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So, the resolution, as amended was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PROVIDING FOR THE CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 2564, LOBBYING
DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1995

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 269 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 269
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2564) to pro-
vide for the disclosure of lobbying activities
to influence the Federal Government, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill of failure to
comply with clause 2(l)(6) of rule XI are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed two hours
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five minute rule. The
bill shall be considered as read. All points of
order against any amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
on motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. If H.R. 2564 is passed by the House
in a form that is identical to S. 1060, as
passed by the Senate, then at any time
thereafter it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider the
Senate bill in the House. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
Senate bill to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GOSS] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time is yielded for the
purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution (H. Res. 269) providing for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 2564)
to provide for the disclosure of lobby-
ing activities to influence the Federal

Government, and for other purposes,
and that I may include extraneous ma-
terial.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, with this

rule, the House begins important dis-
cussions of reform that will, I hope, as-
sist in restoring the public confidence
in this institution and its practices.
With this rule we embark on the first
of the triumvirate of issues that con-
cern Americans most about the me-
chanics of how this democracy func-
tions: Lobby reform, gift reform and
campaign finance reform. Beginning
now with lobby reform, we will work to
rewrite an outdated, inadequate and
exceedingly vague series of rules per-
taining to registered lobbyists and,
specifically, public disclosure of their
activities.

I am generally an ardent supporter of
open rules, and today I bring to the
House an open rule for consideration of
this lobby reform bill—a rule that
should have the support of all mem-
bers. I should note, however, that in
this special case, I have some reserva-
tions about what will happen if amend-
ments are adopted to this bill. The rea-
son for my concern is that this issue—
lobby reform—has been bottled up in
the Congress for years. This year, we
have a real chance to break the logjam
and send a good bill to the President
for signature. The other body has al-
ready passed the identical measure we
begin with today—and if the House
passes the same bill without amend-
ment, the measure could head straight
to the White House without further
delay. In my view, that would be the
optimal result. Although I believe very
strongly in the merit of several of the
amendments members will hear
today—most notably a proposal to re-
strict lobbying with taxpayer funds by
executive branch officials and a pro-
posal to restrict lobbying by organiza-
tions that are taxpayer-funded through
grants—I intend to vote against all
amendments to this bill because of my
overriding belief that we’ve got to get
the essence of lobby reform passed and
signed into law now. I have learned
from past efforts on this and other dif-
ficult subjects that, if you load up
these bills with new ideas, late in the
process, you become spoilers of the
good in pursuit of the perfect. I hope
my colleagues will consider that as
they cast their votes today.

Mr. Speaker, that being said, Mem-
bers should know that this is a wide
open rule, providing that any Member
may offer an amendment to H.R. 2564 if
that amendment conforms to the
standing rules of the House. The rule
provides two hours of general debate,
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking member of the
Judiciary Committee. The rule waives
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI—the 3-day lay-
over rule—against consideration of the
bill and it waives all points of order
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against two amendments printed in the
Rules Committee report.

Mr. Speaker, those amendments—
one offered by Mr. MCINTOSH and the
other offered by Mr. ISTOOK—pertain to
disclosure by non-profit organizations
that lobby and restrictions on the lob-
bying activities of federal grantees. It
is my understanding that the sponsors
of these amendments have received
some conflicting advice from the Par-
liamentarian as to whether or not
waivers are actually necessary. How-
ever, given the great interest among
members in these issues, the majority
on the rules committee felt that we
should provide these waivers just to be
sure. The rule further provides one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions and a procedure to allow for
a hook-up with the bill from the other
body, should the house pass H.R. 2564
without amendment. Finally, if that
hook-up happens, the rule provides one
motion to recommit for the bill from
the other body.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me com-
mend my colleague from Florida, Mr.
CANADY, for his hard work on this sub-
ject—and for his efforts to reach across
party lines and make this a truly bi-
partisan effort. I think most members
are agreed that lobby reform is not—
and should not be—a partisan issue,
and it is my hope that we will act with
dispatch today to get this matter onto
the President’s desk. Support this rule
and the bill.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend my colleague
from Florida, Mr. GOSS, as well as my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
for bringing this resolution to the
floor.

House Resolution 269 is an open rule
which will allow full and fair debate on
H.R. 2564, a bill which strengthens re-
porting requirements for lobbyists who
contact executive and legislative
branch officials and their staff.

As my colleague from Florida has de-
scribed, this rule provides 2 hours of
general debate, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Under this rule, amendments will be
allowed under the 5-minute rule, the
normal amending process in the House.
All Members, on both sides of the aisle,
will have the opportunity to offer
amendments.

The rule waives all points of order
against two amendments. One, by Mr.
ISTOOK, would restrict lobbying activi-
ties of organizations that receive Fed-
eral grants. This amendment is similar
to other recent Istook amendments
that have been attached to appropria-
tions bills.

The second amendment which re-
ceives a waiver is by Mr. MCINTOSH.
This amendment establishes new and
detailed reporting requirements for
nonprofit organizations that lobby
Federal, State, or local governments.

The bill is a fair proposal that will
give the American people more infor-
mation about the influences of the leg-
islative process.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect
rule. I am disappointed that Rules
Committee waived points of order
against the two amendments. I believe
that these two amendments should be
subject to the same requirement for
germaneness that all other amend-
ments must meet.

During committee, Mr. MOAKLEY
made a motion to strike the waiver for
these two floor amendments. Mr.
MOAKLEY’S motion was defeated along
nearly a straight party line vote.

However, it is better to be inclusive
than too restrictive. Therefore, I urge
adoption of this open rule which will
permit full debate on this bill and
allow Members an opportunity to offer
amendments.

b 1930

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as she may consume to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
PRYCE], an extremely valued member
of the Committee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleague from
Sanibel, Florida, Mr. GOSS, in support-
ing this wide-open rule providing for
the consideration of the Lobbying Dis-
closure Act of 1995. Requiring greater
disclosure of lobbying activities in
Congress on the executive branch is
one of the most important elements of
our bipartisan reform agenda, and I
congratulate my chairman and col-
leagues on the Committee on Rules for
bringing this bill to the floor under an
open amendment process.

I also want to congratulate our lead-
ership for allowing the House to con-
sider lobby reform legislation while we
are working very hard to resolve dif-
ferences over the budget and annual
appropriations process. It should be
very clear to the American people and
to the guardians of the status quo that
this Congress is firmly committed to
changing the institution.

Under the terms of this fair resolu-
tion, any Member can be heard on any
germane amendment to the bill at the
appropriate time. Almost all of the
amendments we discussed in the Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday appeared to
be germane to this debate and can be
offered while the bill is open to amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule.

Mr. Speaker, for nearly 40 years of
being in the minority and having very
little control over the agenda, Repub-
licans in the House are understandably
anxious to press ahead with our agen-
da. Last year the Republican freshman
class put together a bold comprehen-

sive list of congressional reforms, and,
despite being in the minority at that
time, we were successful in many of
our commonsense proposals. This year
sophomore Members, as we are, to-
gether with the very active reform
minded freshman class and with the
help of many of our Democratic col-
leagues we have continued to fight for
real change and reform.

As our colleagues will recall, in the
first day of the new Congress the House
passed a sweeping set of reforms that
included everything from banning
proxy voting, cutting committee staffs
and overhauling the committee sys-
tem. Following that, we had the first-
ever vote on congressional term limits.
We passed two very important budget
process reform items, a balanced budg-
et constitutional amendment and a
workable line-item veto proposal.
Today we are about to add to our list of
promises kept by passing legislation
which requires the full disclosure of ef-
forts by paid lobbyists to influence the
decisionmaking process of both execu-
tive and legislative branches of govern-
ment.

Disclosing the activities of those who
want to influence the Federal Govern-
ment is simply a public right-to-know
issue. Our constituents want nothing
more than to know who is getting paid
to lobby their elected Members, how
much they are receiving in compensa-
tion and who the clients are.

Mr. Speaker, a lot of bipartisan work
has gone into crafting this bill. The
fact that the Committee on the Judici-
ary reported it by an overwhelming
vote of 30 to zero reflects strong sup-
port on both sides of the aisle for en-
acting meaningful lobby reform this
year.

We should not miss the opportunity
to give the American people what they
want, what they deserve and what they
are entitled to. That is more openness
and accountability in government. To-
gether with the new gift restrictions
that the House overwhelmingly adopt-
ed bipartisanly today, this legislation
will help reassure the American people
that their leaders in Congress are get-
ting the job done without undue influ-
ence from special interests.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me say that
all of us here would like to improve
public confidence in government and
their elected officials and representa-
tives. The bill soon to come before us
will give us the opportunity to do just
that by increasing Congress’s account-
ability to the people that we serve. I
urge my colleagues to adopt this fair
and open rule and pass this legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend the majority party
for bringing the issue. I also want to
say that, when we are talking about
lobbying, the issue that I would like to
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address are the foreign lobbyists that
lobby our Government on behalf of for-
eign interests. This issue has been cov-
ered under the Foreign Agents Reg-
istration Act of 1938 which was promul-
gated initially to deal with undercover
spy operations of Nazi propaganda.
Since then, this has changed, folks.
Now we have very slick operators who
represent trade, industrial and com-
petitive issues. They have been able to
avoid the registration, and the law is
so archaic, it will not bring it around.

This bill, and I want to give credit to
the chairman, does address some of
those issues. But it does not go far
enough. I give a lot of credit to it, but
I am hearing, we are for this, Jim, we
are for it for 4 years but not now.

Let me say this. Right now the pen-
alties are so great under this provision,
it is like taking a bazooka to kill a
gnat, a flee. As a result, the Depart-
ment of Justice is not pursuing cases
where people, literally, do not register.
We have had GAO report after GAO re-
port saying that we are just not get-
ting individuals to file and identify
themselves. The Traficant bill in es-
sence takes the Foreign Agents Reg-
istration Act and technically changes
it to the Foreign Interest Registration
Act. There are no exemptions. If you
represent the interests of a trade issue,
you represent a commercial issue, you
must register.

The GAO said out of 3,000 possible
who should register in their last re-
port, only 775 did register. The Trafi-
cant amendment brings about common
sense civil penalties for minor infrac-
tions. the penalty could be as low as
$2,000 for failure to in fact register. But
for serious violations and other com-
plications, the Department of Justice
can throw the book at them.

We have been offering these exemp-
tions. Let me say this to the majority
party. You want to do something about
lobbying, Democrats have supported
you, but let me tell you what you are
doing. If you do not come down tough
on those high-powered people that
lobby our Government on behalf of for-
eign governments, we will have failed
with the integrity of this particular
legislative initiative.

I am asking that my colleagues re-
view my amendment. The leaders are
saying, we do not want to complicate
this, and the other body, we do not
want to get it beat. We like your stuff.
If other amendments pass to this bill,
this bill is going to carry some dif-
ferent changes. The Traficant amend-
ment should be incorporated without a
fight because, my colleagues, we have
allowed some powerful lobbyists to in-
fluence legislative and government de-
cisions, and they do not even, have not
even been registering under our law.

So with that, I would appreciate that
any Member who wants information on
this to contact my office.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am not
sure whether the gentleman from Ohio
needed a waiver or not. I think in an
open rule he would be able to proceed.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to first thank the majority leader
for scheduling a vote on this very im-
portant bill of lobby disclosure and to
thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON] and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GOSS] and the other mem-
bers of the Committee on Rules for
having an open vote.

I am hoping at the end that this bill
will remain as it is, unamended and
sent directly to the President instead
of sent to the Senate where it could
likely die. I particularly want to thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
CANADY] and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK] for keeping
this bill clean in subcommittee and in
the full committee.

I just want to weigh in as strongly as
I can that lobby disclosure has basi-
cally not changed since the late 1940s.
In 1946 we passed a lobby disclosure
bill. The courts basically gutted that
law in the early 1950s. We have, it is es-
timated, 40- to 60,000 lobbyists in Wash-
ington. Only about 4,000 or so are reg-
istered. This bill is necessary. The
President supports it. The President
deserves for us to send it to him rather
than back to the Senate. I am hopeful
that the chairman of the subcommittee
and the ranking member, if there are
logical amendments to this bill, are
able to hold hearings on those amend-
ments but not incorporate them in this
bill.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me.

As we did in the last Congress, he and
I worked together, and we have
achieved some reform, and I believe we
will go to achieve it now. I have spoken
to the chairman of the subcommittee. I
wish things were different and that we
had more confidence that, if we sent
something back to the other body, it
would not just sink into the La Brea
tar pits. But given the experience, I am
committed and I know more impor-
tantly the people, the chairman of sub-
committee is committed. There will be
a number of amendments offered that
many of us will think well of, and it
will be our intention I hope to bring
out a second bill. But we would like to
keep this one free of amendment be-
cause that is the difference between
simply sending it back to the Senate
and having no hope of sending it for
signature.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, what the gentleman from
Connecticut is saying, I think we have
agreement, those of us who have
worked on this, we, many of us plan to
vote against all amendments, even

some that in other contexts we would
favor because we want to get a bill to
the President. That will then leave us,
I think, with the job of having another
round of hearings and markup and send
a second bill over there.

We do not want to jeopardize this
bill. That is why many of us who have
been working on this with all of the
Perils of Pauline we have been
through, we have a chance now to send
the lobbying bill to become law before
the end of year, and then we will start
on the second round.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman for the in-
credible work he did on congressional
accountability when he was in the ma-
jority and also when he was in the mi-
nority. We can work on a bipartisan
basis, I think, to pass this bill
unamended and then to work for log-
ical reform.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I would say to the gentleman,
I agree with him; we can work on a bi-
partisan basis. It is just not as much
fun.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCHALE].

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Speaker, it may
not be as much fun, but it certainly is
more productive. I for one welcome the
bipartisan spirit that I am confident
will surround this debate.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 2564,
the Lobbying Disclosure Act. My words
in many ways will echo the bipartisan
comments previously made by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS], the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] and the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Ms. PRYCE].

Last January I stood at this very
microphone and fought with my col-
league on behalf of the Congressional
Accountability Act when the gen-
tleman from Connecticut, [Mr. SHAYS]
and I and others said that it was time
that Members of Congress should be
covered by the same laws that govern
all other American citizens. Today’s ef-
fort on behalf of 2564 is very much in
that tradition.

Let me first of all indicate, Mr.
Speaker, the quality of the current
law. The current lobbying disclosure
legislation originally passed in 1946 as
noted by my friend, Mr. SHAYS, is in
my view totally inadequate. The cur-
rent law is a piece of legislative Swiss
cheese with more holes than substance.
Again it has been noted briefly a cou-
ple of moments ago out of some 14,000
Washington lobbyists, only 4,000 have
been required to register under the pro-
visions of existing law, law that is woe-
fully inadequate to the task at hand.
Some 50 years after its enactment, we
can do better.

The legislative history of H.R. 2564 is
straightforward. The language we are
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considering today, if we are wise
enough not to amend it, is identical to
language that passed in the Senate on
July 25 in an overwhelming unanimous
bipartisan vote, 98 to 0. If we pass lan-
guage today without amendment, the
bill will go straight to the President’s
desk, and after 50 years of inadequacy
on the subject of lobbying disclosure,
we will finally have a law that meas-
ures up to the task.

The bill covers paid professional lob-
byists, those who spend 20 percent or
more of their time lobbying and are
paid more than $5,000 during a 6-month
period. It requires the semiannual re-
port. Documents are to be filed with
the Clerk of House and the Secretary of
the Senate and shall be available for
full public inspection. Grassroots lob-
bying activities are protected as they
are under the Constitution, and we do
not infringe upon those activities in
any way.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me once
again emphasize, this is the type of bi-
partisan action the American people
have requested. Today’s legislation re-
flects great credit on the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CANADY], the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK], and the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

I urge an affirmative vote on the rule
and the defeat of all amendments.

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

Mr. MCHALE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman.
He introduced this bill identical to
what the Senate did and then incor-
porated his bill and the committee bill.
I just want to thank the gentleman for
his leadership on this issue and to say
that it has been a pleasure to work
with him as well. I am sorry I left him
out of my salutes because he deserves
to be on the very top.

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Speaker, I would
note that the quality of the bill was
much improved when the name of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. CANADY]
was moved to the front.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

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

Mr. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the
American people are sick and tired of
wealthy special interests peddling in-
fluence through the halls of Congress.
We need to change the way Washington
works, and we need to do it now.

b 1945
For too long, Congress has been held

hostage by lobbyists trying to force
their special interest agendas on the
American public. And too often, they
are successful.

H.R. 2564 is the first truly com-
prehensive lobbying reform bill in al-
most 50 years. This bill will let the
American people know who the lobby-
ists are and how much they are spend-
ing to influence Members of Congress.

The Senate passed this important bill
unanimously. We don’t need to change
it. We need to pass it and send it to the
President right away. Let us not delay
this much needed reform any longer.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to restore
faith in American Government. Vote
for honest government. Vote for this
bill and vote for it without amend-
ment.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I, contrary to published
reports in the local newspaper this
morning, will support this rule. I would
add parenthetically that I have re-
ceived an apology from the newspaper
for making a mistake, and that started
my day in a very pleasant way, but
people have been asking me why I
would not support this rule. I am sup-
porting this rule. I urge others to do
the same.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

POSTPONING VOTES AND LIMIT-
ING DEBATE TIME ON AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 2564, LOBBYING
DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1995

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that dur-
ing further consideration of H.R. 2564
pursuant to House Resolution 269 the
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may postpone until a time dur-
ing further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment, and
that the Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may reduce to not less than
5 minutes the time for voting by elec-
tronic device on any postponed ques-
tion that immediately follows another
vote by electronic device without in-
tervening business, provided that the
time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of questions shall
be not less than 15 minutes; and fur-
ther, that debate on each amendment
to the bill and any amendments there-
to be limited to 30 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
of the amendment to the bill and an
opponent.

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

Mr. SKAGGS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I do not ex-
pect that I will object, but I just want
to inquire of the gentleman if it is fur-
ther his understanding that agreement
has been reached informally with the
proponents of certain of the amend-
ments that have been noticed on this
bill that they will not come up tonight,
namely the amendment protected by
the rule offered by the gentleman from

Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH], the amend-
ment protected in the rule to be offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK], and two other amendments of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MCINTOSH] dealing with the same
general subject?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my understanding that the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK] and the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MCINTOSH] have both agreed
that those amendments would not be
brought before the House this evening.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let
me give the gentleman further assur-
ance. It is my guess that there being a
significant majority of Members left
that have any brains, that within
about 20 minutes after this unanimous-
consent request there will not be any
Members left in this place. Therefore
any amendment that is offered would
be at the suffrage of people who did not
want to suggest the quorum problem,
so I would assure my friend, if there
was any problem, that all of a sudden
we would be deterred by the lack of a
quorum.

Mr. SKAGGS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s further assurances.

Further on my reservation, the 1⁄2
hour equally divided debate time that
was included in the UC request would
apply to each and all amendments to
the bill either considered tonight or at
such subsequent date as we might re-
sume debate on this legislation; is that
correct?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield to me further
under his reservation of objection?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let
me say to the gentleman who has been
very responsible for this, and I appre-
ciate our ability to work together,
while we would have the power under
this unanimous-consent request to roll
votes when we resumed, I would as-
sume that a spirit of comity would gov-
ern whether or not we use that; that is,
if there was not agreement on both
sides, we would not roll the votes when
we come back at it on the next time.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. It would
certainly be my desire that that power
be exercised in consultation with the
minority and other interested parties
so that the interests of all Members of
the House could be fully protected.

Mr. SKAGGS. Further reserving the
right to object, and in the same vein, I
think, and as I understand it, there are
some logical groupings of amendments,
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