble Graham Knollenberg
Collins Granger Kolbe
Combest Graves LaHood
Cox Green (WI) Latham
Crane Greenwood LaTourette

Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
MecInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose

Otter
Oxley

Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Platts

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Dayvis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt

Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)

NAYS—200

Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
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Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis

Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
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Waxman Wexler Wu
Weiner Woolsey Wynn

NOT VOTING—21
Abercrombie Ganske McKinney
Barr Gutierrez Pitts
Callahan Hastings (FL) Roukema
Cooksey Hilleary Sanchez
Davis, Tom LaFalce Stump
Deal Lampson Tanner
Ehrlich Mascara Watkins (OK)

0 1524

Mr. EDWARDS and Mr. HINOJOSA
changed their vote from ‘yea” to
ééna .7’

Mi( HEFLEY and Mr. WELDON of
Florida changed their vote from ‘‘nay”’
to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—IN-
TEGRITY OF PROCEEDINGS AS
PRESCRIBED BY THE CONSTITU-
TION

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to a question of the privileges of
the House, and I offer a privileged reso-
lution, that I noticed yesterday pursu-
ant to rule IX, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Clerk will report the
resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Whereas Article I, Section VIII, of the Con-
stitution states Congress shall have Power
to promote the progress of Science and the
useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to
Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to
their respective Writings and Discoveries;

Whereas such protections on Writings and
Discoveries have been promulgated by pat-
ent, copyright, and other laws, including
Public Law 98-417, affording Authors and In-
ventors the exclusive Right to their respec-
tive Writings and Discoveries for a limited
period of time;

Whereas Public Law 98-417 breaches this
constitutional requirement by failing to im-
pose such limitation on the protection of
certain medical inventions;

Whereas provisions of Public Law 98-417
imbue the Food and Drug Administration
with the authority to secure for limited time
for Inventors the exclusive Right to their re-
spective Medical Inventions;

Whereas public Laws 98-417 fails to provide
the Food and Drug Administariton the au-
thority to refrain form securing this exclu-
sive right for inventors if the conditions for
such exclusivity are not met;

Whereas due to the failure of Congress to
provide the Food and Drug Administration
with the proper authority to fulfill obliga-
tions under the Act, certain medical inven-
tions have received the exclusive Right to
their respective Inventions without limita-
tion;

Whereas the unlimited exercise of exclu-
sivity by prescription drug manufacturers
subjects healthcare consumers and third
party payers to no-competitive prices and re-
sults in significantly higher prescription
drug costs for purchasers;

Whereas health care costs increased by 5%
in 2001, 3.7 times faster than overall inflation
rate;

Whereas prescription drug cost spending is
the fastest growing component of heath care
costs, and rose 17% in 2001;

Whereas health insurance premiums rose
by 11% in 2001, driven largely by the in-
creased cost of prescription drugs;

Whereas state Medicaid spending increased
by 11% in Fiscal year 2002, driven primarily
by increased prescription drug spending and
enrollment growth;
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Whereas the number of individuals with
health insurance declined by 1.4 million in
2001, a function of the faltering economy,
rapid health inflation, and a growing number
of states in which public insurance programs
are outpacing budgets;

Whereas prescription drugs are prescribed
by licensed healthcare professionals to con-
sumers as a non-discretionary purchase es-
sential to their welfare;

Whereas it is in the public interest to
grant a limited period of exclusivity to in-
ventors of prescription drugs, but extending
that exclusivity places an inappropriate fis-
cal burden on consumers, insurers, and pub-
lic sector payers;

Whereas generic drugs are sold as alter-
natives to medical inventions for which ex-
clusivity is no longer available;

Whereas generic drugs have the same dos-
age, safety, strength, quality, and perform-
ance as the medical inventions for which
they serve as substitutes, according to the
Food and Drug Administration;

Whereas limitations on exclusivity have
allowed prescription drug prices to drop 40-80
percent when generic drugs enter the mar-
ket;

Whereas limitations allowing generic
drugs to enter the market saved consumers
$8-$10 billion in 1994 alone, according to the
Congressional Budget Office;

Whereas the failure to apply limitations to
the Exclusive rights granted under Public
Law 98-622 has afforded widely used medi-
cines, including Prilosec and Paxil, an in-
definite period of exclusivity;

Whereas Prilosec and Pxil were among the
50 medicines seniors used most in 2001;

Whereas the Senate has passed S. 812,
which amends Public Law 98-417 to restore
constitutionally mandated limitation on
medical inventions;

Whereas the House has not considered Leg-
islation to amend Public Law 98-417 to re-
store constitutionally mandated limitations
in medical inventions;

Whereas it is the obligation of the House
to consider such legislation in keeping with
its constitutionally mandated obligations to
secure for Limited Times to Authors and in-
ventors the right to their writings and In-
ventions;

Whereas the failure of the House to restore
limitations on the exclusivity afforded to
the inventors of prescription drugs, if not
remedied, will cost consumers and other pur-
chasers $60 billion over the next ten years,
according to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice;

Whereas the failure of the House to restore
limitations on the exclusivity afforded to
the inventors of prescription drugs, if not
remedied, will leave more seniors and other
Americans without access to needed medi-
cines;

Resolved, that it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the house should
consider pending legislation to amend Public
Law 98-417 to restore constitutionally man-
dated limitations on medical inventions on
behalf of American consumers, including
seniors, American businesses, and tax-funded
federal and state health insurance programs.
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POINT OF ORDER

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise on a point of order. The
gentleman has not presented to the
House a question of privilege under
rule IX of the rules of the House. As
the House Practice Manual clearly
states, and I quote, ‘“Rule IX is con-
cerned not with the privileges of the
Congress as a legislative branch but
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only with the privileges of the House
itself.” The mere enumeration of the
legislative powers in article 1, section 8
of the U.S. Constitution, which the
gentleman cites in his resolution, do
not give rise to a question of privilege
of the House itself. The precedents of
the House are clear on this point.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore insist on the
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Chair will hear from
the gentleman from Ohio on the point
of order as to whether his resolution
constitutes a question of privileges of
the House under rule IX.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
this resolution goes to the question of
the integrity of the House and its pro-
ceedings, and failure to act impugns
the integrity of the House.

Under article 1, section 8 of the Con-
stitution, Congress has two obligations
in regard to intellectual property pro-
tection: to provide authors and inven-
tors a period of exclusivity, and to
place a defined limit on that exclu-
sivity. Both obligations are crucial be-
cause they accommodate a delicate
balance between promoting new inno-
vation and promoting broad scale ac-
cess to that new innovation.

In the case of prescription drugs, the
balance is especially crucial. It is in
the public interest to promote the de-
velopment of new medicines. Every
day, however, that competition in the
drug market is delayed means fewer
Americans with access to that medi-
cine. The only thing more tragic than
a life-threatening or debilitating ill-
ness is knowing that one cannot afford
the medicine that would cure that ill-
ness.

In accordance with its obligations
under the Constitution, Congress has
enacted a number of laws intended to
provide inventors and authors limited
intellectual property protection: the
Patent Act, the Copyright Act, the
Bayh-Dole Act, the Hatch-Waxman
Act, and licensing laws for atomic en-
ergy and anti-pollution devices. Unfor-
tunately, Hatch-Waxman confers intel-
lectual property protection without
limit. This was clearly not the inten-
tion of the authors, and Congress has
impugned its integrity by failing to ad-
dress this constitutional breach.

Under Hatch-Waxman, drug makers
can trigger an automatic 30-month pe-
riod of exclusivity for their products
above and beyond the 14 to 17 years of
patent protection they already receive
by taking two simple steps: first, the
drugmaker notifies FDA that it pos-
sesses an additional patent that claims
the drug, meaning that it covers an es-
sential aspect of the drug as approved
by FDA. This typically occurs at just
about the time when the drugmaker’s
original patents on the drug are about
to expire. Then, if any generic drug
companies have filed on application
with FDA to market a generic version
of that drug, the brand-name company
then sues the generic for patent in-
fringement.
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Under those circumstances, FDA is
obligated to place a 2Y%-year stay on
the approval of the generic drug appli-
cation regardless of the merit of the
patent, regardless of whether the
drugmaker’s new Dpatent actually
claims the drug. In fact, FDA has no
authority under Hatch-Waxman to as-
sess whether a patent is actually in
any way relevant to the underlying
drug patent. The agency must take the
drug industry’s word for it and award
the drugmaker an additional 30 months
of exclusivity.

While the Judicial Branch tries to
step into the breach, the courts have
repeatedly curtailed the 30-month ex-
clusivity by ruling that a drug com-
pany’s patent does not claim a drug,
the courts cannot prevent drug compa-
nies from repeating this process over
and over again, filing new patents with
FDA, triggering 30 months of exclu-
sivity, then enjoying that exclusivity
until the courts rule against them.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair requests the gentleman confine
his remarks to the question of whether
the resolution constitutes a question of
privileges of the House.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
this goes to the question of the integ-
rity of the House and its proceedings;
and by building this case, it will be
clear to all Members how this in fact
has happened.

The Patent and Trademark Office
cannot prevent drugmakers from secur-
ing indefinite periods of exclusivity
under Hatch-Waxman. It only deter-
mines whether a drugmaker should re-
ceive a patent, not whether this patent
claims an existing prescription drug
product. Under Hatch-Waxman, neither
FDA nor any agency or branch of gov-
ernment can prevent intellectual prop-
erty protection from being conferred
over and over again, in other words, in-
definitely for the same product, a vio-
lation of the Constitution.

This problem is not theoretical; it is
real. Neurontin, a $1.1 billion-a-year
drug, is a prescription drug for sei-
zures. Its two main patents, one on the
drug’s ingredients, one on the use of
the drug, expired in 1994 and 6 years
later, respectively. Right before the
second patent expired, the company
listed two new patents, one of which
was an unapproved use to treat Parkin-
son’s. The drugmaker did not ask FDA
to approve the drug for Parkinson’s pa-
tients. The drugmakers did not do any
research to assert whether the drug ac-
tually is effective for Parkinson’s pa-
tients, but the generic drugmaker still
had to go to court to argue that its
product is not intended for Parkinson’s
patients.

When the generic and brand-name
company go to court, FDA is automati-
cally required to withhold approval of
the generic for 30 months, or 2% years.
That is why this goes to the integrity
of the House and its proceedings. After
those 30 months, the industry filed a
new patent, forcing the generic indus-
try to go back to court, starting the 30-
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month clock again. The two delays,
equal to b years, delayed generic entry
and additional patent protection ille-
gally and unconstitutionally, costing
consumers a million and a half days in
potential savings.

It is our responsibility, Mr. Speaker,
to restore the original intent of Hatch-
Waxman and meet our constitutional
obligation to limit intellectual prop-
erty protection afforded to
drugmakers. Our failure to act on
pending legislation impugns the integ-
rity of this House and impugns the in-
tegrity of Congress. In failing to act,
we play a complicit role in a looming
health care crisis. We know what that
is: rising prescription drug costs fuel
double-digit increases in health insur-
ance premiums, they put State budgets
in the red, and they force seniors to
choose between medicine and food.

My question of privilege, Mr. Speak-
er, regards the integrity of our pro-
ceedings as a House as prescribed by
the Constitution. The Constitution
conveys upon this body the power to
secure for limited, underscore limited,
times to authors and inventors the ex-
clusive rights to their writings and dis-
coveries. Hatch-Waxman confers intel-
lectual property protection without
limit, and therefore it is our obligation
to remedy this constitutional breach.

The other body has passed legislation
already that fulfills this obligation
bipartisanly and overwhelmingly. This
House has three pieces of legislation
before it, H.R. 1862, 5272, and 5311, with
several sponsors from both parties,
that would enable the House to meet
its constitutional obligation. This reso-
lution urges the House to take up one
of these measures in keeping with our
constitutional obligations and to re-
store the integrity of our proceedings.

I ask the Speaker to recognize any
Member wishing to speak on the reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Chair is prepared to rule.

As the Chair ruled earlier today, a
resolution expressing the sentiment
that Congress should act on a specified
measure does not constitute a question
of privileges of the House under rule
IX.

The mere invocation of legislative
powers provided in the Constitution
coupled with a desired policy end does
not meet the requirements of rule IX
and is really a matter properly initi-
ated through introduction in the hop-
per under clause 7 of rule XII.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Ohio does not
constitute a question of the privileges
of the House under rule IX, and the
point of order raised by the gentleman
from North Carolina is sustained.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
appeal the ruling of the Chair and ask
to be heard on the ruling.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

The

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. BURR OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to lay the appeal on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. BURR) to lay on the table the ap-
peal of the ruling of the Chair.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 212, nays
204, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 434]

Evi-
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Tiahrt Wamp Wicker
Tiberi Watkins (OK) Wilson (NM)
Toomey Watts (OK) Wilson (SC)
Upton Weldon (FL) Wolf
Vitter Weldon (PA) Young (AK)
Walden Weller Young (FL)
Walsh Whitfield
NAYS—204
Abercrombie Green (TX) Nadler
Ackerman Gutierrez Napolitano
Allen Hall (TX) Neal
Andrews Harman Northup
Baca Hill Oberstar
Baird Hilliard Obey
Baldacci Hinchey Olver
Baldwin Hinojosa Ortiz
Barcia Hoeffel Owens
Barrett Holden Pallone
Becerra Holt Pascrell
Bentsen Honda Pastor
Berkley Hooley Payne
Berman Hoyer Pelosi
Berry Inslee Peterson (MN)
Bishop Israel Phelps
Blagojevich Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Blumenauer Jackson-Lee Price (NC)
Bonior (TX) Rahall
Borski Jefferson Rangel
Boswell John Reyes
Boucher Johnson, E. B. Rivers
Boyd Jones (OH) Rodriguez
Brady (PA) Kanjorski Roemer
Brown (FL) Kaptur Ross
Brown (OH) Kennedy (RI) Rothman
Capps Kildee Roybal-Allard
Capuano Kilpatrick Rush
Cardin Kind (WI) Sabo
Carson (IN) Kleczka Sanders
Carson (OK) Kucinich Sandlin
Clay LaFalce Sawyer
Clayton Langevin
Clement Lantos Sgﬁ?gowsky
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Soott
Condit Larson (CT)
Conyers Lee Serrano
Costello Levin Sﬁerman
Coyne Lewis (GA) 21;&’;}1 cor
Cramer Lipinski .
Crowley Lofgren Smith (WA)
Cummings Lowey Snyder
Davis (CA) Lucas (KY) Solis
Davis (FL) Luther Spratt
Davis (IL) Lynch Stark
DeFazio Maloney (CT) Stepholm
DeGette Maloney (NY) Strickland
Delahunt Markey Stupak
DeLauro Matheson Tauscher
Deutsch Matsui Taylor (MS)
Dicks McCarthy (MO)  Thompson (CA)
Dingell McCarthy (NY) ~ Thompson (MS)
Doggett McCollum Thurman
Dooley McDermott Tierney
Doyle McGovern Towns
Edwards McIntyre Turner
Engel MecNulty Udall (CO)
Eshoo Meehan Udall (NM)
Etheridge Meek (FL) Velazquez
Evans Meeks (NY) Visclosky
Farr Menendez Waters
Fattah Millender- Watson (CA)
Filner McDonald Watt (NC)
Ford Miller, George Waxman
Frank Mollohan Weiner
Frost Moore Wexler
Gephardt Moran (VA) Woolsey
Gonzalez Morella Wu
Gordon Murtha Wynn
NOT VOTING—15
Barr Hilleary Roukema
Deal Lampson Sanchez
Ehrlich Mascara Skelton
Ganske McKinney Stump
Hastings (FL) Pitts Tanner
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Mrs.

from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”
So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

NORTHUP changed her vote

YEAS—212
Aderholt Gekas Miller, Jeff
AKkin Gibbons Moran (KS)
Armey Gilchrest Myrick
Bachus Gillmor Nethercutt
Baker Gilman Ney
Ballenger Goode Norwood
Bartlett Goodlatte Nussle
Barton Goss Osborne
Bass Graham Ose
Bereuter Granger Otter
Biggert Graves Oxley
Bilirakis Green (WI) Paul
Blunt Greenwood Pence
Boehlert Grucci Peterson (PA)
Boehner Gutknecht Petri
Bonilla Hansen Pickering
Bono Hart Platts
Boozman Hastings (WA) Pombo
Brady (TX) Hayes Portman
Brown (SC) Hayworth Pryce (OH)
Bryant Hefley Putnam
Burr Herger Quinn
Burton Hobson Radanovich
Buyer Hoekstra Ramstad
Callahan Horn Regula
Calvert Hostettler Rehberg
Camp Houghton Reynolds
Cannon Hulshof Riley
Cantor Hunter Rogers (KY)
Capito Hyde Rogers (MI)
Castle Isakson Rohrabacher
Chabot Issa Ros-Lehtinen
Chambliss Istook Royce
Coble Jenkins Ryan (WI)
Collins Johnson (CT) Ryun (KS)
Combest Johnson (IL) Saxton
Cooksey Johnson, Sam Schaffer
Cox Jones (NC) Schrock
Crane Keller Sensenbrenner
Crenshaw Kelly Sessions
Cubin Kennedy (MN) Shadegg
Culberson Kerns Shaw
Cunningham King (NY) Shays
Davis, Jo Ann Kingston Sherwood
Davis, Tom Kirk Shimkus
DeLay Knollenberg Shuster
DeMint Kolbe Simmons
Diaz-Balart LaHood Simpson
Doolittle Latham Skeen
Dreier LaTourette Smith (MI)
Duncan Leach Smith (NJ)
Dunn Lewis (CA) Smith (TX)
Ehlers Lewis (KY) Souder
Emerson Linder Stearns
English LoBiondo Sullivan
Everett Lucas (OK) Sununu
Ferguson Manzullo Sweeney
Flake McCrery Tancredo
Fletcher McHugh Tauzin
Foley McInnis Taylor (NC)
Forbes McKeon Terry
Fossella Mica Thomas
Frelinghuysen Miller, Dan Thornberry
Gallegly Miller, Gary Thune

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO H.J. RES. 114, AU-
THORIZING USE OF MILITARY
FORCE AGAINST IRAQ

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
inform our colleagues that today we
will be sending a Dear Colleague letter
informing Members that the Com-
mittee on Rules is planning to meet on
Monday, October 7, to grant a rule
which may limit the amendment proc-
ess for H.J. Res. 114, authorization for
the use of military force against Iraq.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment to this joint resolution
should submit 55 copies of the amend-
ment and one copy of a brief expla-
nation of the amendment by 5 p.m. this
Friday, October 4, to the Committee on
Rules in room H-312.

Amendments should be drafted to the
text of the joint resolution as reported
by the Committee on International Re-
lations, which is expected to file prob-
ably tomorrow. The text will be avail-
able on the Web sites of both the Com-
mittee on International Relations and
the Committee on Rules.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the rules of
the House.

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—MAK-
ING CHAPTER 12 FAMILY FARM-
ER BANKRUPTCY PROTECTIONS
PERMANENT

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a
question of the privileges of the House,
and offer a privileged resolution that I
noticed pursuant to rule IX, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Clerk will report the
resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

A resolution in accordance with House
Rule IX, expressing a sense of the House that
its integrity has been impugned and its Con-
stitutional duty hampered by the inability of
the House to bring to the floor, a clean bill
permanently extending Chapter 12 of title 11
of the U.S. Code which provides bankruptcy
protections to family farmers.

Whereas, Chapter 12 of the Federal bank-
ruptcy code was enacted in 1986 as a tem-
porary measure to allow family farmers to
repay their debts according to a plan under
court supervision, preventing a situation
from occurring where a few bad crop years
lead to the loss of the family farm; and

Whereas, in the absence of Chapter 12,
farmers are forced to file for bankruptcy re-
lief under the Bankruptcy Code’s other alter-
natives, none of which work quite as well for
farmers as Chapter 12; and

Whereas, since its creation, the Chapter 12
family farmer bankruptcy protection has
been renewed regularly by Congress and has
never been controversial; and

Whereas in 1997, the National Bankruptcy
Review Commission recommended that
Chapter 12 be made permanent; and
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Whereas in this Congress, just as in pre-
vious Congresses, the larger Bankruptcy Re-
form Act includes a provision that perma-
nently extends Chapter 12. And, in this Con-
gress, just as in previous Congresses, the
larger Bankruptcy Reform Act is a con-
troversial bill whose enactment is an uncer-
tainty; and

Whereas, for 5 years now, family farmers
have been held hostage by the contentious
debate surrounding the larger bankruptcy
issue. For 5 years, the family farmer has
been waiting to see if Congress will extend
these protections for another few months
until we reach the next legislative hurdle on
the larger bankruptcy issues; and

Whereas right now, family farmers are
making plans to borrow money based on next
year’s expected harvest in order to be able to
buy the seeds needed to plant the crops for
that harvest. As these farmers leverage
themselves, they need to have the assurance
that Chapter 12 family farmer bankruptcy
protections are going to be there for them on
a permanent basis. Sporadic and temporarily
extensions to not do the job.

Now therefore, be it resolved that it is the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the Speaker should immediately call up for
consideration by this body, H.R. 5348, the
Family Farmers and Family Fishermen Pro-
tection Act of 2002, which will once and for
all give family farmers the permanent bank-
ruptcy protections they have been waiting
over five years for.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I raise a point of order that the res-
olution is not privileged under the
rules of the House and ask to be heard
on the point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may present his point of order.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, over the years, both Republican and
Democratic Speakers have ruled that
questions of privilege may not be used
to criticize the legislative process,
such as charges of inactivity in regard
to a subject reported from committee.
This precedent dates back to at least
1974 and has been renewed by Speakers
of the House ever since.

The question of privilege that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN) raises relates to scheduling of
legislation. Just yesterday, the House
passed a bill on the subject of family
farmer bankruptcy protection, which
the gentleman from Pennsylvania sup-
ported; and I thank him for that sup-
port. But this resolution is definitely
not a question of privilege. The issue
has been raised with the first alleged
resolution of privilege that came up.
The question is identical to that on
which the Speaker has already ruled
and on which the House has tabled an
appeal.

I would urge the Speaker to sustain
the point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will hear from the gentleman
from Pennsylvania on the point of
order as to whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privileges of the
House under rule IX.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, rule IX of
the House Rules Manual states that
questions of privilege are ‘‘those affect-
ing the rights, reputation, and conduct
of Members, Delegates, or the Resident
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Commissioner, individually,
representative capacity only.”

The rights, reputation, and conduct
of this Member are negatively affected
when the House cannot move legisla-
tion that the American people and the
vast majority of the Members of this
House overwhelmingly support. Chap-
ter 12 of the Federal bankruptcy code
was enacted in 1986 as a temporary
measure to allow family farmers to
repay their debts according to a plan
under court supervision, preventing a
situation from occurring where a few
bad crop years result in the loss of the
family farm.

Mr. Speaker, in 1997, the National
Bankruptcy Review Commission rec-
ommended that chapter 12 be made per-
manent. Six times since that rec-
ommendation was made, Congress has
ignored the advice of the National
Bankruptcy Commission and has ex-
tended chapter 12 on a temporary basis
rather than a permanent basis. I will
admit that a permanent extension of
chapter 12 has been included in the
larger bankruptcy reform bill, but that
bill is saddled with great controversy;
and despite our efforts to pass it sev-
eral times in the past 5 years, we still
have not had success.

Mr. Speaker, for 5 years now, family
farmers have been held hostage by the
contentious debate surrounding the
larger bankruptcy issue. Right now,
family farmers in my congressional
district and in other congressional dis-
tricts are making plans to borrow
money based on next year’s expected
harvest. As these farmers leverage
themselves, they need to have the as-
surance that chapter 12 family farmer
bankruptcy protections are going to be
there for them on a permanent basis.
Sporadic and temporary extensions do
not do the job. Immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 5348, the Family Farmers
and Family Fishermen Protection Act
of 2002, will give family farmers the
permanent chapter 12 bankruptcy pro-
tection they have been patiently wait-
ing for for 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, let me finish by saying
I represent over 600,000 constituents,
many of whom are family farmers. My
rights and those of my constituents are
being denied when urgent legislation
that has the majority support is
blocked from consideration simply be-
cause the leadership of this House will
not schedule a vote for this bill. As a
result, I believe this resolution meets
the test of privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Chair is prepared to rule.

As the Chair ruled earlier today, a
resolution expressing the sentiment
that Congress should act on a specified
measure does not constitute a question
of privileges of the House under rule
IX.

The mere invocation of legislative
powers provided in the Constitution
coupled with a desired policy end does
not meet the requirements of rule IX
and is really a matter properly initi-
ated through introduction in the hop-
per under clause 7 of rule XII.

in their

The
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Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
does not constitute a question of the
privileges of the House under rule IX
and the point of order raised by the
gentleman from Wisconsin is sustained.
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The Chair would further add that the
Chair understands the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOLDEN) purported
to invoke a question of privileges of
the House as opposed to a point of per-
sonal privilege.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I am ap-
pealing the ruling of the Chair and ask
to be heard on the appeal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR.
SENSENBRENNER

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to lay the appeal on the
table.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HOLDEN. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 214, nays
202, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 435]

BEvi-

YEAS—214
Aderholt Crenshaw Grucci
Akin Cubin Gutknecht
Armey Culberson Hansen
Bachus Cunningham Hart
Ballenger Davis, Jo Ann Hastings (WA)
Barr Davis, Tom Hayes
Bartlett DeLay Hayworth
Barton DeMint Hefley
Bass Diaz-Balart Herger
Bereuter Doolittle Hobson
Biggert Dreier Hoekstra
Bilirakis Duncan Horn
Blunt Dunn Hostettler
Boehlert Ehlers Houghton
Boehner Emerson Hulshof
Bonilla English Hyde
Bono Everett Isakson
Boozman Ferguson Issa
Brady (TX) Flake Istook
Brown (SC) Fletcher Jenkins
Bryant Foley Johnson (CT)
Burr Forbes Johnson (IL)
Burton Fossella Johnson, Sam
Buyer Frelinghuysen Jones (NC)
Callahan Gallegly Keller
Calvert Ganske Kelly
Camp Gekas Kennedy (MN)
Cannon Gibbons Kerns
Cantor Gilchrest King (NY)
Capito Gillmor Kingston
Castle Gilman Kirk
Chabot Goode Knollenberg
Chambliss Goodlatte Kolbe
Coble Goss LaHood
Collins Graham Latham
Combest Granger LaTourette
Cooksey Graves Leach
Cox Green (WI) Lewis (CA)
Crane Greenwood Lewis (KY)

Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
MecInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose

Otter
Oxley

Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank

Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder

NAYS—202

Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
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Stearns
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
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Udall (NM) Watson (CA) Wexler
Velazquez Watt (NC) Woolsey
Visclosky Waxman Wu
Waters Weiner Wynn
NOT VOTING—15
Abercrombie Hilleary Pitts
Baker Hunter Roukema
Deal Lampson Sabo
Ehrlich Mascara Stump
Hastings (FL) McKinney Tanner
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Messrs. DEFAZIO, HALL of Texas,
and GEORGE MILLER of California
changed their vote from ‘yea” to
“na,y.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—
SENSE OF HOUSE THAT CON-
GRESS SHOULD COMPLETE AC-
TION ON FISCAL YEAR 2003
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, AND SHOULD ADE-
QUATELY FUND THE “LEAVE NO
CHILD BEHIND ACT”

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a
question of the privileges of the House,
and I offer a privileged resolution, that
I noticed on Monday, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Clerk will report the
resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Whereas, Article I, Section IX, of the Con-
stitution states that no money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in consequence
of Appropriations made by law.

Whereas it is the fiscal duty of the Con-
gress to appropriate annually, by October 1st
of each year, the funds needed to support the
execution of programs and operations of the
Federal government.

Whereas the House to date has only consid-
ered five Appropriations bills, and has failed
to consider the Fiscal Year 2003 Departments
of Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act which would provide funding for
critical areas of national policy including
pre-school, elementary and secondary edu-
cation, special education, higher education
and student loans.

Whereas as President, George W. Bush sup-
ported and signed into law Public Law 107-
110, the ‘‘Leave No Child Behind Act,” which
imposes substantial accountability and per-
formance mandates on elementary and sec-
ondary schools in every state and congres-
sional district in the United states.

Whereas the ‘‘Leave No Child Behind Act”
included the authorization of significant ad-
ditional resources to assist the states and
local education agencies to provide the man-
dated improved educational services to
America’s schoolchildren.

Whereas within weeks of signing the
“Leave No Child Behind”’ Act, the President
submitted the FY 2003 budget provides an in-
crease in education funding of 0.5 percent
(one half of one percent) compared with an
average increase of 12 percent in the six
years prior to enactment of the new law.

Whereas President Bush’'s FY 2003 edu-
cation budget request fails to provide the
promised level of funding to states and local



H6960

education agencies which are required to im-
plement significant educational reforms.

Whereas President Bush’s FY 2003 budget
would provide only 18 percent of the increase
in compensatory education funding promise
by the ‘“‘Leave No Child Behind” Act.

Whereas about one third of the 53.6 million
children now in elementary and secondary
schools in America are at serious risk of edu-
cational failure without the resources prom-
ised in the ‘“Leave No Child Behind” Act.

Whereas the funding level for improving
teach quality in President Bush’s budget
would not even keep pace with the current
level of funding, let alone help promote the
expanded teacher quality programs con-
tained in the ‘“‘Leave No Child Behind’ Act.

Whereas the President’s education budget
also fails to provide the level of federal as-
sistance for the Individuals with Disability
Education Act that was promised to states
more than 27 years ago.

Whereas by failing to appropriate the funds
it has promised to pay for the new account-
ability requirements for students, teachers
and schools, the Congress would bring dis-
credit on itself and undermine the ability of
our schools to provide the improved edu-
cation services for which the House has over-
whelmingly voted. Now therefore be it,

Resolved that it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the Congress should
complete action on the Fiscal Year 2003
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies Appropriations
before recessing and should fund the ‘‘Leave
No Child Behind” Act at levels commensu-
rate with levels promised by the act less
than a year ago.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will hear from the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) on whether
the resolution constitutes a question of
privileges of the House under rule IX.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, rule IX of
the House rules states clearly that
“‘questions of privilege shall be first
those affecting the rights of the House
collectively, its safety, dignity, and the
integrity of its proceedings.”

The refusal of the majority party
leadership to allow the House to take
up the Labor-Health appropriations bill
and, thereby, to block increased edu-
cation funding that is critical to the
Nation’s schools, and to hold hostage
the remaining appropriation bills that
the House has yet to consider obvi-
ously brings ridicule upon the House.
The integrity and the dignity of the
House are at stake. It is a clear reflec-
tion on the dignity of the House and on
the integrity of its proceedings when
the House has not completed its appro-
priations bills and then uses its rules
to avoid responsibilities rather than to
meet them.

It also subjects the House to ridicule
when the House spends a great amount
of time passing resolutions lecturing
the Senate to take actions on author-
ization bills which are far less crucial
to the operations of the government
than the House’s failure to act on its
core responsibility, which is to pass ap-
propriation bills, including and espe-
cially the Labor, Health and Education
appropriation bill.

Funding education at a continuing-
resolution level brings to a screeching
halt the progress that we have made in
the past 5 years in providing average
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increases of about 14 percent a year for
education. At the same time, that con-
tinuing resolution freezes many other
programs and would fund the National
Institutes of Health at a level $3.8 bil-
lion below the amount that both par-
ties have announced that they want to
see it funded at. In my view, the incon-
sistency is glaring and again brings
ridicule on the House.

The House is discredited, Mr. Speak-
er, not only because of the spectacular
failure of the House leadership to get
the education funding bill or any of the
13 appropriation bills adopted by the
start of the fiscal year which began
yesterday, but also because the House
has abdicated its constitutional re-
sponsibilities and, in that sense, is
avoiding the very accountability which
we say we want to provide.

Rule IX of the House rules outlines
questions of privilege relating to con-
stitutional prerogatives. Under our
Constitution, the Congress has the
power to appropriate. We determine
the Nation’s spending priorities and, by
law, must pass all 13 appropriation
bills by October 1, yesterday, the be-
ginning of the new year. Mr. Speaker,
in my view, the House leadership has
abrogated its constitutional respon-
sibilities in regard to appropriations,
and I would argue that their continued
inaction on these urgent priorities, pri-
orities as crucial as additional funding
for education, meets the test for privi-
leged resolutions, and I would ask for
such a ruling.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Chair is prepared to
rule on the question of whether the res-
olution offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) constitutes a
question of the privileges of the House
under rule IX.

As the Chair has ruled previously
today, a resolution expressing the sen-
timent that Congress should act on a
specified measure does not constitute a
question of privileges of the House
under rule IX.

The mere invocation of legislative
powers provided in the Constitution
coupled with the desired policy end
does not meet the requirements of rule
IX, and is really a matter properly ini-
tiated through introduction in the hop-
per under clause 7 of rule XII.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) does not constitute a question of
privileges of the House under rule IX
and may not be considered at this
time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I regretfully
appeal the ruling of the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the appeal on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
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LAHOOD) to lay on the table the appeal
of the ruling of the Chair.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. 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.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 212, nays
202, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 436]

BEvi-

YEAS—212

AKkin Graham Peterson (PA)
Armey Granger Petri
Bachus Graves Platts
Ballenger Green (WI) Pombo
Barr Greenwood Portman
Bartlett Grucci Pryce (OH)
Barton Gutknecht Putnam
Bass Hansen Quinn
Bereuter Hart Radanovich
Biggert Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Bilirakis Hayes Regula
Blunt Hayworth Rehberg
Boehlert Hefley Reynolds
Boehner Herger Riley
Bonilla Hobson Rogers (KY)
Bono Hoekstra Rogers (MI)
Boozman Horn Rohrabacher
Brady (TX) Hostettler Ros-Lehtinen
Brown (SC) Houghton Royce
Bryant Hulshof Ryan (WI)
Burr Hunter Ryun (KS)
Burton Hyde Saxton
Buyer Isakson Schaffer
Callahan Issa Schrock
Calvert Istook Sensenbrenner
Camp Jenkins Sessions
Cannon Johnson (CT)
Cantor Johnson (IL) gﬁ:gregg
Capito Johnson, Sam Shays
Castle Jones (NC) Sherwood
Chabot Keller Shi

. imkus
Chambliss Kelly Shuster
Coblle Kennedy (MN) Simmons
Collins Kerns Simpson
Combest King (NY) Skeen
Cooksey K%ngston Smith (MI)
Cox Kirk Smith (NJ)
Crane Knollenberg Smith (TX)
Crenshaw Kolbe
Cubin LaHood Souder
Culberson Latham Ste@rns
Cunningham LaTourette Sullivan
Davis, Jo Ann Leach Sununu
Davis, Tom Lewis (CA) Sweeney
DeLay Lewis (KY) Tancredo
DeMint Linder Tauzin
Diaz-Balart LoBiondo Taylor (NC)
Doolittle Lucas (OK) Terry
Dreier Manzullo Thomas
Duncan McCrery Thornberry
Dunn McHugh Thune
Ehlers MeclInnis Tiahrt
Emerson McKeon Tiberi
English Mica Toomey
Everett Miller, Dan Upton
Ferguson Miller, Gary Vitter
Flake Miller, Jeff Walden
Fletcher Moran (KS) Walsh
Foley Morella Wamp
Forbes Myrick Watkins (OK)
Fossella Nethercutt Watts (OK)
Frelinghuysen Ney Weldon (FL)
Gallegly Northup Weldon (PA)
Ganske Norwood Weller
Gekas Nussle Whitfield
Gibbons Osborne Wicker
Gilchrest Ose Wilson (NM)
Gillmor Otter Wilson (SC)
Goode Oxley Wolf
Goodlatte Paul Young (AK)
Goss Pence Young (FL)

NAYS—202

Abercrombie Allen Baca
Ackerman Andrews Baird
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Baldacci Hill Oberstar
Baldwin Hilliard Obey
Barcia Hinchey Olver
Barrett Hinojosa Ortiz
Becerra Hoeffel Owens
Bentsen Holden Pallone
Berkley Holt Pascrell
Berman Honda Pastor
Berry Hooley Payne
Bishop Hoyer Pelosi
Blagojevich Inslee Peterson (MN)
Blumenauer Israel Phelps
Bonior Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Borski Jackson-Lee Price (NC)
Boswell (TX) Rahall
Boucher Jefferson Rangel
Boyd John Reyes
Brady (PA) Johnson, E. B. Rivers
Brown (FL) Jones (OH) Rodriguez
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Roemer
Capps Kaptur Ross
Capuano Kennedy (RI) Rothman
Cardin Kildee Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Kilpatrick Rush
Carson (OK) Kind (WI) Sabo
Clay Kleczka Sanchez
Clayton Kucinich Sanders
Clement LaFalce Sandlin
Clyburn Langevin Sawyer
Condit Lantos Schakowsky
Costello Larsen (WA) Schiff
Coyne Larson (CT) Scott
Cramer Lee Serrano
Crowley Levin Sherman
Cummings Lewis (GA) Shows
Davis (CA) Lipinski Skelton
Davis (FL) Lofgren Slaughter
Davis (IL) Lowey Smith (WA)
DeFazio Lucas (KY) Snyder
DeGette Luther Solis
Delahunt Lynch Spratt
DeLauro Maloney (CT) Stark
Deutsch Maloney (NY) Stenholm
Dicks Markey Strickland
Dingell Matheson Stupak
Doggett Matsui Tauscher
Dooley McCarthy (MO) Taylor (MS)
Doyle McCarthy (NY) Thompson (CA)
Edwards McCollum Thompson (MS)
Engel McDermott Thurman
Eshoo McGovern Tierney
Etheridge McIntyre Towns
Evans McNulty Turner
Farr Meehan Udall (CO)
Fattah Meek (FL) Udall (NM)
Filner Meeks (NY) Velazquez
Ford Menendez Visclosky
Frank Millender- Waters
Frost McDonald Watson (CA)
Gephardt Miller, George Watt (NC)
Gonzalez Mollohan Waxman
Gordon Moore Weiner
Green (TX) Moran (VA) Wexler
Gutierrez Nadler Woolsey
Hall (TX) Napolitano Wu
Harman Neal Wynn

NOT VOTING—17
Aderholt Hastings (FL) Pickering
Baker Hilleary Pitts
Conyers Lampson Roukema
Deal Mascara Stump
Ehrlich McKinney Tanner
Gilman Murtha
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Mr. GORDON changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

NOTIFICATION OF INTENTION TO
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to clause 2(a)(1) of House rule
IX, I rise to give notice of my intent to
present a question of privilege to the
House.
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The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

A resolution, in accordance with House
Rule IX, expressing a sense of the House that
its integrity has been impugned and Con-
stitutional duty hampered by the inability of
the House to bring to the floor H.R. 854, leg-
islation that would promote the general wel-
fare of the nation by protecting its health
care system.

Whereas President George W. Bush has
urged Congress to put Medicare on a ‘‘sus-
tainable financial footing”’ in order to assure
Americans of affordable and accessible
health care.

Whereas the Administration has failed to
take action to protect Medicare and Med-
icaid programs from severe cuts that threat-
en basic services to persons in need of health
care.

Whereas the Medicaid program is facing
significant cuts through reductions in the
disproportionate share hospital program,
threatening the very financial viability of
the nation’s public hospitals.

Whereas the cuts made in order by the Bal-
anced Budget Act were postponed until 2003
by the Benefits Improvement and Protection
Act but without further congressional action
cuts will be reimposed and have the poten-
tial to seriously cripple safety-net public
health services in states across the nation.

Whereas, in addition to slashing payments
to hospitals the Administration has also
eliminated the UPL payments for hospitals,
further weakening their ability to provide
health care to the indigent and uninsured.

Whereas federal payments to states for
this program have been reduced by approxi-
mately $700 million in FY 2002 and will be re-
duced further by about $900 million in FY
2003, thus severely restricting public hos-
pitals’ ability to serve persons in need of
health care.

Whereas the number of uninsured persons
without access to health care has risen in
the last year to 41.2 million.

Whereas by failing to act Congress imposes
on the states and localities an undue burden
to carry health care costs as well as abro-
gates its responsibility to maintain the gen-
eral welfare of the country, bringing dis-
credit to this Body and threatening the very
well-being of the populace.

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that it is
the sense of the House of Representatives
that the Congress should complete action on
H.R. 854 or other provider reimbursement
legislation before recessing and should in-
sure that Medicare and Medicaid providers
have appropriate funds to carry out their
health care mandates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Under rule IX, a resolu-
tion offered from the floor by a Mem-
ber other than the majority leader or
minority leader as a question of the
privileges of the House has immediate
precedence only at a time designated
by the Chair within 2 legislative days
after the resolution is appropriately
noticed.

Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) will
appear in the RECORD at this point.

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That
determination will be made at a time
designated for consideration of the res-
olution.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I ask to be heard at the appropriate
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time on the question of whether this
resolution constitutes a question of
privilege.

———

NOTIFICATION OF INTENTION TO
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House rule IX, clause 1,
I rise to give notice of my intent to
present a question of privilege of the
House.

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

TRANSPORTATION (AMTRAK) PRIVILEGED
RESOLUTION

A resolution, in accordance with House
Rule IX, expressing a sense of the House that
its integrity has been impugned and Con-
stitutional duty hampered by the inability of
the House to bring to the floor the Fiscal
Year 2003 Transportation Appropriations
Act, due to the severe under funding of the
National Passenger Rail Corporation (Am-
trak) within the President’s Fiscal Year (FY)
2003 Budget.

Whereas under Article I, Section IX, of the
Constitution states no money shall be drawn
from the Treasury, but in Consequence of
Appropriations made by law.

Whereas it is the fiscal duty of the Con-
gress to appropriate annually the funds need-
ed to support the execution of the programs
and operations of the Federal Government.

Whereas to date the House has only consid-
ered five Appropriations bills.

Whereas President George W. Bush has ig-
nored the requests of Amtrak for an Appro-
priation of $1.2 billion, and has instead pro-
posed only $521 million in funding.

Whereas the House Appropriations Com-
mittee gutted funding for Amtrak with every
Republican member on the Committee vot-
ing to cut funding, despite the dire impact
this will have on their own districts.

Whereas instead of strong support and con-
sistent growth in support for the nation’s
passenger rail system the President’'s FY
2003 Budget seeks to strangle Amtrak so that
the Administration can begin to implement
plans to privatize the system.

Whereas Amtrak provided a critical trans-
portation need in the months after the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11th, and has
seen consistent growth in ridership despite
continued levels of inadequate funding.

Whereas Amtrak serves more than 500 sta-
tions in 46 states and employs over 24,000
people, and Amtrak passengers on Northeast
corridor trains would fill 250 planes daily or
over 91,000 flights each year.

Resolved that it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the Congress should
complete action on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2003
Transportation Appropriations, with an allo-
cation of $1.2 billion for Amtrak.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Under rule IX, a resolu-
tion offered from the floor by a Mem-
ber other than the majority leader or
minority leader as a question of the
privileges of the House has immediate
precedence only at a time designated
by the Chair within 2 legislative days
after the resolution is properly noticed.

Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gentle-
woman from Indiana will appear in the
RECORD at this point.
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The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That
determination will be made at the time
designated for consideration of the res-
olution.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask to be heard at the appropriate
time on the question of whether this
resolution constitutes a question of
privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman will be notified of the time
so designated.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIBERI). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

——
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PAUL addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

CELEBRATING THE MINNESOTA
TWINS AND 3M

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. Mr. Speaker,
today we would like to talk about a
couple of issues that are very impor-
tant to those of us from Minnesota.
One is, of course, what is happening
out in Oakland right now and a tre-
mendous story, and I would like to
yield to my friend also from the State
of Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY) to talk a
little bit about what is happening in
Oakland and what happened this year
to a Minnesota team that was not sup-
posed to be playing baseball this year.
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I would yield to my friend from Min-
nesota.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
yielding to me.

We have some great baseball going on
in Minnesota. I attract the attention of
this House that it has only been about
a year since Major League Baseball
Commissioner Bud Selig announced
their decision to contract baseball,
which would have been painless for the
owners, but would have been very pain-
ful for Minnesota, and here we have in
that year since a team that has come
forth. Not only is this a team that was
on the verge of extinction, but this is a
team that has a lot of young, fresh-
faced players and a cumulative salary
that is amongst the lowest in the
league.

We have got a great team that is out
there scrapping, making all Minneso-
tans proud. I know my two sons,
daughters and our family have always
enjoyed the great baseball tradition. I
have got my Minnesota Twins hat here.
I do not know if I am allowed to sing
We Are Going to Win, Twins Are Here,
but we in Minnesota are very proud of
what the Twins have been doing, and
we just want to congratulate them on
their success and tell them that we are
confident that they are going to have a
great way all the way to the World Se-
ries and beyond.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it is a Cinderella
story, and 1 year ago it looked as if
that team would not even exist this
year, and now here they are in the
playoffs. And yesterday was another
great story; fell behind early, came
back to win in Oakland.

Today my staff is gathered around.
They rigged up a way that we can actu-
ally listen to the game in the office,
and we have a feeling they are going to
come back today.

We are also proud and we are here
today to talk about something that we
in Minnesota are proud of, and that is
a Minnesota company called Minnesota
Mining and Manufacturing, 3M better
known, because they are celebrating
100 years of innovation, and it really is
one of the most innovative companies.

Several years ago we had one of their
researchers come down to Rochester,
Minnesota. He gave a speech, and he
said something pretty profound. He
said that he is talking about basic re-
search, and he said if we knew what we
were doing, it would not be research.
And there is no other company that I
know of that has done so much in
terms of developing new products, be-
cause many people think of 3M, and
they think of Scotch tape or they
think of Post-It notes, but truthfully,
it started 100 years ago making sand-
paper, and now they are a $1 billion
pharmaceutical company.

They are involved in all kinds of
things from health care to industrial
products, consumer and office prod-
ucts, electrocommunication products
and specialty material. They operate in
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more than 60 countries. They have 37
international companies within the op-
eration. They have 32 laboratories, and
I think last year they were awarded 501
patents. It is an amazing story of inno-
vation, and let me just share one
quote, and then I want to yield back to
my colleague.

One of their first presidents was a
gentleman by the name of William
McKnight, and he is the one who ig-
nited the whole notion of innovation
and research, but he said, ‘“This higher
good, people, leave them alone. If you
put fences around people, you get
sheep. Give people the room that they
need.” And he did and built an amazing
company and also created an amazing
foundation which serves the people of
the Upper Midwest and the world even
today.

I yield back to my colleague from
Minnesota.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for the
time, and 3M is certainly one of the
jewels of Minnesota, a wonderful com-
pany that, as my colleague described,
very capably innovates beyond the
scale of just about any other company
in the world, and they bring out new
products all the time that are solving
problems that people face.

I had an opportunity just on the en-
ergy issues to sit and listen to some of
their ideas for how we can be more en-
ergy-efficient, whether it be transmit-
ting energy across electric lines,
whether it be making the weight of our
cars lighter so they can have the same
strength but still use less gas. The
number of ideas and innovation that
comes out of 3M has been awesome, and
we are proud to have them in our
State.

I am very proud that in my district I
have three plants in Hutchinson and
New Ulm and Fairmont. I had the op-
portunity to visit them. They have got
great, wonderful workers, and they
have got wonderful workers through-
out the company. They treat their
workers very well, and we are certainly
proud of that.

As part of this 100-year celebration,
they are going to be here tomorrow in
the Cannon Caucus Room, number 345,
from 8:30 to 10:00, and I am proud, to be
an American enterprise showcase of
their technologies, and we encourage
all of our Members to come and see the
great things that 3M does.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, that
is tomorrow in 345 Cannon House Office
Building from 8:30 to 12:30. Snacks will
be served. It will be a great time.

————
THE NATION’S ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the
House has taken little note of what is
happening to the economy. Millions of
Americans, however, are clamoring for
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our attention, and our increasing eco-
nomic distress, I am not surprised that
the House takes little interest in the
unemployed. Poor people must live on
another planet, not in the United
States.

But there has been a recent wake-up
call that spreads deep into the middle
class, and that is recently released fig-
ures on a 2-year decline in the number
of uninsured after what had been some
steadiness. Recent figures show a de-
cline in health care coverage among
many working Americans. I think the
Washington Post says it best: There is
new evidence that a weakened economy
is having adverse ripple effects on ordi-
nary people.

What we see is a drop in the propor-
tion of people who have health bene-
fits. That is usually working Ameri-
cans who have gotten them as a result
of their employment. At the same
time, we are seeing a mediocre rise in
health insurance costs, up 12.7 percent
this year, and then, of course, there is
the completely unsustainable increase
in prescription drug prices at twice the
rate of inflation. All of these health
care indicators at the same time show
the kind of distress that urgently needs
our attention.

Much of the drop in health insurance
costs comes from small businesses, 10
percent of it in the last 2 years, but
that is where the jobs are. That is
where people with health insurance
are, and if we want some indication
that we are now striking at the heart
of our economy, we need only look at
the fact that most of those who have
lost their health insurance are working
men.

Of course, the population that is
most without health insurance in our
country today are Latinos. A third of
Latinos have no health insurance bene-
fits.

What the statistics do not show, Mr.
Speaker, however, is where the great-
est effect is, I believe, being held, and
that is the shift in health care costs
from the employer to the employee.
When an employer cannot sustain the
cost of health benefits anymore, and he
shifts to his employee, then we have
what in effect is a cost in pay and a
lowering of the standard of living, and
we know that is what has occurred be-
cause 2 weeks ago the Census Bureau
reported that the household incomes
fell 2.2 percent.

We have not paid any attention in
this House to the very rapid increase in
unemployment because it started so
low, from 3.9 percent 2 years ago to 5.7
percent today. We cannot let it con-
tinue to rise that fast. Now we see real-
ly the fatal indicator, the health insur-
ance indicator.

This House is about to go home with
token health to seniors on prescription
drugs, which leaves most of them ex-
actly where they were before that pit-
tance of a bill passed. We have an
equally dangerous indicator left on the
table, left to fester, and that one is one
we should have learned in the past to
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take note of, and that is the urgent
loss of health care benefits to millions
of Americans who had them this time
last year, who had them this time 6
months ago, who are afraid more of the
loss of health care benefits than they
are of the loss of employment. We
ought to be very, very careful about
going home and leaving people without
health insurance.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure; which was read and, with-
out objection, referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE,

Washington, DC., September 26, 2002.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, Washington, DC

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed are copies of
resolutions adopted on September 25, 2002 by
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. Copies of the resolutions are being
transmitted to the Department of the Army.

Sincerely,
DON YOUNG,
Chairman.
There was no objection.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H. J. RES. 112, FURTHER CON-
TINUING APPROPRIATIONS, FIS-
CAL YEAR 2003

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-718) on the resolution (H.
Res. 568) providing for consideration of
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 112)
making further continuing appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 2003, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr
TIBERI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the time al-
located to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE).

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

There was no objection.

———

TRIBUTE TO CARL SCHULTZE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I am 44
years old; and although that is a short
time of life, it has been a time of enor-
mous changes. Yet there have been few
things that have been consistent. One
thing that has been consistent that I
have observed in my life is a friend of
mine who just passed away, Carl
Schultze. He was Mr. Consistency, Mr.
Collinsville, Mr. Holy Cross, Mr. Public
Servant, Mr. Community Leader.

The record of public service, love of
God and family and community has
ended with the death of Carl Schultze.
Carl Willoughby Schultze, 73, of Col-
linsville, Illinois, was born July 31, 1929
in Collinsville. Carl started his work-
ing career as a car salesman in 1947 for
Norwin Chevrolet in downtown Collins-
ville, Illinois, and retired in 2001 from
Jack Schmitt Chevrolet in Collinsville,
Illinois.

Carl was an active member of Holy
Cross Lutheran Church, the church I
attend. He was involved in the church
choir. His booming thunderous voice,
always on Kkey, served as the founda-
tion of a successful church choir whose
sole goal was to glorify God. He was
past congregation president, financial
secretary, elder, member of the school
board and various other boards. He was
a past member of the Collinsville Jay-
cees, was a Collinsville Tepee Adult
Board president, and a member of the
Collinsville Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors and Collinsville
Progress Board of Directors, having
been president for 9 years.

In May 2002, Collinsville Progress re-
named the Improvement of the Month
Award as the Carl Schultze Improve-
ment of the Month Award, presented
by the Collinsville Progress. He was a
past board member of CMT YWCA, that
is Collinsville, Marysville, Troy YMCA,
and a past member of the United Way
board, serving as chairman in 1990.

He was on the board of directors of
the Collinsville Building and Loan As-
sociation for 22 years, having been
made a board member emeritus, and
was a board member of the Collinsville
Chorale. He was a very active and in-
volved member of the Kiwanis, an orga-
nization that he got me to join, having
served as president for two terms, past
lieutenant governor of Division 34 of
Kiwanis, and received the distinguished
lieutenant governor pin, and was a past
board member and received the
Kiwanian of the Year Award, Hixon
Fellow Honor, and the Amador Fellow
Honor.

Carl received other awards: the CHS,
Collinsville High School, Alumni
Award in 2001, the Spirit of Excellence
Award in 2001, and the Irvin Dillard
Award by the Collinsville Lion’s Club.
Over the years, Carl enjoyed singing
for weddings and funerals, working
outside in his garden, and was a dedi-
cated husband, father, and grandfather.

He is survived by his loving wife and
high school sweetheart, Mary Lou, and
three compassionate and loving daugh-
ters, daughter Belinda Schultze, Laura
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Schultze, and Lisa Durham of Collins-
ville. Lisa is my grade school and high
school classmate; and her husband,
Chris, and Carl’s pride and joy, his
grandson, Jacob Schultze Durham.

I have split wood with Carl, I have
trimmed trees, I built a swing set, sold
oranges, and sold bagna calda, and I
have worshipped with Carl. He has been
a father figure and a mentor. If I ac-
complish one-half of the good deeds
that Carl Schultze has done, I will
leave this life a happy man.

As the Bible says, ‘“Well done, good
and faithful servant.”

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DREIER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
ROMAN PUCINSKI, FORMER MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS, FORMER CHI-
CAGO ALDERMAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to pay tribute to the Honorable
Roman Pucinski, former Member of
Congress, former Chicago alderman,
and a great American.

Mr. Speaker, on September 25, the
Angel of Death took away the golden
voice of Roman Pucinski, formerly
fondly known as ‘“Pooch’ to those who
knew him. Roman Pucinski was a
Chicagoan through and through. In a
city with strong ethnic ties and herit-
age, he was a renowned member and
leader in the Polish American commu-
nity.

Pucinski was a household name in
Chicago. The proud son of civic leader-
ship, Roman went on to become a re-
porter-journalist. And what a reporter
he was for the Chicago Sun Times. The
war interrupted his journalism career,
and during World War II Roman was
the lead bombardier in the first B-29
““‘Superfortress’ raid on Tokyo in 1944.
This was just one of 49 missions in
which he flew as part of the Army Air
Forces in the Pacific.

He returned home to Chicago and be-
came the chief investigator for a select
committee of Congress, investigating
the Katyn Forest Massacre. This inves-
tigation of slain Poles eventually re-
sulted in his appointment as Illinois di-
vision president of the Polish American
Congress. Roman Pucinski was then
elected to the United States House of
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Representatives in 1958 and distin-
guished himself as an advocate for edu-
cation, airline safety, and the interest
of Chicago. He served 7 terms.

Roman Pucinski was then called
upon by his party to run for United
States Senate against the very popular
Charles Percy. Roman did not win that
election. However, he came back the
next year and ran for the Chicago City
Council as alderman of the 41st Ward.
He was elected and became an icon,
serving for 18 years.

Roman Pucinski was an outstanding
orator and a skilled debater who loved
to talk, and talk he did. I served with
Roman in the Chicago City Council,
and though we were often pitted
against each other as a result of mem-
bership in and alliances with different
political forces, we became great
friends and worked well together.

He leaves to cherish a great legacy of
service and representation, and to
mourn his passing, many friends and a
devoted family, his daughter Aurelia,
who was elected and served as Clerk of
the Circuit Court of Cook County, a
son, a brother, a sister, and three
grandchildren.

Roman Pucinski encouraged me to
run for Congress and would often say
that he would come and speak for or
against me, whichever would help the
most. Roman, you were right again.
Congress is indeed an interesting, ex-
citing, and challenging place where one
can help to shape the world. I say,
Thanks to you, and good-bye, my
friend.

———

42ND ANNIVERSARY OF THE INDE-
PENDENCE OF THE REPUBLIC OF
CYPRUS

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. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to come to the House floor today
to mark the 42nd anniversary of the
independence of the Republican of Cy-
prus. Despite the tragic events that
have taken place during the past 4 dec-
ades, the Government of the Republic
of Cyprus remains committed to the
core principles enshrined in the Cyprus
constitution guaranteeing the basic
rights and freedoms of the people of

Cyprus, Greek Cypriots and Turkish
Cypriots alike.
Members of this Congress have

strongly supported the Republic of Cy-
prus. Resolutions have been introduced
in the House and Senate expressing the
sense of Congress that security, rec-
onciliation, and prosperity for all Cyp-
riots can best be achieved within the
context of membership in the European
Union, which will provide significant
rights and obligations for all Cypriots.
The legislation has strong support in
the House, having been unanimously
approved by the Subcommittee on Eu-
rope of the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations. The Senate has
also passed this legislation out of their
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Committee on Foreign Relations
unanimously. The House version has 83
bipartisan cosponsors, and the legisla-
tion echoes longstanding U.S. policy in
support of Cyprus’ accession to the Eu-
ropean Union.

Mr. Speaker, the commemoration of
Cyprus’ Independence Day this year, as
in the past 28 years, is complicated sig-
nificantly by the fact that over a third
of the island nation’s territory con-
tinues to be illegally occupied by the
Turkish military forces, in violations
of U.N. Security Council resolutions. In
spite of this, Cyprus remains com-
mitted to achieving a resolution of this
military problem through peaceful ne-
gotiations.

On July 20 of 1974, Turkey invaded
Cyprus and to this day continues to
maintain 35,000 heavily armed troops in
the occupied territory. Nearly 200,000
Greek Cypriots were forcibly evicted
from their homes, became refugees in
their own country, and fell victim to a
policy of ethnic cleansing. 1,493 Greek
Cypriots, including four Americans of
Cypriot descent, have been missing
since 1974.

In 1983, in flagrant violation of inter-
national law and the treaties estab-
lishing the Republic of Cyprus and
guaranteeing its independence and ter-
ritorial integrity, Ankara promoted a
“unilateral declaration of independ-
ence’’ in the area under its military oc-
cupation. The U.S. Government and
the U.N. Security Council condemned
the declaration and attempted seces-
sion. To date, no other country in the
world, except Turkey, recognized the
so-called ‘‘Turkish Republic of North-
ern Cyprus.”

In 1999, the Security Council re-
affirmed that ‘‘a Cyprus settlement
must be based on a State of Cyprus
with a single sovereignty and inter-
national personality and a single citi-
zenship, with its independence and ter-
ritorial integrity safeguarded and com-
prising two politically equal commu-
nities.” These parameters have been
reiterated by the Security Council on
several occasions.

In a landmark decision on May 10 of
2001, the European Court of Human
Rights found Turkey responsible for
continuing violations of human rights.
The court decision emphasized that the
Republic of Cyprus is the sole legiti-
mate government of Cyprus, and point-
ed out Turkey is engaged in the poli-
cies and actions of the illegal occupa-
tion regime.

In the face of a short, but painful,
history of the Republic of Cyprus,
there has been remarkable economic
growth for those individuals living in
the government-controlled areas.
Sadly, the people living in the occupied
area continue to be mired in poverty as
a result of the policies pursued by the
Turkish leadership and the occupying
power. These issues would be resolved
if Turkey would withdraw their illegal
occupation and allow the democratic
government of the Republic of Cyprus
to run its own affairs.



October 2, 2002

And I hope, Mr. Speaker, that we see
that day soon when we see democracy
and unity for all of Cyprus.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PETERSON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

TRIBUTE TO AMERICA’S FALLEN
FIREFIGHTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, as
National Firefighter Memorial Week-
end approaches, I rise to pay tribute to
our Nation’s fallen firefighters; and I
am pleased that a number of my col-
leagues have joined me in legislation
on this and may come later in the
evening to speak in favor of this bipar-
tisan legislation that we have intro-
duced on behalf of our fallen fire-
fighters.

Last year, America tragically lost 442
firefighters. Each gave their lives pro-
tecting our communities from fire and
other emergencies. This weekend, on
October 5 and 6, we will join together
as a Nation to mourn their passing and
honor their sacrifices. So it is fitting
that we come to this floor today to
honor the memory of our fallen fire-
fighters and say thank you to those
brave folks who have served our com-
munity so well.

Mr. Speaker, firefighters truly em-
body the value and spirit that makes
America what it is today, a great Na-
tion. Firefighters are diverse, they rep-
resent every race and creed and culture
in America, yet they are bound by a
common commitment to service. Fire-
fighters are dedicated; and when we
call them, they risk their lives for each
of us. They are the people our children
look up to. When we ask a child the
timeless question, What do you want to
be when you grow up?, nowadays, more
often than not, those children will say,
I want to be a firefighter.

Our firefighters are truly our home-
town heroes. However, all too often
these heroes must give their lives in
the line of duty. For the families of
these brave souls, Congress created the
Public Safety Officers Benefit Act.
Since its inception 25 years ago, this
important benefit has provided sur-
viving families with financial assist-
ance during their desperate time of
need.
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However, a glitch in the law prevents
some families from receiving the as-
sistance that Congress had intended. If
a firefighter or public safety officer has
a heart attack or stroke, then they are
more likely not to get the benefit. The
truth is it accounts for almost half of
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all firefighter fatalities, yet the fami-
lies of these fallen firefighters are rare-
ly eligible for these benefits.

For example, imagine that a house or
business catches on fire, a company of
firefighters tragically lose two of their
members fighting this fire. One loses
their life as a result of a piece of debris
hitting him within the building, and
the other dies of a heart attack in the
parking lot when they walk out of the
building.

Under current law, the family of the
firefighter who suffered a fatal blow to
the head received the benefit, while the
firefighter who walked out in the park-
ing lot and had a heart attack, their
family gets nothing. It is wrong that
these families are denied this benefit
when the loved one sacrifices their life
while serving our community.

A constituent of mine, Mike Wil-
liams of Bunnlevel, who works in the
Office of the State Fire Marshal, alert-
ed me to this glitch in the law after
Ms. Deborah Brooks, the widow of
Thomas Brooks, a firefighter from
Lumberton, was denied benefits be-
cause of this technicality. Mr. Brooks,
a master firefighter, tragically died of
a heart attack after running several
calls on the evening shift. As part of
his duties with the State Fire Mar-
shal’s office, Mike helps families fill
out public safety officer benefits, and
he had received many of these benefit
rejection letters from cardiac cases
from the U.S. Department of Justice.

The rejection letter in Thomas
Brooks’ case was one too many, and
Mike wrote to me and asked that we
investigate the situation. We found out
that it would take legislation to do it.
As a result, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON), who
are cochairmen of the Firefighters
Caucus, and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) along with many oth-
ers, have introduced H.R. 5334, the
Hometown Heroes Survivors Benefits
Act. H.R. 5334 will correct this techni-
cality in the law that has penalized so
many of our firefighting families.

This bipartisan legislation will pro-
vide this benefit to the families of pub-
lic safety officers who have died after a
heart attack or a stroke while on duty,
or within 24 hours after participating
in a training exercise or responding to
an emergency situation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5334 is the kind of
bipartisan legislation that we should
be working on in this House. As of this
afternoon we have 50 cosponsors, and
more cosponsors on the way. I urge
Members to cosponsor H.R. 5334, and I
ask the House leadership to put this
bill to a vote before this Congress ad-
journs. Our firefighters put their lives
on the line where strength, heart and
desire are sometimes the only thing
that ensures that a piece of property or
a house that is burning down can be
saved. Our hometown heroes deserve
our support. Let us let them know that
we appreciate their bravery and her-
oism.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIBERI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. HOYER addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. BROWN of Florida addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BACA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to sup-
port full funding for the “No Child Left Behind”
Act (H.R. 1). The new little red schoolhouse
entrances to the Department of Education
building are a perfect example that the Admin-
istration is “all show and no tell” when it
comes to education. By building those little red
schoolhouses, at a cost of $98,000, at least
160 children have already been left behind by
the Administration’s cuts in education funding.
The Bush Administration thinks that the Amer-
ican people will see those schoolhouses and
believe that the Nation’s children are in good
hands under the Bush education system.

The American people know better. Ameri-
cans will notice when after school programs
are no longer available for their children.
Americans will notice when their special needs
children cannot get extra help from their own
community schools.

Americans will notice when their teachers
become frustrated because they can't get the
training they need to provide the best quality
instruction to their students. Americans will no-
tice when these same teachers have to leave
their students because they can't get the train-
ing required to meet the Administration’s new
accountability standards. Americans will notice
when their kids can't receive as much in stu-
dent loans, and don't have access to scholar-
ships for low-income students. And, Ameri-
cans will notice when their kids who need help
with their English skills are falling behind be-
cause their schools no longer provide training
in English.

Since 1997, the average increase in Federal
education funding has been 12 percent a
year—until now.

The Bush Administration proposes to in-
crease Federal funding by only 0.5 percent,
but flaunts the “No Child Left Behind” Act as
its first big accomplishment.

If leaving millions of children out in the cold
when it comes to their education is an accom-
plishment, then dark times lay ahead.

The Bush Administration has slashed about
82 percent of the budget increase promised by
the “No Child Left Behind” Act for low-income
students.

The President’s budget cuts the expected
increase for low-income students from $5.65
billion to only $1 billion extracted from other
important programs.

Low-income students can expect to lose
over $664 million in badly needed funds.
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English language training programs will now
face a freeze in funding even though 300,000
students with limited English will enroll in
school next year.

The Bush budget cuts English language
training funding by almost 10 percent per
child, but still requires testing of these stu-
dents to determine how to bring students up to
new standards.

We should be helping school districts like
those in my Congressional district, which are
struggling to make good on their promise to
hire more bilingual teachers to help the grow-
ing number of Spanish-speaking children.

Instead, the Bush budget cuts funding for bi-
lingual education and teacher training.

The Bush administration’s budget cuts spe-
cial education programs by so much that the
goals set by the Individuals with Disabilities
Act (IDEA) cannot be met for at least 12 more
years.

Special Education is underfunded by $500
million. The “No Child Left Behind” Act re-
quires that IDEA be met in 7 years, not 12.

The funds for the Teacher Quality State
Grant program, which is the primary Federal
program for training teachers in core academic
subjects, have come to a halt.

92,000 fewer teachers will be trained than
the Program currently supports. The Bush Ad-
ministration’s budget is $404 million below the
amount promised in the “No Child Left Be-
hind” for teacher training.

The Republican budget also freezes child
care funding and includes only a slight in-
crease for Head Start. This will reduce the
number of children already eligible and leave
millions empty-handed.

The Administration fails to fund its vital edu-
cation program that claims to leave no child
behind. It seems that Republicans think that
simply by naming the education bill “No Child
Left Behind,” they are keeping their promise to
the American people. Americans know better!
Americans deserve better!

| urge both the Administration and the Mem-
bers of Congress to fully fund the “No Child
Left Behind” Act for the sake of our children.

———

CHALLENGES FACING OUR FIRE
DEPARTMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, as a supporter of the bill of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE) and the effort of this Con-
gress to be more aggressive in support
of our firefighters, I very much encour-
age the consideration and ultimate
passage of legislation that will accom-
plish that.

This morning we held a hearing in
the Committee on Science to examine
just how the Federal Government can
help ensure that our Nation’s fire de-
partments are adequately equipped and
staffed to perform the jobs they have
been asked to do. The hearing shed
light on the challenges facing our fire
departments. I would like to talk about
a couple of those challenges.

First, the need of the firefighting
community to work together on these
efforts. Our challenge and our goal is
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to increase support for firefighters in
this country. After 9/11 of last year, I
think all of America recognized that
we depend a great deal on our first re-
sponders. The firefighters in New York
set an example for people all over the
world that it takes cooperation if we
are going to protect the liberty and
freedom that we have.

One concern I have is the contest
that has been developing between vol-
unteers and full-time firefighters. I
think we need to do everything we can
so all of our first responders, fire-
fighters and medics work together to
accomplish the goals that we need to
accomplish at the Federal level.

In my home State of Michigan, the
Professional Firefighters Union has
been pressuring their members not to
volunteer in their home communities
because they might displace potential
union members. The events of Sep-
tember 11 generated a renewed appre-
ciation and respect for firefighters.

Two years ago, Members of the House
started a program of helping fire de-
partments around the country with
equipment and with training. I think
we should remind ourselves that many
of these first responders are in small
communities that cannot depend on a
fire department that is 100 miles away.
The only way a lot of these commu-
nities can survive is to have volunteers
that can work in those departments.
Where else do we have volunteers that
are willing to go out and risk their
lives to protect our property and our
lives?

The grant program that we estab-
lished provided direct support to fire
departments around the country for
basic firefighting needs. In its initial
year, the program proved to be very
popular with both fire services and
Members of Congress. Additionally, the
U.S. Fire Administration received ex-
tensive praise for an exceptional job of
developing and implementing the pro-
gram efficiently under challenging
time constraints.

In my mind, the need-based peer-re-
viewed grant program is an excellent
example of how the Federal Govern-
ment can assist the first responders,
both paid full-time people and volun-
teers, with the basic training and
equipment they need to answer our
calls.

If we lose volunteers in those very
small communities, it will be a tre-
mendous financial burden to maintain
the kind of protection that we have
now. This has got to be a situation
where we work together.

Those of us in the Fire Caucus, while
supportive of a grant program to in-
crease terrorism preparedness, quickly
recognized that the Assistance to Fire-
fighters Grant Program was intended
to provide fundamental firefighting
support to departments, and should be
kept separate and distinct from the
FEMA counterterrorism funds that the
President proposed.

Further complicating this problem
has been language in the proposed
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Homeland Security legislation that
gives the FEMA Administrator and the
Secretary of the new department au-
thority to shift funds among programs.
There is a real concern now that this
authority, while understandable for ad-
ministrative flexibility, could elimi-
nate the basic program that several of
us thought was very important that we
implement in this country.

In conclusion, let me say that fire-
fighters around this country are there
when there is a community project. In
many places they hold baked good
sales to make sure that they can buy
the equipment to protect us in those
local communities. We need local sup-
port for these firefighters, we need
more State support for these fire-
fighters, and we need more Federal
support for these firefighters.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the United States Fire Adminis-
tration that my science research sub-
committee oversees for their hard work
and commitment in bringing the goals
of this program to fruition. Adminis-
trator David Paulison and grants direc-
tor Bryan Cowan have gone above and
beyond the call of duty.

——————

DEMOCRATS ARE WORKING TO
GET OUR ECONOMY BACK ON
TRACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, on a separate point from what
I wish to discuss this evening, let me
acknowledge that I had an opportunity
to meet with one of my firefighters
from Houston, Texas, and I do want to
emphasize the important role that fire-
fighters play in homeland security and
as first responders.

I hope that we will be able to address
their concerns, particularly as it re-
lates to one legislative initiative that I
am supporting dealing with H.R. 3992
which addresses the question of pro-
viding the added resources and per-
sonnel to ensure that both fire trucks
and fire stations are well equipped with
the necessary personnel. I believe how-
ever we resolve these matters dealing
with volunteer firefighters as well as
our full-time firefighters, we do realize
that they are, in fact, very viable and
vital first responders, and we should
address their concerns.

It is my sense and position to move
and hope that we will move H.R. 3992 as
expeditiously as we can. We had a hear-
ing in the Committee on Science, and I
hope that we will be able to do that on
behalf of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I believe there is a lot
that we can do on behalf of the Amer-
ican people, and as I have watched the
base of the economy crumble beneath
us, if we really went back home and
asked who is hurting or what needed to
be improved or corrected, most would
say that they would ask that we get
the economy back on track.
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It is important that the voice of
those Democrats who are seeking to do
so be heard. I am somewhat disturbed
that the House majority has failed to
address the real serious questions of
the economy. In the backdrop of a very
high and moral decision of whether or
not this Nation goes to war, we have
lost all sight of those who are hurting.

Let me just give some points that are
worth noting. Household income is
down for the first time since 1991. This
is not household income of those who
can afford to throw away a few dollars,
cut out one more midwinter trip away
to the islands or to some European at-
tractive vacation spot. This is the
household income of those who are try-
ing to make ends meet, trying to send
young people to college, pay their
mortgages, or, like in the State of
Texas, trying to scurry around to find
substitute insurance to the Farmers
Insurance Company that has shut down
in Texas, causing 700,000 families not to
have home insurance. This is real. Mr.
Speaker, I have sent a letter to the At-
torney General of the United States,
and I am waiting for a response, for
him to determine how he can be of as-
sistance to those 700,000 families in
Texas.

Poverty is up for the first time since
1993, affecting 1.3 million more families
than last year; 1.8 million jobs have
been lost, and unemployment is up 5.7
percent. Health care costs are soaring;
and again we say to the senior citizens
in our community, prescription drugs
prices are five times the rate of infla-
tion, but yet this body has not been
able to pass a guaranteed Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit. People are hurt-
ing.
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The stock market has lost $4.5 tril-
lion of its value, more than was lost in
the Hoover administration in that col-
lapse. All of the history books will
point to the stock market crash of 1928.
We have surpassed that. The market
just ended its worst quarter since the
crash of 1987.

Thousands of employees have seen
their retirement savings evaporate.
401(k) and other defined contribution
plans lost $210 billion. The index of
leading economic indicators fell .2 per-
cent this month, double the decline ex-
perts had expected. And a $5.6 trillion
surplus has become a $2 trillion deficit.

We have work to do, Mr. Speaker,
and we are not doing it. Thousands and
thousands, I am exaggerating, of
course, hundreds and hundreds, tens of
tens of suspension bills going nowhere;
but yet we are failing to address the
pain and the hurt of those who are suf-
fering from this economy. We have got
to strengthen pensions by giving em-
ployees the same protections that ex-
ecutives get. We have got to allow
those who are living with companies
that are bankrupt, Mr. Speaker, to go
into the bankruptcy court, pass a pre-
scription drug benefit, protect Social
Security, and provide jobs. I simply
ask for this Congress to do its work.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

GUAM’S POSITION IN LIGHT OF
IRAQI SITUATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIBERI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Guam (Mr.
UNDERWOOD) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TUNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker,
today as we look upon the world situa-
tion and we are confronting the possi-
bility of a renewed struggle in the Mid-
dle East and trying to deal with all the
challenges that we face as a result of
the activities and actions of Saddam
Hussein, it is important for me as the
representative of Guam to inform the
House about what the impact all of
this may have on communities around
the country, and particularly Guam.

We are on the precipice of a new
struggle, and we will have some time
to review and debate that particular
resolution which may authorize mili-
tary activities in that part of the world
next week; but the military challenges
that we face and the strategic chal-
lenges that we face, even though they
affect the entire Nation, they do not
affect all the communities around the
country in the same way; and certainly
we the people of Guam will feel the ef-
fects of this in many disproportionate
ways.

Guam is known primarily as a stra-
tegic area, as a place from which we
can triangulate armed conflict. It is a
military base for the Navy and for the
Air Force. There has been recent dis-
cussion about the placement of bomber
squadrons there at Anderson Air Force
Base, and new submarines are going to
be home-ported in Guam. All of that is
welcomed by the people of Guam be-
cause, indeed, we are patriotic Ameri-
cans.

In fact, today I just got an e-mail
from an Air Force captain asking me
for some remarks in order that he
might swear in an airman. Both of
them are in Kabul. The airman is going
to be reenlisted there in Afghanistan.
Our people are disproportionately in
high numbers in armed services. We
support the military. But as we look
upon what the effects of this struggle
might be and even though it may lead
to a bump-up in military activities in
Guam, we are directly economically
challenged by this because our econ-
omy is based primarily on tourism and
80 percent of our visitors come from
Japan and nothing is more dis-
concerting to Japanese tourists than
the prospect of war and conflict. If the
situation which occurred in Guam im-
mediately after the Gulf War crisis or
immediately after September 11 last
yvear again exists as a result of this
armed conflict, we will see a dramatic
downturn in tourism. A downturn in
tourism is already in effect as a result
of 9-11 and is already in effect simply
because of the economic malaise that
continues to obtain in Japan. But more
so than that, if this armed conflict
comes about, even the discussion of it
will lead to a reduction in numbers.

Guam will stand ready to do its part.
It did its part even in the evacuation of
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the Kurdish refugees in 1996 under Op-
eration Pacific Haven. They were sent
to Guam. When there was no overflight
authority granted to conduct bombing
raids on Iraq at a couple of times in the
past few years, those bombers were
prepositioned in Guam and then taken
directly to Iraq.

But I point this out not because the
people of Guam will not be in support,
but because really the people of Guam
deserve additional consideration
should this series of economic
downturns occur as a result of any con-
flict or even the discussion of conflict.
Immediately after the 9-11 situation,
there were a couple of proposals offered
for economic recovery. In that effort,
the House was not receptive to inclu-
sion of the territories in that economic
recovery package. While in the other
body the economic recovery package
was more receptive to the inclusion of
Guam and other territories, that eco-
nomic package never was successful.

Indeed, at the end of the day, the eco-
nomic assistance that was given di-
rectly to the territories was minimal
at best. But we have a new situation
that we are confronted with and the
people of Guam because of their long
contributions to the strategic posture
of the United States and because of
their contributions not only in terms
of their support for the military in
Guam but their own participation in
Guam I think should be treated with
some regard. I think the people of
Guam deserve to be treated according
to their contribution to national secu-
rity and national defense and simply
not be utilized on the basis of its value
from time to time.

And so as we take a look at the world
situation today and as we will go over
the details of the resolution, we must
be mindful that this effect, the eco-
nomic effects on communities will be
disproportionate around the country,
and we should be mindful of those so
that when we construct some initia-
tives that we give each community its
due.

————

FISCAL REVERSAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night along with my colleagues to ad-
dress an issue of great importance
which is receiving hardly any attention
at all. It is about our fiscal reversal,
about the tide of red ink that has over-
taken our budget, about the resurgence
of deficits that we thought after long,
long years of trying we had finally laid
to rest. Lost in the clutter, drowned by
the drums of war, the deficit sinks
deeper and deeper and deeper; and
there is no apparent plan by this ad-
ministration or this Congress to deal
with the problem.

You can look at this chart here
which shows graphically the deficit and
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how we have grappled with it over the
years and see what a difficult struggle
it has been. The surpluses that we had
for a brief period of time did not come
easily. They did not drop like manna
out of heaven upon the Earth beneath.
In the Reagan-Bush years, we adopted
in 1985 something called Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings. It did not work, but it
did help us focus attention and frame
the problem and turn the attention of
the Congress to deficit reduction as a
top-drawer concern.

When Bill Clinton came to office in
1992, we had reached an agreement a
couple of years before with President
Bush I, George Herbert Walker Bush,
called the budget summit agreement.
It was 6 months in the making. Its ef-
fects were eclipsed by a recession. It
did not appear to have succeeded, but
in fact it laid the basis for the sur-
pluses that we were to enjoy in the lat-
ter part of the 1990s.

President Clinton sent us a budget
plan on February 17, less than a month
after he was in office, to show the sig-
nificance he attributed to the problem.
And look what happened. This red ink
here represents the deficits accumu-
lated, the precipitous decline in the
budget during the Reagan years. This
represents the dramatic improvement.
Every year from 1993 through the year
2000, every year the Clinton adminis-
tration was in office as a result of the
Clinton budget adopted in 1993, the
budget got better, the bottom line of
the budget got better, so much so that
by the year 1998, the Federal Govern-
ment achieved the first unified bal-
anced budget in 29 years. Unified
means all the accounts of the budget,
Social Security, Medicare, all the trust
funds which are in surplus, and that
helped.

But in fiscal year 1999, we achieved
the first balanced budget in 39 years
without using the Social Security trust
fund, without counting the Social Se-
curity trust fund, the first balanced
budget in 39 years. Nobody would have
even bet money on enormous odds that
that could have been done in 1993 when
the deficit was $290 billion, but we did
it in 1999. And in the year 2000, the Fed-
eral Government achieved its first sur-
plus excluding Social Security and
Medicare. Backing the surplus in both
of those accounts out of the budget, we
had a surplus for the first time in the
overall budget.

In effect, what we did then, it is hard
to believe now, less than 2 years ago,
this was the situation of the budget;
this was the situation that we pre-
sented to President Bush, the second
President Bush when he came to office
on January 20, 2001. For the first time
in recent history, certainly since the
Great Depression, for the first time, we
presented President Bush with a budg-
et in surplus, big-time surplus. By the
estimation of his Office of Management
and Budget, the surplus looming over
the next 10 years would accumulate al-
together to a total of $5.6 trillion. In 2
years, that surplus is virtually gone.
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As this next chart will show, what
happened to the $5.6 trillion? This lay-
ered graph right here represents the
$5.6 trillion that accumulated between
2002 and 2011, over that 10-year period
of time. The little green tip at the far
end, the upper layer, shows you the
surplus that we presented President
Bush when he came to office. It was
his. An enormous advantage. He then
took the estimate of $5.6 trillion and
basically bet the budget on what was a
blue-sky forecast. In doing so, as you
can see from this top green layer, the
remaining surplus, he left next to no
room for errors and no room for the un-
expected. And, guess what, there were
estimating errors of major proportions
and the unexpected, 9-11, came along.

When it came, we had no reserve, we
had no cushion, we had no margin; and
the consequence was the surplus that
we had depended upon turned out to be
about 43 percent lower than we had an-
ticipated, 10 percent of it because the
economy was overestimated, another 33
percent because we bet the budget on
the assumption that the revenue
growth of the 1990s would continue.

Here is the bottom line in about as
stark a manner as we can possibly
present it. This was the surplus in May
2001 when this body, the House of Rep-
resentatives, under Republican leader-
ship, passed the Republican budget res-
olution that called for about $1.4 tril-
lion in tax cuts. In addition to that,
the additional interest cost would have
been about $400 billion on top of that.
Here is where we are in August 2002 as
a result of not allowing any margin of
error or any margin for misestimation
or any margin for the unexpected.

Tonight we want to address that
problem and the consequences of it be-
cause what has happened is the most
dramatic reversal we have seen prob-
ably since the Great Depression in the
fortunes of the Federal budget. Just 2
years ago, it is hard to believe that
every year for 8 years we had seen a
better bottom line. Now every year the
budget is in deficit for the next 10
years if you do not include the Social
Security surplus, and by law we are not
supposed to include the Social Security
surplus. It is a trust fund surplus. The
deficit this year by our best estimation
will be about $315 billion, excluding the
surplus in Social Security. Next year,
2003, it is barely better, $315 billion.
These are estimates of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, our mutual non-
partisan budget office that does this
work for us with no axes to grind. That
is their best guess, that next year the
budget gets no better. Even though the
economy, they assume, will get better,
we still have a deficit of $315 billion.
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The next year, 2004, it is $299 billion.
Over the next 10 years, this is a base-
line forecast, assuming no change in
policy except enough to keep up pace
with inflation, we will accumulate in
the basic budget $2 trillion in deficits,
and if we factor into that estimation
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policies that we believe will be en-
acted, tax cuts that we believe will be
enacted, changes that we believe have
a good possibility of being enacted,
CBO does not include them in its base-
line forecast. When we adjust this fore-
cast for political reality, things in the
pipeline and likely to be passed, we add
at least another trillion dollars to that
total.

So here we were 2 years ago talking
about a better and better bottom line.
Now we are talking about a budget
with deficits as far as the eye can see.
Two years ago we were talking about
paying off in earnest, both parties, lit-
erally talking about paying off $3.6
trillion in national debt held by the
public. Today we are talking about or
looking towards, unless we do some-
thing dramatic, a national debt that
actually increases over that period of
time. From total payoff to an enor-
mous increase.

Finally, just 2 years ago we were
talking about taking the trust fund in
Social Security and the trust fund in
Medicare and locking it up in a
lockbox. That metaphor is now derided,
but nevertheless we were all that talk-
ing about not spending that money,
using it solely to buy up the debt held
by the public so we would reduce the
debt, add to the net national savings of
this country, and as a consequence lay
the basis for the first step towards the
long-run solvency of Social Security.
All of that has been dashed by the
budget policies of the last 2 years, and
that is what we would like to address
tonight.

I yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE) to pick up at this
point.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I thank him for this enlightening pres-
entation of just how serious our budget
difficulties are and how we got here. As
the gentleman realizes, the con-
sequences are evident not just in these
overall budget numbers, but in the di-
lemma we currently face with respect
to getting the Nation’s business done
by the start of the fiscal year and pass-
ing our appropriations bills on sched-
ule.

If someone could prepare chart 18, I
believe that would give us an indica-
tion of how our situation this year
compares with past years.

Since President Bush took office in
2001, our Republican friends have held
out the promise that we could have it
all, that oversized Republican tax cuts
would not require tapping Social Secu-
rity and Medicare surpluses, and it
would not require underfunding key
priorities such as education and health
care.

Unfortunately, however, we cannot
have it all, and it is not just because of
the war on terrorism, although that
has had an impact on the budget, but
the cushion was not there to withstand
that change in the budget or the im-
pact of Medicare and Medicaid costs.
The fact is that that cushion has never



October 2, 2002

been present, and now we are in a situ-
ation where our Republican friends
simply cannot get their business done.
They cannot pass the appropriations
bills necessary to take us into the next
fiscal year.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) would yield, is the chart that
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. PRICE) was talking about the
chart right here that shows that from
1993 through 2002, the number of appro-
priations bills that have been passed by
the House before the beginning of the
new fiscal year, and I think down here
if I can see it, it is 2002 where the
House has passed only 5 of the 13 appro-
priations bills? Is that the chart that
the gentleman is talking about?

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. That is
the chart I am talking about. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s pointing this
out. Our Republican friends last week,
when we were discussing this as the
new fiscal year approached, they said it
is not unusual to pass continuing reso-
lutions. We pass continuing resolutions
all time. It is certainly unusual to have
the entire Federal budget come crash-
ing down and to have the entire gov-
ernment running on continuing resolu-
tions for months and months into the
new fiscal year, and that is exactly
what we are facing today.

The Republicans in July, Republican
Conservative Action Team, the group
of the most conservative House Repub-
licans, threatened to bring the Interior
appropriations bill down, and they said
that the price of their cooperation
would be that the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation appropriations bill would be
considered next, and nothing would be
done on appropriations until that bill
was dealt with. And I wondered, and I
expect all of us wondered during the
month of August when we were home,
how are Republican leaders, in fact,
going to pass that Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation appropriations bill within the
President’s totally inadequate num-
bers? How would we get past this bill
to the rest of the appropriations agen-
da before the new fiscal year began?

But I must say it did not occur to
me, never did it cross my mind, that
Republican leaders would simply dis-
regard the start of the fiscal year and
let the entire budget come crashing
down all to appease the most right-
wing members of their caucus.

The President and his OMB Director
are apparently complicit in this strat-
egy. Actually it is an absence of strat-
egy. It is just a dereliction of duty, ir-
responsibility on a monumental scale.
So what I never dreamed would happen
has happened indeed, and the con-
tinuing resolution that we voted on
last week did not just cover one bill or
two, it covered the entire discretionary
budget.

So the gentleman is correct. We
passed in the House five appropriations
bills, and that is a modern record, but
the number of appropriations bills that
have been sent to the President is ex-
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actly zero, and that, of course, is an in-
stitutional breakdown that does not
just mean that this institution has
failed to do its duty. It has real con-
sequences for the people we represent.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BENT-
SEN).

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT), the senior Democrat on
the Committee on the Budget, for
yielding to me, and I thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PrICE). I want to make sure that we
got that, that the House has only
passed 5 of the 13 appropriations bills
by the end of the last fiscal year.

I want to go back to this chart be-
cause I think is terribly important.
Last year when we began putting to-
gether the budget for fiscal year 2002
and really putting together the Repub-
lican economic program for the next 10
years, we were told that the unified
budget surplus would be $5.6 trillion
over the next 10 years after a lot of
hard work by the American people, by
American taxpayers, to dig us out of
the years of deficits and debt that
quadrupled the national debt. And, in
fact, as the gentleman will remember,
we had tremendous arguments about
not how much more debt we were going
to add, but how much debt we could
pay down and how fast we could pay it
down. But we were told this is the
number, $5.6 trillion, even though the
Congressional Budget Office told us
there was a margin of error of 20 per-
cent, good or bad, over a short period
of time, that these numbers could be
off, but that we should accept this
number.

Lo and behold in really a year’s time,
we now see that the number is no
longer $5.6 trillion, but rather it is $300
billion. That is a substantial error, and
what that means is that rather than
talking about paying down the na-
tional debt and having money left over
to fix Social Security and Medicare for
the long haul, what it means is we are
now deep back into borrowing against
Social Security and Medicare. What
that means is we are not just going to
argue about paying down debt, we are
going to have down the road, in just 8
short years when the baby boomers re-
tire, having to borrow trillions of dol-
lars from the public markets in order
to fund Social Security without doing
one thing to extend its life. We have
dug ourselves deep in the hole.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) would yield, the
gentleman may remember that a little
over a year ago, the Secretary of the
Treasury was expressing concern that
the Nation was going to pay down the
public debt too quickly. Is that a prob-
lem that we now need to worry about?

Mr. BENTSEN. No. The Republican
economic program has solved that
problem. There is no risk now of our
paying down the national debt. In fact,
if the gentleman will look here on the
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projections what we received from the
Congressional Budget Office, last year
the debt baseline was looking like it
would go down, and really by 2008 we
would have paid down the publicly held
debt completely. What has now oc-
curred as of this August is our baseline
has the debt actually going up from
where we are today.

The bigger problem goes beyond this
because this is just a current service
debt. This does not tell us anything
about the public debt that will be re-
quired at the time that the baby
boomers begin to retire in earnest and
we have to convert the bonds held by
the trust fund in the public debt. So
not only do we not have the trillion
dollars that we were told was being set
aside in the Social Security Trust
Fund to fix Social Security for the long
haul, we, in fact, are going to have to
borrow several trillion more dollars in
order to, one, just to meet obligations
that already exist on the books, not to
mention the trillion or so more that
will be necessary to ensure that every
American in the Social Security Sys-
tem gets the benefits that this country
long ago decided was something we
want do.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. This,
of course, also means that we are pay-
ing interest, far more interest in serv-
icing that publicly held debt than was
anticipated last year.

Mr. BENTSEN. In fact, that is true.
We now are projected to pay three
times the amount of interest over the
next 10 years, almost $2 trillion, as op-
posed to a little more than half a tril-
lion dollars that we were looking at
last May of 2001. This is $2 trillion that
goes nowhere but out the door, into the
pockets of bond holders. It is good for
the bond holders, but it means we are
not buying any hard assets with the
American people’s hard-earned tax dol-
lars, whether it is tanks, whether it is
more school books, whether it is more
health care, prescription drugs. All
that is gone because now we are adding
debt, not paying down debt.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. The
money that we pay in this interest on
the debt, money down the rat hole, one
might say, each year over $200 billion.
I wonder if there is anyone in this
Chamber who could not think of better
public and private uses for those funds
than simply paying interest on the
debt. And as we look forward to the re-
tirement of the baby boomers and the
reversal of the cash flow in Social Se-
curity, is it not true that to prepare, to
prepare to start redeeming those bonds
that the Social Security Trust Fund is
holding and making good on those obli-
gations, is there any better way we
could prepare for that than to pay
down the publicly held debt and get rid
of this $200 billion burden around our
necks every year in interest payments?

Mr. BENTSEN. There is no question.

Two things. Number one, if we were
not paying this interest and we were
paying down the debt, number one, we
could fund a program like a universal
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prescription drug program for senior
citizens who are crying out for it. We
could put more money in education
like the President says that he wants
to do. We could fund the defense build-
up that many feel is necessary.

But the second thing that is terribly
important, and the gentleman raises
this point, the United States runs a
very high current account deficit based
upon cash flows which we can afford
because of the strength of our econ-
omy, although it is fairly flat right
now. If we run a high fiscal deficit as
well at the time that we have to start
selling even more debt into the future,
we run the chance of driving down our
currency and driving down the value in
the American economy that we will
pay for for many years. We see this in
countries like Argentina and others. It
should not happen in the TUnited
States.

So I thank the gentleman for the
question.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
most honored to be a member of the
Committee on the Budget, and I want
to commend the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) and the other
members of our committee this
evening for laying out what I think is
a critical message at a moment of crit-
ical importance.

I came to this Congress just about 4
years ago at a moment of what I re-
garded as real opportunity. I was ex-
cited about the fact that we were whit-
tling away at the deficit and, in fact,
on this upswing towards surplus. We
were really paying down our national
debt, and things were going in an ex-
traordinarily hopeful direction. I
viewed the moment that I came to Con-
gress as an opportunity to start re-
sponding to some unmet challenges in
this Nation. Perhaps we could call it
righting the domestic wrongs that still
exist.
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Well, clearly, we are now in a very,
very different time. We are now look-
ing at deficits for as far as the eye can
see and squandering an opportunity
which I think has been squandered for
a wide multiplicity of reasons, but a
number of them have to do with ill-ad-
vised policies enacted by the majority
in this last 2 years.

My constituents are worried. My con-
stituents are very concerned about the
country’s economic security. They are
worried about their family’s financial
security; they are worried about their
retirement security; they are worried
about their health security.

Mr. Speaker, looking at chart 8, I
want to just talk about the direction
that we are going in, and I think this is
subtitled, what should be going down is
going up, and what should be going up
is going down. If my role this evening
is nothing else, I know that my col-
leagues laid a good groundwork on the
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big picture. I want to really localize
this issue. I want to put a face on what
is happening with our economy and the
stewardship that we are not seeing of it
right now.

I want to focus right in on that sec-
ond one on that list, the health care
costs, because I cannot spend a mo-
ment in my district in Wisconsin with-
out hearing the incredible concerns
that people have. Whether it is a small
businessowner who talks not about
double digit increases, but sometimes
40, 50 percent health insurance in-
creases; or a person who has just gone
through a bargaining session with their
employer and their entire cost-of-liv-
ing increase has been wiped out by the
health care costs; or whether it is one
of my self-employed farmers who, at
times of historic low commodity
prices, can hardly afford, and many are
not covering, their families any longer
with health insurance because of the
costs; whether it is the senior citizen
who is struggling, once again, to try to
figure out how to maintain their
health, extend their life with a needed
medication, but they cannot either af-
ford that or maintain their other basic
necessities; or whether it is the total
lack of attention in this Congress on
the plight of the uninsured and the
underinsured. These are the people,
these are the faces, these are the im-
pacts that are being felt by the eco-
nomic situation that we find ourselves
in.

Mr. Speaker, I can tell my colleagues
that my constituents are asking ques-
tions. They are asking, What is on the
congressional agenda? Why are you
spending all of your time passing
senses of the House and telling the
other body what they should or should
not be doing when we have an eco-
nomic situation here in the country
that needs your attention, that needs
addressing immediately? The inac-
tivity, the inaction on the part of the
majority of this House is inexcusable
at this time of great stress and great
tension and great anxiety in our dis-
tricts, and we have to see that turn
around.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOoTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I am going
to just let the charts tell the story. We
have seen this chart. We do not create
a graph like this by accident. My col-
leagues will notice that the Carter ad-
ministration left a deficit; Reagan and
Bush came in, they passed their budg-
et, they never suffered a veto override.
President Clinton came in, passed a
budget without a single Republican
vote, vetoed some Republican budgets
when the Republicans took over the
House and the Senate, and maintained
fiscal responsibility to a surplus and,
in one year, we are back down to a def-
icit.

Now, it is interesting to say, if we
could see the next chart, that we are
down to where we started; and it is
going to get worse before it gets better.
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If we look at the surplus that was in-
herited in the year 2000, 2001, this yel-
low line is Medicare. We spent all of
Medicare. The red line is the Social Se-
curity surplus. By next year we will
have gone through all of the Social Se-
curity surplus and then some deficit on
top of that. For the rest of the Bush
Presidential term, he will be spending
all of Medicare, all of the Social Secu-
rity surplus that we have promised to
protect, and then, running up a deficit
on top of that. In fact, for the next 10
years we will be dipping into Medicare
and Social Security that we promised
to save.

Mr. Speaker, if I could see the next
chart. How did this happen? According
to OMB, 40 percent of that was because
of tax cuts which we will remember
were mostly to benefit the upper in-
come. What happens as a result of this?
We see on the next chart, number 9, we
see the economic growth, the worst we
have had in 50 years. We have seen on
chart number 1, we have seen the num-
ber of jobs held by Americans is down.
On the next chart, number 12, unem-
ployment is up a third. We see fore-
closures, how home foreclosures are
going up month after month. We have
another chart showing the stock mar-
ket, and I think people are familiar
with what that chart would look like.

And what are we doing? Chart num-
ber 18 shows that every year for the
past 10 years we have passed either all
13, 12, 12 or 13 of the appropriations
bills by the first of the year. This is
what the House does. Not blaming it on
the Senate, the House can pass its
bills. We may have an excuse that the
House and Senate cannot agree. This is
just what the House did in 2002, only 5
of the 13 appropriations bills have been
passed. And what are the proposals?
There are no proposals, other than just
passing 5 of the 13.

Now, a great political philosopher
once said, ‘“If you don’t change direc-
tions, you might end up where you’re
headed.”

Let us see where we were headed in
May of 2001. We would have paid off the
entire national debt held by the public
by 2008. The discussion was, What are
the economic implications in paying
off the debt? What will it do to the
bond market? That was the discussion
that we would have had, a surplus of
Social Security and Medicare, so that
the money would be there when the
baby boomers, like myself, retire; the
money would be there. But no, we
passed by 2002 legislation that has re-
sulted in a debt; essentially nothing
paid off.

Mr. Speaker, it is going to get worse
before it gets better, because if we look
up here, if we adopt the policies of this
administration, we are going to be run-
ning up even more debt. We need to
change. If September 11 was the cause
of this, then we need to change poli-
cies. In past years when we had a war,
we sacrificed. We do not give juicy tax
cuts to those that have the most, while
other people are losing their jobs. We
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need to change directions, and we can
begin by passing responsible appropria-
tions bills and not by passing more
juicy tax cuts for the privileged few.
We need to go back to the fiscally re-
sponsible years of the Clinton adminis-
tration and keep the promise of pro-
tecting Social Security and Medicare
surpluses so those funds will be avail-
able when needed.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the leader-
ship of the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) in trying to
bring fiscal sanity to this budget, advo-
cating the responsible things that need
to be done and pointing out the irre-
sponsible direction that we are headed
in.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for participating, and I
yield to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, first, I
would like to thank my good friend,
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT), for his exemplary leader-
ship.

As the ranking member of the House
Committee on the Budget, he has the
almost unbearable task of trying to
correct the hazardous economic course
the current administration is charting.
The gentleman has been trying since
early last year to correct that course
on this economic ship, and I salute the
gentleman sincerely.

I have never seen such fiscal mis-
management in my life. None of us can
quite explain it, but we do try with
some consistency. We are at a point in
time when critical decisions must be
made. The reverberations of these deci-
sions will be felt for generations to
come.

Iraq is on the forefront of everyone’s
mind, and rightfully so. But as Mem-
bers of Congress, we cannot focus sole-
ly on any one issue at any one time. It
is our absolute duty to address every
major issue that is before us, and we
shall. Our budget, our economy are
major, major issues. That is why we
are here tonight.

We are not going to politicize this
issue. I will not adhere to blind
idealogy. There is no need to do that.
But as Sergeant Joe Friday would say,
It is just the facts, Ma’am; and that is
what we are about to talk about and
have been talking about.

Mr. Speaker, chart 3, right here, the
surplus declines. When the administra-
tion took office, it received a bene-
faction unparalleled in our history.
The largest budget surplus ever pro-
jected to a total of $5.6 trillion over the
next 10 years. Fact: the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office now re-
ports that the surplus is at $336 billion
over 10 years. That is a swing of $5.3
trillion in the wrong direction in 18
months. The numbers roll off our lips:
trillions. The budget is now in substan-
tial deficit. Mr. Speaker, $157 billion is
projected for this year alone at this
moment. Private sector forecasters be-
lieve that the budget will suffer $200
billion annual deficits as far as the eye
can see.
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What does this mean for you at
home? Running deficits are going to
drive up interest rates on car pay-
ments, mortgages, and student loans.
How many of us are covered by those
three issues alone?

We are back to piling up massive
debt for our children and our grand-
children, and weakening Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for beneficiaries
today and tomorrow. Budgetary
choices impact people’s lives daily, not
unlike elections. We should remember
that the next time we hear the House
leadership tout the virtues of perma-
nent tax cuts for the wealthy, which we
cannot afford.

My Republican friends have tried to
shift the responsibility for the dissipa-
tion of the surplus just about any-
where. They blame the terrorist at-
tacks, they blame the recession, they
blame Bill Clinton, they blame the
plague; but tonight we are dealing with
just the facts. Fact: the mid-season re-
view by the Office of Management and
Budget reports that 40 percent of this
dissipation of the surplus, the largest
single share rests with the administra-
tion’s tax cuts. I did not make it that
way; I did not vote for it. All other leg-
islation is responsible for only 17 per-
cent, and more than half of that is nor-
mal national security spending. The
economy is responsible for only 10 per-
cent of the dissipation of the surplus.
About one-third of the worsening of the
budget was caused by technical errors,
largely overestimates of revenues. We
know about that in New Jersey, where
the outgoing Governor cooked the
books. It looked like we had a $1 billion
surplus, and we wound up having a $6
billion deficit. That is called cooking
the books. I think we invented it in
New Jersey. Large overestimates of
revenues, does that sound familiar of
what we have been hearing on the cor-
porate level?
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That is why the Republican cries for
even more tax cuts are nonsensical. In-
deed, their claims ring hollow. Maybe
that is why the administration has
backed off its next batch of tax cuts.

Remember, when the economy was
prosperous, they told us that the tax
cuts were about returning the people’s
money. Then, when the economy took
a downturn, we were told that tax cuts
were about stimulating the economy.
They want it both ways. Apparently,
that is the Republican philosophy in
any economic time, regardless of the
situation, regardless of the cir-
cumstance.

But even blind allegiance to the ide-
ology cannot prevent the Republicans
from realizing that the 10-year $1.35
trillion tax cut was deeply involved in
the greatest plunge in tax receipts
since the repeal of World War II
surtaxes 56 years ago. This is a dis-
grace. Remember, just the facts.

The budget deficit ties the hands of
Congress in our efforts to alleviate the
pain of all those who have become un-
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employed. What are we going to do for
the 2 million people who have lost their
jobs under this administration? The si-
lence is deafening. Tell me, what are
we going to do? Are we going to pass
further tax cuts?

New claims for unemployment insur-
ance have risen 400,000 per week in the
last 5 weeks. This means that private
sector job gains will remain weak at
best in the immediate future. But what
are we going to do? The administration
is proposing many cuts in order to try
to make a catch-up. We have nickeled
and dimed our veterans, we have
nickeled and dimed our first respond-
ers, and we talk out of both sides of our
mouths.

The $270 million for our veterans,
$150 million for our first responders is
not a lot of money with regard to the
totality of things, but we nickeled and
dimed the very people who put their
lives on the lines, and put them on the
lines today as we speak and sit com-
fortably here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Our budget in this economic situa-
tion is in disarray, I say to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT). Is there any Republican will-
ing to stand up to the administration’s
disjointed agenda and say, Enough. I
want the facts.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. I yield to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SANCHEZ).

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for allowing me to talk
about something that I am very con-
cerned about, and it is the economy.

About 15 years ago, when my husband
was deciding on whether he was going
to ask me out on our first date, he had
never seen me, he went to one of his
colleagues in the same firm who had
worked with me before and he said,
what about this LORETTA SANCHEZ?
What is she like? And the guy said,
well, you know, 2 years ago, the last
time I saw her, she was a looker, but,
you know, a lot can happen in 2 years;
and let me tell the Members, a lot can
happen in 2 years.

In 2 years, after the Clinton adminis-
tration and after we worked so dili-
gently to get surpluses to begin to pay
down the debt of the United States,
when people were employed, people
who had creative ideas were accessing
capital markets for the money they
needed to put those ideas into play, ev-
erything was going right.

What has happened in 2 years? This
chart shows the Bush economic record.
What should be going down is going up,
and what should be going up is going
down.

The Republicans’ failed economic
agenda, or lack of an agenda, is really
the problem here. This has led us into
fiscal deterioration, into economic
hardship, and into an erosion of Ameri-
cans’ retirement security, a lack of an
economic agenda.

Let us just take a look at this chart
here. We all know, for example, that
one of the biggest costs that business is
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facing right now is the cost of health
care. That is why we see people unable
to afford the larger premium that their
employers are now charging for them
to have health care insurance; or no
health care insurance is being offered,
something which, when it hits a fam-
ily, is detrimental to their stability.

Foreclosures of homes are up. Our
national debt is up. Goldman Sachs
says it is going to be at least $200 bil-
lion a year for the foreseeable future;
nothing close to the numbers that the
White House gives us as projections,
but the financial markets are under-
standing that it is getting worse and
worse by the moment.

And, of course, right now, long-term
interest rates are low; but what hap-
pens, what happens when we start
going into the market to borrow more
and more to finance this almost $6 tril-
lion debt that we have on our hands as
a Federal Government? Those long-
term interest rates will shoot up.

The only positive light in the eco-
nomic sector that we have right now
are all those refinancings that people
are doing on their mortgage, their 15-
and 30-year mortgage rates, because
long-term interest rates are down. But
when we start to borrow and take
money out of the system to finance
this debt, this deficit that is adding to
it, these higher interest costs, a bigger
piece of pie to finance year after year
after year, what happens? Those long-
term interest rates go way up, and then
that $100 or $150 extra we have because
we refinanced, it is not going to be
available anymore. There will be no re-
financing to do. There will be no bright
spot in the home market purchasing
going on.

The Social Security Trust Fund, we
will be raiding it and taking those
monies to pay for these deficits that we
are running.

Now, let us take a look at what is
going down, which should really be
going up. Our economic growth is
down. In my area, it is actually an area
that is a little buffeted right now, and
we have 1 percent growth going on; but
we had projected 3 percent or 4 percent
or 5 percent this year, not 1 percent.

Other areas are suffering: job losses,
foreclosures. People do not know what
to do.

Business investment? People do not
want to lend money. People are afraid
of the economic conditions that we find
ourselves in, and they see it getting
worse. They are holding onto their
money instead of investing.

The stock market? We know what
has happened with the stock market,
just $5.5 trillion over the last 18
months of losses in the stock market
value. Trillions, what do we mean by
that? It is so hard to have that con-
cept. But just this past September, in 1
week alone we lost $420 billion of
wealth in the stock market. These are
real numbers. This is our wealth slip-
ping away, our retirement accounts.

Enron, Global Crossing, all of these
companies, our net worth, it is going

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

down, down, down. The last 4 months,
the consumer confidence level is down,
down, down, down.

Retail sales just this month, this
back-to-school month, which is an indi-
cator of what will happen in the holi-
day season for retailers: down. It is an
indication that the place where we
make money in retail, the holiday sea-
sons, are projected to be down, and still
we cannot pass an increase in the min-
imum wage.

The fiscal condition of our country.
For 2 years the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) has been telling
us that these things are happening, and
somehow the Republicans and this ad-
ministration do not want to talk about
putting together a plan to begin to
turn this around.

I am glad that the gentleman is here
tonight and that the gentleman is lead-
ing this effort. It is imperative for
America to get this turned around, and
the way to do it is to sit down and con-
centrate on what is the most impor-
tant piece of stability and security for
an American family: the national budg-
et.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN).

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express
my deep concerns about our Federal
budget and its impact on our Nation’s
economic future. I would also like to
commend my colleague, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), for
organizing this special order on such
an important issue.

Mr. Speaker, I stand united with the
President and my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle in our commitment to
defeating terrorism and doing what is
necessary to preserve national secu-
rity, both at home and abroad. How-
ever, despite the many new security
and economic challenges confronting
us, our homeland protection efforts and
fiscal policies should not and need not
shortchange our domestic priorities.
We can win the war against terrorism
without raiding Social Security and
Medicare, and without increasing the
national debt.

Last year I joined many of my col-
leagues in cautioning that the adminis-
tration’s budget simply did not add up.
Sadly, our warnings were ignored, and
we were instead continually reassured
that we could afford an enormous tax
cut, ensure the solvency of Social Se-
curity and Medicare, pay down the na-
tional debt, fund our domestic prior-
ities, and still have a large reserve fund
for unanticipated emergencies.

As it is now very clear to us all that
that budget was based on unrealistic
surplus projections that never mate-
rialized, and we now face deficits and
an ever-increasing national debt that
stretches far beyond the temporary
economic downturn or the costs of the
war on terrorism.

Recent Congressional Budget Office
projections confirmed the dramatic de-
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terioration in the budget outlook since
the current administration took office.
Less than 2 years ago, the administra-
tion and Congress were looking cov-
etously at a staggering $5.6 trillion cu-
mulative surplus through 2010. Much of
it T hoped would be used to pay down
what was then a $4 trillion national
debt. Sadly, it has become clear that
the fiscally irresponsible policies of the
Bush administration and the Repub-
lican-led House have squandered these
opportunities. The CBO’s current sur-
plus projections now total only $366 bil-
lion.

Even worse, CBO’s current projec-
tions are optimistic, as they do not re-
flect the cost of the likely extension of
several expiring tax cuts, relief from
the expanding alternative minimum
tax on individuals, potential new tax
breaks for businesses and investors,
and an expanded war on global ter-
rorism, or a new Department of Home-
land Security. If these initiatives are
all enacted, we could be faced with a
$386 billion deficit over the next 10
years. When Social Security funds are
not counted, the deficit could balloon
to $2.7 trillion.

Mr. Speaker, the American public is
already paying $1 billion on interest-
only payments on the debt every day.
Further, the interest payments on our
debt are on a fast track to become our
single largest annual expenditure. By
continuing to rack up debt on the na-
tional credit card, we are saddling fu-
ture generations with our poor choices,
and endanger the fiscal stability of this
Nation.

Our rapidly deteriorating fiscal out-
look presents a serious challenge for
every Member of Congress. The govern-
ment is now on track to raid more than
$2 trillion of the Social Security sur-
plus over the next 10 years to cover
deficits in the rest of the Federal budg-
et. When I was elected to Congress, I
promised my constituents that I would
protect Social Security and the Medi-
care Trust Funds.
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And I was not alone. As many of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
made this same vow, it is time to
honor our commitments by acknowl-
edging our current situation and work-
ing together to craft a budget that is
fiscally responsible and protects Social
Security.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
heed this call and do the right thing.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize the gentlewoman from the Virgin
Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, in
a recent column, Washington Post col-
umnist EJ Dionne opened with a state-
ment: ‘‘Perhaps the White House and
Congress might just take a little time
away from war planning to consider
what the economic downturn has been
doing to poor Americans, especially the
working poor.”

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about
the leaders of this country and this
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body who have the votes and, there-
fore, the responsibility. Certainly they
must know that in the last year alone
the number of uninsured increased
more than 1.4 million; that poverty
rates are up for the first time in 8
years; that 1.8 million jobs have been
lost; and that thousands of people in
this country have seen their retire-
ment savings disappear.

In the health care arena, the impact
is hard now and likely to be dev-
astating as time goes by. Already 41
States are cutting Medicaid programs
this year. That means that people are
losing coverage and children are the
hardest hit. This is happening at the
worst time because with the economic
downturn, 2.3 million more Americans
were unemployed in August of 2002
compared with July the year before.

The saying that when the rest of the
world gets a cold, minority commu-
nities and our territories get pneu-
monia is holding true. As of 2001, of the
41 million uninsured, 18 percent were
Asian Pacific Islanders; 19 percent Afri-
can American; and more than a third,
33.8 percent, were Hispanic. Thirty-
eight percent of the people in my dis-
trict were uninsured. The median
household income of black families
after rising by almost 30 percent be-
tween 1993 to 2000 fell from $30,495 in
2000 to $29,470 in 2001.

Nearly 23 percent of African Ameri-
cans lived below the poverty level last
year. Our unemployment rate as of Au-
gust 2002 is 7.5 for African Americans
and 6.5 for Hispanics. Economists have
long reported that even when there is
any recovery and other Americans
begin to return to work, we will still
have unemployment for at least a year
to 18 months after.

When the President sent his tax cut
to Congress last year, many of us op-
posed it because we knew what it
would mean to funding for the needs of
the poor in minority communities as
well as the rest of America. After Sep-
tember 11, we were and we remain in
full support of efforts to rescue, re-
cover and rebuild, as well as to go after
the terrorists; but our fears that the
important health, education, and eco-
nomic issues would be ignored have
been realized.

Now that we are poised for an attack
on Iraq, no matter what Congress says,
economic issues are off the radar
screen. But minorities, the poor, and
even the middle class are suffering. As
a matter of fact, the rise in the unin-
sured was particularly noted in people
with moderate and high incomes.

Yes, we must strengthen pensions,
enforce corporate reform laws, pass a
prescription drug benefit, and protect
Social Security; but the needs of the
poor, minorities and Americans living
in the offshore territories demand even
more.

It is important for all of us who are
here tonight to be here with our leader
on the budget, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). We
thank him for his leadership and for
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bringing us here this evening to talk
about these important issues.

It is important for us to be here to
say to the leadership of this House and
to the administration that we are
heading towards a domestic disaster.
We can no longer afford to ignore the
millions of families who are losing in-
come, jobs, health coverage, and retire-
ment pensions; and we must do more to
help those who have never had any of
these. So we have to get back to our
priorities. The leadership needs to for-
get about expanding tax cuts. They
need to join with us on this side of the
aisle to pass sound appropriations bills
to improve the lives of all Americans.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HoLT).

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), and
at risk of being somewhat repetitive of
what our other colleagues have said, I
just want to finish by emphasizing
some really very important points.

When this Congress began, the Re-
publicans promised, in fact, everyone
promised to safeguard Social Security
and Medicare. They said the trust fund
surpluses would be maintained and sav-
ing those surpluses would be important
for the retirement of the baby boomers.
Their plan, however, was to dissipate
as much of the surplus as possible, in
their words, to get it out of Wash-
ington instead of paying off the debt.

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) was so diligent in point-
ing out again and again and again that
they left no margin for error. We all
said that the projected surpluses were
just that. They were projections, not
money in the bank; and we reminded
Republicans that they needed a margin
for error. The gentleman could see it. I
remember when he said we did not
know what unforeseen circumstances
would arise. But we could be sure that
natural emergencies, international cri-
ses, economic downturns or other
things would arise.

Well, this dedication, this over-
whelming dedication, fixation on tax
cuts, no matter what the cir-
cumstances or the consequences, has
run the budget into a ditch; and it now
risks the livelihood of hard-working
Americans. Businesses are not invest-
ing. Real business investment which
had posted double digit growth in the
1990s is still declining. Scores of cor-
porations have gone bankrupt. Con-
sumer confidence has dropped in each
of the last 4 months and is at the low-
est level since November of 2001.

Why is that? Businesses understand
that this is not sound fiscal policy for
our Nation. They understand that we
are building up a debt and the interest
can crush us. An extra $1.3 trillion that
will be wasted on interest expenses
would have been more than enough to
cover a decade’s worth of cost in
strengthening Social Security. May
2001, interest was $621 billion over a 10-
year period, 2002 to 2011. A month or
two ago it was up to $1.9 trillion.
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Now, just to finish up, let me drive
this home. For each American this
means about $7,000 of interest, each
American, child, woman, man, $7,000 to
pay off, down the drain, for no produc-
tive use, no good to anyone.

I thank the ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget for arranging
this Special Order.

Mr. SPRATT. I thank the gentleman
for his observations and participation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate your courtesies and I also
today rise to join my colleague, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT). I thank him for his Special
Order and for my colleagues who have
joined him. I am proud of the work of
my colleagues who have worked to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to balance
the budget for the first time in a gen-
eration.

One of the first votes that I had the
privilege of casting when I came in 1996
was to start the process of balancing
the budget. That Balanced Budget Act
finally stopped the flow of red ink that
was piling up trillions of dollars in na-
tional debt. In fact, when we balanced
the budget, we not only did it for one
year, but we have put the Nation on
course to generate huge budget sur-
pluses for years to come. Those sur-
pluses presented us with a golden op-
portunity to begin to pay off the na-
tional debt, shore up Social Security,
strengthen Medicare with the benefit
for prescription medicine for our sen-
iors, and invest in the education of our
children and our Nation’s long-term
economic growth.

As a former chief of my State schools
in the State of North Carolina, I was
hopeful Congress would make wise in-
vestments in needed reforms like
school construction, teacher training,
class size reduction, early childhood
education, reading initiatives, science
and math instruction, aid for college
and other important priorities for
America. Unfortunately, the Repub-
lican leadership in this Congress did
not decide to do that. They have put
together a budget-busting tax scheme,
blew the surplus, and has hamstrung
our ability to meet those urgent prior-
ities.

Because of this scheme, Republican
leadership is now severely under-
funding the education budget. Despite
their rhetoric in support of education
and countless photo opportunities pos-
ing with children, the leadership’s han-
dling of this matter is to say one thing
and do another. In each of the past 5
years, Congress has provided growth in
the education budget of roughly 13 per-
cent average and 15.9 percent last year.
That was commendable at a time when
student population was growing rap-
idly. Those healthy investments will
come to a screeching halt under the
Republican budget.

The budget also slashes funding for
President Bush’s education bill, the No
Child Left Behind Act. For example, in-
stead of the $5.65 trillion increase in
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title I funding for poor children in the
No Child Left Behind Act, the budget
cuts 82 percent of that proposal. De-
spite the growth of our immigrant pop-
ulation, the Republican budget cuts 10
percent per child for funding to teach
children to be proficient in English.
Some may think that is not important.
Having been a superintendent, I can
tell Members that if we do not help
those children, all children suffer.

The Republican budget freezes fund-
ing for education for homeless chil-
dren. When you account for inflation,
the budget will mean 8,000 fewer home-
less children receive this help next
year. They are all Americans, and they
deserve our help.

We should not turn our back to fully
fund special education and forestall
completion of that long-time goal by at
least 4 years, but this budget does that.
And the Republican budget freezes
funding for after-school centers, which
will eliminate 50,000 children from par-
ticipating in after-school programs.
And I can tell Members that having
been a school chief, that is critical, be-
cause so many children go home alone
and stay by themselves. Despite the
looming teaching shortages across the
country, the budget shortchanges
teacher training and denies this aid to
92,000 potential teachers who would be
eligible under the No Child Left Behind
Act.

The budget cuts more than 95 percent
of the school library initiatives of the
No Child Left Behind Act. And the
budget guts school reform grants of 24
percent, or $75 million, and the list
goes on. But let me talk about my
home State of North Carolina.

More than $92 million from title I
grants to school districts will be cut,
$1.5 million from language acquisition
grants, $332 million from special edu-
cation, $10.2 million for the 21st Cen-
tury Community Learning Centers,
$462,000 for education for homeless chil-
dren, $9.5 million for teacher training,
and $1.7 million for comprehensive
school reform.

Mr. Speaker, the list goes on and on.
The bottom line is that this Repub-
lican budget is wrong for education. It
is wrong for our children, and it is
wrong for America. I join my fellow
Democrats and urge the Republican
leadership to restore these educational
cuts.

CAUTION IS URGED IN STRIKE
AGAINST IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the very distinguished
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
for allowing me the courtesy to speak
this evening.

As the daughter of a family of infan-
trymen and Marines, I was particularly
captivated by an article I read just a
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few days ago in USA Today’s editorial
page entitled ‘“‘Untested Administra-
tion Hawks Clamor For War,” by
James Bamford, who is a member of
USA Today’s board of contributors. I
would like to read a portion of it into
the RECORD and insert it in its en-
tirety.

He says, ‘“‘Beware of war hawks who
never served in the military. That, in
essence, was the message of retired
four star Marine Corps General An-
thony Zinni, a highly decorated vet-
eran of the Vietnam War and the White
House point man on the Middle East
crisis. Zinni is one of the growing num-
ber of uniform officers in and out of the
Pentagon urging caution on the issue
of a preemptive strike against Iraq.

“In an address recently in Florida, he
warned his audience to watch out for
the administration’s civilian
superhawks, most of whom avoided
military service as best they could. ‘If
you ask my opinion,’ said Zinni, refer-
ring to Iraq, ‘General Brent Scowcroft,
General Colin Powell, General Norman
Schwarzkopf and General Zinni may all
see this the same way.’
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“It might be interesting to wonder
why all of the generals see it the same
way, and all those (who) never fired a
shot in anger (and) are really hell-bent
to go to war see it a different way.

‘“““That’s usually the way it is in his-
tory,’” he said.

‘““Another veteran, Senator CHUCK
HAGEL . .. who served in combat in
Vietnam and now sits on the Foreign
Relations Committee, was even more
blunt. ‘It is interesting to me that
many of those who want to rush this
country into war and think it would be
s0 quick and easy don’t know anything
about war. They come at it from an in-
tellectual perspective versus having
sat in jungles or foxholes and watched
their friends get their heads blown
off.’”” They have never seen that.

He talks about during the bloodiest
years of the Vietnam War, Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY decided against wearing
the uniform of his country. Instead, he
used multiple deferments to avoid mili-
tary service altogether. In fact, he
quotes the Vice President as saying, “‘I
had other priorities in the ’60s than
military service.”

Mr. CHENEY is far from alone. ‘‘Nei-
ther Paul Wolfowitz, the Deputy De-
fense Secretary, nor Richard Perle, the
Chairman of the Defense Policy Board,
have served in uniform, yet they are
now two of the most bellicose cham-
pions of launching a bloody war in the
Middle East.

“What frightens many is the arro-
gance, naivete and cavalier attitude to-
ward war. ‘The Army guys don’t know
anything,” Perle told The Nation’s
David Corn earlier this year,” and de-
bated with him whether 40,000 troops
would be sufficient, when indeed most
of the military say 200,000 to 250,000
would be needed, plus the support of
many allies.
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‘“Non-combatants, however, litter the
top ranks of the Republican hierarchy.
President Bush served peacefully in the
Texas National Guard,” and indeed was
missing for 1 year of that service. ‘‘De-
fense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld spent
his time in a Princeton classroom as
others in his age group were fighting
and dying on Korean battlefields (he
later joined the peacetime Navy). An-
other major player in the administra-
tion’s war strategy, Douglas Feith, the
Defense Under Secretary for Policy,
has no experience in the military. Nor
does Mr. CHENEY’s influential Chief of
Staff, Lewis Libby.

“The top congressional Republican
leaders’ in both the House and Senate
“‘never saw military service,” and in
contrast, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE) here in the House, ‘‘a World
War II combat veteran, has expressed
skepticism about hasty U.S. action, as
have some prominent Democrats’ such
as the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR), a distinguished Member who
was in the military during the Vietnam
War.

“What is remarkable about this ad-
ministration is that so many of those
who are now shouting the loudest and
pushing the hardest for this genera-
tion’s war are the same people who
avoided combat’ themselves, ‘‘or often
even a uniform, in Vietnam,”’ just sim-
ply were not there.

‘““Military veterans from any era tend
to have more appreciation for the
greater difficulty of getting out of a
military action than getting in, a topic
administration war hawks haven’t said
much about when it comes to Iraq.

‘“‘Indeed,” the author closes, ‘‘the
Bush administration’s nonveteran
hawks should review the origins of the
Vietnam quagmire. Along the way,
they might come across a quote from
still another general, this one William
Westmoreland, who once directed the
war in Vietnam,” and said, The mili-
tary does not start wars. Politicians
start wars.

Also, he quotes Civil War General
William Tecumseh Sherman, who ob-
served, ‘It is only those who have nei-
ther fired a shot nor heard the shrieks
and groans of the wounded who cry
aloud for blood, more vengeance, more
desolation.”

I commend this article to my col-
leagues. The title of it is “Untested Ad-
ministration Hawks Clamor for War.” 1
ask Americans to think about it.

I will insert in the RECORD at this
point the article that I mentioned pre-
viously.

[From USA Today, Sept. 17, 2002]
UNTESTED ADMINISTRATION HAWKS CLAMOR
FOR WAR
(By James Bamford)

Beware of war hawks who never served in
the military.

That, in essence, was the message of re-
tired four-star Marine Corps general An-
thony Zinni, a highly decorated veteran of
the Vietnam War and the White House point
man on the Middle East crisis. Zinni is one
of a growing number of uniformed officers, in
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and out of the Pentagon, urging caution on
the issue of a pre-emptive strike against
Iraq.

In an address recently in Florida, he
warned his audience to watch out for the ad-
ministration’s civilian superhawks, most of
whom avoided military service as best they
could. “If you ask me my opinion,” said
Zinni, referring to Iraq, ‘‘Gen. (Brent) Scow-
croft, Gen. (Colin) Powell, Gen. (Norman)
Schwarzkopf and Gen. Zinni maybe all see
this the same way. It might be interesting to
wonder why all of the generals see it the
same way, and all those (who) never fired a
shot in anger (and) are really hellbent to go
to war see it a different way.

“That’s usually the way it is in history,”
he said.

Another veteran, Sen. Chuck Hagel, R-
Neb., who served in combat in Vietnam and
now sits on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, was even more blunt. “It is inter-
esting to me that many of those who want to
rush this country into war and think it
would be so quick and easy don’t know any-
thing about war,” he said. ‘““They come at it
from an intellectual perspective vs. having
sat in jungles or foxholes and watched their
friends get their heads blown off.”

The problem is not new. More than 100
years ago, another battle-scarred soldier,
Civil War Gen. William Tecumseh Sherman,
observed: ‘It is only those who have neither
fired a shot nor heard the shrieks and groans
of the wounded who cry aloud for blood,
more vengeance, more desolation.”

Last month, Vice President Cheney
emerged briefly to give several two-gun
talks before veterans groups in which he
spoke of ‘“‘regime change’” and a ‘‘liberated
Iraq.”

“We must take the battle to the enemy,”
he said of the war on terrorism. Cheney went
on to praise the virtue of military service.
“The single most important asset we have,”
he said, ‘‘is the man or woman who steps for-
ward and puts on the uniform of this great
nation.”

But during the bloodiest years of the Viet-
nam War, Cheney decided against wearing
that uniform. Instead, he used multiple
deferments to avoid military service alto-
gether. “I had other priorities in the ‘60s
than military service,”” he once said.

Cheney is far from alone. For instance, nei-
ther Paul Wolfowitz, the deputy Defense sec-
retary, nor Richard Perle, chairman of the
Defense Policy Board, has served in uniform,
yet they are now two of the most bellicose
champions of launching a bloody war in the
Middle East.

What frightens many is the arrogance,
naiveté and cavalier attitude toward war.
“The Army guys don’t know anything.”
Perle told The Nation’s David Corn earlier
this year. With ‘40,000 troops,” he said, the
United Stats could easily take over Iraq.
“We don’t need anyone else.”” But by most
other estimates, a minimum of 200,000 to
250,000 troops would be needed, plus the sup-
port of many allies.

Even among Republicans, the warfare be-
tween the veterans and non-vets can be in-
tense. ‘“Maybe Mr. Perle would like to be in
the first wave of those who go into Bagh-
dad,” Hagel, who came home from Vietnam
with two Purple Hearts and a Bronze Star,
told The New York Times.

Secretary of State Colin Powell, a Vietnam
combat veteran and former chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, has often expressed
anger about the class gap between those who
fought in Vietnam and those who did not.

“I am angry that so many of the sons of
the powerful and well-placed managed to
wangle slots in Reserve and National Guard
units.” he wrote in his 1995 autobiography,
My American Journey. ‘‘Of the many trage-
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dies of Vietnam, this raw class discrimina-
tion strikes me as the most damaging to the
ideal that all Americans are created equal
and owe equal allegiance to their country.”

Non-combatants, however, litter the top
ranks of the Republican hierarchy. President
Bush served peacefully in the Texas National
Guard. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
spent his time in a Princeton classroom as
others in his age group were fighting and
dying on Korean battlefields (he later joined
the peacetime Navy) Another major player
in the administrator’s war strategy. Douglas
Feith, the Defense undersecretary for policy,
has no experience in the military. Nor does
Cheney’s influential chief of staff, Lewis
Libby.

The top congressional Republican leaders—
Senate Minority Leader Trent Lott, House
Speaker Dennis Hastert, House Majority
Leader Dick Armey and House Majority
Whip Tom Delay—never saw military serv-
ice, either; only one, Armey, has shown hesi-
tation about invading Iraq. In contrast,
House International Relations Committee
Chairman Henry Hyde, R-Ill., a World War II
combat veteran, has expressed skepticism
about hasty U.S. action, as have some promi-
nent Democrats—House Minority Whip
David Bonior, Senate Majority Leader Tom
Daschle and former vice president Al Gore—
who were in the military during the Vietnam
War.

No administration’s senior ranks, of
course, have to be packed with military vet-
erans in order to make good military deci-
sions. But what is remarkable about this ad-
ministration is that so many of those who
are now shouting the loudest and pushing
the hardest for this generations’s war are the
same people who avoided combat, or often
even a uniform, in Vietnam, their genera-
tion’s war.

Military veterans from any era tend to
have more appreciation for the greater dif-
ficulty of getting out of a military action
than getting in—a topic administration war
hawks haven’t said much about when it
comes to Iraq.

Indeed, the Bush administration’s non-vet-
eran hawks should review the origins of the
Vietnam quagmire. Along the way, they
might come across a quote from still another
general, this one William Westmoreland,
who once directed the war in Vietnam.

“The military don’t start wars,”” he said
ruefully. ‘“‘Politicians start wars.”

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). The Chair must remind
Members to avoid improper references
to Senators.

————

TRIBUTE TO THE HON. PATSY
MINK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to begin by congratulating my col-
leagues who provided the review of the
irresponsibility of the Republican ma-
jority toward the economy and my pre-
vious speaker, the gentlewoman from
Ohio, in terms of her spirit of indigna-
tion expressed about cavalier attitudes
towards war.

I think the subject that I want to
talk about tonight, the lady that I
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want to talk about, the Congress-
woman I want to talk about tonight,
would very much approve of what our
previous colleagues have done here al-
ready tonight. I want to talk about
Congresswoman Patsy Mink, who re-
cently passed away in Hawaii.

Patsy Mink is known for many
things, but I know her as a Patsy Mink
who was filled with righteous indigna-
tion and anger against injustice, and
my colleagues have presented tonight
very intelligent presentations, well-
documented presentations, but that
will get all the time. I think I heard in
their voices also some outrage. They
were upset. They were angry about the
irresponsibility of the Republican ma-
jority, and that we have all too little of
here in this Congress, all too little
righteous indignation and anger.

We are going to miss Patsy Mink be-
cause she was a lady with great right-
eous indignation against injustice. She
was angry at the kind of callous ap-
proach to human welfare that was ex-
hibited too many times on the floor of
this Congress.

Yesterday we had a resolution on
Patsy Mink, and many people spoke. I
was not able to speak, but I did submit
for the RECORD a tribute to Congress-
woman Patsy Mink, and I would like to
start with that tribute and make com-
ments on it. The tribute, of course, is
in its entirety in the RECORD, Tuesday,
October 1.

In Tuesday’s RECORD this appears in
its entirety, but I would like to repeat
it and comment as I go, because I heard
my colleagues yesterday talk about
Patsy in many ways. Most of the ref-
erences were personal. I would like to
focus primarily tonight on Patsy Mink
as a policy manager, Patsy Mink as a
champion of the poor, Patsy Mink as a
champion of women, Patsy Mink who
could be very intense, although she al-
ways was polite and warm, and lots of
people talked about that yesterday.

Patsy Mink will be remembered with
a broad array of accolades. She was a
warm, compassionate colleague. She
was civil and generous, even to the op-
ponents who angered her the most. As
a member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, which when
Patsy Mink first came to Congress was
called the Committee on Education
and Labor, as a member of that com-
mittee, in any long markup, and we
could have some long markups, we al-
ways knew that Patsy would try out
macadamia nuts to supply for all of us
to refresh myself, and she would share
my macadamia with everybody, those
who were opponents as well as those
who were allies.

I remember her chiding me, joking
with me when I talked about how much
I loved macadamia nuts. I was a maca-
damia nut junkie, but I said to her, Do
not bring any more because I am on a
diet, and these things certainly do not
help anybody’s diet. The next time she
came with macadamia nuts, they were
chocolate-covered macadamia nuts,
and they are even more delicious than
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regular macadamia nuts and greater
calories. But that was the kind of per-
son she was.

She was quite warm, cared very
much about everybody, but she could
be angry. She could be a peace of chain
lightning.

For me, she will be remembered as
my friend, mentor and my personal
whip on the floor. Often at the door of
a House Chamber, Patsy would meet
me with instructions. ‘“We,” she said,
‘‘are voting no,” or, ‘“We are voting yes
on this one.” I did not consider that to
be intimidation at all. I considered it
always an honor to have been invited
to function as an ideological twin to
Patsy Mink. She was not telling me or
instructing me. She was making as-
sumptions about how we would be to-
gether in our analysis of the problem,
our conclusions about what to do with
respect to voting. That was a great
honor, and I am going to miss that.

In the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, as well as on the House
floor, I was always inspired by Patsy’s
convictions. She was always an inde-
pendent spirit, and she pursued her
causes with total dedication. She was
not just another advocate for edu-
cation or for women or for jobs for wel-
fare mothers, not just another one.
Patsy Mink was a special advocate.

She was forever a fiery and intense
advocate on these issues. She fre-
quently exuded an old-fashioned right-
eous indignation that seems to have
become extinct in the halls of Con-
gress. For Patsy, there were the right
policies and laws which she pushed
with all the zeal she could muster, and
there were the wrong-headed, hypo-
critical, selfish and evil policies which
had to be confronted, and they had to
be engaged to the bitter end.

When colleagues spoke about par-
tisan compromise negotiations, Patsy
would quickly warn Democrats to be-
ware of an ambush or a trap. I think
Patsy in her encyclopedic approach to
her mission, encyclopedic concern
about anything that affected human
beings, would have very much appre-
ciated the presentation by my col-
leagues before the 1l-hour presentation
on the economy.

On the Committee on Education and
Labor where Patsy served and I have
served for the 20 years that I have been
here in Congress, we used to have hear-
ings and testimony from economists,
because this committee was charged
and is still charged with overall re-
sponsibility with respect to the econ-
omy as it impacts on working families
and working men and women, and as
the human resources interact with the
other factors in our economy. So we
used to have many economists come,
and our approach was certainly not a
tunnel-vision approach.

She would have been concerned and
has been concerned all year long about
the fact that the economy has been de-
teriorating, the fact that unemploy-
ment is increasing. The unemployment
rate averaged 4.1 percent in the year
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2000 and reached a 30-year low of 3.9
percent in October of 2000; but today
the unemployment rate has increased
to 5.7 percent nationwide. We have
presently 8.1 million unemployed
Americans, an increase of 2.5 million
compared to the year 2000. The number
of Americans experiencing long-term
unemployment over 27 weeks has al-
most doubled in the last year.

Some of this my colleagues heard
from my previous colleagues who spoke
on the economy. I think this is summa-
rized very well by my colleague the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN), the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. Job
creation has reversed.

In the year 2000, the year before
President Bush took office, the econ-
omy created 1.7 million new jobs. This
trend has been reversed, and the econ-
omy has lost almost 1.5 million jobs
since President Bush took office in
January 2001. Poverty is increasing.
After decreasing for 8 straight years,
decreasing for 8 straight years and
reaching its lowest level in 25 years,
the poverty rate increased from 11.3
percent in 2000 to 11.7 percent in 2001.
In the first year of the Bush adminis-
tration, 1.3 million Americans slipped
back into poverty, with a total of 32.9
million Americans living in poverty in
2001.

Incomes are falling. Hundreds of
thousands of Americans are filing for
bankruptcy. Mortgage foreclosures are
at a record high. The Federal budget
deficit is increasing. In 2000, the year
before President Bush took office, the
Federal budget, excluding Social Secu-
rity, showed a surplus of $86.6 billion.
The most recent figures from the Con-
gressional Budget Office indicate that
for 2002 the Federal budget excluding
Social Security will show a deficit of
$314 billion. This represents the largest
budget decline in U.S. history, and it is
the third largest on-budget deficit in
history, exceeded in size only by the
deficits of 1991 and 1992 under the first
President Bush.
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I think Patsy Mink would be, has
shown all year long, that she is very
concerned about all of these matters.
Patsy Mink, in the 107th Congress, was
one of the great spirits continually
pushing to get more activists going in
response to the decline of the economy.

Patsy was a policymaker. Patsy
should be remembered as a policy-
maker, as a fighter. Whatever else we
remember about her as an individual,
we should not trivialize her role in the
dynamics here in the Congress with re-
spect to making policy. Her profound
wisdom on all matters related to edu-
cation in particular and matters relat-
ing to human resources, whether it was
job training or occupational health and
safety, whatever matters relating to
human resources, she had a profound
wisdom about that because she had
been here for quite a long time. Her
long years of service on the Committee
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on Education and Labor, which later
became the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, afforded her that
kind of wisdom.

Too many of us in the Congress have
forgotten the value of institutional
memory. While the House is filled with
Members who speak as experts on edu-
cation, Patsy Mink was among the few
who had hard-earned credentials with
respect to education. She was a part of
the development and the nurturing of
title I to the point where it has become
the cornerstone of Federal education
reform. She was here during the Great
Society program creation. She served
with Adam Clayton Powell and Lyndon
Johnson in the years that they passed
more social legislation than has ever
been passed in Congress.

Title IX was a landmark reform to
end the gender gap in our educational
institutions, in school athletics; but
also many other aspects of higher edu-
cation. Title IX belongs to Patsy. She
conceived it decades ago, and she had
to fight all the way to the President.
Even recently, in this 107th Congress,
there were skirmishes seeking to cut
back on the funding for title IX. Title
IX was passed in 1972, but right up
until recently, the grumbling and the
attempts to undercut have persisted.

I will talk more in greater detail
about some of the things that have
happened along the way as Patsy was
forced to fight to keep title IX. As I
said, she had an encyclopedic approach.
She was involved in many issues. There
were certain issues she would focus on
tenaciously. And because she focused
on them, she was prepared to defend
them, and she very effectively saved
many of these programs from the jaws
of those who would roll back progress.

Title IX, like many other Federal
policies and programs, was considered
to be impossible, something else we
could not afford. We could not afford to
have equality in our education activi-
ties for women. That would be a burden
on our higher education institutions.
That would be a burden on higher edu-
cation athletics, college athletics, or
school athletics. Always those who
want to conscript and limit the oppor-
tunities for a class of people insist that
it is not doable.

Social Security originally was at-
tacked. We know we did not get a sin-
gle Republican vote when Social Secu-
rity was implemented and passed. So-
cial Security was attacked as some-
thing that would wreck the economy.
The minimum wage was attacked. The
minimum wage provision was attacked
as another item that would wreck the
economy. Always reasons are found to
stop the spreading of the benefits of
our great American democracy and our
great economy to all.

They particularly hold on with re-
spect to matters relating to women. We
are way, way behind, even in liberal
America, liberal and progressive Amer-
ica. We are still way behind in recog-
nizing full unfettered rights for all
women. There is no more category of
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human being more oppressed in the
world than women. If you want to look
at numbers, the greatest number of
people oppressed throughout the world
are women. In all societies, just about,
there is oppression. In societies that
suffer from racial prejudice, an oppres-
sion because of race, or in others who
suffer as a result of colonialism, and all
those societies where everybody might
suffer, the women still suffer most of
all because of male dominance. Male
chauvinism seems to hold on. It seems
to be institutionalized in certain reli-
gions. And when we liberate women fi-
nally, we will have arrived as a civili-
zation.

But there is a great need to have the
fullest possible liberation for women in
America. We are more advanced in this
respect than probably any society. The
mountaintop is in view, and we should
certainly go on to make certain that
all of the pathways are cleared so that
women and men are clearly equal in
one society in the world, that is the
American society, and that this will
spread first in the Western world and
on and on and break down any shib-
boleth that may remain in terms of re-
ligions that insist that women are infe-
rior and women do not deserve com-
plete equality with men.

Patsy was an advocate for total
equality for women, and that is quite
appropriate. Her spirit will be missed.
We should remember Patsy as an advo-
cate for women. She was the coauthor
of title IX of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1972 that prohibits sex
discrimination in all education institu-
tions receiving Federal funds. This law,
which Patsy cited as one of her great-
est accomplishments, has had a dra-
matic impact in opening up opportuni-
ties for girls and women in the profes-
sions and most visibly in athletics.

In 1970, before the passage of title IX,
only 8.4 percent of medical degrees
were awarded to women. By 1980, this
figure had increased to 23.4 percent. By
1997, women were earning 41 percent of
medical degrees. So in addition to ath-
letics, in an area like medicine, Patsy’s
title IX opened the way for women.

I think her colleague, Senator
AKAKA, in honoring Patsy, was able to
bring some light on her personal trav-
ails as a woman. Patsy wanted to be a
doctor. She applied for medical school
after studying zoology and chemistry
at the University of Hawaii. She ap-
plied in 1948 to a medical school there,
but she was rejected, along with other
bright young women who were aspiring
to be doctors at a time when women
made up only 2 to 3 percent of the en-
tering class. Patsy went on to apply to
a law school instead. She gained admis-
sion to the University of Chicago.

It was during her years at the Uni-
versity of Chicago that she met and
married her husband. Patsy returned
to Hawaii and gained admission to the
Hawaii bar in 1953. But as a woman,
even then, she had difficulty, because
it was said that her husband was a na-
tive of Pennsylvania, and a woman had
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to gain her bar admission in the area
where her husband lived. She chal-
lenged that piece of sexism and she
won. She was admitted to the Hawaii
bar, and she became the first Japanese
American woman to become a member
of the bar in Hawaii.

In 1965, Patsy brought her views to
the national stage when she became
the first woman of color elected to the
United States House of Representatives
to represent Hawaii’s Second Congres-
sional District. 1965. You can see that
she was here during the time when
Lyndon Johnson put forth his Great
Society programs, and she was a col-
league of Adam Clayton Powell as each
one of those measures came through
the Committee on Education and Labor
on its way to the floor of the House to
be passed successfully by a Democrat-
ically controlled Congress and Senate.
So the institutional memory, the insti-
tutional achievements of Patsy Mink
ought to be remembered as part of the
record.

She is a role model that the present
Members of Congress should look up to.
She is a role model that should be held
up to future Members of Congress. We
need role models that go beyond the
fact that we are all very intelligent
men and women who come to this Con-
gress. You will not find a single person
elected to Congress who is not intel-
ligent. You do not get here unless you
are very intelligent. Most of us have
extensive formal education. Most of
the Members of Congress are college
graduates. Many are people who have
gone beyond college and have profes-
sional degrees. So intelligence is not a
problem here.

If intelligence were the Kkind of
cleansing overall virtue that I once be-
lieved it was when I was in high school
and college, that intelligent people al-
ways do the right thing, intelligent
people understand the world, they un-
derstand what is right, and they do
what is right. Intelligence does not
automatically lead to correct and ap-
propriate, democratic, generous, pro-
gressive, and charitable behavior. So
intelligence is not the problem here in
this Congress. The quality that is miss-
ing here is indignation, righteous in-
dignation, dedication to the propo-
sition that all men and women are cre-
ated equal. And if they are all created
equal, they all have a right to share in
the prosperity and the benefits of this
great country.

We have to make a way for them to
do that, even if they are people who are
very poor and at one time or another
have to go on welfare. At one time or
another they have to be the recipients
of the safety net benefits of our Nation.
We have safety net beneficiaries who
are rich farmers, yet we never are crit-
ical of them. But we have safety net
beneficiaries who are welfare mothers,
mothers of children; and you do not be-
come a woman on welfare unless you
have children. It is Aid to Families
With Dependent Children. So welfare
women, who we refer to, are really
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mothers of children who are covered by
the law Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children.

In this Congress, Patsy declared war
on the oppressors of welfare women. It
was a lonely army that she led. A very
tiny platoon, I would say, that she led
as she made war on the oppressors of
welfare women. No one was more in-
censed and outraged than the Member
from Hawaii when the so-called welfare
reform program of President Bush
threatened greater burdens and smaller
subsidies for welfare recipients. Patsy
came to me often and said we must
fight this, we must do something, we
must not allow this to happen. We
must point out the fact that welfare
benefits have been greatly reduced in
most of the States. We must point out
the fact that in the model State of Wis-
consin, the State where the Secretary
of Health and Human Services, former
Governor Thompson presided, they
have reduced the welfare benefits for a
family of three to less than $300 a
month; and they are praising him for
having made that reduction. That is
wonderful; that a welfare family of
three only gets less than $300 a month.

That same Governor Thompson had
transferred welfare money that would
have gone to welfare beneficiaries to
other functions in State government.
Maybe he had a few other cronies he
wanted to employ, maybe he gave a few
more State banquets, who knows where
the money went; but the Federal
money that was meant to go to welfare
beneficiaries, the law allowed him, if
he saved it by curtailing the benefits
for welfare families, then he could use
it in other ways. No one was more in-
censed and outraged by that kind of ac-
tivity than Patsy Mink.

Patsy said, we must do something.
The Democrats are going to be rubber
stamps to the Republican proposals.
The Democrats are going to be rubber
stamps to President Bush’s proposals.
Patsy Mink came forward, and we had
made many proposals. We fought the
greater burdens and smaller subsidies
for welfare recipients. All of Patsy’s
proposals in the House were voted
down. We did not pass anything at all.
But I admire and will always praise
Patsy Mink for leading the fight which
stirred up the long-dormant conscience
among Democrats.

O 1945

Democrats did come to the floor with
an alternative bill. We did produce a
fight on the floor. We did have a debate
on the floor. We offered an alternative.
We set the stage for what happened
after the bill left this House and went
to the other body. We would like to be-
lieve that the fact that deliberations
on this very important matter, welfare
reform, continues and is stalled be-
cause we fought valiantly under the
leadership of Patsy Mink, and that
fight still goes on as a result of the
record. We united behind Patsy. We
were voted down, but we were together.

As I said before, Patsy Mink is a role
model for what needs to happen in this
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House. Some Members of Congress
focus on housing issues. Some focus on
transportation issues. Some focus on
health issues. Whatever the issue, they
need to bring to it the kind of indigna-
tion and determination that Patsy
brought to the issues she cared about.
She cared about education and welfare
mothers. Nobody knew better than
Patsy about the correlation between
poverty and poor performance in edu-
cation. She had many poor people in
the rural parts of her district, and
Patsy Mink understood the correla-
tion.

There is a correlation between poor
performance, and the ability of stu-
dents to take full advantage of the edu-
cational opportunities offered, and pov-
erty. Poverty and education should not
be discussed separately, they should be
discussed together. What we do to wel-
fare families hurts education. When a
welfare family has their budget cur-
tailed to the point where children go to
school hungry, and the best meal they
get is the school free lunch because
supper is not going to be adequate,
breakfast is not adequate, and at some
schools we have begun to provide
breakfast because of that, why not pro-
vide higher benefits and substitutes for
the families so the children who are
going to school get over that first hur-
dle and they come to school prepared
to learn because they have a whole-
some environment at home.

We had on the floor today several
resolutions which attempted to force
the issue. Again, I think Patsy Mink
would have been very pleased with
what happened this afternoon in the
regular session. We had four resolu-
tions which showed some outrage,
some indignation. We want to force the
issue. We do not want to bide time here
in this Congress the way that the Re-
publican majority has decided we
should. We do not want to just be here
and not deal with the issues. I would
hate to read history 50 years from now
and hear how the historians analyzed
what happened to the great America;
that at its apex when it was most pow-
erful, most prosperous, the leader of
the entire world, the only remaining
superpower sat around and, like Nero,
fiddled while Rome was burning.

There are so many issues related to
the changing patterns of the weather,
the climate, so many things that reach
beyond our economy; and, of course,
the ongoing fight against terrorism.
That is no less an issue, but we have to
chew gum and walk, sing, dance and do
a lot of things at the same time, and
we are letting most of our resources,
the tremendous brain power of the Con-
gress lies fallow, unutilized. There is
tremendous brain power and energy.
The Congress is not being utilized be-
cause, for political reasons, somebody
has decided that it is best for us to
tread water and do nothing.

My colleagues in the Democrat
Party, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. HOLDEN), the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the gentleman
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from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), and the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
they offered resolutions saying let us
do something.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. HOLDEN) offered a resolution relat-
ing to family farmers and bankruptcy.
Be it resolved that the House of Rep-
resentatives should call up for consid-
eration H.R. 5348, the Family Farmers
and Family Fishermen Protection Act
of 2002, which will once and for all give
family farmers the permanent bank-
ruptcy protections they have been
waiting for for over b years.

Mr. Speaker, why not? We are all
here. Why do we not debate an act on
this vital resolution? No, the Repub-
lican majority chose to vote it down.
With a motion to table, all you need is
a majority of the votes, and a motion
to table takes effect.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) wanted to deal with the fact
that patent drugs, the drug companies
are playing with patent law so they
can hold on to patents longer and keep
the cost of drugs higher and avoid the
utilization of generic drugs. That was
voted down, too.

The Brown resolution attempted to
call for some constructive action, but
it was also voted down, but he did it,
and Democrats rallied behind the gen-
tleman overwhelmingly out of a sense
of indignation. Those of us who are
sick of being victimized by the major-
ity, we are held paralyzed. We are here,
but we can do nothing. At least we can
vote for a resolution to call for action,
and we did. But again, the majority
had the most votes, and this resolution
was voted down.

The next resolution was by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).
It was a simple resolution, after all of
the whereases, resolved that it is the
sense of the House of Representatives
that the Congress should provide
States with the resources they need to
fully implement the No Child Left Be-
hind Act as promised less than a year
ago.

Less than a year ago we passed the
No Child Left Behind Act. It was a bi-
partisan vote on final passage. I voted
for it. I voted for it because of the
promises that were made with respect
to funding. The President said he
would double Title I over a 2-year pe-
riod. The President said he would pro-
vide and support the funding for the
implementation for No Child Left Be-
hind, meaning the tests, the training
and the administrative costs related to
that. The President said that he would
support an increase in the special edu-
cation funding, but he has reneged on
those promises.

We would like to see the resources
provided by passing the Health and
Human Services and the Education and
related agencies appropriations. The
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY) offered that resolution.

I would like to note that Patsy Mink
said No Child Left Behind was a piece
of legislation that was an ambush; it
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was a trap. She voted against it in
committee, and she voted against it on
the floor of the House. And now she has
been proven to be correct.

We made some stringent require-
ments there. We placed on the backs of
school systems and teachers and stu-
dents a lot of new regulations and
threats, provisions for monitoring
tests, and now we have reneged on pay-
ing the costs of all of that, leaving it to
them. In Patsy’s district, she com-
plained several months ago that the
provisions of the No Child Left Behind
were beginning to upset parents be-
cause there are provisions that say if
your individual school is failing in
terms of the achievements of the stu-
dents in reading and math, if it is fail-
ing, then you have a right to go to an-
other school, transfer to another public
school.

Well, just about all of the schools in
a certain area of her district are fail-
ing, and the parents are frustrated be-
cause they want to use that right, but
in order to go to another school, they
would have to have air transportation.
The island is constructed such that the
only way they can get to a school that
is better than the schools in that locale
would be to have planes to transport
them. The cost of transportation is so
prohibitive that the law has no mean-
ing for them. She was angry because
they were angry at her, but they have
been stirred up by the promise that
was offered by the No Child Left Be-
hind legislation.

I think that the next resolution that
was offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), who is the ranking
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations, was in the same vein, con-
cerned about the fact that we have
reneged on the promises of the legisla-
tion that we all voted for, most of us
voted for, in a bipartisan compromise.
Patsy did not vote for it. She said we
would regret the compromise, and now
we are living to regret it.

The Obey resolution was, resolved
that it is the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that the Congress should
complete action on the fiscal year 2003
Labor, Health and Human Services and
Education and related agencies appro-
priation before recessing, and should
fund the No Child Left Behind Act with
levels commensurate with the levels
promised by the act less than a year
ago.

Mr. Speaker, we are here. We should
act now. Why have we defaulted on ac-
tion to the point where there is a dis-
cussion of nothing significant is going
to happen until after the election.
Nothing significant is going to be done
about any appropriations issues until
after the election. That is a swindle.
We owe it to the American people to
take action on critical activities and
demonstrate what we are made of. Let
us have a record. Let us go forward and
not play with the public opinion polls
where we know that the great majority
of the American people rank education
as a major issue. Education is ranked
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as a major issue, and, therefore, we pay
lip service to education, but we do not
want to really doing anything.

The indignation shown by these reso-
lutions, the attempt to force some ac-
tion or at least to dramatize it, the
mobilization of one party to make cer-
tain that this issue was on the floor I
think Patsy Mink would be quite proud
of.

Patsy was always concerned about
the fact that education was so highly
publicized by both parties. Patsy was
concerned about the fact that there
barriers put up about education costing
too much, although in America we are
only spending in terms of Federal
funds, we only pick up 7 percent of the
cost of education. There is a continued
drumbeat that education costs too
much. The Federal Government should
not be more involved in education.
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Our answer was, what activity is it
that the American government is in-
volved in that does not need education
as more than a footnote? Education is
a force in whatever activity we are en-
gaged in and, therefore, what fools we
are to continue to ignore education
when we talk about critical issues. The
Homeland Security Act, for example,
the creation of a homeland security
agency does not talk in any significant
way about the role that education will
play. The Education Department is
barely mentioned. Yet the Homeland
Security Act is a complex mechanism
which will not work unless it has very
educated people. It will not work un-
less it has cadres of people who are well
trained in various ways. Homeland se-
curity will not work unless we train
tremendous numbers of people in the
cleanup of anthrax or the cleanup of bi-
ological warfare materials. We are pre-
paring for that. We are discussing each
day how we have enough vaccine to
vaccinate our whole population in 10
days.

There are a number of things hap-
pening, but we are not discussing who
is going to do it. Where are the people
who will give the vaccinations? We
have a shortage of nurses. We have a
shortage of basic technicians in our
hospitals. We certainly cannot deal
with complicated biological warfare as
exhibited by the way we handled the
anthrax emergency here in Wash-
ington.

What happened in the anthrax emer-
gency here in Washington? I will not go
through the whole scenario, but Con-
gress was threatened and the focus of
attention of all the experts was on Con-
gress. The post office, on the other
hand, where the anthrax had to come
through, was ignored. Even when they
discovered that there was anthrax in
the post office, all of the personnel
were still focused here, all the exper-
tise.

So we had two people die here in
Washington. They were postal employ-
ees, postmen, who died, because we did
not have enough personnel to do the
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total job and the total job was not real-
ly of epic proportions. The anthrax at-
tack, whoever did it, they still do not
know who did it, of course, it was small
in comparison to what terrorists could
do. I fear anthrax more than I fear nu-
clear weapons. After watching what
happened here in Washington, after
having been locked out of my office for
several weeks, even now we have to ir-
radiate our mail, after watching it
take 4 months to clean up the anthrax
in one building, Senate building; and
the experts, the hygienists who handle
anthrax, whoever the experts were,
were so limited, the technicians so lim-
ited till they only focused on the Sen-
ate building. There were not enough to
go around. We could not deal with the
post office. We still have not dealt with
the cleanup of post offices the way we
should.

So we have a shortage of people who
can deal with anthrax; and that is a
clear and present threat, or something
similar to anthrax. But in the Home-
land Security Act, there is no provision
for the training of more people in this
area. There is no provision for dealing
with the fact that we have a shortage
of nurses. Who is going to do all these
vaccinations in case we have an epi-
demic as a result of a biological at-
tack? We have shortages of people who
are going into police departments. We
have shortages in fire departments in
big cities like New York, for example.
They are working madly to recruit peo-
ple to replace the numerous firemen
who lost their lives, but in general
there has been an attrition over the
yvears of applicants in terms of these
agencies.

Many of these positions do not re-
quire a Ph.D., graduate education; but
they do require some education. Get-
ting people to pass a basic test involv-
ing literacy and simple calculations,
getting graduates of our schools who
can pass those simple requirements has
become a big problem. We need to in-
vest whatever is necessary if we are se-
rious about homeland security, or if we
are serious about fighting terrorism.

One of the factors that keeps coming
up is the very embarrassing fact that
we had a lot of data collected. Many of
the facts that had been assembled by
our reconnaissance agencies, by our
satellites in the sky, picking up elec-
tronic communications, many of those
items were there which told things
that would have been very useful in
counteracting what happened on Sep-
tember 11; but we did not have Arab
translators. We did not have enough
translators.

I have said here on the floor many
times, that is inexcusable, that there
were not enough Arab translators to
stay current with the great amount of
data that was being collected from
Arab sources. Arabs have been terror-
ists for quite a long time. Since Ronald
Reagan’s reign when they bombed the
barracks in Beirut and killed 200 Ma-
rines, on and on, every major act of
terrorism, sabotage, Arabs have done
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it. So surely Arabs should have been
high on the radar screen and the num-
ber of people who interpret Arabic
should have been great. But it is not
there.

I heard advertising on the radio and
television in New York a couple of
months after September 11 advertising
for people who might want to be Arab
interpreters. On and on it could go, in-
cluding the fact that in the field in Af-
ghanistan, where our troops have been
victorious and conducted a high-tech
war in a very effective way, neverthe-
less, the casualties, if you look at the
casualties that we have suffered, the
majority of them have been from
friendly fire as a result of human error.
We have suffered casualties ourselves
as a result of human error and friendly
fire. We have had a couple of embar-
rassing incidents with respect to the
Canadians and with respect to some
tribal groups as a result of human
error. So as war becomes more high
tech, education becomes an even more
important factor.

There is a recognition in the military
world of the value of education. I would
like to juxtapose the fact that they
place a great deal of value on education
on specific things related to the mili-
tary while at the same time ignoring
the greater funnel, the mass education
that has to funnel people into the mili-
tary. For example, we have quite a
number of military academies beyond
West Point. Most people only think of
West Point, the Navy at Annapolis, the
Air Force Academy; but we also have
an Industrial College of the Armed
Forces, National War College, Army
War College, Naval War College, Naval
Post Graduate School, Air War College,
Air Force Institute of Technology
graduate school and long-term training
arrangements and continued service ar-
rangements which allow members of
the military to go to graduate schools
anywhere when needed.

There is a great deal of under-
standing in the military of the value of
education. Their personnel are con-
stantly being put through a process of
improving their education. The mili-
tary is not afraid to spend money, also.
It costs money to educate youngsters
in this day and age.

I hear complaints that education
costs too much, that when I was a kid
we were only paying teachers so much
and school costs were at very low lev-
els per child, but now teacher salaries
are too high, and we want computers.
That is the way of the modern world.
When World War II started, we only
had four or five vehicles in the Federal
arsenal of transportation. Roosevelt
had a car and four or five other Cabinet
members. We were at that stage. Now
we have a whole fleet of cars. We have
a fleet of planes. The world has
changed.

If it has changed in every other re-
spect, then surely it has changed in re-
spect to education. But we do not rec-
ognize that when it comes to edu-
cation. We do not look at the fact that
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our military academies are spending
tremendous amounts of money. I have
only got figures for way back in 1990.
They do not let you have current fig-
ures. In 1990 we were spending tremen-
dous amounts of money for the Army
academy, which is West Point; Naval
Academy, et cetera. But more impor-
tant than what they were spending
overall, which is hard to deal with, as
of 1996, the budget office study showed
again with 1990 figures, that the
amount of money being spent per offi-
cer, that is where we can make some
comparison.

They say right now at Harvard and
Yale, Ivy League schools may cost you
between $40,000 and $50,000 per student
per year now. In 1990, the cost per offi-
cer commissioned in the Army was
$299,000. $299,000 per officer commis-
sioned. In the Navy it was $197,000 per
officer commissioned. In the Air Force,
$279,000 per officer commissioned. We
are willing to spend tremendous
amounts of money when it involves
personnel serving the military di-
rectly. If we are willing to spend
$299,000 per officer commissioned, sure-
ly we can spend more than $8,000 per
child in the New York City school sys-
tem and understand that modern costs
are such that $8,000 per child is not
going to get you very much in terms of
what is needed in this day and age.

I checked before Ron Dellums left as
the head of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. I did get some figures which
showed that the cost at that time, I
think that was about 7 or 8 years ago,
was down to $120,000 per cadet at West
Point, if you left out the actual cost of
the military training and just the aca-
demic training. The academic training
at that time was $120,000 per student
while Harvard and Yale at that time
were estimated to be about $30,000 in
the Ivy League. So either way you can
see the difference. We are willing to
spend tremendous amounts of money
when we think it is important.

Patsy Mink and I used to talk a great
deal about the great hypocrisy of
American policymakers. In private
schools, the cost per child is far higher
than $8,000 per child, as it is in the New
York City schools. $8,000 per child is
what the average is in New York City,
because it has so many different
schools. There is a low end in my dis-
trict. There are some schools where
they are spending only $4,000 per child;
and there is a high end where they are
spending $12,000 per child because the
expenditure costs are driven by the
personnel costs. The greatest cost of
personnel, the more experienced teach-
ers and administrators are in certain
schools in certain districts that they
consider highly desirable places to be.
So their salaries raise the cost per
child in those districts, while the poor-
est schools suffer from too many sub-
stitute teachers and uncertified teach-
ers and you have a very low cost. But
what I am saying is that as a Nation,
we are investing very highly in a well-
qualified, well-educated military. We
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are blind to the fact that all the other
sectors must go along.

A complex, modern nation, the leader
of the free world, needs to have a com-
parable concern about education across
the board. All of these Department of
Defense graduate institutions, is there
a single peace initiative we have which
has Federal funding for graduate insti-
tutions? Is there a single graduate in-
stitution that we know of? There is a
peace institute which you can hardly
find in the budget, it is so small; and it
is very cautious about what it does.
But there is no place where we are
training diplomats. There is no plan to
make certain that the greatest Nation
on Earth, the last superpower, has
knowledge of all the other societies on
Earth.

We not only have a shortage in peo-
ple who can translate Arabic but in
Pakistan and some other countries,
they speak Urdu. In Afghanistan they
speak Pashto. We have more than 3,000
colleges and universities in this Na-
tion. If you have a plan, if the Home-
land Security Act cared about really
dealing with terrorism across the
world, you would have a plan which
showed that somewhere in America
there is a college or a university that
has an institute or a center which is
not only learning the language, teach-
ing the language, but also teaching the
culture of any group of people any-
where on the face of the Earth.

Certainly any nation in the United
Nations, we should have a program
which has people who are studying it.
We can afford to do that. By chance we
have experts probably on everything,
but single people who decide they want
to go off and study and are ready when
we need them for these kinds of assign-
ments, that number is decreasing.
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Why not have a plan which guaran-
tees that we will always have enough
people who speak Urdu to deal with in-
creasing our friendship with Pakistan?
Pakistan is a friendly Muslim Nation.
Pakistan is our ally in the fight
against terrorism. We need to know
more about its culture and be able to
deal with it. If we are going to have na-
tion-building, that is a word that was
trivial, used and ridiculed a few years
ago, but now it is understood that we
cannot fight terrorism without nation-
building. We do not invest a large
amount of energy, time, lives, effort in
a nation like Afghanistan and then
walk off and leave it to crumble back
into the kind of primitive savagery
that existed under the Taliban. If we do
not stay and we do not do nation-build-
ing, we will have to do it all over again
in 10 or 20 years. So nation-building is
part of a process that we should have
in our overall plan to fight terrorism.

Homeland security, military readi-
ness, all that, we should look at edu-
cation first and foremost. The funnel
which feeds everything we do has to
come up through our public school sys-
tem. Fifty-three million children are
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out there in our public school system.
They could supply every expert we
need, every category of technician, but
they are not doing it when they come
out of high school, and they can only
barely read and write properly, when
calculations are minimal.

A large part of public school is inhab-
ited by minorities, and one of the prob-
lems is, which Patsy and I talked about
many times, as the minority popu-
lation has increased in certain school
systems, the big-city school systems in
America, the commitment of the local-
ity and the commitment of the State
government has gone down, and we
cannot get away from an observation
that racism is at work in decision-
making.

Doing less for the schools has hap-
pened as the population has changed,
but let us take a look at what that
means for America in one area. In our
military those same minorities who are
being neglected in our public schools
make up a large part of our military
relative to their percentage of popu-
lation. African Americans are consid-
ered by the Census Bureau to be about
13 percent of the total population. In
the Army African Americans total 25.5
percent of the Army population; 480,435
people are African Americans. His-
panics are 9.3 percent. In the Navy Af-
rican Americans, which are only 13 per-
cent of the population, are 18.9 percent
of the Navy. African Americans, who
are only 13 percent of the population,
are 16 percent of the soldiers in the Air
Force. In the Marines African Ameri-
cans are 18.9 percent.

These same African Americans who
are in the inner-city schools predomi-
nantly, the supply that goes into our
military, is jeopardized if you do not
provide appropriate education now.
What would it be like in a few years?
What is it like now? Is the quality of
the soldiers declining at a time when
the high-tech complexity of the mili-
tary is increasing?

We should take a hard look at all the
various activities of our society and
how they complement each other.

Patsy Mink, as I said before, had an
encyclopedic mind when it came to
looking at human resources and look-
ing at the various missions of a civ-
ilized society like ours should have.
Patsy Mink and I have talked about
the fact that it is ridiculous to have a
homeland security program which allo-
cates no significant role to the Depart-
ment of Education or to the univer-
sities and colleges in America. It is
sort of doomed to failure.

I would like to conclude by just re-
focusing on one particular project or
program that is identified most imme-
diately and specifically with Patsy
Mink. That is Title IX. Many women
who are doctors and lawyers, who had a
basically equal treatment in the uni-
versity system and graduate schools,
have no idea what it was like before. I
think one of the women on the Su-
preme Court told a long story about
how she was denied access to decent
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jobs in the law firms when she first
came out of college and later denied
promotions, et cetera. So there are in-
dividual stories that can be told, but
the figures were outrageous before
Title IX.

Title IX has made a big difference,
but Title IX has been fought step by
step all the way. It was signed into law
in 1972, and Patsy had to go to war and
fight the Tower amendment in 1974.
She had to fight certain other Senate
amendments that were attempted by
Senator HELMS and S. 2146 in 1976 and
1977. On and on it goes. There have
been attempts to gut Title IX.

So Title IX, the welfare rights, the
welfare reform, all of it was part of
why I say that Patsy Mink was a role
model for decisionmakers of this Con-
gress, and she is a role model for deci-
sionmakers in the future. Compassion
and riotous indignation are still vital
qualifications for the leaders of a Na-
tion. Patsy Mink was a great leader of
this great Nation.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. MASCARA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of illness in the
family.

Mr. THOMPSON of California (at the
request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for October 1
on account of congressional business.

———————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. BROWN of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BAcCA, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GUTKNECHT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Mr. SHIMKUS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 56 minutes,
today.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, October 3.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 21 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, October 3, 2002, at
10 a.m.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

9469. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Pork Promotion,
Research, and Consumer Information Order:
Rules and Regulations-Decrease in Assess-
ment Rate and Decrease of Importer Assess-
ments [No. LS-02-09] received September 26,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

9470. A letter from the Administrator, Reg-
ulatory Contact, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
United States Standards for Milled Rice —
received September 26, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

9471. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting a report of a violation of the
Antideficiency Act by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, pursuant
to 31 U.S.C. 1351; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

9472. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s final rule — Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits — received October 1, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

9473. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Clin-
ical Chemistry and Clinical Toxicology De-
vices; Reclassification of Cyclosporine and
Tacrolimus Assays [Docket Nos. 01P-0119 and
01P-0235] received October 1, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

9474. A letter from the White House Liai-
son, Department of Education, transmitting
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

9475. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks,
Department of the Interior, transmitting a
draft bill approving the location of a Memo-
rial to former President John Adams and his
legacy in the Nation’s Capital; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

9476. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks,
Department of the Interior, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Injurious Wildlife
Species; Snakeheads (family Channidae)
(RIN: 1018-AI36) received October 1, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

9477. A letter from the Director, Office of
Hearings and Appeals, Department of Inte-
rior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Special Rules Applicable to Surface
Coal Mining Hearings and Appeals (RIN:
1090-A A82) received October 1, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.
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9478. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Thornyhead Rockfish in the
Western Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No. 011218304-1304-01; I.D. 091902E]
received October 1, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

9479. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Salary Offset Procedures for
Collecting Debts Owed by Federal Employees
to the Federal Government (RIN: 3150-AG96)
received September 26, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

9480. A letter from the Actig Chief, Regula-
tions and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Drawbridge
Operation Regulations; Hobe Sound bridge
(SR 708), Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway,
mile 996.0, Hobe Sound, Martin County, FL
[CGDO07-02-119] received October 1, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

9481. A letter from the Acting Chief, Regu-
lations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Special Local
Regulations for Marine Events; Cape Fear
River, Wilmington, NC [CGD05-02-075] (RIN:
2115-AE46) received October 1, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

9482. A letter from the Acting Chief, Regu-
lations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Safety Zone;
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway Mile 134.0,
Cypremort Point, Louisiana [COTP Morgan
City-02-004] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received Octo-
ber 1, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

9483. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule — Examination of re-
turns and claims for refund, credit, or abate-
ment; determination of correct tax liability
(Rev. Proc. 2002-63) received September 30,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

9484. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Medicare Program; Supple-
mentary Medical Insurance Premium Sur-
charge Agreements [CMS-1221-F] (RIN: 0938-
AK42) received September 27, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Ways
and Means.

9485. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Medicare and Medicaid Pro-
grams; Programs of All-inclusive Care for
the Elderly (PACE); Program Revisions
[CMS-1201-IFC] (RIN: 0938-ALb59) received
September 27, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Energy and Commerce.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 1946. A bill to require the Secretary of
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the Interior to construct the Rocky Boy’s/
North Central Montana Regional Water Sys-
tem in the State of Montana, to offer to
enter into an agreement with the Chippewa
Cree Tribe to plan, design, construct, oper-
ate, maintain and replace the Rocky Boy’s
Rural Water System, and to provide assist-
ance to the North Central Montana Regional
Water Authority for the planning, design,
and construction of the noncore system, and
for other purposes (Rept. 107-715). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG: Committee on Ap-
propriations. H.R. 5521. A bill making appro-
priations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against the revenues of
said District for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and for other purposes (Rept.
107-716). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 5428.
A Dbill to provide for the conservation and de-
velopment of water and related resources, to
authorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improvements to
rivers and harbors of the United States, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 107-717). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 568. Resolution
providing for consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 112) making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
2003, and for other purposes (Rept. 107-718).
Referred to the House Calendar.

———
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. HALL of Texas):

H.R. 5520. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide an exemp-
tion from minimum wage and maximum
hours requirements for certain seasonal fire-
works employees; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Ms. LOFGREN (for herself and Mr.
HONDA):

H.R. 5522. A bill to amend title 17, United
States Code, to safeguard the rights and ex-
pectations of consumers who lawfully obtain
digital entertainment; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. WEINER, Mr. OWENS, Ms. VELAZ-
QUEZ, Mr. McNuLTy, Mr. KING, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York):

H.R. 5523. A bill to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act to modify the terms of the com-
munity disaster loan program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. COX (for himself and Mr. LAN-
TOS):

H.R. 5524. A bill to develop and deploy
technologies to defeat Internet jamming and
censorship; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. GEKAS:

H.R. 5525. A bill to amend title 11 of the
United States Code to prevent corporate
bankruptcy abuse and provide greater pro-
tection for employees, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. BARRETT, Mr.
BECERRA, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLT, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KLECZ-
KA, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LUTHER,

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.

McNULTY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Mr. STARK, Mr. TANNER, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. WAXMAN,
Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 5526. A Dbill to amend the Lobbying
Disclosure Act of 1995 to require certain coa-
litions and associations to disclose their lob-
bying activities; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. BARRETT, Mr.
BECERRA, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. HoLT, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KLECZ-
KA, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LUTHER,

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.

McNULTY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Mr. STARK, Mr. TANNER, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. WAXMAN,
Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 5527. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to require disclosure of lob-
bying activities by certain organizations; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.R. 5528. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Center for International
Human Rights; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY (for himself and
Mr. FROST):

H.R. 5529. A bill to amend title I of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to provide for joint trusteeship of single-
employer pension plans; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

H.R. 5530. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to enhance the right of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs to recover pay-
ments by third parties for costs of providing
non-service-connected care to beneficiaries
of such third parties; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. TANCREDO (for himself, Mr.
HyYDE, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. ROYCE, and
Mr. PAYNE):

H.R. 5531. A bill to facilitate famine relief
efforts and a comprehensive solution to the
war in Sudan; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and in addition to the
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Committee on Financial Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 5532. A bill to amend the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 to require pub-
lic availability of an accounting of all funds
used, or required to be used, for response to
a release of a hazardous substance or pollut-
ant or contaminant; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. BERRY, and Mr.
ORTIZ):

H.R. 5533. A bill to provide for reduction in
the backlog of claims for benefits pending
with the Department of Veterans Affairs; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BERRY (for himself, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. ALLEN, and
Mr. BROWN of Ohio):

H.R. 5534. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide for
the implementation of the program under
section 804 of such Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Ms. KAPTUR (for herself, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. UNDER-
WOOD):

H.R. 5535. A bill to expand the boundaries
of the Ottawa National Wildlife Refuge Com-
plex and of the Detroit River International
Wildlife Refuge; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. NADLER:

H.R. 5536. A bill to amend the Bank Protec-
tion Act of 1968 and the Federal Credit Union
Act to require enhanced security measures
at depository institutions and automated
teller machines sufficient to provide surveil-
lance pictures which can be used effectively
as evidence in criminal prosecutions, to
amend title 28, United States Code, to re-
quire the Federal Bureau of Investigation to
make technical recommendations with re-
gard to such security measures, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Financial
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota:

H.R. 5537. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the $25,000 offset
for individuals under the passive loss rules to
apply to investments in wind energy facili-
ties; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PICKERING:

H.R. 5538. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to waive certain limitations; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. PICKERING:

H.R. 5539. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage
of medication therapy management services,
including disease specific management serv-
ices, for certain high-risk patients under the
Medicare Program; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. SHERMAN (for himself and Mr.
SOUDER):

H.R. 5540. A bill to encourage respect for
the rights of religious and ethnic minorities
in Iran and to deter Iran from supporting
international terrorism and from furthering
its weapons of mass destruction programs; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on International
Relations, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SHOWS:

H.R. 5541. A bill to reject proposals to par-
tially or completely divert funds, which nor-
mally would be designated for the Social Se-
curity trust fund, into private savings ac-
counts as a substitute for the lifelong, guar-
anteed, inflation-protected insurance bene-
fits provided through Social Security; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
ROEMER, Mr. ScoTT, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs.
McCARTHY of New York, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. KIND, Mr. FORD, Mr.
KuciNnicH, Mr. Wu, Mr. HoLT, Ms.
SoLIis, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms.
McCoLLUM, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
HoONDA, Ms. LEE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MCINTYRE, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Ms. CARSON of In-
diana, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. SANCHEZ,
Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.

PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr.
EVANS):
H.J. Res. 113. A joint resolution recog-

nizing the contributions of Patsy T. Mink; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.
By Mr. HASTERT (for himself and Mr.
GEPHARDT):

H.J. Res. 114. A joint resolution to author-
ize the use of United States Armed Forces
against Iraq; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE:

H.J. Res. 115. A joint resolution to consent
to certain amendments enacted by the legis-
lature of the State of Hawaii to the Hawai-
ian Homes Commission Act, 1920; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself and
Mr. CROWLEY):

H. Con. Res. 495. Concurrent resolution
supporting the goals and ideals of National
Safety Forces Appreciation Week; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, and Mrs. LOWEY):

H. Con. Res. 496. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
so-called ‘‘honor killings’’; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mr. SCHAFFER:

H. Con. Res. 497. Concurrent resolution
supporting the goals and ideas of National
Take Your Kids to Vote Day; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. SOUDER (for himself and Mr.
CUMMINGS):

H. Res. 569. A resolution expressing support
for the President’s 2002 National Drug Con-
trol Strategy to reduce illegal drug use in
the United States; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

368. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the General Assembly of the State of
North Carolina, relative to House Resolution
No. 1786 memorializing the United States
Congress and the President to support and
enact legislation to establish a tobacco
quota buyout program; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

369. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to Assembly
Joint Resolution 46 memorializing the Presi-
dent and Congress of the United States to
enact legislation that contains steps to en-
sure that Medicare home health care recipi-
ents are guaranteed the best care, and that
home health providers, who have undergone
multiple regulation and administrative
changes at the hands of the federal govern-
ment are not further harmed; jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Energy
and Commerce.

———————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 185: Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 356: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 394: Mr. MicA, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. GREEN
of Wisconsin, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. LARSEN
of Washington.

H.R. 440: Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 840: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. DUNN, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HoLT, Ms. HOOLEY
of Oregon, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. WALSH, and
Mr. SHOWS.

H.R. 854: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 984: Mr. BOEHNER.

H.R. 1296: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. KENNEDY, of
Rhode Island, Mr. AKIN.

H.R. 1353: Mr. LUTHER.

H.R. 1434: Mr. GRUCCI.

H.R. 1509: Mr. NORTON, Mr. LIPINSKI, and
Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 1520: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 1903: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. TOwNS, Mr. FroOST, and Mr.
CROWLEY.

H.R. 1918: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 2020: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 2349: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 2374: Mr. WELLER, Mr. MicA, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. WALDEN of Or-
egon.

H.R. 2527: Mr. NEY.

H.R. 2573: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DELAHUNT, and
Mr. PHELPS.

H.R. 2748: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 3612: Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 3688: Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. BALDACCI.

H.R. 3836: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. FRANK.

H.R. 4027: Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 4170: Mr. BALLENGER.

H.R. 4551: Mr. PHELPS.

H.R. 4573: Mr. FRANK.

H.R. 4582: . ANDREWS.

. 4614: . ALLEN.
. 4675: . CAMP.
. 4718: . FOLEY.

H.R. 4760: Ms. NORTON, Mr. McNULTY, Mr.
HOLDEN, Ms. WATSON, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 4762: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. OWENS, and
Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 4789: Mr. SCHAFFER.

H.R. 4790: Mr. SCHAFFER.

H.R. 4804: Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. WYNN, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina.

H.R. 4950: Mr. PENCE and Mr. JONES of
North Carolina.
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H.R. 4955: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 5085: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 5127: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 5146: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr.
GREENWOOD.

H.R. 5174: Mr.

H.R. 5183: Mr.

H.R. 5186: Mr.

H.R. 5228: Mr.

H.R. 5229: Mr. PAUL and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 5241: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 5250: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. RILEY, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 5257: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 5259: Mr. BRADY of Texas.

H.R. 5268: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. OLVER, and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 5285: Mr. BARTON of Texas.

H.R. 5287: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 5304: Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 5326: Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 5334: Mr. KING, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. SCcOTT, Ms. MCCARTHY of Mis-
souri, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. OLVER, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. COSTELLO, and Mr. MASCARA.

H.R. 5346: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. TOWNS,

SCHAFFER.

LucAs of Kentucky.
MANZULLO and Mr. ISRAEL.
PAUL.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms.
EsHOO, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.

LANTOS, Mr. MENEDEZ, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr.
WAXMAN.

H.R. 5350: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. LIPINSKI,
FORST, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 5376: Mr. FLAKE.

H.R. 5380: Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 5398: Mr. ARMEY, Ms. LOFGREN,
ToM DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 5433: Mr. LAHOOD and Mr. PHELPS.

H.R. 5465: Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 5476: Ms. NORTON and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 5480: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina.

H.R. 5491: Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 5499: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr.
FORD.

H.R. 5503: Mr. THORNBERRY.

H.R. 5510: Mr. MORAN of Virginia.

H.R. 5512: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H. Con. Res. 399: Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mrs. McCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. GRUCCI, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
KING, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ENGEL,
and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H. Con. Res. 406: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H. Con. Res. 422: Mr. HOYER and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE.

H. Con. Res. 436: Mr. LEVIN, Ms. WATSON,
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, and Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD.

H. Con. Res. 445: Mr. JEFF MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, and
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.

H. Con. Res. 466: Mr. SCHAFFER and Mr.
WYNN.

H. Con. Res. 480: Ms. LOFGREN.

H. Con. Res. 486: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. WOLF, and Mr.
BALDACCI.

H. Con. Res. 487: Mr. MEEKS of New York
and Mr. FRANK.

H. Res. 369: Mrs. MORELLA.

H. Res. 505: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina.

Mr.

Mr.
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H. Res. 557: Mr. BALDACCI.
H. Res. 5569: Mr. CANTOR.

———

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

74. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Legislature of Rockland County, New
York, relative to Resolution No. 543 peti-
tioning the United States Congress to ex-
press gratitude to Congressman Benjamin
Gilman for his many years of public service;
which was referred to the Committee on
House Administration.

————

ADMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

S. 2690
OFFERED BY: MR. ADERHOLT

AMENDMENT NoO. 1: At the end of section 1,
insert the following:

(17) The First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States secures rights
against laws respecting an establishment of
religion or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof made by the United States Govern-
ment. The rights secured under the First
Amendment have been interpreted by courts
of the United States Government to be in-
cluded among the provisions of the Four-
teenth Amendment (See Everson v. Board of
Education Hamilton, 330 U.S. 1, 14-16, and
Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296). The
Tenth Amendment reserves to the States re-
spectively the powers not delegated to the
United States Government nor prohibited to
the States. The power to display the Ten
Commandments on or within property owned
or administered by the several States or po-
litical subdivisions thereof is among the
powers reserved to the States respectively.
The expression of religious faith by indi-
vidual persons on or within property owned
or administered by the several States or po-
litical subdivisions thereof is among the
rights secured against laws respecting an es-
tablishment of religion or prohibiting the
free exercise of religion made or enforced by
the United States Government or by any de-
partment or executive or judicial officer
thereof; and among the liberties of which no
State shall deprive any person without due
process of law made in pursuance of powers
reserved to the States respectively.

S. 2690
OFFERED BY: MR. HAYES

AMENDMENT NO. 2: At the end of section 1,
insert the following:

(17) In the Chambers of the House of Rep-
resentatives are displayed twenty-three mar-
ble relief portraits of ‘‘lawgivers’” who were
selected by a special committee for their
work in establishing the principles that un-
derlie American law. The relief of Moses,
who delivered the Ten Commandments from
Mount Sinai more than 3000 years ago, is the
only relief that is full faced rather than in
profile. The relief of Moses is positioned di-
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rectly opposite the Speaker’s rostrum, over-
seeing the proceedings of the House. In the
building housing the Supreme Court of the
United States there are multiple depictions
of the Ten Commandments, including one lo-
cated on the lower half of the doors leading
into the chamber and another in the cham-
ber itself above the bench from which the
Justices preside. Even the entry to the Na-
tional Archives of the United States, where
the Constitution and the Declaration of
Independence are publicly displayed, is
adorned with the Ten Commandments. The
Supreme Court, most notably in Lynch v.
Donelly, 465 U.S. 668 (1984), has cited such
displays when upholding the constitu-
tionality of other religious displays by mu-
nicipal governments. The depiction of Moses
and the Ten Commandments in the Capitol
of the United States, the Supreme Court of
the United States, and the National Archives
is constitutional and wholly consistent with
the principles of disestablishment and reli-
gious freedom.
S. 2690
OFFERED BY: MR. SHIMKUS

AMENDMENT NoO. 3: At the end of section 1,
insert the following:

(17) Beginning in 1774, the Continental Con-
gress adopted the procedure of opening its
sessions with a prayer offered by a paid chap-
lain. The First Congress of the new Republic
continued this tradition when, in April of
1789, both the House of Representatives and
the Senate appointed committees to consider
the election of chaplains. In April and May
of that same year, the Senate and House re-
spectively elected their first chaplain and in
September legislation was enacted providing
for the payment of these chaplains. In the
1850s the Senate considered ‘‘sundry peti-
tions praying Congress to abolish the office
of Chaplain” (S.Rep. No. 376, 32d Cong., 2d
Sess.), ultimately concluding, however, that
the practice did not violate the Establish-
ment Clause. In 1854, the Committee on the
Judiciary of the House of Representatives
also examined the issue of taxpayer-funded
chaplains and, in a report titled ‘‘Chaplains
in Congress and in the Army and Navy’’,
stated, ‘“What is an establishment of reli-
gion? It must have a creed, defining what a
man must believe; it must have rites and or-
dinances, which believers must observe; it
must have ministers of defined qualifica-
tions, to teach the doctrines and administer
the rites; it must have tests for the submis-
sive, and penalties for the non-conformist.
There never was an established religion
without these.”. In 1983, the Supreme Court
of the United States heard arguments as to
whether or not a similar practice of opening
the Nebraska State Legislature with prayer
offered by a paid chaplain violated the Es-
tablishment Clause of the First Amendment
to the Constitution (Marsh v. Chambers, 463
U.S. 783 (1983)). The Supreme Court found
that such a practice is not in fact unconsti-
tutional. Other public bodies also open their
proceedings with prayers or invocations to
God, including the Supreme Court of the
United States, which opens its proceedings
with an announcement that concludes, ‘‘God
save the United States and this Honorable
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Court.”. The practice of opening meetings of
the House of Representatives, the Senate,
and the Supreme Court with prayer (includ-
ing those offered by taxpayer-supported
chaplains), references to God, and invoca-
tions of blessing is constitutional and wholly
consistent with the principles of disestab-
lishment and religious freedom.

S. 2690
OFFERED BY: MR. SMITH OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NoO. 4: At the end of section 1,
insert the following:

(17) The First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion secures the rights of all Americans to
freely exercise their religion and thus ‘“‘man-
dates accommodation, not merely tolerance,
of all religions, and forbids hostility toward
any.” Lynch v. Donnelly, 465 U.S. 668, 673
(1983). In 2000, the Commonwealth of Virginia
enacted legislation mandating that each
school division in the State establish a
“minute of silence’ in its classrooms so that
“‘each pupil may, in the exercise of his or her
individual choice, meditate, pray, or engage
in any silent activity which does not inter-
fere with, distract, or impede other pupils in
the like exercise of individual choice,” Va.
Code Ann. 22.1-203. On July 24, 2001, the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Fourth Circuit held that the statute did not
violate the First Amendment to the Con-
stitution as applied to the several States
through the Fourteenth Amendment. See
Brown v. Gilmore, 258 F.3d 265 (4th Cir. 2001).
Writing for the majority, Justice Niemeyer
wrote, “‘In sum, establishing a minute of si-
lence, during which students may choose to
pray or to meditate in a silent and non-
threatening manner, Virginia has introduced
at most a minor and nonintrusive accommo-
dation of religion that does not establish re-
ligion.”” Id. at 278. Justice Niemeyer further
wrote, ‘‘Recognizing that the Religion
Clauses of the Constitution are intended to
protect religious liberty, Virginia’s minute
of silence is no more than a modest step in
that direction by providing a non-intrusive
and constitutionally legitimate accommoda-
tion.” Id. On October 29, 2001, the Supreme
Court of the United States let stand the rul-
ing of the Fourth Circuit in Brown v. Gil-
more. See Brown v. Gilmore, 122 S. Ct. 465
(2001). The Virginia statute mandating a
“minute of silence’ protects and advances
this right for public school students in a con-
stitutionally permissible manner. Indeed, in
Wallace v. Jaffree, the Supreme Court of the
United States distinguished Alabama’s mo-
ment of silence statutes from a statute
which, similar to Virginia’s, protects ‘‘every
student’s right to engage in voluntary pray-
er during an appropriate moment of silence
during the school day.” 472 U.S. 38, 59 (1985).
Students enrolled in public school in the
other several States should be accorded a
similar protection of their First Amendment
rights as extended to students in the Com-
monwealth of Virginia. The several States
have within their powers, as reserved under
the Tenth Amendment to the Constitution,
the power to enact statutes similar to the
Virginia ‘“‘minute of silence’ statute.
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