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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. CHAMBLISS].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 20, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable SAXBY
CHAMBLISS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

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

As You are the creator of the whole
world, O God, and have blessed us and
ever watch over us, we express our pe-
titions before You seeking Your grace
and mercy. We remember those who
have special need this day—those in
sorrow or sadness, those who need Your
healing hand and Your word of bless-
ing, those who look for confidence and
trust, those who seek courage and
strength. May Your peace, O gracious
God, that is always with us, be and
abide with all Your people, now and ev-
ermore. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). The Chair has examined
the Journal of the last day’s proceed-
ings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]

come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HEFLEY 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 fifteen 1-minutes
per side.

WHY 1S CRAIG LIVINGSTONE
STILL ON THE WHITE HOUSE
PAYROLL?

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, why are
taxpayers paying Craig Livingstone
not to work? He is the guy who was in-
volved in pawing through the private
FBI background files on political oppo-
nents of President Clinton. Even the
director of the FBI, a Clinton ap-
pointee, has termed his conduct ‘‘an
egregious violation of privacy.”

Does the buck stop with Livingstone?
Do not bet on it. Others at the White
House chose to plead executive privi-
lege to cover this stuff up, but Craig
Livingstone is the one that the White
House has chosen to suspend. His job
has now been reorganized out of exist-
ence, yet he continues to be paid with
taxpayer dollars.

True, there are probably a lot worse
things than paying Craig Livingstone
not to work, like paying him to con-
tinue his sleazy investigations of
American citizens. It is not like he has
been named as an unindicted co-
conspirator or something. Still, it is
curious that he remains on the White
House payroll. Very curious.

REPUBLICAN TAX BREAKS FOR
THE WEALTHY

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | con-
tinue to criticize the Gingrich-Dole
Medicare cuts because basically they
are being used to pay for tax breaks for
the wealthy. They open the door for
doctors to overcharge seniors beyond
current copayment ceilings, and basi-
cally force seniors into managed care
and eliminate their choice of doctors.

But now these tax breaks are coming
at the very time when, in today’s New
York Times, it is reported that the in-
come disparity between the poorest
and the richest continues to rise. The
Census Bureau said today that the gap
between the most affluent Americans
and everyone else is wider than it has
been since the end of World War 11, and
the Bureau has determined that from
1968, when the gap began to widen, to
1994, the last year for which complete
data were available, each indicator has
shown a pronounced increase between
the gap in the income of the well-to-do
and those of the poor and working
class. So why do we continue to make
these Medicare cuts in order to give
tax breaks to the wealthy?

The income disparity in this country
has never been as great, and it just in-
dicates once again why the Gingrich
Republicans and the Republican leader-
ship continue to play to the special in-
terests, and that is the wealthy Ameri-
cans, with these tax cuts.

UNINDICTED CO-CONSPIRATOR?

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, one of
Bill Clinton’s closest advisers, and best
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friends, Bruce Lindsey, has been named
an unindicted coconspirator in the Ar-
kansas trial of two bankers involved in
the Whitewater scandal.

Unindicted coconspirator? Mr.
Speaker, when was the last time you
heard that term used in relation to the
White House? How about 1974. That is
right—Watergate.

Mr. Lindsey’s designation as a co-
conspirator is a significant turn of
events. What this means is that some-
one inside Bill Clinton’s circle of top
advisers has been linked directly to the
illegal diversion of funds to Clinton’s
1990 campaign for Governor.

Mr. Speaker, Bill Clinton’s propen-
sity for unethical, if not blatantly ille-
gal behavior, can no longer be ignored.

Whitewater. Travelgate. Filegate. All
of these scandals are just now starting
to mushroom and they all demonstrate
a White House devoid of any sense of
ethical proportion.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind the Member to
avoid personal references to the Presi-
dent.

INCOME DISPARITY BETWEEN
RICH AND POOR IS STEADILY IN-
CREASING

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, the New
York Times today, and other news-
papers, point out that the income dis-
parity, that is, the gap between the
wealthiest, the poorest, and the middle
class, is steadily growing; no secret to
many working middle-class Americans.
From 1968 to 1994, the rich were indeed
getting richer, the poor poorer, and a
lot of folks just are not moving any-
where.

So what has been the response in the
Gingrich-Dole budget that has passed
this House and actually passed the
Congress? First was to cut back the
earned income tax credit for working
families earning under $28,000. That
means thousands of West Virginia
working families will actually see a
tax increase, not a tax cut. Oh, yes, |
know about the $500 tax credit that is
proposed. However, that will mean that
one-third of low-income children will
not see a benefit from that, and it will
not offset the tax increase that many
of our working families will see.

Another response has been to cut
Medicare for those who need it the
most to pay for a tax break, many of
the benefits of which will go to the
wealthiest. That does not make much
sense.

Finally, for those trying to be
upwardly mobile and get an education,
the Gingrich-Dole budget would also
rein in student loans. They are trying
to cut the rungs off the very ladder
people are trying to climb up.
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SALES OF NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY
TO CHINESE COMPANY

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
White House approved a $140 million
sale of nuclear technology to a Chinese
company that has already sold nuclear
technology to Pakistan and lIran. The
White House said do not worry, this
time the Chinese Energy Corp. has
promised not to do this again. Unbe-
lievable. Who is on first? What is on
second?

America gives money to Russia, Rus-
sia sells billions of dollars’ worth of
technology to China, China sells the
technology to our enemies. The White
House threatens China, then the White
House sells nuclear technology to
China, and China says do not worry.

Beam me up, here. It is completely
evident the left hand at the White
House does not know what the far left
hand is doing. | yield back the balance
of any nuclear reactors that we will be
facing in the future.

INTRODUCTION OF AMENDMENT
TO FIX THE LAWLESS LOGGING
RIDER

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

Ms. FURSE. Today, Mr. Speaker, we
have a chance to do something that the
people of this country have been asking
us to do for almost a year. We have a
chance to fix the infamous lawless log-
ging rider. We will be offering a bipar-
tisan amendment which will be called
the Porter-Yates-Furse-Morella
amendment. It will go a long way to-
ward fixing that infamous rider. That
rider passed with no hearings, no sci-
entific input, in the middle of the
night, stuck on another bill, and no
one knew the consequences. But soon
the people told us the consequences.
We heard from grandmothers, Boy
Scouts, fishermen, scientists, and local
communities. They said the rider had
been a disaster, and they were right.

Our amendment, Mr. Speaker, it not
antilogging, our amendment is
prologging under the law. We have been
asked to trust a huge Federal bureauc-
racy to just do the right thing. Trust
us, they say. We say, trust the law. So
| hope and we hope that my colleagues
will help support this amendment that
will fix the lawless logging rider.

DEMAND FOR TRUST ABOUT
WHITE HOUSE MISHANDLING OF
FBI FILES

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the Clin-
ton administration has sunk to new
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depths of incompetency and unethical
behavior.

The President is sending his spin ma-
chine into overdrive in a massive at-
tempt to prove that his actions were
not unethical or illegal, but simply a
bureaucratic snafu.

Think about it, Mr. Speaker. This ad-
ministration is making every effort
possible to prove that its actions were
incompetent. That is the best news
that can come out of their inexcusable
mishandling of these files.

Mr. Speaker, we do not need Clin-
ton’s spinmeisters to prove to us that
this administration is incompetent. We
need the Clinton spin doctors to prove
to us that they can tell us the honest
truth about just one of the Clinton
scandals without changing their story
on a daily basis. And we need for them
to prove to us that this administration
is truly sorry and willing to cooperate
with us in an effort to find out why the
rights of individuals could be so hap-
hazardly violated as they were in this
case.

CHURCH BURNINGS

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

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, over
the past few days | have spoken with
people who have seen the center of
their communities destroyed. When a
church is burned much more is dese-
crated than the wood and the bricks.
Churches are placed where families and
friends meet, hold community events,
and pray. In poor areas where people
struggle to get through each day, the
church is a place to ask for strength ,
help and perseverance.

Thankfully, despite losing their
churches, these people have not lost
their spirit. In DeKalb County, where |
live, the predominantly white and inte-
grated congregations affected by these
cowardly acts must know that there
are extremists in this country who
wish to divide us. However, now more
than ever, we must unite and send a
clear message that their efforts to di-
vide us will fail. They may burn our
churches, but they will never destroy
our spirit.

WHITE HOUSE BREACH OF CITI-
ZENS’ PRIVACY WITH FBI FILES
MUST BE INVESTIGATED BY
INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATOR

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

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, the Clinton
White House is at it again. The most
recent incident, involving the breach-
ing of privacy of nearly 500 American
citizens, reaffirms a disturbing trend
throughout the President’s tenure in
office. The background check of these
American citizens, as requested by the
White House, is an outrageous misuse
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of power. FBI director Louis Freeh said
recently, and | quote: ‘““The prior sys-
tem of providing files to the White
House relied on good faith and honor.
Unfortunately, the FBI and | were vic-
timized.”

In a recent op-ed piece in the Wall
Street Journal, a veteran of 26 years
with the FBI wrote: ‘““These allegations
are more serious than anything we
have seen in decades.”” The Conserv-
ative Opportunity Society knows, as
every American knows, the FBI cannot
investigate itself. It must be an inde-
pendent investigation. Let us get at it.

MEDICAID REFORM

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

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, last week
the Committee on Commerce wrote a
bill, and with it wrote a sad new chap-
ter against children in our country.
The Republicans voted down several
key amendments, but | want to high-
light one in particular this morning.

The bill does state that Medicaid-in-
sured children receive periodic medical
examinations. That is the good news.
Today, if any medical condition is dis-
covered during screening, it is covered
by that insurance. It makes sense,
right? Check kids for medical problems
and treat them if they are sick. Not ac-
cording to the Republicans. Their bill
says children are to be examined, but
there are no provisions for treatment.
Imagine the situation this creates.
Children will be diagnosed, but no in-
surance exists for treatment. Are they
to get better on their own? Would any
of us as parents accept this for our
children?

| offered an amendment, Mr. Speak-
er, which restored the guarantee of
treatment for children. All 23 Repub-
licans voted against it. Those votes
may have been louder than words in
the committee, but | think the Amer-
ican people are going to screen out this
policy. Our Nation’s children deserve
better.

MEDICARE AND TAX BREAKS

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am honored to follow my
colleague from Arizona because | can
tell that they are more interested in
election year politics than they are in
balancing the budget.

Mr. Speaker, for years the Repub-
licans have complained about Demo-
crats being tax-and-spend liberals for
causing the run-up in the budget defi-
cit.

I submit their annual budget. The
budget that was passed last week actu-
ally raised the deficit.

After 40 years in the political wilder-
ness the Republican Party in consecu-
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tive years have shut down the Govern-
ment and now passed a budget that will
increase the deficit. Again | say, in-
crease the deficit.

At the heart of their budget are cuts
in Medicare and tax breaks for the
wealthy. They want to cut taxes $122
billion while at the same time increas-
ing the deficit. Maybe they need to
worry about the FBI investigation.
Maybe they need to worry about some-
thing other than what the folks elected
us here to do, to balance the budget,
provide health care for seniors, provide
education for our children and to make
sure our country is defended.

BLOCKING COMMONSENSE HEALTH
CARE REFORMS

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, one way to improve health
care and lower costs is by taking power
and influence out of the hands of bu-
reaucrats in Washington and returning
it to the American people.

A bipartisan majority in the Con-
gress is poised to give the American
people more power and control over
their medical care by passing the
Health Coverage Availability and Af-
fordability Act to make health insur-
ance portable and affordable.

This bill will free workers from the
worry that if they lose or change their
job they will lose their health insur-
ance. It will provide millions of small
business employees, many who now
have no insurance, the option to choose
innovative, affordable medical savings
accounts or MSA'’s. It will allow tax de-
ductions for long-term health care and
it will restore dignity to dying by al-
lowing terminally ill patients and their
families to receive tax-free accelerated
death benefits.

The White House and one legislator
should not stand in the way and deny
millions of Americans commonsense
reforms including MSA’s that will
make health insurance more portable
and affordable.

DEMOCRATS TO UNVEIL FAMILIES
FIRST AGENDA

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today we
saw one more reason why the American
people reject Republican tax breaks for
the wealthy. The New York Times re-
ports today that the gap between the
wealthy and the rest of America is now
at its widest point since World War II.

The top 20 percent of Americans now
earn more than the 60 percent of mid-
dle-class households combined.

People say that the wealthy work
hard and deserve to be regarded. And
that may be true. But does not the rest
of America work hard? Do they not de-
serve to be rewarded, too?
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We can get there. But we are not
going to get there with a Republican
agenda that cuts Medicare, Medicaid,
education, and the environment to pay
for tax breaks for the wealthy.

It is time we had a families first
agenda that gives a $10,000 tax deduc-
tion to pay for college, that protects
pensions, that makes health care port-
able, that raises the minimum wage,
that invests in small business, and that
helps give working families a raise.

On Sunday, Democrats across this
country will unveil our families first
agenda. Mr. Speaker, it is time we help
families and not hurt them.

FILEGATE

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, every American values his or her
privacy. The people who work for this
Government are no exception—408 indi-
vidual Americans who worked for pre-
vious administrations, Republicans,
had their files taken from the FBI, and
we believe that many of them were
going to be used for dirty political
tricks in the future. Some people say,
“Well, it was a political mistake. The
White House made a mistake.”’

It was not one mistake. It was 408 in-
dividual requests. Four hundred eight.
Bernie Nussbaum, the counsel to the
President’s name, was on each one of
those requests. He said he did not know
anything about it. If he did not know
anything about it, who requested those
files? This is not the book 1984 where
Big Brother looked into every one of
our lives. This is supposed to be a free
democratic society. Yet 408 people had
their files, which are supposed to be se-
cret, exposed to others at the White
House and many of those things were
leaked to other people they should not
have been leaked to. This is something
that needs to be fully investigated and
the FBI should not be the only one to
do it.

TAX BREAKS FOR THE WEALTHY

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today’s
USA Today reported that the wealthi-
est 20 percent of U.S. households
earned more in the early 1990’s than 60
percent of households in the middle
class. The New York Times reported
that the gap between the most affluent
Americans and everyone else was wider
than it has been since World War I1.

This is frightening news when you
consider that the Republican budget
passed in the House last week does not
just increase the deficit, it also cuts
Medicare to pay for tax breaks for the
wealthy.

The Republican budget explicitly
calls for $176 billion in tax breaks. The
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leadership will say that that is less
than what they asked for the year be-
fore. But what the American people do
not know is that the Republicans left a
loophole that allows for unnamed tax
breaks to be inserted later. The chair-
man of the Budget Committee, JOHN
KaAsicH, has said, and | quote, ‘““We ex-
pect a full complement of tax cuts. If
there isn’t, | will head south.”’

No wonder the rich are getting richer
and the poor are getting poorer.

THE NEED FOR ETHICS AND
HONESTY IN GOVERNMENT

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

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker,
as Republicans and Democrats in this
House we disagree about many things,
but we should not disagree for a mo-
ment on the need for ethics and hon-
esty in Government.

During the administration of Ronald
Reagan | worked in the White House,
in the counsel’s office, as a senior asso-
ciate counsel to the President. | was
proud of the reputation that that inde-
pendent office in the White House
maintained as a post-Watergate cre-
ation to make sure that after Richard
Nixon and the Watergate offenses,
never again was a President in a posi-
tion of lacking the kind of independent
honest advice that was necessary to
make sure that there would not be
lawbreaking within the White House it-
self. That office has maintained its rep-
utation in a dignified way through
Presidents Ford, Carter, Reagan, and
Bush.

Sadly, in this administration the op-
posite has been true. Most recently the
deputy counsel to the President has
been named in a criminal indictment
as an unindicted co-conspirator. This is
not a hard question. Bruce Lindsey
must resign. If he refuses to do so, the
President himself must demand it. We
as Members of Congress interested in
honesty and ethics in Government
must demand it.

FAMILIES FIRST—THE AGENDA
FOR THE FUTURE

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
today the Census Bureau tells us some-
thing that the average American al-
ready knows, and that is, according to
census figures, the income disparity be-
tween the richest and the poorest in
this country is bigger than ever. Bigger
than ever, because we have been living
under the Gingrich budget which says
we must cut everybody in the middle
class so the rich can get even more tax
cuts, and we must continue to lift the
deficit because guess who loans the
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money to the Government? The rich.
So they are getting it both ways. It is
absolutely amazing.

And what are we supposed to do?
What are families supposed to do, nor-
mal families? | guess we are back to
trickledown. | do not know about you,
but the people in my area have been
waiting for trickledown for years now,
and they have not even gotten damp.

I think we have finally got to take
this families first agenda that the
Democrats have come up with and go
out there and remind people it is the
middle class that built this Govern-
ment, and it is the middle class that is
getting tromped on by this Govern-
ment. Families first is the agenda for
the future.

FILEGATE

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

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, would
it not be interesting to see President
Clinton’s secret FBI file?

It would answer a lot of questions
most Americans have been wondering
about for a long time.

We would see his health records,
credit history, FBI background inter-
views, travel history, high school and
college records, anti-Vietnam-war ac-
tivities, and just about everything else
we would want to know about his past.

Will we ever see these records? No.

Why not? Because it would be an in-
vasion of privacy. In other words, it
would be against the law.

President Clinton, do not violate the
privacy of innocent citizens, if we are
not allowed to see these records.

CHINA MFN MEANS DEATH OF
AMERICAN JOBS

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
Members of this body will soon be
asked to vote on most-favored-nation
trading status for China.

Mr. Speaker, this softball, this
Barbie doll, and this figurine from
“Beauty and the Beast,”” are all manu-
factured in China with cheap labor,
maybe by prison labor, maybe by child
labor. Children in China making
“Beauty and the Beast’’ figurines, chil-
dren in China making Barbie dolls for
children in America, 12-year-olds in
China making softballs for 12-year-olds
in America.

China has run up a huge trade sur-
plus with the United States. By the
U.S. Commerce Department’s own cal-
culation, that surplus will cost hun-
dreds of thousands of American jobs.
This deficit is growing every month
and soon will exceed Japan’s. The re-
sult is the death of American jobs.
Hardship for American families, dis-
tress in American communities.
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Mr. Speaker, China does not play by
the rules. Children in China making
softballs and Barbie dolls for children
in America. Kill MFN.

SUPPORT FAMILIES FIRST, NOT
THE GINGRICH BUDGET

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | am extremely happy this
morning that we finally have the real
news that | hope America can attend
to, and that is that the rich earn more
than all of the middle class. Does any-
one realize that there are Americans
making $7,800 a year?

Maybe that will cease and desist all
of the talk shows who begin to talk
about those who do not want to work
and those who do not want to do, and
begin to understand what the Demo-
crats are speaking about in not cutting
Medicare and Medicaid, what the
Democrats are speaking about in offer-
ing a new agenda for America, and that
is families first, so that we can send
our young people to college, so that we
can keep the Pell grants, so that we
can ensure that the environment is
safe, and yes, so that we can increase
the minimum wage for those individ-
uals who want to take to the work rolls
and not to the deadbeat rolls.

I hope that we will reject the Ging-
rich budget that does not put families
first, and that now for once the truth
will be known: The rich are getting
richer and the poor, yes, are getting
poorer, and the middle class are caught
in between. Join us in an effort to
make sure that this Congress speaks
for families first and not support the
Gingrich budget.

REPUBLICAN GIMMICKS HURT
AMERICA

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

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, the
right-wing radical Republicans seem to
always take the side of the rich and
privileged in America. They act as if
they really care about America and
working families and the middle class.
There is no better case in point than
Medicare.

The Republicans are using smoke and
mirrors, political double talk, and all
the gimmicks from the Nixon-Reagan
school of politics. But they still would
not be able to fool the American pub-
lic. They know the American public
really knows that the Republicans
want to kill Medicare because it is the
only way that they can save their Re-
publican friends’ tax cuts.

The bottom line is that Democrats
want to honor the Medicare contract
and the Republicans do not. The Medi-
care contract should be first.
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O 1030

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole under the 5-minute rule:
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities; Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight;
Committee on International Relations;
Committee on the Judiciary; Commit-
tee on National Security; Committee
on Resources; Committee on Science;
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure; and Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the minority has been consulted
and that there is no objection to these
requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO OFFER ADDI-
TIONAL AMENDMENT DURING
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3662, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that during the fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 3662, not-
withstanding the order of the House of
Wednesday, June 19, 1996, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] be
allowed to offer an amendment regard-
ing the Pictured Rocks National Park
to be debatable for 10 minutes, equally
divided.

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

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 455 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 3662.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
3662) making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes,
with Mr. BURTON of Indiana in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole House rose on Wednes-
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day, June 19, 1996, the bill had been
read through page 80, line 4. Pending
was amendment No. 28, offered by the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS].

Pursuant to the order of the House of
that day, the bill is considered read.

The text of the remainder of H.R.
3662, as amended pursuant to House
Resolution 455, is as follows:

TITLE I1lI—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive Order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 302. No part of any appropriation
under this Act shall be available to the Sec-
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag-
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly
owned lands within the boundaries of the
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided,
That nothing herein is intended to inhibit or
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to
access to minerals owned by private individ-
uals.

SEc. 303. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be available for any
activity or the publication or distribution of
literature that in any way tends to promote
public support or opposition to any legisla-
tive proposal on which congressional action
is not complete.

SEC. 304. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 305. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency shall be ob-
ligated or expended to provide a personal
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants
to any officer or employee of such depart-
ment or agency except as otherwise provided
by law.

SEC. 306. No assessments may be levied
against any program, budget activity, sub-
activity, or project funded by this Act unless
advance notice of such assessments and the
basis therefor are presented to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations and are approved by
such Committees.

SEC. 307. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH Buy AMER-
ICAN AcT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the ““Buy
American Act”’).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
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mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
““Made in America’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 308. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim-
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia
(Sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo-
cated on National Forest System or Bureau
of Land Management lands in a manner dif-
ferent than such sales were conducted in fis-
cal year 1995.

SEC. 309. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be obligated or expended by
the National Park Service to enter into or
implement a concession contract which per-
mits or requires the removal of the under-
ground lunchroom at the Carlsbad Caverns
National Park.

SEC. 310. Where the actual costs of con-
struction projects under self-determination
contracts, compacts, or grants, pursuant to
Public Laws 93-638, 103-413, or 100-297, are
less than the estimated costs thereof, use of
the resulting excess funds shall be deter-
mined by the appropriate Secretary after
consultation with the tribes.

SEC. 311. Notwithstanding Public Law 103-
413, quarterly payments of funds to tribes
and tribal organizations under annual fund-
ing agreements pursuant to section 108 of
Public Law 93-638, as amended, may be made
on the first business day following the first
day of a fiscal quarter.

SEC. 312. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for the AmeriCorps program, unless the
relevant agencies of the Department of the
Interior and/or Agriculture follow appro-
priate reprogramming guidelines: Provided,
That if no funds are provided for the
AmeriCorps program by the VA-HUD and
Independent Agencies fiscal year 1997 appro-
priations bill, then none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be used for the AmeriCorps pro-
grams.

SEC. 313. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used (1) to demolish the
bridge between Jersey City, New Jersey, and
Ellis Island; or (2) to prevent pedestrian use
of such bridge, when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that such pedestrian
use is consistent with generally accepted
safety standards.

SEC. 314. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to accept
or process applications for a patent for any
mining or mill site claim located under the
general mining laws.

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply if the Secretary of the Interior de-
termines that, for the claim concerned: (1) a
patent application was filed with the Sec-
retary on or before September 30, 1994, and
(2) all requirements established under sec-
tions 2325 and 2326 of the Revised Statutes (30
U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode claims and
sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Re-
vised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36, and 37) for
placer claims, and section 2337 of the Revised
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 42) for mill site claims, as
the case may be, were fully complied with by
the applicant by that date.

(c) PROCESSING SCHEDULE.—For those ap-
plications for patents pursuant to subsection
(b) which were filed with the Secretary of
the Interior, prior to September 30, 1994, the
Secretary of the Interior shall—
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(1) Within three months of the enactment
of this Act, file with the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on Resources of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources of the United States
Senate a plan which details how the Depart-
ment of the Interior will make a final deter-
mination as to whether or not an applicant
is entitled to a patent under the general
mining laws on at least 90 percent of such
applications within five years of the enact-
ment of this Act and file reports annually
thereafter with the same committees detail-
ing actions taken by the Department of the
Interior to carry out such plan; and

(2) Take such actions as may be necessary
to carry out such plan.

(d) MINERAL EXAMINATIONS.—INn order to
process patent applications in a timely and
responsible manner, upon the request of a
patent applicant, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall allow the applicant to fund a quali-
fied third-party contractor to be selected by
the Bureau of Land Management to conduct
a mineral examination of the mining claims
or mill sites contained in a patent applica-
tion as set forth in subsection (b). The Bu-
reau of Land Management shall have the sole
responsibility to choose and pay the third-
party contractor in accordance with the
standard procedures employed by the Bureau
of Land Management in the retention of
third-party contractors.

SEc. 315. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for the purposes of acquiring lands in
the counties of Lawrence, Monroe, or Wash-
ington, Ohio, for the Wayne National Forest.

SEC. 316. Of the funds provided to the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts:

(a) The Chairperson shall only award a
grant to an individual if such grant is award-
ed to such individual for a literature fellow-
ship, National Heritage Fellowship, or Amer-
ican Jazz Masters Fellowship.

(b) The Chairperson shall establish proce-
dures to ensure that no funding provided
through a grant, except a grant made to a
State, regional or local group, may be used
to make a grant to any other organization or
individual to conduct activity independent
of the direct grant recipient. Nothing in this
subsection shall prohibit payments made in
exchange for goods and services.

(c) No grant shall be used for seasonal sup-
port to a group, unless the application is spe-
cific to the contents of the season, including
identified programs and/or projects.

SEC. 317. The United States Forest Service
approval of Alternative site 2 (ALT 2), issued
on December 6, 1993, is hereby authorized and
approved and shall be deemed to be consist-
ent with, and permissible under, the terms of
Public Law 100-696 (the Arizona-ldaho Con-
servation Act of 1988).

SEC. 318. None of the funds made available
to the Department of the Interior or the De-
partment of Agriculture by this or any other
Act may be used to issue or implement final
regulations, rules, or policies pursuant to
title VIII of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act to assert jurisdic-
tion, management, or control over navigable
waters transferred to the State of Alaska
pursuant to the Submerged Lands Act of 1953
or the Alaska Statehood Act of 1959.

SEC. 319. No funds appropriated under this
or any other Act shall be used to review or
modify sourcing areas previously approved
under section 490(c)(3) of the Forest Re-
sources Conservation and Shortage Relief
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-382) or to enforce
or implement Federal regulations 36 CFR
part 223 promulgated on September 8, 1995.
The regulations and interim rules in effect
prior to September 8, 1995 (36 CFR 223.48, 36
CFR 223.87, 36 CFR 223 subpart D, 36 CFR 223
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subpart F, and 36 CFR 261.6) shall remain in
effect. The Secretary of Agriculture or the
Secretary of the Interior shall not adopt any
policies concerning Public Law 101-382 or ex-
isting regulations that would restrain do-
mestic transportation or processing of tim-
ber from private lands or impose additional
accountability requirements on any timber.
The Secretary of Commerce shall extend
until September 30, 1997, the order issued
under section 491(b)(2)(A) of Public Law 101-
382 and shall issue an order under section
491(b)(2)(B) of such law that will be effective
October 1, 1997.

SEC. 320. Section 101(c) of Public Law 104-
134 is amended as follows: Under the heading
“Title Il11—General Provisions’” amend sec-
tion 315(f) by striking ‘‘September 30, 1998
and inserting in lieu thereof ““September 30,
1999 and by striking ‘‘September 30, 2001
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““September 30,
2002,

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1997"".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 19 and ear-
lier today, no further amendments
shall be in order except the following
amendments, which shall be considered
read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment or to a demand for division of the
question, and shall be debatable for the
time specified, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent:

An amendment by the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] regarding
weatherization, for 20 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox] regarding
weatherization, for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER] regard-
ing weatherization, for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] regarding red
squirrel, for 15 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] regard-
ing the NEA, for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG] regarding
the NEH, for 30 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] or another
member regarding timber contracts,
for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAzIO] regarding
timber sourcing, for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. OLVER] re-
garding funding levels for codes and
standards, for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from California [Mr. CoNDIT] regarding
the Endangered Species Act, for 10
minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] regarding
PILT, for 20 minutes;

An amendment by the gentlewoman
from Oregon [Ms. FURSE] or the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] re-
garding timber salvage, for 60 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT] re-
garding an across-the-board cut, for 20
minutes;
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An amendment by the gentlewoman
from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] regard-
ing grizzly bears, for 10 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. IsTOOK] regarding
BIA, for 20 minutes;

An amendment by the gentleman

from Illinois [Mr. YATES] regarding
telecommunications, for 10 minutes;
and

An amendment by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] regarding
Pictured Rocks National Park, for 10
minutes.

Pending is amendment No. 28 offered
by the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS].

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, June 19, 1996, the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] rise?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to call up my
amendment out of order, to briefly ex-
plain that amendment and enter into a
colloguy with the chairman of the sub-
committee.

The CHAIRMAN. First of all, there is
no order of amendments. Is the gen-
tleman asking that his amendment be
put ahead of other amendments that
are currently pending?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, | under-
stand it is going to be a very short pe-
riod of time, is that right?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, it will be
very short.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |

withdraw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Michigan offering his amendment
or just seeking time?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to offer the amendment.

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

Mr. DICKS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, can the gen-
tleman explain to me what is going to
happen here? This is on the NEA
amendment?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, this is on the
NEA amendment. | will offer the
amendment. | will briefly explain the
amendment. | will enter into a col-
loquy with the chairman of the sub-

committee and | will withdraw the
amendment.
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | with-

draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Sanders amendment is temporarily
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withdrawn and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] is recognized
to offer his amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOEKSTRA

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr.
HOEKSTRA: In the item relating to ““NATIONAL
ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS—GRANTS AND AD-
MINISTRATION”’, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ““(reduced by $31,500)".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday June
19, 1996, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HoEkSTRA] will be recognized for 5
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | thank my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle for allow-
ing me to take my amendment out of
order. | will make this brief.

We have been working on a project
that we call the myth of the magical
bureaucracy, and it deals with what
bureaucrats and the bureaucracy in
Washington are being asked to do in
America. They are being asked to do a
number of different things. We are
talking about this city. We are talking
about what has happened in this city
where we have Independence Avenue,
which in many cases now has become
Dependence Avenue. It is the avenue
that is full of bureaucracy that has
moved decision making away from the
American people and has moved the de-
cision powers to here in Washington.

These buildings are staffed by what
in many cases we call magical bureau-
crats. We call them magical bureau-
crats because we are asking them to do
things which they were never equipped
or able in power to do. Today we are
talking about a bureaucrat who we
have asked to become a film maker, a
film maker for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. The problem that we
have with this film maker, this bureau-
crat within the National Endowment
for the Arts, of the decision-making re-
sponsibilities that they have taken
from the American people and how
they have made these decisions.

Specifically, we want to just high-
light one example. It is called the Wa-
termelon Woman. In 1996, after years of
debate about the types of arts that
were being funded by the American
taxpayers, the outrage at the National
Endowment for the Arts continues.
This film has been described as one of
the hottest, as having some of the hot-
test sex scenes ever recorded on cel-
luloid.

That is not the type of decision mak-
ing that we want in Washington. It is
the highlight of the myth of the magi-
cal bureaucrat that magical bureau-
crats in Washington know more about
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art than what the individual taxpayers
do. The bill to the American taxpayer,
the purchase price of the admission for
a ticket to this movie, was $31,500.

My amendment would have been a
clear signal to the National Endow-
ment for the Arts that this has to stop.
Out of a $99 million budget, $99 million
of bureaucrats describing what art is in
America, it would have cut and said to
the NEA obviously in 1996, you had
$31,500 to waste. In 1997, you are not
going to get that money again.

After a colloguy with the subcommit-
tee chairman, | will withdraw this
amendment because of some other
agreements and arrangements that
have been made.

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

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Let me
thank the gentleman at least for hav-
ing certainly his right to challenge and
acknowledge his concerns about the
National Endowment for the Arts. Let
me add my appreciation for the with-
drawing of this amendment and only to
say that | stand in support of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts in its
broadcast sense, in its independence
and its recognition of the symphony
and the ballet and the independent
small arts groups that reach into the
minority community.

Just a last point for the gentleman’s
kindness, that particular film, though |
know raises many different perspec-
tives, the Watermelon Woman was a
highly acclaimed film that dealt seri-
ously and realistically with the chal-
lenges faced by being a black woman in
the entertainment industry. So | would
ask indulgence to recognize the need
for broad-based art and that we must
consider the fact that the National En-
dowment for the Arts has a long-stand-
ing history in reaching to rural Amer-
ica, urban America and certainly to
underserved Americans.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Reclaiming my
time, there is no doubt that the NEA
has probably done some phenomenal
things. | watched this movie, all right,
78 minutes, and | invite any of my col-
leagues to watch it as well. Describing
this as art is using the term very, very
loosely. | would not show it to my par-
ents. | would not show it to my wife. |
would not want my kids to see it. 1 do
not think any of my friends would
want to see it. And we paid for it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. We
have had the occasion to have members
of our staff review it and look at it,
and | do know everything is in the eyes
of the beholder. I would only offer to
say that art is for those individuals in
different categories, and it is received
differently. | would simply say that we
would have to view art in that manner
protected by the first amendment. | ap-
preciate the gentleman’s assessment of
that particular film, but there are
other assessments of it as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
HOEKSTRA] has expired.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent the gentleman

from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] have 3
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, June
19, 1996, the time is controlled.

Without objection, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] is rec-
ognized for 3 additional minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume for the purpose of a colloquy
with my subcommittee chairman. |
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGULA], the subcommittee chairman.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | appre-
ciate the fact that the gentleman is
going to withdraw the amendment, and
I have not seen the film. | have read de-
scriptions of it, and | think it probably
represents an abuse of discretion in
using Federal funds to provide support
for this.

Obviously the first amendment runs
to the right to free speech, but | do not
think it necessarily means that in the
use of public money that you can be
careless in the way in which it is ex-
pended.

I might tell the gentleman in re-
sponse to his concern that in this re-
port, the following language appears:
This appropriation is consistent, we
are speaking of the amount that has
been appropriated for the National En-
dowment for the Arts, which is the
same for this year as it was in 1996.
This appropriation is consistent with
the agreement reached on the floor of
the House during debate over the fiscal
year 1996 Interior appropriation bill in
terms of the proposed reauthorization
by the House legislative committee of
jurisdiction to phase out Federal fund-
ing for the National Endowment for
the Arts over a 2-year period.

The committee has provided bill lan-
guage to allow funds to remain avail-
able until expended and this gives them
the flexibility to close out the agency.
But an agreement was reached by our
leadership to terminate the agency in 2
years, and this bill reflects that agree-
ment.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. | thank the gen-
tleman for that clarification, based on
that agreement and recognizing the ex-
pectation that that agreement will
take place Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the amend-
ment.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HOEKSTRA] is withdrawn.

Will the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] reoffer his amendment?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: In the
item relating to “DEPARTMENT OF EN-
ERGY—NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RE-
SERVES”’, after the dollar amount, insert the
following: ““(reduced by $11,764,000)".

In the item relating to “DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY—ENERGY CONSERVATION”’, after
each of the first, second, and third dollar
amounts, insert the following ‘‘(increased by
$11,764,00)"".
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, June
19, 1996, the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] will be recognized for 10
minutes and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REcuLA] will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to be of-
fering this amendment, along with its
cosponsor, the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. LONGLEY]. The amendment is very
simple. It transfers $11.764 million from
the Naval Petroleum Reserve into the
Low Income Weatherization Assistance
Program. Last year the weatherization
program was hit very hard and was
slashed almost in half. Now this bill
recommends an additional 10 percent
cut on top of last year’s decimating
cut. Please join us in sending a mes-
sage that the proposed cut is just too
deep.

This is a compromise amendment.
The administration requested an in-
crease of funding to $150 million. The
committee recommends $100 million.
This amendment puts it at about $112
million. The amendment is supported
by a broad and varied coalition, the
American Public Power Association,
U.S. PIRG, the Environmental Defense
Fund, and the National Community
Action Foundation.

Weatherization funds save money.
That is the important point to make.
It is a very cost-effective program.
Weatherization funds help pay for up-
dating decrepit heating and cooling
systems. identifying deadly carbon
monoxide leaks and faulty fuel sys-
tems, insulating drafty homes, and
educating homeowners on energy effi-
ciency. Weatherization funds save
money. It is a good, cost-effective in-
vestment.

Mr. Chairman, virtually every State
in the Nation benefits from the weath-
erization program. Colder States like
Vermont, Maine, and Wisconsin, where
the weather gets 20 below zero, we save
money and help our people; and warm-
er States like Louisiana and California
and every place else in between also
save money through the weatheriza-
tion program.

Mr. Chairman, | am seriously con-
cerned about the magnitude of cuts to
low-income energy assistance. LIHEAP
and weatherization have both been
under attack. The sad fact is that
many hard-working, low-income fami-
lies and the elderly, many, many elder-
ly people, utilize these programs very
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effectively. Many of these people sim-
ply cannot afford to pay their energy
bills and certainly cannot afford to pay
for insulation or the needed repairs on
their homes. These funds are particu-
larly important to the elderly, whose
more fragile health often cannot toler-
ate extreme temperature changes.

Let me say a few words about the
Naval Petroleum Reserve. The NPR’s
operating funds go to running three oil
fields which are jointly operated by the
Government and Chevron. The produc-
tivity of these fields has been steadily
declining since its peak in 1976. The
President earmarked the NPR for sale
in fiscal year 1997, indicating, ‘“‘Produc-
ing oil and gas is a commercial, not a
governmental activity, which is more
appropriately performed by the private
sector.”

That is something that many of my

friends on the other side I am sure
agree with. Congress apparently
agreed, because it passed legislation

authorizing the sale of NPR by 1998.
The budget resolution that we recently
passed recommends that the sale occur
as soon as possible.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant amendment. There are millions of
people in this country who simply do
not have the resources to keep warm in
the wintertime. They need help. Tak-
ing the money from the NPR is a good
way to do that.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
AS].

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, | am not here to speak
to the merits of weatherization or
where the gentleman from Vermont
wants to spend his money. | believe the
chairman of the subcommittee may
have some remarks directed to the
weatherization programs. Rather, |
want to focus on where the gentleman
gets his money from.

Ever since | have been in Congress, |
have represented Naval Petroleum Re-
serve No. 1 at Elk Hills. Since the mid-
1970’s, on order of then President Ford,
the Naval Petroleum Reserve has been
producing petroleum at the maximum
efficient rate. That is, the Government
has been trying to run it like a private
oil field.

For years, beginning with the Reagan
administration, there was suggestion
that we sell Elk Hills, since we are pro-
ducing it as though it were a private
operation. We said then that we wanted
to make sure that the taxpayers got
the maximum benefit of selling this
very important natural resource, and
that it be sold, because we can maxi-
mize the removal of petroleum from
the reserve if it is coordinated with all
of the private sector holdings sur-
rounding Elk Hills.
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With the assistance of, in one of the
better bipartisan efforts in the 104th
Congress, the two gentlemen from Vir-
ginia, Mr. BATEMAN and Mr. SISISKY,
we put together a procedure for selling
Elk Hills. It calls on experts, a maxi-
mum of five, to determine the value.
There is a procedure that we are going
to go through that we all believe will
produce the maximum dollar to the
taxpayer in the selling of this asset.

There is a timeline we are operating
under, and we have already cut from
the 1995 level $43 million, almost 25 per-
cent of the total budget. It is the addi-
tional $11 million that concerns us
about our ability to maximize for the
taxpayers the dollars in the sale of Elk
Hills.

I have told you | have represented
Elk Hills, and some folks may think |
would be giving less than an objective
view in analyzing what this amend-
ment would do. Therefore, | would like
to read to you from a Department of
energy letter than | received late last
night, signed by the Assistant Sec-
retary for Fossil Energy. This is the
Clinton administration addressing the
Sanders amendment.

“The Sanders amendment would se-
verely compromise the prospects for
obtaining an appropriate sales price,”
The letter says.

“The proposed $11 million reduction
would eliminate new drilling activity
in fiscal year 1997. That would produce
$14 million in reduced revenue in 1997
alone, and $31 million in reduced reve-
nue in 1998.”’

Now, let us say that you go ahead
and spend that money for production,
and, if you do, the Department chooses
then to continue drilling at the field to
preserve production. The letter says it
will have to take the cut from other
activities at the field, such as environ-
mental compliance. If the field is not
within its environmental compliance
guidelines, it will be of less value to a
purchaser.

In short, the letter says, the proposed
funding reduction would have a cascad-
ing effect. The American taxpayers
lose now in terms of revenues to the
Government, and they would lose later
in terms of the proceeds that go to the
Federal treasury when this field is old.

In the old English saying, penny-wise
and pound-foolish, the $11 million re-
moved from the Naval Petroleum Re-
serve is a classic example of that.
Again, not speaking to the merits of
weatherization, the administration
agrees with me that taking $11 million
out of the Naval Petroleum Reserve
costs the taxpayers immediately next
year $14 million, $31 million in 1998,
and untold millions to the taxpayers in
sprucing up this property, getting it
ready for a final sale.

I would tell the gentleman from Ver-
mont that others could speak to the
merits of the weatherization, but as far
as where he gets his funding, | hope the
House, if he proposes to offer this for a
vote, would soundly reject the source
for his funding.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. OLVER.]

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment by my col-
league from Vermont, Mr. SANDERS,
which would increase funding for the
weatherization program. This bill’s cut
in the weatherization program does not
seem so bad at first glance. It proposes
an 11 percent cut from last year. That
is $12 million, from $112 million to $100
million.

But we have to go back and look at
the program as it was in fiscal year
1995, when it was $215 million. So it al-
ready took a 48-percent cut in going
from 1995 to 1996. Now you add another
$12 million, 11 percent on top of that.
That is quite enough. That is much
more than a fair share of cuts for a
very important program.

Low-income households in Massachu-
setts depend heavily upon weatheriza-
tion. More than 1,700 families get
weatherization in my State, and these
are working families. These are low-in-
come working families and low-income
elderly families. If the program is fund-
ed at $100 million, there are going to be
hundreds of homes that cannot be
weatherized, and 90 percent of those
households have incomes of less than
$15,000 a year. Proper weatherization of
these homes saves these families an av-
erage of $300 per year, and that is real
money in the hands and pockets of
very needy people.

The weatherization is a successful
energy conservation program. The
money spent pays for itself within 6 or
7 years, and from that time on every
penny is pure savings that goes into
the pockets of low-income elders and
families in those communities.

In addition, this program com-
plements the low-income home heating
assistance program, the LIHEAP pro-
gram, where LIHEAP provides energy
to low-income households and weather-
ization conserves energy in those very
same households.

So | urge my colleagues to support
this weatherization and support the
Sanders amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 5% min-
utes.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | hope
that as you evaluate both this amend-
ment and the amendment by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER],
that you give some thought to the im-
portance of these two amendments to
national policy. Weatherization is pop-
ular. It is popular with the people who
get to do the jobs, to do the
weatherizing, it is popular with the
State administrators who get to parcel
out the money, because this weather-
ization money goes out to the State
and the State bureaucracy gets the
pleasure of handing out our Federal
dollars.
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So it is popular, and it is billed as an
environmental vote. But let me give
you the downside of all of this. In the
case of the Parker amendment on
weatherization, it is going to hit the
research that is being done in con-
servation of fuel. That has got to be
popular, too, with the environmental
groups. The technologies being devel-
oped will reduce pollution. It will give
us fuel efficiency. It will clean up air.
It will make our automobiles more fuel
efficient and environmentally benign.
Part of that money goes to develop a
new generation of fuel-efficient auto-
mobiles, in partnership with the auto
industry, and they are spending far
more dollars than we are. It will give
us turbines that are a lot more fuel ef-
ficient.

Do you want to trade those off for
putting some storm doors on prop-
erties? Long term, the conservation re-
search program will be far more bene-
ficial, in terms of impact on all of the
American people, as opposed to a hand-
ful that benefit from weatherization. |
know it is popular, but we are talking
about national public policy, and we
should be thinking long term.

Now, the amendment that is before
us right now takes the money out of
the Naval Petroleum Reserve. We have
decided to sell it. Well, if you are going
to sell the house, you do not let the
boiler and the electrical system dete-
riorate. You take care of the house
until you sell it. That is what we are
talking about here. If we take this
money out of the Naval Petroleum Re-
serve, they will not be able to manage
that property efficiently, and it will re-
sult in a loss of perhaps $1 billion in
the sale of this very, very valuable
property.

Is that good management? No way.
Keep in mind, we are the Board of Di-
rectors of the USA, and we have to
make decisions that are important in
terms of management of our resources,
for all the people.

I do not want the taxpayers of this
Nation to be deprived of a possible $1
billion from the sale of the Naval Pe-
troleum Reserve because we, here to
get an environmental vote, decided to
take the money out of that for weath-
erization for the next 12 months. Keep
in mind that we need to take care of
this property. We do not have a lot in
here. We have the minimal amount to
manage that property well until it is
put up for sale, a sale that was deter-
mined by this Congress should be
made.

So | think in both of these amend-
ments we are running the risk of very
bad policy, one on Parker in the case of
conservation research. We have already
taken a big cut out of it. We should not
take more or we are going to damage a
lot of very important programs to the
people of the United States. In the case
of the Sanders amendment, we are
going to potentially reduce the value of
the Naval Petroleum Reserve when we
sell it in the near future by many mil-
lions of dollars.
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Bad public policy. | know it has a
great appeal to go home and say, |
voted to put storm windows in for
somebody or insulate the roof. That is
all fine, and we already have $100 mil-
lion in this bill. It is not as if we short-
changed weatherization; but to dump
more money in it and, at the same
time, get bad public policy, would be
damaging to the long-term effort to de-
velop fuel efficiency, to become inde-
pendent of other countries. We are al-
ready getting half of our petroleum
from overseas.

This Congress may in the future have
to vote again to send our military peo-
ple around the world to protect our oil
supplies. Members should think about
that when they vote on the Parker
amendment, and think about the po-
tential loss of value on the Naval Pe-
troleum Reserve when they vote on the
Sanders amendment. These will be
coming up. They are rolled, and there-
fore, both of them, each in its own way,
has a real downside.

I recognize, of course, the political
appeal on weatherization. The adminis-
tration said they strongly support
weatherization but not at the expense
of other energy programs. Let me say
again, we have taken a real hit on en-
ergy. Let us not exacerbate the prob-
lem by voting for either of these
amendments.

Let me urge all my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no”” on both of the weatheriza-
tion amendments.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Texas, Ms. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time, and | rise to sup-
port my colleague, the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], in his amend-
ment.

Interestingly enough, he comes from
way north and | come from the State of
Texas. Weatherization programs start
and begin with saving lives, and | ap-
preciate my colleague’s discussion of
opposition on the value of national pol-
icy, but | do think it is important to
emphasize a national policy of saving
lives and, as well, ensuring that correc-
tive measures are taken to provide
heat in the winter and cooling in the
summer.

Most of the weatherization dollars go
into older communities, with older
housing stock that, in fact, do not have
the wherewithal to secure environ-
mentally safe heating facilities as well
as environmentally safe cooling facili-
ties. Do we want to wait and see an-
other long and harsh winter result in
the terrible deaths that we saw in Chi-
cago a few short years ago; or the ter-
rible heat loss in my community a few
short years ago as well?

This is an effective, fiscally respon-
sible amendment. We should draw to-
gether and make sure we support the
weatherization program in the best
way possible to save lives.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman,
10,000 years ago the last glacier re-
treated from the North American con-
tinent, but every fall it stages a come-
back and this year it lasted well into
May, when we had 36 inches of ice still
on the border lakes in my district with
temperatures driven down to 60 below
zero.

I want to say to my good friend from
Ohio, who casually talked about this
money going to some bureaucracy, this
money goes to real people, people who
are old and poor and hurt in the cold
weather of northern Minnesota. If the
gentleman thinks that is fun, try liv-
ing up there on $600 a month in a poor-
ly insulated house when an individual
has to choose between eating or heat-
ing.

I resent it. This program has been
cut from $900 million in 1981 to a bare
$100 million today. The gentleman
talks about saving some Elk Hills Oil
Petroleum Reserve and some national
policy. National policy is people, peo-
ple who are old and poor and who de-
serve to be helped, who deserve to have
something better than a miserably cold
winter and the choice of heating, eat-
ing, or suffering to death. We should
not have that kind of choice in this so-
ciety, and this is a paltry amount to be
shifting into this program of weather-
ization and home heating assistance.

When we weatherize the home, we
cut the heating assistance by 15 per-
cent. We should support this amend-
ment.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the Sanders amendment,
which will provide additional funding
to the Ilow-income weatherization
program.

It is my understanding with regard to
the NPR that the private industry
sources say that they can cut operat-
ing costs between $30 and $40 million.
So this $11 million is indeed a paltry
sum, as my colleague from Minnesota
has talked about. This is not going to
break the NPR. It is just not going to
do that; that is a fallacy.

The weatherization program provides
essential energy assistance, and it pro-
vides that in my State of Connecticut
to the working poor, to the elderly, to
the disabled, to low-income individ-
uals. Without this help, many residents
could not afford to heat their homes
through the winter, and it gets cold in
the State of Connecticut.

Weatherization projects protect the
homes from elements and make them
more energy efficient. It reduces the
costs for these individuals and their
families. Last year’s support for the
weatherization program took a big hit
from its regular funding level, and de-
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spite the President’s request to raise
funding of this program to $150 million
in 1997, this bill would slash weather-
ization by 60 percent from 1995 levels.

Let us pass the Sanders amendment,
let us help working families.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HINCHEY].

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
not surprised that some bureaucrat in
the Energy Department, who is in
charge of the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, would object to having a little
money taken out of their program.
That does not come as a surprise to
me. The question is whether or not we
ought to be spending that money a lit-
tle more wisely.

I think that the amendment of the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERs] will provide us with the oppor-
tunity to do precisely that, spend that
money a little bit more wisely. This
money would take money out of that
Naval Petroleum Reserve and put it
into weatherization. For every dollar
we spend on this weatherization pro-
gram, we realize about $1.62 in savings.
This saves energy by weatherizing
homes.

Of course, on the humanitarian level,
which | think is even more critically
important, it saves lives. It allows peo-
ple who are living in cold climates and
in uncomfortable conditions to live
more comfortably by weatherizing
their homes, and also increases their
personal security thereby.

So in spite of the fact that someone
who is in charge of this particular
money now might object to having it
go someplace else, | think it is in the
best interests of the people of the coun-
try to take a little money out of NPR,
put it into weatherization and thereby
provide a lot more comfort and save
some energy for this country.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | will
never forget running into a woman in
Stevens Point in my district. She was
about 90 years old. The only thing that
kept her going was the fact that she
was living in a home that was built for
her by her husband as a wedding
present when she was 22 years old.

She lived in a living room, a kitchen,
and a bathroom. Everything else was
boarded up. She slept on an old, beat-
up couch. It was the weatherization
program that made it possible for that
woman to have some meaning in her

life. For us to take that away, we
ought to be ashamed of ourselves.
This amendment should pass. It is

about time we put people ahead of the-
ory. It is about time we put people
ahead of nickles.

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that each side have
1 additional minute.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DOOLEY].

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to this amendment.
Some of the prior speakers have said
that they could understand why a De-
partment of Energy bureaucrat would
object to the cut of a little money. The
bottom line is, there has already been
$43 million cut out of this budget. That
is 23 percent below 1995.

That Department of Energy official
maybe made a wise decision. They
made a determination that by making
this additional $11 million in cuts it is
going to reduce the value of a govern-
ment asset that we are committing to
sell. Tell me what businessperson in
America would make a decision that
would result in the diminishing of the
economic value of an asset that they
know that they are going to dispose of
in the future.

That is the issue at hand here, that
we might be finding $11 million addi-
tional to go for heating assistance this
year, but next year and the following
year, when we have seen the diminish-
ing of the value and fewer dollars that
are going to be available for any pro-
gram, we will have even greater dif-
ficulty in providing for some of these
needs.

Vote ‘“no’” on this amendment. Itis a
poor decision.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | would remind my
friend that Chevron has stated that it
could cut operating costs by a mini-
mum of $30 to $40 million and extend
its producing life, which would ulti-
mately boost revenues.

Most importantly, Mr. Chairman,
what we are talking about is that in
this great country, the United States
of America, there are millions of peo-
ple who face cold in the wintertime.
This is not a question of putting storm
windows on; this is a question of main-
taining a shred of dignity for low-in-
come senior citizens who just do not
have enough money to keep their
homes warm and who are living in
houses where all of the warmth is run-
ning out of deteriorating roofs and
walls.

What kind of society are we when we
cannot take care of and keep warm the
weakest and most vulnerable amongst
us? We are talking about $11 million,
that is all we are talking about, to
keep people warm in America, to keep
people from dying in Chicago when the
weather there goes above 100 degrees. |
do not think that is asking too much.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Sanders amendment to in-
crease funding for the Low-Income Weather-
ization Program.

Everyone in this body agrees that Govern-
ment works best when it helps people solve
problems in a cost-effective, commonsense
way. Low-income weatherization does that—
helping people to conserve energy and pre-
serve their limited incomes.

Because of weatherization, millions of Amer-
ican families do not have to choose between
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paying high energy bills and paying for food
and shelter. This program is particularly impor-
tant to Connecticut, which has some of the
highest heating costs in the Nation. For people
in my State, weatherization is proof that Gov-
ernment can make a positive difference in
people’s lives.

The Sanders amendment correctly recog-
nizes that any national energy policy must en-
sure that families are not forced to use more
energy than they need or can afford. And by
keeping weatherization at last year's levels,
this amendment rightfully reflects the difficult
funding climate in which we operate.

When we are debating a $12 billion bill, $12
million may not sound like a lot of money. But
to the families in Connecticut who will benefit
from weatherization, this extra funding is pre-
cisely the support they need.

| urge my colleagues to support the Sanders
amendment to restore funding for weatheriza-
tion.

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Sanders-Longley amend-
ment to restore much-needed weatherization
assistance funds.

My constituents in northeastern Massachu-
setts and elsewhere in New England suffer
from brutal winters that sap household budg-
ets, as they seek to adequately heat their
homes.

Two programs help keep low-income homes
warm during these months, LIHEAP and the
Weatherization Assistance Program. Both
have proven to save not only energy dollars,
but public health dollars. Studies continue to
show that low-imcome people, particularly the
elderly, will sacrifice food and other neces-
sities to heat their homes in the winter. The
average income of those receiving weatheriza-
tion assistance is $7,641.

This amendment is not asking for an in-
crease—ijust level funding. In exchange, fami-
lies in my district are able to remain self-suffi-
cient, keeping them off public assistance, out
of hospital emergency rooms and working at
their jobs. In an era of shrinking Federal dol-
lars, LIHEAP and the Weatherization Assist-
ance Program are cost-effective prevention
programs that deserve our continued support.

| urge my colleagues to support the Sand-
ers-Longley amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, | make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 455, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Are there further amendments?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

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

Ilinois?
There was no objection.
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | take

this time in order to have a colloquy
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with my good friend, the chairman of
the committee, with respect to a tele-
communications issue in our bill.

The gentleman will recall that | of-
fered an amendment in committee in
an effort to make sure that the huge
antennas which are necessary for tele-
communications would not be con-
structed in national parks, wildlife ref-
uges, or national forests or places
where the public finds enjoyment.

I planned to reoffer this amendment
today but, in the interest of time, |
will not offer that amendment if | can
have the assurance of the chairman
that language will be placed in the
statement of the managers for this bill
directing the Department of the Inte-
rior and the Forest Service to promul-
gate rules assuring public comment on
the placement of telecommunications
devices on park, refuge, and Forest
Service land. Will the chairman agree
to that?

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

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that this Ilanguage
would not be inconsistent with the
telecommunications bill; that there is
a provision for public comment, and I
think that we should have language in
the statement of managers that rein-
forces what | have been advised is part
of that bill.

I think what the gentleman is talk-
ing about is very important, because
these facilities can be placed on our
public lands, parks, and forests, graz-
ing lands, wherever Fish and Wildlife
facilities are, and | think allowing for
public comment ensures that it will
not be detrimental to the public’s right
to use those facilities.

I would certainly think we would
consider that in conference.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHADEGG

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SHADEGG: In
the item relating to “OTHER RELATED AGEN-
CIES—NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS
AND THE HUMANITIES—NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE HUMANITIES—GRANTS AND ADMINIS-
TRATION”’. strike ‘$92,994,000" and insert
*“$80,000,000, of which at least $28,000,000 be
used for state grants.”

The CHAIRMAN. Is there a Member
who wishes to be recognized in opposi-
tion to the amendment?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG] will be
recognized for 15 minutes and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] will
be recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG].
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Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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Last year this Congress made a com-
mitment to fulfill its obligation to bal-
ance the Federal budget. We face a $5.2
trillion debt and a $153 billion deficit.
Our commitment was to reduce the
subsidy that we provide to the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts and the
National Endowment for the Human-
ities. | rise to offer an amendment
which fulfills that commitment.

Last year former Secretary of Edu-
cation Bill Bennett testified before this
Congress that we should eliminate the
funding for the National Endowment
for the Humanities. And former Sec-
retary Lynne Cheney, who headed the
National Endowment for the Human-
ities, also has called for an ending of
this Federal subsidy of the humanities.

Many Members of this Congress, Mr.
Chairman, campaigned on a promise to
balance the Federal budget and to end
spending in areas where we cannot af-
ford to continue to spend. As worthy as
support of the humanities may be, and
this is not about that issue, we simply
can no longer afford to continue to sub-
sidize the humanities.

My amendment takes a modest step
in that direction. It fulfills the promise
we made last year. The bill before us
makes a mere 5 percent cut in the
funding for National Endowment for
the Humanities. At that rate, Mr.
Chairman, it will take us 19 years to
fulfill our promise to end the subsidy
to the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities. Instead of doing that, this
amendment offers an increase in that
figure. It is a 12-percent reduction in
the funding and the subsidy by the
Federal Government to the National
Endowment for the Humanities. The
current subsidy is $110.5 million a year.
The bill would reduce that by a mere $6
million a year, taking the figure to
$104.25 million. That is a reduction of
only, as | said, 5 percent. Instead of
that, | suggested we make more
progress on fulfilling our promise to
phase out this Federal subsidy of the
humanities. We cannot achieve it at
the pace we are pursuing. Therefore,
this amendment cuts $12.9 million.

It is important, Mr. Chairman, to
note that this cut of $12.9 million is
taken from administration and grants,
but is not, Mr. Chairman, taken from
State grants. That is, it would come
totally out of the Federal portion and
would not reduce the amount of the
subsidy which the Federal Government
provides to the various States for the
humanities.

This is a modest proposal which, |
suggest, Mr. Chairman, is desperately
needed. It fulfills a promise we made to
the American people to end the sub-
sidization of the humanities.

I might point out, Mr. Chairman,
that during the debate last year, the
concern was that the money would not
be there to support the humanities if
the Federal Government did not do
that. In fact, the facts are quite to the
contrary. Just within the last few
months, Philanthropy News Digest has
reported more than $50 million given
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by foundations to support the human-
ities in America.

Mr. Chairman, the debate is not
about the importance of the human-
ities to our culture. The debate is
about whether or not we can afford to
continue to subsidize at the Federal
level the National Endowment for the
Humanities when the private sector is
clearly fulfilling that obligation.

| urge my colleagues to join me and
to support this modest amendment to
keep our promise, the promise agreed
to that we would phase out funding for
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities, that is, the Federal subsidy,
over a period of 3 years.

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is en-
tirely wrong in connection with his as-
sertions about the lack of importance
of the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities in our Government and in our
social structure.

Cutting the NEH is the wrong place
to balance the budget, may | say to the
gentleman. | would also say to the gen-
tleman that the agreement that was
reached last year by the leaders of his
party was with respect to the National
Endowment for the Arts. There was no
agreement which looked to the elimi-
nation of the National Endowment for
the Humanities.

I have checked that very closely in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD with Mem-
bers who were at the formation of that
agreement in the meeting by the lead-
ership of the gentleman’s committee.
They inform me that their agreement
was limited to the National Endow-
ment for the Arts.

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

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, you
are quite correct. No formal agreement
was instituted between the parties on
precisely how we would phase out.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, not be-
tween the parties, within the gentle-
man’s own party. And there was no
agreement with the Democratic Party.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, the
reference | make is to the fact that
many members of this committee, in
opposing the Chabot amendment last
year, which would have zeroed the
funding for the National Endowment
for the Humanities, took to the floor
and said they supported the position of
phasing out the funding over a 3-year
period. | have their testimony here
from that debate a year ago.

Those committee members stood and
said, | agree, we should phase it out
over 3 years, | can read the gentleman
their testimony, and on that basis op-
pose the elimination over a l-year pe-
riod. For that reason my amendment
simply proposes to keep pace with a
phaseout over three years and not to
eliminate in 1 year.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman respond to my question.
Where is the agreement? This is a
statement by Members during the
course of the debate indicating they
were opposed to the continuation of
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities. That figures. There are a
number of Members of the House who
are opposed to it.

But | would point out to the gen-
tleman that with respect to his amend-
ment and the amendment offered last
year by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
CHABOT], who sought to eliminate the
humanities in its entirety, that this
amendment was voted down by the
House.

I suggest to the gentleman that the
reason for that is because the majority
of the House, in both parties, believes
that the humanities is a necessary
part, not only of our Government but
of our social structure. It is the leader
of the culture, if my colleague will per-
mit me to use that phrase, for the
study of the past.

I do not know that the gentleman has
studied the works of the National En-
dowment for the Humanities. It is an
organization that | think has a very
necessary purpose. It trains teachers in
history and other social studies during
the summer. Over 400,000 students in
the country received the benefit of the
training that those teachers have re-
ceived.

The National Endowment for the Hu-
manities is the leader in the effort
made by practically every university in
the country and every library in the
country to save our very valuable
books and newspapers, which are in
danger of dying as a result of the dete-
rioration of the paper upon which they
are printed.

The humanities is the leader in the
formation of studies of the projects, of
the papers of George Washington, the
papers of Thomas Jefferson, of Ben-
jamin Franklin, of Adams, of Madison,
of Ulysses S. Grant, of Eisenhower, of
Thomas Edison.

So | say to the gentleman that I
would think it would be catastrophic,
and | use that word deliberately, I
think it would be catastrophic to the
best interests of education in our coun-
try if the humanities were to be cut
further by the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

The humanities was cut by 36 percent
last year. We were cognizant of that in
our committee when we established the
level of appropriation for the human-
ities this year. | would hope that the
gentleman’s amendment does not suc-
ceed.

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

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Arizona for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities, although ini-
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tially started with well-intentioned
goals, has become an agency that ca-
ters to the liberal, academic elitists
and to that end it wastes taxpayers’
money.

Lynne Cheney, former chairman of
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities under Presidents Reagan and
Bush, has stated that the NEH has be-
come a political haven for the liberal
and social elite by funding studies that
instead of searching for academic ex-
cellence, they explore liberal social en-
gineering.

I think that it is a worthy cause to
study the papers of George Washington
and other great founders and great peo-
ple of this country, but | have to point
out to the gentleman from lIllinois [Mr.
YATES] that George Washington’s
home, Mount Vernon, is operated com-
pletely under private auspices. The
Government is not involved in Mount
Vernon. It attracts innumerable visi-
tors every year.

Aside from the solid constitutional
arguments against congressional au-
thority to fund such agencies and the
mere question, is this a proper function
of the Federal Government to involve
itself in, it totally unreasonable to ex-
pect the American taxpayer to pay for
studies with little or no practical ap-
plication. We all must remember that
the Federal Government should not be
in the business of funding those who
wish to promote a certain agenda.

However, the NEH has ignored this
point by approving grants for programs
such as a $34,000 study of the represen-
tation of gender and sexuality in opera
and the $4.9 million program of Chair-
man Sheldon Hackney’s pet project en-
titled, ““A National Conversation on
American Pluralism and Diversity.”’

Mr. Chairman, with the median fam-
ily income in this country of $40,000
and the median family income in the
upper reaches of my district of only
$19,000 and with out children facing a
massive debt in the future, how can we,
in good conscience, justify spending
money on studies in which the only
purpose is a Federal feel good agenda?

We simply cannot do that, Mr. Chair-
man. The NEH clearly needs to be sent
a message. This amendment will do
just that.

Let us follow the leadership of Lynne
Cheney and tell the NEH, if they can-
not responsibly spend taxpayer money,
then they should know that this type
of behavior will not be tolerated. | urge
a “‘yes’’ vote on this amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for the time.

Mr. Chairman, we are being sold a
basic intellectual fallacy in the gentle-
man’s argument this morning, that be-
cause private philanthropy is doing a
lot, we should assume that it can do it
all. That does not follow.

What really is at issue in this amend-
ment, which by its own author’s de-
scription is merely the next step down
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the road to eliminating the National
Endowment for the Humanities, is the
absurd proposition that this great Na-
tion of ours will commit cultural sui-
cide, that we will completely eliminate
Federal support for one of the most
fundamental needs of an informed
democratic society, which is to under-
stand its past.

If that has no practical application,
God help us. If we really propose to
enter the next century having burned
the records almost literally by not at-
tending to their preservation, where
are our roots? Where is our grasp of the
ideas that are important to this land?
That is what is at stake here. Are we
going to take the next step to divorce
ourselves from the heritage of ideas on
which the Nation is built and must
grow?

It makes absolutely no sense to talk
about practicality here. If it did, why
fund the National Science Foundation
in basic research? The programs at
NEA are the basic research ingredients
of the ability of the American people to
know where they have come from and,
in knowing where they have come
from, to have a better idea of where we
should be headed. To intentionally,
consciously, deliberately, knowingly
try to undermine that core need of any
civilization, should shock our sense of
what is right, our sense of values about
our country.

Now, I am delighted at the willing-
ness of private philanthropy to do a lit-
tle bit more, but no one should be
under any illusion that the kinds of
things that the National Endowment
for the Humanities has as its core re-
sponsibility can possibly be undertaken
by private philanthropy in this coun-
try.

As the gentleman from Illinois has
pointed out, the preservation of the
records of the country, our newspapers,
our books, the bringing together of the
papers of the founders and the leaders
of our country, politically, culturally,
scientifically, this is what this is
about.
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Mr. Chairman, for us to go further,
we should be adding funds for the En-
dowment. We are impoverished in this
country in our ability to really under-
stand what this civilization, what this
great Nation, is about. We are not
overfunded. We see that every day in
our lives in our districts where there is
less and less interest and attention
being paid to the ongoing public busi-
ness of America, in part because we do
not understand how we got here.

Mr. Chairman, let us not make that
problem worse. Defeat this ill-con-
ceived amendment.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | think the testimony
of the last speaker points out a fun-
damental disagreement. His premise is
that without government funding of
this National Endowment, we will for-
get our history and we will forget our
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ideas. That is simply wrong, and it is a
fundamental disagreement between
this side and that side.

I would remind the gentleman that
before 1965, when the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities was estab-
lished, we were not forgetting our ideas
or our history, nor were we underfund-
ing the research in those areas. | sug-
gest the gentleman’s assertion that we
need to do this in the Federal Govern-
ment is simply wrong.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA],
the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | sim-
ply rise to point out to our colleagues
on our side of the aisle that | have re-
ceived a letter from 31 of the Repub-
lican Members supporting the $110 mil-
lion that is in the bill, and | think in
fairness we just want to make that in-
formation known to the Members on
our side.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute in order to read to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG]
and to the gentlewoman from Idaho
[Mrs. CHENOWETH] a statement that
was made by Bill Bennett when he was
chairman of the National Endowment
for the Humanities. He said this:

I would say the same Founding Fathers, al-
though they did not have or sponsor a Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities, would
support the notion of a modest endowment
that truly recognized the importance of the
humanities to national life. James Madison
says that he sees the vision of the future as
that of learning and liberty leaning on each
other. Learned institutions are the favorite
objects of free people, says Madison. That is
the justification | want to go back to: An en-
dowment that really does help its citizenry
appreciate the intellectual roots of this
country, that fosters creativity, imagina-
tion, critical thinking about issues that mat-
ter, that brings them to an appreciation of
art, literature, philosophy. That does have a
place in Federal Government and a modest
role. It has to do its job. It can’t be sloppy.
But if it takes its responsibilities seriously,
it is well worth supporting, because that is
one of the sources of our strength as a Na-
tion, and a Nation, and a source of great
pride.

That was the statement by Bill Ben-
nett while he was chairman of the En-
dowment. He did change his mind when
he was out of office and the Democrats
were in control, | would say to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
rise in strong opposition. | have been a
strong supporter of the humanities.
This is one of those programs where ba-
sically most of the activity occurs out
at the State level, and we thought the
new majority party was interested in
restoring power and restoring pro-
grams to our local areas, and if we can-
not spend this small amount of money
compared to what other countries
spend, on our history, our civilization,
our culture; I mean | think it is just a
tremendous mistake.

So | would urge my colleagues to
vote against this amendment, to sup-
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port the money in the bill which is
there for humantities, and to support
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
YATES] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA]. | think we have worked
out a good agreement.

I do not like the cut that has been
made thus far. | think it is too severe.
But, please, do not adopt this amend-
ment.

Mr. SHADEGG. Perhaps the gen-
tleman was absent from the floor and
does not understand the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to

the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HOSTETTLER].
(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today on behalf of all of the people
in my district who repeatedly are left
scratching their heads over some of the
ridiculous things the Federal Govern-
ment spends their tax dollars on.

I am talking about the National En-
dowment for Humanities and | am in
support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. Mr. Chairman, how, when faced
with a $5 trillion national debt that
continues to grow, can we continue to
spend money on projects like these:

Sex and gender in the middle ages,
1150-1450. This course received $135,000.
Let me give a free lesson here and save
the money—there were men—and there
were women. The fact that we are here
today lets us assume some of them had
conjugal relations.

Representation of gender and sexual-
ity in opera. This course received
$34,000. There’s another hint: The so-
pranos are usually women. The bass
voices are men—no charge.

Here is another example of NEH
handiwork. The organization decided
to grant taxpayer dollars to fund a pro-
posal by the National Center for His-
tory in the Schools. Here is some of
what this proposal, which is part of
Goals 2000, does:

It has plenty of references to Ma-
donna and MTYV, but leaves out any
mention of George Washington, D-day,
the Moon landing and the Gettysburg
Address. Diversity is the main theme
of the standards, while liberty and
prosperity are not even mentioned.

A few years back, Madonna stayed in
Evansville, which is in my district. She
was filming “A League of Their Own.”
Madonna decided to repay the city’s
hospitality by criticizing it apparently
because it was not racy enough for her
tastes. Not only does Madonna insult
Evansville, she insults all standards of
decency and good taste. Yet this NEH
proposal mentions her more than
George Washington. Historical stand-
ards that elevate Madonna over Thom-
as Edison present an inaccurate and
distorted characterization of U.S. his-
tory. She should not be promoted at
taxpayer expense, let alone at the ex-
pense of Thomas Jefferson, Albert Ein-
stein, and Paul Revere.

Our children deserve standards that
instill in them a sense of their coun-
try’s unique place in history, both as a
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model of freedom aspired to by peoples
around the world and as a magnet for
those seeking freedom and prosperity.
There is nothing wrong with learning
about mistakes of the past, but these
standards would do nothing more than
establish a revisionist history. And
that is what the NEH is pushing, a re-
visionist “‘I am sorry for being Amer-
ican” world view. That is not what the
taxpayers of this country want. We
should do away with this liberal icon,
dedicated to the proposition of promot-
ing shallow pop culture and political
correctness to the exclusion of sub-
stantive, foundational American his-
tory.

Mr. Chairman, I do not doubt that
these topics are of interest to some
people, and | don’t mean to belittle
their academic interest, but this is the
entire point. The means to determine
the merit of such things is entirely
subjective, so you have a situation
where you are guaranteed to be spend-
ing taxpayer dollars on things that
huge numbers of taxpayers want noth-
ing to do with. When we have to make
the tough decisions about how to deal
with a more than $5 trillion national
debt, we had better be able to see that
places like this are where we must
start. There are so many private foun-
dations and other private donors who
give money for worthy causes. If no
one can be found who thinks a particu-
lar project is worthwhile, why should
the U.S. taxpayer then have to pay for
it? We need to be fiscally responsible.
We need to balance the budget.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT].

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by my friend from Arizona, Mr.
SHADEGG. It is consistent with the as-
surances given during last year’s de-
bate that we will take the appropriate
steps to phase out taxpayer funding in
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities over a 3-year period. The
rather modest reduction proposed in
the bill does not appear to be consist-
ent with that assurance that this
would be phased out over 3 years.

During last year’s consideration of
the Interior appropriation bill, I had
offered an amendment that would have
zeroed out funding for the NEH, but a
lot of Members did not support that
with an assurance that this would be
phased out in 3 years, and that 3-year
phaseout seems to be, at best, stalled,
and that is one of the reasons we
should support Mr. SHADEGG’S amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, let us take a look at
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities, and | am not going to argue
that it does not do anything that is
good, but there are an awful lot of
wasteful things done with the Amer-
ican people’s tax dollars. It is impor-
tant to note some of the things.

For example, who can forget the En-
dowment’s $1.7 million national con-
versation kit designed to teach Ameri-
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cans how to talk to one another? That
was a kit that encouraged all of us to
watch this little known movie called
““‘Casablanca.” It was a good movie, but
most of us had figured out long before
the NEH told us about it that ‘“‘Casa-
blanca’ was a good movie.

And how about the $135,000 handout
to a couple of dozen college professors
so that they could take a summer trip
to Chicago to talk about sex and gen-
der in the middle ages?

Or that $400,000 grant to a UCLA aca-
demic who produced something called
the Art of Being Cuna, which | am told
is an expressive culture of some islands
down in Panama? Fine. But do not
take the money out of the hardworking
pockets of the American people and the
people of my district in Cincinnati to
pay for that stuff. If people want to
fund it privately, fine, but do not take
our hardearned tax dollars to do this.

Mr. Chairman, there are an awful lot
of things we need to fund. We are seri-
ous about balancing the budget. Sup-
port Mr. SHADEGG’ amendment.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. CORBURN].

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | want-
ed to respond to something that the
gentleman from Washington had to
say. The question was asked whether
or not we could afford this. Of course,
we can afford this. But that is not the
question. The question is: Can our chil-
dren afford it? The ones that are going
to pay back the debt?

Even if there was nothing controver-
sial within NEH, we should not spend
money we do not have on a program
that is not of human necessity, and
that is the question. We lose sight of
the fact that we are spending our chil-
dren and grandchildren’s money on
something the majority of which,
throughout the rest of this country, is
done through philanthropy.

Can we afford it? Absolutely we can
afford it. Can we do it? Yes. Should we
do it? Absolutely not.

I support the amendment and would
ask my colleagues to support it as
their vote.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | appre-
ciate the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and | want to correct my-
self. The gentleman, Mr. SHADEGG’S,
amendment does not eliminate funding
for the National Endowment for the
Humanities, it just reduces it by $13
million. But we have already dramati-
cally reduced this program, | think al-
most by 50 percent, and | think to cut
it further would be a very serious mis-
take.

I would say to the gentleman who
was just in the well: I am not sure; he
said the National Endowment for the
Arts. | assume he meant the National
Endowment for the Humanities.

But if we cannot spend a small
amount of money to understand our
history and civilization, | think that is
a tragic mistake.
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Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | thank the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] for set-
ting the record straight with regard to
the amendment. It does propose simply
a modest cut.

Mr. Chairman, it appalls me. Too
many people on the floor of this Con-
gress fail to understand the power of
taxation. The power of taxation is the
power to put a gun at the heads of the
American people and take money from
them.
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The average American in this Nation
earns somewhere between $20,000 and
$30,000 a year. For us to be taking
money from them to subsidize the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities,
when we face a $153 billion deficit and
a $5.2 trillion deficit and when funding
from the private sector is abundant, $50
million in funding just in the last few
years, Mr. Chairman; by 1992 there
were 36,000 philanthropic foundations
with $176.8 billion in assets and $10.2
billion in grants in this country for the
humanities.

| suggest we cannot continue to sub-
sidize the humanities, and this is a rea-
sonable proposal that keeps us on
schedule with a 3-year phaseout, the
kind of agreement we made with this
Nation. It is not a radical proposal to
aliminate the funding for this, even
though a case can be made for that. It
is, rather, a suggestion that we keep
faith with the American people and we
quit using the gun at their head to re-
distribute income for worthy purposes
like the humanities, when the private
sector can, Mr. Chairman, and is doing
it. 1 urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLIMAS].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, 31
years ago the Congress of the United
States created the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities for a grateful
public. On behalf of that public the
Congress said this: ““An advanced civ-
ilization must not limit its efforts to
science and technology alone, but must
give full value and support to the other
great branches of scholarly and cul-
tural activity in order to achieve a bet-
ter understanding of the past, a better
analysis of the present, and a better
view of the future. To fulfill its mis-
sion, achieve an orderly continuation
of a free society, and provide models of
excellence to the American people, the
Federal Government must transmit the
achievement and values of civilization
from the past to the future.”

Thirty years ago the Congress gave
that charge to the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities, and the en-
dowment has met that charge faith-
fully, thoughtfully, and innovatively.
The National Endowment for the Hu-
manities is a national success.
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Mr. Chairman, many Members recog-
nize things quickly for which the na-
tional endowment is responsible: Ken
Burns’ series on the Civil War and
Baseball, the TV series ‘““Eyes on the
Prize.”” The former chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES], has talked about how
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities has moved to preserve the
presidential papers of Madison, Jeffer-
son, and Adams, of Jackson and Grant
and Dwight Eisenhower.

It has funded such things as the Cen-
ter for the Rocky Mountain West, the
Delaware History Museum the Acad-
emy of Religion in Atlanta, GA. In the
last Congress this agency was slashed
by 40 percent, more than any other. In
this Congress this bill would cut it $5
million more, and now this amendment
would cut $13 million more for an $18
million cut, savaging this successful
Federal effort.

The current chair of the humanities
endowment, Sheldon Hackney, has said
this: ““I like to think of the humanities
as human beings, recording and think-
ing about human experience and the
human condition, preserving the best
of the past and deriving new insights in
the present.

This country has never needed the
humanities more. We not only face the
challenges of a new geopolitical situa-
tion and the problems of adjusting to
economic competition in a new global
marketplace, but we face a crisis of
values here at home. And, said Chair-
man Hackney, ‘“The more we know, the
more meaningful life is. Such is the
gift of the National Endowment of the
Humanities to the American people.”

This is an important effort. It is
small funding. It has been cut 40 per-
cent. Do we not care enough about
passing on the scholarly and intellec-
tual achievements of yesterday and
today through this tiny Federal effort
to our children and their grand-
children?

The National Endowment for the Hu-
manities is a national success story.
Reject the gentleman’s amendment to
cripple this important and critical na-
tional effort.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition
to the amendment. | think it is vital that we
look at the total context of what the National
Endowment for the Arts does, and the total
benefit it provides for the American people.

In fiscal year 1995, the NEA approved 3,656
grants, out of over 14,000 applications. With
those numbers, it is always easy, after the
fact, to find one grant to criticize.

Let's look at some of the clear benefits the
American people receive from the NEA. These
thousands of projects help enrich the cultural
life of all Americans. The NEA helps nurture
promising artists and promising artists and
promising artists and performers from all parts
of this Nation, from all 50 States and the terri-
tories, from urban centers and from small
towns.

The NEA costs each American only 38
cents a year. This investment makes possible
a whole world of culture, such as symphonies,
chamber music, operas, poetry readings, chil-
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dren’s festivals, Shakespeare festivals, mu-
seum exhibitions, dance performances, chil-
dren’s museums, and folk festivals.

Modest NEA funding helps leverage addi-
tional contributions from other sources. In-
deed, each NEA dollar attracts an average of
$12 from other sources.

The NEA has played a crucial role in foster-
ing African-American artists and performers.
For example, in fiscal year 1995, almost 14
percent of Endowment funding went to fund
organizations or projects designed to serve or
be relevant to minorities. Furthermore, the
success rate of minority-run organizations has
been consistently higher than that of the total
applicant pool.

Let me also note that NEA Chairman Jane
Alexander has recently made a number of
management changes. These changes should
help ensure more effective use of limited Fed-
eral funds.

The NEA has a vital role to play in the cul-
tural life of our Nation. It provides opportuni-
ties for artists, including African-American art-
ists, that might not otherwise be available.
Let's look at the big picture and not let criti-
cism of one film detract us from the clear ben-
efits of NEA funding.

| urge my colleagues to defeat this amend-
ment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to this amend-
ment. The National Endowment for the Arts is
one of the finest institutions in our Federal
Government—and sifting through the trash
heap to find grants that some narrow-minded
people may take offense at does not change
this fact.

Mr. Chairman, this year's alleged con-
troversy revolves around a film entitled “Wa-
termelon Woman” funded in part by the NEA.
But if it was not this grant, the Endowment'’s
critics would have dreamed up some other
project that outraged them.

The specifics of these grants do not seem
to be important to the Endowment’s critics.
The fact that “Watermelon Woman” was a
highly acclaimed film that dealt seriously and
realistically with the challenges facing black
women in the entertainment industry does not
stop the Endowment’s critics from issuing un-
founded charges that it promotes alternative
lifestyles. | wonder how many Members here
today have actually watched “Watermelon
Woman”? | wonder how many Members real-
ize that the aspects of the film that caused so
much controversy are nothing more graphic
than one would find in any “R” rated film?

But these facts do not seem to matter. Nei-
ther does the fact that the Endowment brings
art education into the lives of rural and under-
privileged children who would otherwise never
be able to participate in the arts.

Or the fact that community theaters through-
out the country will be forced to close if their
NEA grants are cut even further; or the fact
that symphony orchestras will be forced to
cancel performances for school groups be-
cause of reduced NEA funding; or the fact that
every cut to the NEA means less funding for
arts education programs in every State in the
Union; or the fact that the nonprofit arts com-
munity generates $3.4 billion in Federal tax
revenue each year; or the fact that the NEA's
budget has already been cut by $62 million,
nearly 40 percent, from fiscal year 1995.

In my district recently in the community of
Acres Homes, the Houston Symphony visited
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our community center and performed before
hundreds of children. That is the benefit of the
NEA.

| wonder how many of my colleagues are
aware of a recent poll conducted by Lou Har-
ris which showed that 61 percent of Ameri-
cans would pay an additional $5 in taxes to
fund the arts. Right now the average person
pays less than 40 cents a year in taxes to
support the NEA.

Mr. Chairman, | won't use up more time dis-
cussing this dubious amendment, | know other
Members would like to be heard. | simply
would like to urge my colleagues to vote
against this amendment, if offered, and vote
for our Nation’s culture.

| reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

As a lover of the arts, a New Yorker, and
proud Representative of a district which is a
center of creativity and innovation, | rise in
strong opposition to this amendment which
cuts the NEH by $12 million, and | also want
to voice my deep concern over the intention of
this Congress to phase out the NEA and NEH
over the next 2 years.

Far too few Members of this body protested
the $11 billion unwanted increase we gave the
Pentagon, but we are hard-pressed to let the
NEA and NEH function on their meager budg-
ets of $99.5 million and $110 million, which
were already reduced 40 percent this year.

This is a dangerous time for all educational
establishments as current congressional lead-
ership seeks to slash what Americans pride
ourselves on, by placing the NEH and NEA on
the chopping block.

A recent Harris poll showed that 61 percent
of Americans would be willing to pay $5 or
more in taxes to support our cultural institu-
tions. Knowing this, | am certain the public
would be delighted to continue paying the 38
cents a year it is asked to fund the NEA and
NEH at their current levels.

Federal support for the NEA and NEH, al-
though a mere token, makes the arts and hu-
manities more accessible to all Americans.

Other developed countries in the world un-
derstand how cultural institutions impact on
the lives of their citizens and their advance-
ment as a nation. Comparatively, Britain
spends 3 times, France 10 times, and Ger-
many over 12 times what the United States
does.

The arts give meaning to our lives while re-
minding us of our common history as a nation
and as a world.

Cutting funds to the NEA and NEH closes
off access for the people who might stand to
benefit the most, including at-risk youth.

This relatively small Government investment
generates $12 for every $1 it spends, stimulat-
ing the economy and creating jobs and at the
same time offering our children one less rea-
son to fall prey to despair.

The President of the United States, Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle, and mayors
from all across the country agree on the im-
portance of the arts and humanities. In fact,
187 mayors sent a letter reminding Congress
and the President, that, quote, “funding this
country’s cultural resources is clearly woven
into the federal government's broad national
mandate” and that the “arts are critical to the
quality of life and livability of our cities.”

Have the courage and insight to stop the
further slashing of funds for these essential
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cultural organizations which we all know bene-
fit our children while benefiting our economy in
numerous ways.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
opposition to this amendment. Over the past 2
years, the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities has withstood a 40-percent cut in
funding. Yet, it continues to provide services
to teachers, students, and the general public
to promote the humanities.

There is no controversy as to the morality or
quality of the services, provided by the NEH.
In 1 year alone, the NEH sponsored 29 teach-
er institutes and 69 seminars for over 3,000
school teachers from 49 States, Puerto Rico,
Guam, and the District of Columbia. These
teachers in turn reached over 500,000 stu-
dents in just one academic year. The NEH
media awards will culminate in 70 hours of tel-
evision and 69 hours of radio reaching close
to 244 million Americans.

Cutting the NEH budget even further would
exacerbate the assault on public education we
have witnessed in this Congress. Hundreds of
thousands of school children will suffer from
the lack of educational materials normally pro-
vided by the NEH. Teachers will not benefit
from the seminars offered by the NEH. This
House has passed legislation for the V-chip
and the Telecommunication Decency Act be-
cause people in this body believe there is too
much violence and pornography reaching
American homes. But now, the millions of peo-
ple who turn to programming funded by the
NEH as an alternative to commercial television
and radio—the kind of programming to which
Members of this House give lip service—
would be denied this valuable programming
because of this amendment.

Voting against this amendment is an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate a real commitment to
better education and family friendly program-
ming. This amendment should be defeated.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today in strong opposition to the
amendment that would literally eviscerate the
National Endowment for the Humanities.

Eliminating $12 million from the grants and
administration account for the NEH with the
expectation that private-sector donors will
make up the difference is a misinformed posi-
tion and a naive proposal.

Corporate giving has declined steadily since
1985, and from 1984 to 1994, donations de-
creased by about one-sixth in real dollars.

Corporate giving is very market-driven.
While | certainly believe businesses have the
right to watch out for their bottom lines, we
have to acknowledge that the consequences
of this are that grants are determined by loca-
tion and benefit to employees.

This means that that a relatively small num-
ber of institutions in a limited number of geo-
graphic areas receive a disproportionate share
of the funds.

The NEH makes the humanities available to
all Americans. Only a Federal agency like the
NEH has the size, scope, and expertise to
bring the humanities into the lives of all Ameri-
cans.

Federal funding serves as a catalyst for cor-
porate contributions. Many NEH grants require
from $1 to $4 in non-Federal money for every
NEH dollar.

Since the NEH began, these grants have at-
tracted $1%z billion in private funds, which
demonstrates that the seed money provided at
the Federal level stimulates huge increases in
private giving.
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Moreover, private corporations know that
the NEH has the institutional knowledge about
disciplines and they rely heavily on the NEH to
identify organizations that have a sound orga-
nizational structure, as well as the scholastic
excellence worthy of further corporate support.

An NEH imprimatur is a stamp of quality
and that is what spurs private-sector dona-
tions. Without the NEH, there will be no pri-
vate dollars to be distributed. It is that simple.

In our country’s poorest and most isolated
areas, cultural and scholastic activities do not
attract private-sector donors. Thankfully, the
NEH has taken the lead in serving these
areas and has wisely invested in the edu-
cation, the lives, and the futures of the chil-
dren living in these communities, whose abili-
ties are too often overlooked.

Given that the cost to each American is only
42 cents a year and that the humanities—his-
tory, literature, languages, philosophy—are
fully two-thirds of America’s school curriculum,
the NEH is a bargain for taxpayers.

Finally, the local economies of small towns
and big cities are stimulated by NEH spon-
sored exhibits and projects. Supporting the
NEH is good business sense and good histori-
cal sense. It is as much a sound economic
policy as the Government building interstate
highways, funding airports, or paying for basic
research in agriculture, energy, health, or any
other area.

Given that the NEH suffered a 36-percent
cut last year alone and that many worthy
projects have already been canceled due to
this reduction, reducing funds even further
would be foolish and shortsighted. Everyone
from children just beginning school to the
country’s greatest scholars depend on these
funds.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber rises today in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SHADEGG] to decrease funding for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities [NEH] by
$12 million. This appropriations bill provides
$104.5 million for NEH, which is consistent
with the agreement to eliminate Federal fund-
ing of NEH within 3 years. As you know, the
amount appropriated by the committee is a
40-percent cut from fiscal year 1995 funding.
An additional 11-percent cut would seriously
undermine NEH and, most importantly, the
State humanities councils that are already
working diligently to replace decreasing Fed-
eral funds with private contributions.

This Member is most familiar with the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities in the
form of the Nebraska Humanities Council
which consistently provides high-quality hu-
manities programming at very little cost to citi-
zens of all walks of life in my State. Since
1973, they have funded programs in more
than 200 different communities in all of Ne-
braska’s 93 counties—reaching more commu-
nities each year. Some of those counties have
fewer than 500 residents and have meager
cultural resources.

The Nebraska Humanities Council has been
especially effective at reaching residents in the
1st Congressional District of Nebraska. This
Member's district encompasses Lincoln with
its universities, colleges, and museums as well
as small towns whose only educational assets
are their consolidated schools. The council
has developed a humanities resource center
with a large speakers bureau, exhibits, films,
and videos that enable the smallest commu-
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nities to benefit from the cultural resources of
Nebraska’'s metropolitan areas. The speakers
bureau has been particularly helpful to Ne-
braska’s schools as they comply with a new
requirement for multicultural education. Of
course, the humanities council does not
charge the schools for this valuable edu-
cational service.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this Member urges
the defeat of the Shadegg amendment.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong opposition to the Shadegg
amendment. This amendment is representa-
tive of the continuous assault on the arts by
my colleagues on the other side of the aisle.
Frankly, | am amazed at my colleagues’ at-
tempts to rob our citizens of one of the most
precious aspects of our society.

The National Endowment for the Humanities
is the single largest source of support for the
humanities. While humanities activities in our
Nation would still exist without the NEH, they
would not longer be accessible to the entire
country. They would in all likelihood be re-
served only for the rich who could afford them.
What would the constituents of our districts
say when there is no NEH to support muse-
ums or libraries or to preserve historical docu-
ments; when there is no longer an NEH to
teach generations to come about history, lit-
erature, and philosophy, about who we are as
Americans? Last year, NEH was cut by a
massive 36 percent. This required the NEH to
reduce from 6 grant divisions to 3; from 31
grant programs to 9; and from 276 staff posi-
tions to 120. In addition, some grant programs
were hurt more than others. The Research
and Education Division—including teacher
training programs and Presidential papers—
was cut by 60 percent.

Through the NEH, in fiscal year 1995, more
than 2,600 high school and college teachers
attended summer seminars and institutes.
Over 400,000 students were taught by these
teachers who had better mastery of the sub-
ject area, and greater enthusiasm for teaching
after participating in this program. With fiscal
year 1996 funds, NEH will only be able to sup-
port 1,400 teachers, reaching 220,000 stu-
dents—almost half as many as before. Obvi-
ously these facts do not impress my col-
leagues as evidenced by their attempts to cut
funding for the NEH even further.

The NEH has long been attentive to the
educational needs of our Nation’s children.
The public programming made available to
children through NEH funding has been won-
derful. Sadly, funding for the NEH’s public pro-
grams have been cut by 40 percent, which
means there will be fewer dollars available for
children’s programming.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to de-
feat this ill-conceived amendment.

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this amendment, and in strong
support of the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities.

Think about what would be lost if funding for
the Endowment were further cut: The papers
of Abraham Lincoln, George Washington,
Thomas Jefferson, and Benjamin Franklin;
230,000 disintegrating pages of newspaper
and 628,000 brittle books; 26 million archae-
ological and historical objects important to our
culture; and scholarships and stipends for stu-
dents conducting research, and training and
institutes for teachers.

If this amendment passes, these programs
may simply disappear. Federal support for
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these projects is central to their survival be-
cause past efforts have shown they are not
glamorous enough to attract enough private
dollars. The private sector can’t do it alone.

The 1988 Republican Party platform:

Republicans consider the resurgence of the
arts and humanities a vital part of getting
back to basics in education * * * To that
end, we will: Support the National Endow-
ments for the Arts and Humanities * * * in
their efforts to support America’s cultural
institutions, artists and scholars.

| urge my colleagues to support this Repub-
lican program and vote against this amend-
ment.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today to express my strong opposi-
tion to an amendment offered by Representa-
tive SHADEGG which would further reduce
funding for the National Endowment for Hu-
manities. In fiscal year 1996, the Interior ap-
propriations bill cut the NEH budget nearly in
half, a cut which | believe will devastate many
existing educational programs nationwide. Un-
fortunately, the Interior appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1997 maintains that inadequate
funding level, with the end goal of elimination
of the NEH by 1998. As the only voice for
South Dakota in the House of Representa-
tives, | must speak out against the elimination
of programs which help the people of my
State preserve the rich and unique cultural
heritage of South Dakota and the surrounding
great plains States.

NEH programs exemplify the type of public-
private partnerships that have traditionally fos-
tered a collective dedication to cultural and
historical education. The NEH gives State hu-
manities councils the necessary freedoms to
meet local educational needs. In the last 5
years, institutions in South Dakota have re-
ceived $2.7 million from the NEH and the
South Dakota Humanities Council for library
programs and exhibits, literary publications,
and cultural heritage visitor centers.

The South Dakota Humanities Council relies
on the NEH for 90 percent of its funding. That
support goes directly to schools and small
communities for projects like the “Women Mis-
sionaries and Teachers in South Dakota” Pro-
gram at the Siouxland Heritage Museum, and
“Lakota Culture; Interactive MultiMedia” at the
South Dakota School of Mines and Tech-
nology. At the same time, broader educational
projects continue the literary legacy of many of
this Nation’s most acclaimed authors and long
time South Dakota residents, including Laura
Ingalls Wilder, who gave us the “Little House”
series, and L. Frank Baum, author of the clas-
sic “The Wonderful Wizard of Oz.” The many
NEH-funded heritage fairs and events held
throughout my State every year are endorsed
by the South Dakota State Arts and Human-
ities Councils, as well as State and local tour-
ism authorities.

These and countless other worthy public
education programs will disappear in my rural
State, and the creativity behind this type of
education programming will be thwarted if ef-
forts to gut or eliminate the NEH continue.

In the face of severe cuts to the Institute for
Museum Services, the only other Federal
funding mechanism specifically chartered to
work with States in recording, preserving, and
educating our children on the American expe-
rience, we cannot stand by and allow the com-
plete elimination of the programs vital to public
education that are funded through the National
Endowment for Humanities.
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The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SHADEGG].

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

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman,
that | demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 455, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG]
will be postponed.

Are there further amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FALEOMAVAEGA

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA: Insert after section 320 the
following new section:

SEC. 321. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to permit or facilitate the planning,
construction, or operation of a third tele-
scope on Mt. Graham in the Coronado Na-
tional Forest unless it is made known that
the planning, construction, or operation of
that telescope first complies with all appli-
cable laws, notwithstanding section 335 of
Public Law 104-134.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
a point of order on the amendment.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | am offering an
amendment regarding the construction
of the third telescope on the top of
Mount Graham in Arizona. The amend-
ment adds new language limiting the
appropriation of funds for the further
construction of the Mount Graham tel-
escope project until such time as the
project complies with all environ-
mental and historic preservation laws.
This amendment is also intended to
override the provisions of section 317 of
this bill, which deems the alternative
site for the third telescope to be in
compliance with all the environmental
laws, even though it isn’t. The alter-
native site that section 317 refers to
lies outside of the original boundaries
set by Congress.

The reason the Mount Graham
project is so controversial is because
Mount Graham has been a sacred place
of worship for the Apache Indians for
thousands of years and because the
mount is home to an irreplaceable eco-
system, including the red squirrel.

Section 317 is yet a third attempt to
exempt the Mount Graham observatory
project from the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, the Endangered
Species Act, the National Historic
Preservation Act, and other laws. The
project was partially exempted from
complying with studies under these
laws by a 1988 law. The reason these
studies were not completed in 1988 was
that the proponents were unwilling to
list the many alternatives to the
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project to the American public. A 1984
study listed 38 sites in the continental
U.S. superior to Mount Graham. A 1987
study demonstrated that Mauna Kea in
Hawaii was a better site than Mount
Graham.

The other alternatives are so impor-
tant because Mount Graham is host to
over 18 plants and animals found no-
where else in the world and is a moun-
tain most sacred to the Apache people.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service studies
show that the 7 telescopes authorized
in the 1988 law would permanently de-
stroy 25 percent of the best habitat of
the endangered Mt. Graham red squir-
rel. Furthermore, the telescopes
descecrate sacred religious ground. The
San Carlos Apache Tribe calls this
project, ‘“‘a display of profound dis-
respect for a cherished feature of our
original homeland as well as a serious
violation of our traditional religious
beliefs.”” Protecting the religious
rights of our people, including Indians,
is part of the National Historic Preser-
vation Act. Section 317 would simply
waive those protections.

Subsequent University of Arizona
studies showed the University had
placed its project on the worst spot on
Mt. Graham. Its studies also found an-
other observatory site in southern Ari-
zona with clearly superior visibility.
The point is that if the university had
just waited to finish its homework it
would have chosen another site. In-
stead, in their haste, they committed a
monumental scientific siting blunder.
The U.S. Courts ruled in 1994 and 1995,
that its December 1988 law, as well as
NEPA and the ESA.

Similarly, this House, in 1990, held
hearings chaired by Congressmen
GERRY STuDDS and BRUCE VENTO in
which the Fish and Wildlife Service ad-
mitted that the ‘“no jeopardy’ opinion
on which Congress relied in passing the
1988 exemption was carried out in prob-
able violation of law. The point | am
making is that the very assumptions
we have been basing our actions upon
regarding the construction of this
project have been wrong. If that is the
case, then is it really to much to ask to
have someone scientifically review this
project, and let the university follow
the law like everyone else?

There have been complaints that if
we require the university to complete
the necessary environmental studies
then it will grately delay the project.
That is not true. Even if we could begin
construction today, the fact of the
matter is that it will still take over 3
years to complete the two mirrors for
the telescope, more than the amount of
time it will take to complete the long-
overdue environmental studies the uni-
versity objects to.

The National Congress of American
Indians, representing over 200 tribes in
the United States opposes this project.
All of the tribes in Arizona, including
the Hopi and Navajo support the
Apache’s opposition. The racial justice
working group of the National Council
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of Churches, representing some 48 mil-
lion U.S. citizens and some 50 Christian
denominations oppose this desecration.

As a final point, | would like to note
that since passage of the 1996 omnibus
appropriations bill, which contained a
similar rider, a 6,000 acre fire burned
large portions of the mountain. Per-
haps this was a sign from God. At any
rate, the fire seriously damaged the re-
maining habitat of the endangered spe-
cies living on the mountain. If for no
other reason than this, we need to
make sure that all of the environ-
mental protections are in place and are
followed before we further destroy the
top of the mountain.

The American public holds our pre-
cious religious freedoms dearly. These
are what our country was founded on. |
cannot think of another instance where
we have been asked to so callously dis-
regard the religious rights of our own
citizens. This is intolerable and | urge
my colleagues to vote for my amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | include for the
RECORD a listing of groups opposed to
the Mt. Graham International Observ-
atory, and a letter from the San Carlos
Apache Tribe regarding the Mt. Gra-
ham Observatory telescope project.

The material referred to is as follows:

GROUPS OPPOSED TO THE MT. GRAHAM
INTERNATIONAL OBSERVATORY
NATIVE AMERICAN GROUPS

American Indian Resource Institute.

Apache Survival Coalition.

Association on American Indian Affairs.

Council of Energy Resource Tribes.

Morning Star Foundation.

National Congress of American Indians.

National Indian Policy Center.

National Tribal Environmental Council.

Native American Rights Fund.

Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission.

Red Indian Society of the Americas.

San Carlos Apache Tribe and Council.

INTERNATIONAL GROUPS

Associated Students for Environmental
and Economic Development.

Big Mountain Action Group (Germany).

Campagna Nord-Sud (ltaly).

Greenpeace (Germany).

Institute of Ecology and Action Anthropol-
ogy (INFOE, Europe).

International Working Groups for Indige-
nous People (Denmark).

KOLA (Belgium).

KWLA (Belgium).

Naturschutzbund (Germany).

Pax Christi (Germany).

Robinwood (Germany).

Society for Threatened People (Austria,
Switzerland, Italy, and Germany).

Soconas Incomindios (Italy).

Survival International.

Working Group for Indigenous People (Eu-
rope).

NATIONAL GROUPS

Animal Defense Council.

Biodiversity Legal Foundation.

Center for Resource Management.

Defenders of Wildlife.

Earth First!

Environmental Defense Fund.

Friends of the Earth.

Great Bear Foundation.

Greenpeace.

Humane Society of America.

Hollywood Women'’s Political Caucus.

National Audubon Society.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

National Bear Society.

National Parks and Conservation Associa-
tion.

National Wildlife Federation.

National Wildlife Society.

Natural Resources Defense Council.

Preserve Appalachian Wilderness.

Safari Club International.

Save America’s Forests.

Scientists for the Preservation of Mt. Gra-
ham.

Sierra Club.

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund.

Student Environmental Action Coalition.

Wilderness Society.

Wildlife Society.

ARIZONA GROUPS

Arizona Arms Association.

Arizona Audubon Council; (Huachuca, Mar-
icopa, Northern Arizona, Prescott, Tucson
and Yuma).

Arizona Bear Society.

Arizona Bowhunter’s Association.

Arizona Flycaster’s Association.

Arizona Game and Fish Commission.

Arizona Muzzleloader’s Association.

Arizona Native Plants Society.

Arizona Wilderness Coalition.

Arizona Wilderness Society.

Arizona Wildlife Federation.

Arizona Wildlife Society.

Cochise Conservation Council.

Desert Whitetailers.

Flagstaff Archers.

Friends of Mt. Graham.

Gila Biodiversity Project.

Gray Panthers Partners.

Greenpeace (Arizona).

Mt. Graham Conservation Project.

Rod and Gun Clubs: (Sierra Vista, Sports-
man’s, Tucson and Yuma Valley).

Sierra Club (Rincon Chapter and Grand
Canyon Chapter).

Southern Arizona Hiking Club.

Southwest Center for Biodiversity.

Sportsman’s Voice.

Student Environmental Action Coalition
(University of Arizona and Arizona State
University).

The Great Bear Foundation.

The Nature Conservancy.

Trout Unlimited, Zane Gray Chapter.

RESOLUTIONS OPPOSING THE MT. GRAHAM
INTERNATIONAL OBSERVATORY

EUROPE

City Council of Florence, Italy, June 1,
1992.

City Council of Rome, Italy, April 28, 1992.

Council of the Region of Piedmont (ltaly),
May 5, 1992.

Green Party of Italy.

North American Indian Support Groups,
European Meeting, July 18, 1991 and July 25,
1992.

CONSERVATION GROUPS

Arizona Game and Fish Commission.

Nature Conservancy.

Society for Conservation Biology, June 21,
1991.

SAN CARLOS APACHE

Petition signed by 15 San Carlos Apache
Spiritual Leaders, April 1992.

San Carlos Apache Tribal Council, Decem-
ber 10, 1991.

San Carlos Apache Tribal Council, July 10,
1990.

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES AND
REPRESENTATIVES

Hui malama i na kdpuna ’o hawai’i nei,
August 12, 1992.

International Indian Treaty Council.

Kaibab—Paiute Indian Tribal Council, May
21, 1992.

Keepers of the Treasures,
1991.

November 15,
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Mohawk Nation, April 19, 1992.

National Congress of American
January 18, 1993.

Native American/Environmentalist Round-
table, November 8, 1991.

Native Lands Institute, May 31, 1992.

Petition Signed by members of 20 Native
Nations, during Holy Places Conference, May
30, 1992.

Refugio del Rio Grande Board of Directors,
February 23, 1992.

Salt River Pima—Maricopa Indian Com-
munity Council, June 24, 1992.

Tohono O’ Odham Legislative Council, May
5, 1992.

Indians,

THE CULTURAL & NATURAL
HERITAGE PROJECT,
Portland, OR, December 10, 1995.

Re H.R. 1997 (Interior appropriations) and
Rep. Kolbe (R-AZ) Rider to exempt Mt.
Graham astrophysical project from all
environmental and cultural resource
laws.

President WILLIAM J. CLINTON,

c/o Katie McGinty, Council on Environmental
Quality, The White House.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On April 29, 1994, you
met with some 200 leaders of American In-
dian tribes at the White House and made the
following statements and commitment: *‘I
promise to continue my efforts to protect
your right to fully exercise your religion as
you wish. Let me talk a minute about the
issue of religious freedom because | feel
strongly about it . . . For many of you, tra-
ditional religions and ceremonies are the es-
sence of your culture and existence . . . No
agenda for religious freedom will be com-
plete until traditional Native American reli-
gious practices have received the protections
that they deserve.”

President Clinton, you must keep your
promise. The trust responsibilities incum-
bent on the United States government abso-
lutely require rejection of any attempt to
further harm the Apaches’ human rights and
religious freedom that would unavoidably re-
sult from any further developments on Mt.
Graham (the Apache long-ago named the
mountain dzil nchaa si an, or ‘“‘big seated
mountain’). See also, e.g., Mary Christina
Wood, “Fulfilling the Executive’s Trust Re-
sponsibility Toward the Native Nations on
Environmental Issues: A Partial Critique of
the Clinton Administration’s Promises and
Performance,” 25 ENVTL L 733 (1995).

The President and your office must act im-
mediately to thwart Rep. Kolbe’s malignant
efforts on behalf of the University of Arizona
and a small, exclusive cadre of special inter-
ests to exempt the Columbus Project (aka
““the Large Binocular Telescope’ or “LBT”)
from environmental and cultural resource
protection laws. The University of Arizona
insists on installing this facility on Mt. Gra-
ham, despite objective scientific data prov-
ing that there are dozens of terrestrial sites
better suited for this type of optional astron-
omy. Don’t make the same mistake you
made on the timber salvage in July.

The traditional religious and ceremonial
uses of Mt. Graham have been documented
since as early as the 1930’s by noted anthro-
pologist Grenville Goodwin, whose works are
published by the University of Arizona Press.
The irony is shameful. The Kolbe rider and
any others like it should render any legisla-
tion fatally defective and require a presi-
dential veto whenever necessary. Please take
special note of the unprecedented and his-
toric Inter-Apache Policy on the Protection
of Apache Cultures and the accompanying
December 1, 1995 inter-tribal letter to the
House Appropriations Committee (copy en-
closed).

MICHAEL V. NIXON, Esq.

Enclosures.
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THE SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE,
San Carlos, AZ, September 25, 1995.
Re update of tribe’s position on mount gra-
ham.

To WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: On June 13,
1995, the San Carlos Apache Tribal Council
passed a resolution to reaffirm their position
on its support of the Native American Free
Exercise of Religion Act and wholeheartedly
opposed the construction of the Mount Gra-
ham International Observatory telescope
project.

During the January 18-19, 1993, National
Congress of American Indians Annual Con-
vention (NCAI) unanimously passed a resolu-
tion in opposition of the construction of tele-
scoped on Mount Graham. NCAI is the larg-
est intertribal organization nationwide
which represents over 500 tribes and advo-
cates for national regional and local tribal
concerns.

The National Council of Churches (NCC)
through a resolution passed on March 27,
1995, opposed any construction of new devel-
opments on Mount Graham. NCC comprises
of over 300 religious denominations in the
Country.

It is our understanding the University of
Arizona lobbyists are proposing to introduce
new legislation which will exempt the Uni-
versity of Arizona for the second time in
their attempt to build the Large Binocolar
Telecscope on Mount Graham. In July of
1995, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
ruled against the University of Arizona for
violation of Endangered Species Act.

We are, therefore, requesting that you, as
our legislators and working body of the Unit-
ed States Government, oppose any riders or
exemptions of the 1988 Arizona—Ildaho Con-
servation Act P.L. 100-696 on behalf of the
University of Arizona’s proposed telescope
on Mount Graham.

Sincerely yours,
MARVIN MuLL, Jr.
Tribal Vice-Chairman.
POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] insist on his
point of order?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, notwith-
standing my great respect for the gen-
tleman from American Samoa, and
notwithstanding the fact that this
issue was debated and considered on
last year’s Interior appropriations bill,
I do make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law, and therefore con-
stitutes legislation on an appropriation
bill, which, of course, violates clause 2
of House Rule XXI.

That rule states in part: ‘““No amend-
ment to a general appropriation bill
shall be in order if changing existing
law. * * *” This amendment would,
first, give affirmative direction in its
effect; second, impose additional duties
on Cabinet and executive officials;
third, modify existing powers and du-
ties; fourth, does not apply solely to
the appropriation under consideration;
and fifth, it modifies existing law.

For those reasons, | ask that the
Chair give me a ruling on my point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further dis-
cussion on the point of order?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KoLBE] makes a point of order that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from American Samoa constitutes leg-
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islation on an appropriations bill in
violation of clause 2 of rule 21. The
amendment limits funds in the bill for
the planning, construction, or oper-
ation of a third telescope on Mt. Gra-
ham in the Coronado National Forest
unless it is made known that the plan-
ning, construction, or operation of that
telescope complies with all applicable
laws, notwithstanding section 335 of
Public Law 104-134. The inclusion of
the language ‘““notwithstanding section
335 of Public Law 104-134" in the
amendment is a waiver of law that
would otherwise apply to the operation
of this telescope. As such, the amend-
ment changes existing law in violation
of clause 2 of rule 21 and is not in
order. The Chair sustains the point of
order.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, would it be appropriate to ask
that we have a recorded vote on the
point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. No, not at this
point. The amendment has been ruled
out of order on a point of order, and
this amendment is not pending.

Are there further amendments?
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, am |
correct in understanding that the votes
will now occur on those amendments
that have been rolled up to this point
including the one from last night of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY]?

The CHAIRMAN. That was the in-
tent, but the Chair understands that
the gentleman has a unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that before the
Committee of the Whole resumes its
unfinished business on the demand for
recorded votes on the amendments re-
garding weatherization offered by the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. PARKER] that there be an
additional 10 minutes of debate on each
amendment equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and myself.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. PARKER

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of today, the
gentleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.
PARKER] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA] will each control 5 min-
utes.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Parker: In the
item relating to “DEPARTMENT OF EN-
ERGY—ENERGY CONSERVATION—
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(1) after the second dollar amount, insert
the following: ““(increased by $18,204,000)"’;

(2) after the third dollar amount, insert the
following: ““(increased by $11,764,000)’; and

(3) after the fourth dollar amount, insert
the following: ““(increased by $6,440,000)"".

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. PARKER].

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
chairman of the committee for work-
ing out this agreement so we could cor-
net some of the confusion that has oc-
curred and make sure all the Members
understand what is coming before the
body.

Mr. Chairman, | want to take this op-
portunity to discuss with my col-
leagues the importance of the amend-
ment that | offered last night with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Fox] and acknowledge the floor state-
ments in support of this amendment by
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS], the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS], the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER], and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH-
LERT].

I want to once again emphasize that
this is a bipartisan effort to restore eg-
uity to this program and to shift only
$18 million to low-income weatheriza-
tion and the State energy programs
from other energy conservation pro-
grams. The simple truth is these pro-
grams have taken a disproportionate
share of the cuts.

This amendment is good for the envi-
ronment by reducing pollution, it is
good for low-income Americans be-
cause it allows weatherization of
homes, and it is welfare reform because
it increases independence of low-in-
come Americans. It helps our States
and local governments by allowing
them flexibility to leverage other fund-
ing sources to do good and effective en-
ergy projects.

I would like to clear up some confu-
sion on this amendment and to correct
an error that was in the Legislative Di-
gest. First of all, we do not remove
money from fossil fuel accounts. Sec-
ond, these State energy programs and
the low-income weatherization pro-
grams are energy conservation pro-
grams. An impression was given that
only energy research and development
is energy conservation. This is simply
not correct. A broad look at energy
conservation shows that in addition to
research, we must employ technologies
and work with States, local govern-
ments, businesses and low-income
Americans to get energy efficiency im-
plemented. In fact, the State energy
programs and the low-income weather-
ization program have implemented the
largest percentage of energy efficiency
programs during the past 20 years of
any other energy conservation program
in this country. They are clearly the
most successful and cost-effective pro-
grams at the Department of Energy
and they help people directly.
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If your goal is to send money back to
the States and remove money which
supports the bureaucracy in Washing-
ton, the logical vote is a ‘‘yes’” on the
Parker-Fox amendment. It helps to
create equity in the program at the
DOE, it is a commonsense approach,
and | urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Fox], the coauthor of this amendment.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to discuss the importance
of this bipartisan Parker-Fox amend-
ment which concerns the low-income
weatherization and State energy pro-
grams.

Last night a number of Members
made very eloquent floor statements in
support of these programs. Make no
mistake about it, these programs are
energy conservation programs. They
help people from the homes to the
farms to small businesses.

Our amendment is supported by the
States and by the community action
agencies and by Democrats and Repub-
licans alike because it is good public
policy that puts increased amounts of
money into weatherizing homes of poor
Americans so that they can be inde-
pendent and not choose between heat-
ing and eating.

We are here on the floor of the House
to reduce the deficit, to continue to
fund only those programs that really
matter and help our country move for-
ward. These are key priorities because
they help us compete and they reduce
cost. These programs put the results of
our R&D into the field and create real
partnerships.

In summation, | would say, Mr.
Chairman, that it restores funding to
weatherization and it is also revenue
neutral, a very important key point.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, the Department of En-
ergy made a decision that what they
would do is they would protect the bu-
reaucracy in Washington and they
would put the major cuts, the largest
percentage of cuts, on the States.
Within the categories, the accounts
that are in the Interior bill dealing
with the DOE, the only moneys which
go to the States where the States can
actually utilize that money, that goes
directly to our constituents, are the
ones that go to the State energy offi-
cials and the weatherization programs.
Everything else stays in Washington in
the bureaucracy. Most of it, I must
say, is corporate welfare at its worst.
All we are talking about is having
some equity. Most of the cuts have
been put into these accounts going to
the States, they have cut them over 50
percent. Around 25 percent of the cuts
have stayed in Washington.

We are just talking about equity. We
are trying to get more money back to
people, to low-income people where we
actually can get money back to those
individuals and it can do some good. |
urge support for the Parker-Fox
amendment.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN].

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

Mr. BROWN of California. | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, | have gained this
honor because | spoke out against
these amendments when they were
first debated on the floor, and | prob-
ably will repeat a little bit of what I
said previously.

The cuts that are proposed to be
made in order to fund the increases in
the weatherization program are out of
the energy research and development
account in which | have a very strong
interest. This is not to say | am op-
posed to weatherization. | think weath-
erization has been cut more than I
would like, and | would support any
move to increase it that does not cut
into energy R&D.

What has happened in energy R&D.
We have with this bill a 20-percent cut
from the levels of 1995, using that as a
benchmark, a 10-percent cut from 1996,
the current year’s figures, and what we
have, of course, is a request from the
President to increase the 1995 figures
by 20 percent or the 1996 figures by 30
percent in order to achieve the great
values which occur as a result of this
program.

What are these values? | should just
mention one or two, for example. The
energy conservation research and de-
velopment program has produced
things like the energy efficient win-
dows that have saved taxpayers $1.8
billion in energy costs; energy efficient
building design that saved consumers
$1.9 billion in energy costs; and energy
efficient freezers and refrigerators that
have saved consumers $6 billion in the
10 years from 1980 to 1990.

In effect, these are programs which
are making this country more efficient
both industrially and in terms of
homes and appliances and things of
that sort, and making us more com-
petitive in the world. It is a poor
choice to propose this cut to fund the
weatherization program. | ask that the
amendment be defeated.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | know this has some
attraction, but let me point out we are
choosing in a sense whether we want to
send the money to the State bureauc-
racy or whether we want to support en-
ergy efficiency research and develop-
ment. Let me read from a letter from
the administration:

Notwithstanding that, we are concerned
that the reductions proposed in the Parker-
Fox amendment would severely compromise
vital research and development programs,
which have already taken substantial cuts,
as was pointed out by the gentleman
from California.

As the gentleman said, the weather-
ization programs are good. We put $125
million into weatherization and state
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grants. Let me also add, because we
have heard some tales of woe about the
impact on low-income individuals, that
this morning, as | understand it, the
full Appropriations Committee ap-
proved the Labor, Health and Human
Services bill that includes $1.2 billion
for low-income heating assistance.

It is not as if we do not have money
to provide warmth for those who are in
financial difficulties. We put $1.2 bil-
lion in to pay their fuel bills. In addi-
tion, we have $100 million in our bill
for weatherization. So | think we are
very sensitive to the problems of the
low-income in terms of providing heat-
ing, because the total would be $1.3 bil-
lion.

As was pointed out by the gentleman
from California, we have already cut
energy conservation severely over the
last 2 years. These are programs that
provide for pollution control, for clean
air, for energy efficiency, for making
automobiles more fuel efficient, pro-
grams that are absolutely vital to the
future. If you improve energy effi-
ciency, the LIHEAP money that we
spend will go further in terms of home
heating, in terms of the automobiles
for those low-income people that need
to get to work.

In the long-term benefits to society,
energy conservation research is vitally
important to every American. It gives
us independence from other energy
sources outside the United States. It
gives us cleaner air. It will give us
more fuel efficient automobiles.

It is not as if all this money is com-
ing from the Federal Government. A
great amount of it is coming from the
private sector. This is a case of the
Government providing a helping hand,
and this is consistent with what many
of our Members talk about: Let us get
the Government out of 100 percent. We
have done that. We have said on these
programs they have to be matched at
least 50 percent, in some cases more, by
the private sector.

Mr. Chairman, | think in terms of na-
tional policy and even for the poor that
it would be much better to approach it
the way the committee has. | urge a
‘‘no’ vote on the Parker-Fox amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of today, the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] will be recognized for 5 minutes
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REG-
uLA] will be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is
very simple. It transfers $11,764,000
from the naval petroleum reserve into
the low-income weatherization assist-
ance programs.

What we should understand is that
last year the weatherization program
was hit very hard. In fact, it was al-
most slashed in half. This bill today
recommends an additional 10-percent
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cut on top of last year’s decimating
cut.

Let us stand with the millions of peo-
ple in this country who go cold in the
winter, people who stifle in certain cli-
mates in the summer, whose health is
endangered. This is the United States
of America and elderly people should
not be forced to go cold in America.
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Mr. Chairman, | should point out
that this is a compromise amendment.
The administration properly requested
an increase in funding to $150 million.
The committee recommends $100 mil-
lion, and this amendment simply raises
that to $112 million.

Mr. Chairman, let me say a word
about the Naval Petroleum Reserve
from which we take the money. The
NPR’s operating funds go to running
three oil fields which are jointly oper-
ated by the Government and Chevron.
The productivity of these fields has
steadily declined since its peak in 1976.
The President earmarked the NPR for
sale in fiscal year 1997, indicating, and
I quote: ““Producing oil and gas is a
commercial, not a governmental activ-
ity, which is more properly performed
by the private sector.”

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1% minutes to
my friend, the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. LONGLEY].

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Vermont for
yielding me the time.

It has been a pleasure to work with
both the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] as well as the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER] and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Fox] on this amendment. | guess |
want to emphasize the nature of the
compromise that we feel should be
reached, which would be to maintain
funding at the current level and restore
the additional cut over cuts that had
been made in prior years.

I think the point that | would like to
make that is very important is that
the weatherization assistance program
is used to increase the energy effi-
ciency of residences occupied by low-
income individuals. It is not merely a
transfer of money to a State bureauc-
racy. In the case of the State of Maine,
the funds are received by the Maine
State Housing Authority, which then is
the agency in Maine charged with oper-
ating the program, distributes the
funds to regional community action
programs, CCAP agencies which take
and process the applications and make
the payments.

Now, as | indicated, Mr. Chairman,
there are a number of issues that we
have been debating over the last year
and a half about how to improve and
streamline the system. For whatever
reason, those innovations and changes
have not occurred. We are dealing with
the existing distribution system and on
that basis, | think it would be terribly
unfortunate that those who need this
assistance get caught in the crossfire
between the administration and the
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Congress over precisely how we do it.
The fact of the matter is, the system
has been established, it is functioning,
as in this case we are talking about
protecting a level of funding for those
who need the weatherization assist-
ance, and | think that the most effec-
tive way of doing that is through the
amendments that have been introduced
by both gentlemen. So the question, if
there is one, is between how we pay for
it, not the fact that we need to do it.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, may |
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] has 1%
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has 5 minutes.

Mr. REGULA. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman. As | understand
it, I have the right to close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. GUTIERREZ].

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, |
think that the issue is a very impor-
tant one and one that is not only in
New Hampshire and Maine but cer-
tainly in the city of Chicago. The en-
ergy assistance program will help a lot,
and | just wanted to remind my col-
leagues that last summer, over 500 peo-
ple died during the heat wave in the
city of Chicago. Over 500 people, the
immense majority of them low-income
poor, senior citizens who rely heavily
on this program and could really use a
tightening up of their windows and
their doors, because one of the major
reasons, of course, is how do you pay
for the electricity to run the air-condi-
tioning and the fans?

Please support this for the heat in
Chicago and the cold in New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me reiterate what
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr.
GUTIERREZ] reminded us. Last year in
the city of Chicago, as | understand it,
500 people died in a sweltering summer.
That is not what America is supposed
to be. In my State of Vermont and
throughout the northern part of our
country, there are millions of people,
including low-income people, who sim-
ply do not have the money to ade-
quately heat their homes. They are liv-
ing in homes where when they put heat
out, the heat is going through the win-
dows, it is going through the roof, it is
going through the cracks in the wall.
The homes are not insulated.

The weatherization concept is a cost-
effective program. What is the sense of
putting heat into a house when it is
simply going to leak out? Mr. Chair-
man, over 4.4 million homes have been
weatherized with these funds. Over 90
percent of the recipients make less
than $15,000 a year and they spend an
average of $1,100 on their energy bills.

Our amendment is a sensible amend-
ment. It is an environmental amend-
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ment. It is a conservation amendment.
Most important, it is a humane amend-
ment. People in the United States
should not go cold in the wintertime.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | was
here in the well earlier and | assumed
that the time that we had allotted was
the time that was going to be used and
apparently we now have more time. |
will be more direct than | was earlier.

The idea of taking money out of the
Naval Petroleum Reserve, $11 million
on top of the $43 million that has been
removed on a project which the Presi-
dent has signed that we are going to
sell this Government property, is a
dumb idea. The Department of Energy
itself has said if you take the $11 mil-
lion, we have two choices. We do not
drill like we need to drill to continue
the production. That will cost the
American taxpayers next year $14 mil-
lion. He takes $11 million out. Next
year, it costs the taxpayers $14 million.
In 1998, it costs the taxpayers $31 mil-
lion because they did not have the
money to drill the wells they need to
continue to improve the largest Gov-
ernment holding of oil resources in the
lower 48.

If they decide they are going to spend
money they would have otherwise
spent on other projects, it would come
out of the environmental fund, which
means it may not meet the standards
that these people impose for the envi-
ronment.

Now, you are damned if you do and
you are damned if you do not. Weather-
ization is important, but keeping a
natural resource that we are going to
sell for potentially $1 billion up the pri-
vate sector levels to get the maximum
taxpayer dollar out of it simply is not
a smart thing to do when they have
taken $43 million out and now he wants
to take $11 million out. Notwithstand-
ing whatever the merits of your weath-
erization, the idea of going after this is
typical fuzzy-headed thinking. Why, at
the time you are getting your house
ready to sell and the contractor says
you have a hole in the roof, it will cost
$5,000 to fix, but you will have to lower
the price of the House by $10,000, you
do not spend the money to make sure
that you can get the full market value
for the House?

He is taking what we are going to
sell and refusing to spruce it up so we
can get the highest dollar possible for
the taxpayer.

As far as the weatherization program
is concerned, there are a number of
other areas to find the funds. There are
amendments that have approached it
in other areas to find the funds. Why
he is absolutely insistent upon going
after this particular fund, at a time
when the Congress—the House and the
Senate—and the President have agreed
to spruce up this property to get the
highest possible taxpayer dollar out of
selling that property, is beyond me.
Except | remember then that he is on
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the ballot in Vermont and when he
reached this body, his ballot designa-
tion was Socialist.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont.
Mr. SANDERS. Excuse me, Mr.

THOMAS. You made a falsehood and |
would like an apology. | was on the
ballot in the State of Vermont as an
independent, always have been, and |
would like an apology from you, sir.

Mr. THOMAS. | certainly apologize if
the gentleman has never, ever rep-
resented himself as representing a so-
cialist point of view.

Mr. SANDERS. | am a democratic so-
cialist. That is very different from
what you just said.

Mr. THOMAS. | apologize. The gen-
tleman wishes to be called a demo-
cratic socialist.

Mr. SANDERS. Excuse me, | was on
the ballot as an independent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time is con-
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to correct my
statement. The gentleman was not on
the ballot as a socialist. He was on the
ballot in Vermont, as he indicates, as
an independent but that he proudly
claims he is a democratic socialist.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | do
not need to be told what | proudly
claim.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California [Mr. THOMAS]?

Mr. VOLKMER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, | think that
the debates thus far all day and yester-
day on this bill have not been very ran-
corous. We have just seen the gen-
tleman from California use some words
that | think are not properly descrip-
tive of the gentleman from Vermont. |
would hope, under my reservation, to
say that this would not continue and
that the gentleman from California
who used those words would refrain in
the future from doing so. | do not think
it is appropriate for any Member of the
House to try to erroneously designate
someone for what they are not.

Mr. Chairman, | withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, so that the
Members understand what is going to
happen, we are going to have three
votes that have been rolled. The first
vote will be on the Parker amendment,
which adds $18 million to weatheriza-
tion and it cuts $18 million from con-
servation research.

The second vote will be on the Sand-
ers amendment, which adds $11.7 mil-
lion to weatherization and takes $11.7
million from the Naval Petroleum Re-
serve.

The third vote will be on the Shadegg
amendment, which cuts the National
Endowment for the Humanities by $12
million.
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Let me say to my colleagues if you
vote for both weatherization add-ons,
you would be adding a very substantial
amount to this program over last
year’s level. | would urge our col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on Parker and to
vote ‘‘no’’ on Sanders.

On Parker, 1 think that taking
money from conservation research to
put into weatherization is not a good
long-term national policy. Let me
point out again, I am not hard-hearted
at all, but we have $1.2 billion in
LIHEAP. This is low-income heating
assistance. So the people who need this
help will get their fuel bills paid, be it
electricity, gas, oil, whatever is the
case. We also have $100 million in
weatherization, and under our budget
constraints, | think these are very fair
and very reasonable amounts. Energy
conservation is extremely important to
this nation’s future.

On the Sanders amendment, | think
the problem there is we are going to
sell the Naval Petroleum Reserve. It is
worth billions of dollars. On the short
term, the administration advises us
that they will lose $14 million in reve-
nues. So we are going to take out $11
million and lose $14 million. Not very
good management, and we are the man-
agers of this enterprise.

Second, it will be detrimental to the
value of the property which will be sold
in the near future. To do that is not
good management. To put additional
money into weatherization, which al-
ready has $100 million, and do it in a
way that is detrimental to the sale of
this property which will generate bil-
lions of dollars that could then be
available for these programs in the fu-
ture is not good policy in either the
short or long term.

For this reason, | would urge a ‘“no”’
vote on the Parker amendment, a ‘‘no”’
vote on the Sanders amendment, and
there will be the three votes that have
been rolled over.

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

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 455, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. PARKER]; the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS]; and the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PARKER

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from  Mississippi [Mr.
PARKER] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the
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RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 204, noes 218,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 259]

AYES—204
Andrews Gekas Ney
Armey Geren Norwood
Bachus Gilchrest Nussle
Baldacci Gilman Oberstar
Bartlett Goodling Orton
Bass Green (TX) Pallone
Bentsen Greenwood Parker
Bereuter Gunderson Pastor
Bilirakis Gutierrez Paxon
Blute Gutknecht Payne (NJ)
Boehlert Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)
Boehner Hamilton Petri
Bonilla Hancock Pombo
Bono Hastert Pomeroy
Browder Hayes Portman
Brownback Hayworth Pryce
Bunning Hilleary Quinn
Burr Hinchey Rahall
Buyer Hobson Rangel
Camp Hoekstra Reed
Campbell Hoke Riggs
Canady Horn Roberts
Cardin Hostettler Rohrabacher
Castle Houghton Ros-Lehtinen
Chabot Hunter Rose
Chambliss Hutchinson Roukema
Chapman Jackson (IL) Sanders
Chenoweth Jacobs Scarborough
Christensen Johnson (CT) Scott
Chrysler Johnson, Sam Shadegg
Clayton Jones Shays
Clinger Kasich Sisisky
Coble Kelly Skelton
Coburn Kennedy (MA) Smith (NJ)
Collins (GA) Kennedy (RI) Smith (WA)
Combest Kennelly Solomon
Condit Kildee Souder
Cooley King Stearns
Crane Kleczka Stokes
Cremeans Klug Stump
Cummings LaFalce Stupak
Cunningham LaHood Talent
Danner Largent Tate
DelLauro Latham Taylor (MS)
DelLay LaTourette Taylor (NC)
Diaz-Balart Laughlin Thompson
Dickey Lazio Thornberry
Duncan Leach Thurman
Dunn Lightfoot Tiahrt
Edwards Linder Torricelli
Ehrlich LoBiondo Traficant
Engel Longley Upton
English Manton Velazquez
Evans Manzullo Volkmer
Everett Martinez Walker
Ewing Martini Ward
Filner Matsui Watt (NC)
Flake McCrery Watts (OK)
Flanagan McHale Weldon (PA)
Foley McHugh Weller
Fowler Mclnnis Wicker
Fox McNulty Williams
Franks (CT) Metcalf Wise
Frelinghuysen Meyers Wynn
Frisa Minge Young (AK)
Funderburk Molinari Young (FL)
Ganske Montgomery Zeliff
Gejdenson Moorhead Zimmer

NOES—218
Abercrombie Bevill Calvert
Ackerman Bilbray Clay
Allard Bishop Clement
Archer Bliley Clyburn
Baesler Blumenauer Coleman
Baker (CA) Bonior Collins (IL)
Baker (LA) Borski Collins (MI)
Ballenger Boucher Conyers
Barcia Brewster Costello
Barr Brown (CA) Cox
Barrett (NE) Brown (FL) Coyne
Barrett (WI) Brown (OH) Cramer
Barton Bryant (TN) Crapo
Bateman Bryant (TX) Cubin
Becerra Bunn Davis
Beilenson Burton de la Garza
Berman Callahan Deal
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DeFazio Kaptur Quillen
Dellums Kim Radanovich
Deutsch Kingston Regula
Dicks Klink Richardson
Dingell Knollenberg Rivers
Dixon Kolbe Roemer
Doggett Lantos Rogers
Dooley Levin Roth
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Roybal-Allard
Dornan Lewis (GA) Royce
Doyle Lewis (KY) Rush
Dreier Lipinski Sabo
Durbin Livingston Salmon
Ehlers Lofgren Sanford
Ensign Lowey Sawyer
Eshoo Lucas Saxton
Farr Luther Schaefer
Fattah Maloney Schiff
Fawell Markey Schroeder
Fazio Mascara Seastrand
Fields (LA) McCarthy Sensenbrenner
Foglietta McCollum Serrano
Forbes McDermott Shaw
Ford MclIntosh Shuster
Frank (MA) McKeon Skaggs
Franks (NJ) McKinney Skeen
Frost Meehan Slaughter
Furse Meek Smith (MI)
Gallegly Menendez Smith (TX)
Gibbons Mica Spence
Gillmor Millender- Spratt
Gonzalez McDonald Stark
Goodlatte Miller (CA) Stenholm
Gordon Miller (FL) Stockman
Goss Mink Studds
Graham Moakley Tanner
Greene (UT) Mollohan Tejeda
Hall (CH) Moran Thomas
Hansen Morella Thornton
Hastings (FL) Murtha Torres
Hastings (WA) Myers Towns
Hefley Myrick Vento
Hefner Nadler Visclosky
Heineman Neal Vucanovich
Herger Nethercutt Walsh
Hilliard Neumann Wamp
Holden Obey Waters
Hoyer Olver Waxman
Hyde Ortiz Weldon (FL)
Inglis Owens White
Istook Oxley Whitfield
Jackson-Lee Packard Wilson

(TX) Payne (VA) Wolf
Jefferson Pelosi Woolsey
Johnson, E. B. Pickett Yates
Johnston Porter
Kanjorski Poshard

NOT VOTING—12

Emerson Johnson (SD) Ramstad
Fields (TX) Lincoln Schumer
Gephardt McDade Tauzin
Harman Peterson (FL) Torkildsen
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Messrs. MCINTOSH, HYDE, OLVER,

NADLER, and CLAY, Ms. WATERS,
Messrs. FIELDS of Louisiana, HEF-
NER, GALLEGLY, and ARCHER, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Messrs. DORNAN,
MICA, DREIER, COX of California,
SANFORD, ROYCE, RUSH, and BISH-
OP changed their vote from ‘“‘aye” to
““no.”

Messrs. GUTIERREZ, SOLOMON,
GILCHREST, BEREUTER, and
STOKES, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Messrs.
ROBERTS, LARGENT, BONO,

PALLONE, and DELAY, Mrs. JOHN-
SON of Connecticut, and Messrs. GIL-
MAN, CUNNINGHAM, and WILLIAMS
changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
on which further proceedings were

postponed and on which the noes pre-

vailed by voice vote.

The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has

been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 215, noes 206,

not voting 13, as follows:

Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Beilenson
Bevill
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Duncan
Durbin
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Ensign
Evans
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frisa
Furse
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon

Abercrombie
Allard

[Roll No. 260]

AYES—215

Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Holden
Houghton
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
King
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
LaHood
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Nadler

NOES—206

Archer
Armey

redesignate

Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spratt
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Williams
Wise

Wynn
Yates
Zeliff
Zimmer

Bachus
Baker (CA)

the
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Baker (LA) Fowler Myers
Ballenger Franks (NJ) Myrick
Barr Frelinghuysen Nethercutt
Barrett (NE) Frost Neumann
Bartlett Funderburk Ney
Barton Gallegly Norwood
Bateman Ganske Nussle
Becerra Geren Ortiz
Bentsen Gilchrest Orton
Bereuter Gillmor Oxley
Berman Goodlatte Packard
Bilbray Goodling Parker
Bilirakis Goss Paxon
Bliley Graham Pickett
Boehner Greene (UT) Pombo
Bonilla Hall (TX) Porter
Bono Hancock Portman
Brownback Hansen Pryce
Bryant (TN) Hastert Quillen
Bryant (TX) Hastings (WA) Radanovich
Bunn Hayes Regula
Bunning Hefley Riggs
Burr Herger Roberts
Burton Hobson Rogers
Buyer Hoke Rohrabacher
Callahan Horn Rose
Calvert Hostettler Roth
Campbell Hoyer Roybal-Allard
Canady Hunter Royce
Chambliss Hutchinson Salmon
Chapman Hyde Scarborough
Chenoweth Inglis Schaefer
Christensen Istook Seastrand
Clinger Johnson, Sam Shadegg
Coble Jones Shaw
Coburn Kasich Shuster
Collins (GA) Kim Sisisky
Combest Kingston Skeen
Condit Knollenberg Skelton
Cox Kolbe Smith (MI)
Crane Lantos Smith (TX)
Crapo Largent Souder
Cremeans Latham Spence
Cubin Laughlin Stark
Cunningham Lewis (CA) Stearns
Davis Lewis (KY) Stenholm
de la Garza Linder Stockman
DeLay Livingston Stump
Diaz-Balart Lofgren Tate
Dickey Lucas Taylor (MS)
Dixon Matsui Taylor (NC)
Doggett McCarthy Tejeda
Dooley McCollum Thomas
Doolittle McCrery Thornberry
Dornan Mclnnis Tiahrt
Doyle Mclintosh Torres
Dreier McKeon Vucanovich
Dunn Metcalf Walker
Edwards Meyers Waxman
Ehlers Mica Weldon (FL)
Eshoo Millender- White
Everett McDonald Wicker
Ewing Miller (CA) Wilson
Farr Miller (FL) Wolf
Fawell Montgomery Woolsey
Fazio Moorhead Young (AK)
Foley Murtha Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—13
Brewster Johnson (SD) Schumer
Emerson Lincoln Tauzin
Fields (TX) McDade Torkildsen
Gephardt Peterson (FL)
Harman Ramstad
0 1304

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Gephardt for, with Ms. Harman
against.

Messrs. LANTOS, PAXON, and

POMBO changed their vote from ‘“‘aye”
to ‘‘no.”

Mr. MORAN changed his vote from
‘“no’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, on rollcall No. 260, | inadvert-
ently voted ‘“‘yes.” | intended to vote
“no."
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHADEGG

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 168, noes 254,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 261]

AYES—168
Allard Gallegly Norwood
Archer Ganske Nussle
Armey Gekas Orton
Baker (CA) Geren Oxley
Ballenger Gillmor Packard
Barr Goodlatte Parker
Barrett (NE) Goodling Paxon
Bartlett Graham Petri
Barton Gutknecht Pombo
Bilirakis Hall (TX) Porter
Bliley Hamilton Portman
Boehner Hancock Quinn
Bonilla Hansen Radanovich
Brownback Hastert Riggs
Bryant (TN) Hastings (WA) Roberts
Bunning Hayworth Roemer
Burr Heineman Rohrabacher
Burton Herger Royce
Buyer Hilleary Salmon
Callahan Hobson Scarborough
Camp Hoekstra Schaefer
Campbell Holden Seastrand
Canady Hostettler Sensenbrenner
Chabot Hunter Shadegg
Chambliss Hutchinson Shays
Chapman Hyde Shuster
Chenoweth Inglis Smith (MI)
Christensen Istook Smith (NJ)
Chrysler Johnson, Sam Smith (TX)
Coble Jones Smith (WA)
Coburn Kasich Solomon
Collins (GA) King Souder
Combest Kingston Stearns
Condit Klug Stenholm
Cooley LaHood Stockman
Cox Largent Stump
Crane Latham Talent
Crapo Laughlin Tate
Cremeans Linder Taylor (MS)
Cubin Lipinski Taylor (NC)
Cunningham Longley Thomas
Deal Lucas Thornberry
DelLay Manzullo Tiahrt
Doolittle McHale Upton
Dornan Mclnnis Visclosky
Dreier Mclintosh Walker
Duncan McKeon Wamp
Dunn Metcalf Watts (OK)
Edwards Mica Weldon (FL)
Ehrlich Miller (FL) Weldon (PA)
English Montgomery Weller
Everett Moorhead Wicker
Ewing Myers Wolf
Franks (CT) Myrick Young (AK)
Frisa Neumann Young (FL)
Funderburk Ney Zimmer

NOES—254
Abercrombie Bentsen Brewster
Ackerman Bereuter Browder
Andrews Berman Brown (CA)
Bachus Bevill Brown (FL)
Baesler Bilbray Brown (OH)
Baker (LA) Bishop Bryant (TX)
Baldacci Blumenauer Bunn
Barcia Blute Calvert
Barrett (WI) Boehlert Cardin
Bass Bonior Castle
Bateman Bono Clay
Becerra Borski Clayton
Beilenson Boucher Clement
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Clinger Jackson (IL) Pastor
Clyburn Jackson-Lee Payne (NJ)
Coleman (TX) Payne (VA)
Collins (IL) Jacobs Pelosi
Collins (MI) Jefferson Peterson (MN)
Conyers Johnson (CT) Pickett
Costello Johnson, E. B. Pomeroy
Coyne Johnston Poshard
Cramer Kanjorski Pryce
Cummings Kaptur Quillen
Danner Kelly Rahall
Davis Kennedy (MA) Rangel
de la Garza Kennedy (RI) Reed
DeFazio Kennelly Regula
DelLauro Kildee Richardson
Dellums Kim Rivers
Deutsch Kleczka Rogers
Diaz-Balart Klink Ros-Lehtinen
Dickey Knollenberg Rose
Dicks Kolbe Roth
Dingell LaFalce Roukema
Dixon Lantos Roybal-Allard
Doggett LaTourette Rush
Dooley Lazio Sabo
Doyle Leach Sanders
Durbin Levin Sanford
Ehlers Lewis (CA) Sawyer
Engel Lewis (GA) Saxton
Ensign Lewis (KY) Schiff
Eshoo Lightfoot Schroeder
Evans Livingston Scott
Farr LoBiondo Serrano
Fattah Lofgren Shaw
Fawell Lowey Sisisky
Fazio Luther Skaggs
Fields (LA) Maloney Skeen
Filner Manton Skelton
Flake Markey Slaughter
Flanagan Martinez Spence
Foglietta Martini Spratt
Foley Mascara Stark
Forbes Matsui Stokes
Ford McCarthy Studds
Fowler McCollum Stupak
Fox McCrery Tanner
Frank (MA) McDermott Tejeda
Franks (NJ) McHugh Thompson
Frelinghuysen McKinney Thornton
Frost McNulty Thurman
Furse Meehan Torres
Gejdenson Meek Torricelli
Gibbons Menendez Towns
Gilchrest Meyers Traficant
Gilman Millender- Velazquez
Gonzalez McDonald Vento
Gordon Miller (CA) Volkmer
Goss Minge Vucanovich
Green (TX) Mink Walsh
Greene (UT) Moakley Ward
Greenwood Molinari Waters
Gunderson Mollohan Watt (NC)
Gutierrez Moran Waxman
Hall (OH) Morella White
Hastings (FL) Murtha Whitfield
Hayes Nadler Williams
Hefley Neal Wilson
Hefner Nethercutt Wise
Hilliard Oberstar Woolsey
Hinchey Obey Wynn
Hoke Olver Yates
Horn Ortiz Zeliff
Houghton Owens
Hoyer Pallone
NOT VOTING—12
Emerson Johnson (SD) Ramstad
Fields (TX) Lincoln Schumer
Gephardt McDade Tauzin
Harman Peterson (FL) Torkildsen
0 1312

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Emerson for, with Ms. Harman
against.

Mr. YATES changed his vote form
“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman,
this morning | was in my district on of-
ficial business. Had | been present, |
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would have voted on three rollcalls:
“yea’” on rollcall 259, ““yea’ on rollcall
260, and ‘“‘nay’’ on rollcall 261.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
PosHARD] is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, the
committee report includes language in-
dicating an expectation that the Forest
Service will not engage in any below
cost timber sales. Does the chairman
agree that this provision should be ap-
plied to hardwood timber stands but
should not preclude the Forest Service
from taking out pine stands in order to
reforest the Shawnee with native hard-
woods.

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

Mr. POSHARD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, it is the
committee’s belief that we should
avoid below cost timber sales on the
Shawnee, but the removal of pine to re-
store hardwoods may be done at the
lowest cost possible.

0 1315

Mr. POSHARD. It is my understand-
ing from forest management that tak-
ing out the pines will actually enhance
habitat for the Indiana Bat and other
species with which the committee is
concerned. Does the committee believe
that it would be appropriate to remove
pine stands and replace them with
hardwoods in order to protect that
habitat and those species?

Mr. REGULA. That is the commit-
tee’s view.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, there
is further direction regarding
clearcutting. Is it the committee’s in-
tent to keep the Forest Service from
clearcutting hardwood stands?

Mr. REGULA. That is the commit-
tee’s position.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate the committee’s indulgence.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FURSE

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. FURSE: At the
end of the bill, insert after the last section
(preceding the short title) the following new
section:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in this Act (includ-
ing funds appropriated or otherwise made
available for salaries and expenses of em-
ployees of the Department of Agriculture or
the Department of the Interior) may be used
to prepare, advertise, offer, or award any
contract under any provision of the emer-
gency salvage timber sale program estab-
lished under section 2001 of Public Law 104-
19 (109 Stat. 240; 16 U.S.C. 1611 note).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, June
19, 1996, the gentlewoman from Oregon
[Ms. Fursge] and a Member opposed, the
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gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
will each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | am here
today to participate in a bipartisan
amendment which will fix the biggest
environmental mistake of the 104th
Congress. That mistake is the so-called
emergency salvage timber program,
passed as a rider last July, which sus-
pended all environmental laws in every
national forest in the country.

Now, America is a nation of laws.
Americans are law-abiding citizens.
But the salvage rider has put logging
outside the law. No other industry in
this country is allowed to operate out-
side the law. By circumventing the
normal avenues of public input, the
rider has reignited a war in the woods.

| do not oppose logging, no one who
has cosponsored this amendment op-
poses logging, as long as it is done in
compliance with our environmental
laws.

Let me be very clear. State and pri-
vate citizens must comply with State
forest lands on their property. Why
should the Federal Government not do
the same on Federal lands?

This amendment is a modest amend-
ment. It just asks that we not spend
money outside the law.

The salvage rider was not what it
seemed. Although touted as an emer-
gency measure to cut dead and dying
timber, the rider has been used to
clearcut healthy forests, including
some hundreds of years old. For exam-
ple, less than 40 percent of the trees in
the Shanty salvage sale in California
had any signs of mortality.

I have with me a picture, and my col-
leagues can see that there is a blue X
on this very large, very old tree. This
is going to be cut under salvage, not
these skimpy little ones on the side.
The big one.

Cutting without consideration for en-
vironmental law also harms wildlife
and fish populations. That is why this
rider was opposed by commercial and
sports fishing organizations nation-
wide. This includes the Pacific Coast
Federation of Fishermen, the largest
commercial fishery organization in the
west.

Now, as | say, this is a picture of
what these so-called salvage riders are.
This is a healthy, 350-year-old pon-
derosa pine. It is not dead, it is not
dying, and yet it would be cut without
compliance to environmental laws.

The salvage rider has also been cost-
ly to the American taxpayer. It will
end up costing the American taxpayer
millions of dollars by requiring it to
subsidize bargain-basement logging in
our national forests.

What our amendment does is fairly
modest. It just says that no money can
be used by the Forest Service from this
appropriation outside of the law. In
other words, the Forest Service must
log under the environmental laws
which were put in by this Congress and
other Congresses to say we need some
oversight.

REGULA],
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One of the problems about giving
enormous power to a Federal bureauc-
racy, which is what the rider did, is
that can we really trust that they can
do this without some oversight? Our
amendment says that there will be
oversight, there will be environmental
protection, but there will still be log-
ging. We do not oppose logging; we just
oppose lawless logging.

Mr. Chairman, | should say right now
that hundreds and thousands of Ameri-
cans support that. In fact, a nationwide
poll found that three-quarters of all
Americans asked opposed lawless log-
ging, and | urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the
Porter-Yates-Furse-Morella amend-
ment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield to me?

Ms. FURSE. | yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. | just want to clarify a
couple things about the amendment.

Is it the intent of the sponsors of this
amendment that it would affect only
timber salvage sales that would be of-
fered after October 1, 1996? In other
words, it is not going back retro-
actively?

Ms. FURSE. That is absolutely cor-
rect, | say to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. Is it the sponsor’s under-
standing that the so-called section 318
sales authority would expire on Sep-
tember 30, 19967

Ms. FURSE. Yes, they unfortunately
would not be affected by this amend-
ment.

Mr. DICKS. Is it also true that the
salvage provision enacted last year
would expire on December 31, 1996, but
for your amendment?

Ms. FURSE. That is correct. That is
correct, Mr. DICKS.

Mr. DICKS. Is it the sponsor’s under-
standing that salvage sales offered
under her amendment after October 1,
1996, would be conducted under all ex-
isting environmental law?

Ms. FURSE. All existing environ-
mental law.

Mr. DICKS. | appreciate the gentle-
woman yielding to me on this issue.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Alas-
ka [Mr. YouNgG], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Resources.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to this
amendment. First, let us understand it
is being offered primarily for window
dressing for the President of the United
States because this was objected to by
the environmental community saying
this was an awful rip-off to the tax-
payers. Let us just think for a moment
what this does.

This amendment would halt all of
President Clinton option 9 sales relief
by the rescission law. Now keep this in
mind: Even President Clinton sales
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would be halted. This is what he signed
off in the Northwest. He agreed to this.
I believe the author of the amendment
agreed to it. It would halt all salvage
sales and force expensive, time-con-
suming reprocessing of dead tree sales.

This means sales that should have
happened, that timber will rot and
burn, rot and burn, and some would say
this is natural. Well, | just want to ask
my colleagues how many of them have
ever gone to a forest fire or fought a
forest fire. Alaska has just gone
through two big ones, primarily be-
cause most of the timber burned that
should have been harvested because it
was dead. And that is going to happen
all over the United States of America
wherever there is national forest.

The forest health is in jeopardy be-
cause we have a philosophy today that
trees will live forever. The idea that
350-year-old ponderosa pine would be
healthy is ridiculous. If we cut that
tree down, we find it is rotten at least
85 feet into the tree, at least 3 feet
across. It is a dying, dead tree. But
there will be a new tree if that tree is
to be removed in a sound, environ-
mental way. If we let it burn, it will
not. Let it burn twice, which it can,
there will be no growth for a period of
years. In fact there will be about 40 to
50 percent, if this amendment is adopt-
ed, of what remaining sales we have
left in national forests will be lost.

On top of that, this probably will be
litigated, costing the taxpayer money
and actually eliminating what chance
these small communities have to sur-
vive.

Now, we heard a lot about the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS]
yesterday and his small farmers, his
small ranchers because of the
murelette. Small mills in the north-
west, mills that have been harvesting
these timber trees, these salvage trees,
will be stopped dead in their tracks. No
timber means more mills will be closed
in Washington, Oregon, and California.

Jobs. American people will be put out
of work. Already now, and think about
this, 239 mills employing thousands of
Americans have been closed in Wash-
ington, Oregon, and California since
1989, a period of 7 years. We have lost
an industry. We are importing our fiber
today. We have lost an industry, and
the jobs are important to this Nation.

But more than that, the taxpayer
will pay. We talked yesterday about
subsidized roads. We talked the other
day about subsidized timber harvest-
ing. We talked about the taxpayer pay-
ing. Well, think about it a moment. Al-
ready we put thousands, approximately
over 100,000, jobs, related taxpaying
jobs, out of business because of actions
of this Congress, this administration,
and those interest groups that decide
logging is not part of our society. A re-
newable resource is no longer to be uti-
lized as it is used around the world. It
will also expose this government to
millions of dollars in contract breach
claims for timber harvested during the
last 3 months of the period during the
salvage law in effect.
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This salvage law will expire Decem-
ber 1996. That is only 6 months away.
All we are asking in reality is to imple-
ment the act as it was placed in the
last session, let it be fulfilled, review it
as that time, and if we can show that
the salvage act itself has provided jobs,
it has increased the health of the for-
ests, we can then address it. But now to
politically offer an amendment to
make the President look well and good
in the environmental community |
think is uncalled for.

What has happened with the concept
of sound scientific information about
the timber? And | have talked to the
forest industry scientists and will tell
my colleagues today that right now the
private timberland, not the Federal
timberland, one-third of the land mass
is producing two-thirds of our fiber
today because it is managed appro-
priately. The national forest is not
being managed. We are allowing that
forest to decay, to rot, to fall and, in
fact, to burn, and that is not called for.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time,
and | compliment her on the great
leadership she has shown on this and
other important environmental issues.

With the greatest respect for the gen-
tleman from Alaska [Mr. Young], |
think he is got it exactly backwards.
Last year in the rescission package in
the full Committee on Appropriations,
the amendment on salvaged timber was
offered. No one, to my knowledge, had
any notice that it was going to be of-
fered. It was 7 or 8 or 10 pages long; 13
pages long, | am told. It had never had
a hearing anywhere in the Congress,
and suddenly it was offered as an
amendment to an appropriation bill
without anybody realizing the implica-
tions of what was involved.

0O 1330

There have been tremendous prob-
lems ever since, Mr. Chairman. The sal-
vage timber rider, so-called, has caused
a much greater problem than was origi-
nally envisioned, and that was a great
problem, indeed. As | have learned
from my constituents, local and na-
tional environmental groups, and local
and national news reports, the provi-
sion has been interpreted by the log-
ging companies and enforced by the
courts much differently than was ap-
parently originally intended. This is a
flawed provision that we approved be-
fore knowing its full consequences, be-
fore any hearings, as | say, before un-
derstanding what was being done.

When these problems were realized,
we should have addressed them. Now
we have waited almost 1 year, and it is
certainly time to fix the mistakes that
have been caused. As Members will re-
call, the provision attached to the
emergency rescission bill which pro-
vides aid to victims of the California
earthquake and the Oklahoma City
bombing, was to provide for the re-
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moval of dead and dying trees for the
overall improvement of forest health
on Federal lands.

As indicated by the national news,
much more is being cut than salvage
timber. In fact, I have learned from
many sources, including local loggers
in the Pacific Northwest, that dead and
dying trees are in some cases not being
touched, it is the old growth forest
that is being harvested under this law.
The salvage timber provision is super-
seding the carefully crafted environ-
mental and natural resource laws that
previously regulated logging in the Pa-
cific Northwest.

One of the greatest problems with
this provision is the broad-range defini-
tion of salvage timber. The definition
includes dead, dying, diseased or asso-
ciated trees. Basically, this definition
allows loggers to use their own judg-
ment in determining which timber
stands to cut.

I support, Mr. Chairman, the need to
keep our great forests healthy, but the
salvage timber rider is not attaining
this goal. We are misleading ourselves
to think otherwise, and it is time to
correct this serious problem. | hope
Members will support this amendment
so we can move into constructing good
legislation that will promote the origi-
nal intention of healthy forest manage-
ment.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BOEHLERT].

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my colleague for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment, which would
prohibit the expenditure of funds to
implement the so-called salvage rider.

I use the term ‘‘so-called”” advisedly
because the salvage rider has turned
out to have very little to do with sal-
vage logging—that is, with taking dead
trees out of forests. In fact, true sal-
vage logging was already permitted be-
fore passage of the rider, which was
sold to this body under what can most
generously be considered false pre-
tenses.

We were told the salvage rider would
apply only to dead trees. In reality,
healthy, green trees, account for up to
50 percent of some salvage sales.

We were told the salvage rider would
increase Federal revenues. In reality,
the rider has cost taxpayers millions of
dollars by mandating subsidized timber
sales.

We were told the salvage rider would
have a minimal impact on the environ-
ment. In reality, the rider has damaged
our Nation’s forests while preventing
any citizen suits to redress the situa-
tion.

In passing this rider, the House was
sold a bill of goods. The public interest
demands that the salvage rider be re-
versed so that we stop damaging our
forests, sapping our treasury, and si-
lencing public input.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon [Mr. BuUNN], an excellent member
of our subcommittee.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the Furst amend-
ment. | would like to correct a few
things that | believe were inaccurate
when they were stated before. | heard
it mentioned that there had not been a
single hearing. In fact, on February 28,
1995, before this was taken up, there
was a hearing. There have been seven
oversight hearings since then, four in
the field, two in Washington, DC, and
one with the Senate.

Also, | think there needs to be a clear
understanding that this does not ex-
clude environmental concerns. An envi-
ronmental assessment is required, a bi-
ological evaluation is required, and it
is solely at the discretion of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture or the Secretary
of the Interior, as appropriate, to de-
cide whether or not to allow these sales
to go forward.

So, Mr. Chairman, there may be some
concern about whether or not the ad-
ministration is adequately following
the concerns; but it is interesting to
me, this is something that we had a
hearing on, we have had a series of
hearings on. We debated this in the
House. We have debated in the Senate.
The administration initially vetoed it,
came back, worked through the process
again. Then the administration went to
court to try to block what they signed,
apparently saying they did not under-
stand what they signed. Maybe they
should pay a little more attention to
it.

In fact, it is a good law that is work-
ing. Never have we claimed that there
would only be dead trees. The idea of
dead and dying trees, when there are
diseased and dying trees, the needles
may not be off, but that tree may be
dying and may infest other trees. You
may see a green tree or a number of
green trees that are, in fact, diseased
and need to be harvested to protect
others. It is a good bill. This amend-
ment is opposed by the United Paper-
workers International Union, the West-
ern Council of Industrial Workers, and
the American Forest and Paper Asso-
ciation, among others, because we need
the ability to get in and harvest these
trees.

The Clinton administration has abso-
lutely dismally failed to deliver on the
Northwest forest plan. This has given
us some hope that there would be tim-
ber in the supply line until we can get
that straightened out. It is important
to understand that the appeals have
been abused in the past, to simply end-
lessly appeal the salvage logging until
those logs have rotted and it becomes a
moot point.

We can no longer allow that. We have
to expedite those sales, because these
are not healthy standing trees that we
can debate for the next 5 years and har-
vest or not harvest. these are trees
that are dead or dying, and will rot
without this expedited appeal, so | urge
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Members’ opposition to the
amendment.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from illinois
[Mr. YATES], the ranking member of
the subcommittee.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Oregon
[Ms. FURSE] and the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. PORTER]. | had intended to
offer a similar amendment, but | defer
to my distinguished colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would finally end the disaster of the
salvage timber rider that was attached
to last year’s rescissions bill. with re-
spect to what my good friend and col-
league on my subcommittee said about
having held hearings, there were no
hearings by the Committee on Appro-
priations before this amendment was
presented to the Committee on Appro-
priations as an amendment to the re-
scissions bill. There may have been
hearings later, but none were held, to
my knowledge, by the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, the rider contains so-
called sufficiently language which
shuts out the general public by barring
legal challenges and preventing public
comment periods. The salvage rider has
caused enormous damage to rivers and
streams in the Northwest, leading to
the death of thousands of trout and
salmon.

It is now painfully clear that in
short-circuiting the process and ex-
empting timber sales from the environ-
mental laws, which is what the amend-
ment does, which is what the Taylor
amendment did, irreparable harm to
the fragile ecosystems was caused to
our national forests.

This is what some of the newspapers
in the area have said. Salem, OR:

The streams that supply Salem’s water run
brown with silt and mud—much of it from
logging roads and clear cuts. We’re drinking,
or trying to drink, the mucky runoff from
sloppily built logging roads that crisscross
our mountains and from forest clear cuts.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. What is the
date of that newspaper article, if | may
ask the gentleman, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. YATES. It is February 21, 1996.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Was that arti-
cle talking about the floods in the
Northwest that had nothing to do with
the salvage logging, or was it in fact
speaking directly about the salvage
logging?

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], a distinguished
member of the subcommittee.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, SID YATES, and |
have served together on the committee
and gone back and forth on questions
of forestry. There is enormous pressure
in this country from organizations that

Furse
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take in hundreds of millions of dollars,
scaring people, and they want to con-
tinue to do that. That is why a lot of
misinformation has been put out. I am
afraid some of my colleagues have got-
ten hold of it and believed it.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague who got
up a moment ago and said that we had
cut green trees in salvage, it is abso-
lutely misinformed. | will pay $1,000
cash today if anyone can bring me evi-
dence of any green tree that has been
cut under the salvage bill. We are not
talking about the 3-18 amendment that
was made taking older sales that were
set aside long ago and had been under
appeal, we are talking about the sal-
vage bill.

For instance, | have seen a piece of
information here showing pictures put
out by folks who said, “The tree below
is more than 700 years ago. It was cut
down because Congress passed a sal-
vage rider which has allowed large-
scale harvesting of America’s oldest
and most valuable trees.”

I presume that is talking about the
3-18 sales which Mr. Clinton endorsed
under his option 9. It has to be, because
the picture was made in March of 1995,
about 4 months before the salvage leg-
islation passed. So it would be impos-
sible for salvage and difficult for that
to be involved in 3-18.

Mr. Chairman, the situation that we
find with other pictures, last night we
were shown a picture on the floor that
purportedly was damaged by logging
roads. In the Senate, that picture was
used months ago, and it was supposed
to be salvage damage. It looks like
something out of the 1890’s, with
tailings from a mine. Soon it will be
used in the debate for the Johnstown
flood.

I do not know what we are proving by
bringing up photographs that purport
to show damage in forests that were
taken months and sometimes years be-
fore the bills were even passed. But
clearly this is misrepresentation. The
timber salvage legislation that was
passed is doing its job. It is doing it
slowly, because there is much resist-
ance from the administration; not in-
side the Forest Service, but from the
administration.

We are finding in the South as to dis-
ease-infected timber, it is already
being put on for sale, and it is impor-
tant that that be done, because if we
have 100 acres of insect-infested timber
inside the Forest Service, if you do not
take out the host trees, and that in-
cludes some green trees, because trees
that are dead or the insect has already
left, they are hosting in the periphery
green trees around it.

So when the forest silviculturist goes
in, he has to determine those trees
where the host is. Some of those trees
are still green, but they will be dead in
a matter of weeks or months, so he
cuts out the area where the disease,
where the insect is, and he harvests
that.

The Forest Service has been very
careful, being under the watchful spot-
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light of Congress, it has been very care-
ful to see that nowhere has it abused
it, and we cannot find a single example
of that abuse that has been presented
to Congress, either in our hearings on
salvage or in any other area.

We are beginning to remove diseased,
dead, and dying timber from the forest.
It is being done profitably at the indi-
vidual sales, and it is being done in a
way that is good for the environment.
Nowhere can | find these people who
rave and rant because of the pressure
from environmental organizations that
they are saving the forest, can they say
what are they going to do when they
destroy the use of wood.

The Sierra Club voted 2 to 1, no cut-
ting in the national forests. When we
kill the jobs, Kkill the harvesting of our
forests, when we no longer have wood
for the tables and the multitude of
chemicals and other things we use it
for, they do not tell you that we have
to replace it with finite, finite mate-
rials such as plastic, where the oil has
to be imported, where the toxicity and
spills in manufacturing as much great-
er than it is in wood processing, and
that is harmful to the environment.

No. The information being put out
that | just mentioned, that is false in-
formation and misleading information,
is what is being used, and serves as
environmentalism today. We need hon-
est debate on this question, and we
need to keep the timber salvage bill.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the photo that was re-
ferred to has no affiliation to this
amendment and no relevance to the de-
bate. | am holding in my hand a list of
salvage rider sales—107 of these have
substantial green tree components. |
am not going to hold the gentleman to
his $1,000, but there are many, many
sales that have a significant amount of
green timber.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 5 minutes to
my distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland. [Mr.
GILCHREST].
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Mr. GILCHREST. | thank the gentle-
woman for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to make
sure that 1 am not here defending any
special interest environmental group
who may or may not he against all log-
ging or against salvage logging. But I
am here as a result of trying to make
some sense out of a very complicated
issue, logging on our Nation’s forests.

It is my understanding that in 1987
there were 11.3 billion board feet har-
vested off of America’s national for-
ests. In 1994 that dropped to 3.4 billion
board feet. Perhaps in 1987, 11.3 billion
board feet was too much. In 1994, as a
result of the forest health problems
that we are seeing, the 3.4 billion was
not enough. As a result of that, we see
some pretty severe problems in our Na-
tion’s forests.

What | would like to say, though,
which is my problem with the timber
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salvage sale, is that | realize we have
to get the dead and dying trees out, we
have to get the insect-ridden trees out,
and we have to create a management
scheme that is going to make sure that
we manage our national forests so that
they can recycle themselves and we
can get the wood for America, people
can have jobs, and we can still have a
suitable environmental condition so
that our forests will be sustainable for
the future.

But the crux of this legislation, the
timber salvage legislation, included in
it a requirement from Congress that
you can virtually eliminate some of
those safeguards and best management
practices for a healthy forest as far as
environmental conditions are con-
cerned.

It was said earlier by the gentleman
that the Secretary of Agriculture and
the Secretary of Interior have some
discretion about how to manage these
things, but let me read from a direc-
tive. Here is what a Federal court said
about the amount of discretion that
both of those Secretaries have:

The Kentucky court noted that sales were
exempt from all Federal environmental and
natural resource laws, something Congress
unquestionably has the power to do.

And then the court went on to say:

As Congress is the fountainhead for all en-
vironmental and natural resource laws, it
clearly has the power to create blanket ex-
emptions from those same laws. Although
the wisdom of such exemptions might be de-
bated, the authority to exempt is incon-
trovertible.

That sends a powerful message to the
Secretaries of both of those depart-
ments to pull back from more suitable,
manageable environmental procedures.

I know we have to take those logs
out of those forests and we better do it
as fast as we possibly can, but we do
not want to do it at the damage of
other habitat concerns, other environ-
mental concerns, stream concerns,
spawning areas for fish. What about
other people in those areas and the way
they make their living?

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

Mr. GILCHREST. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. | thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the act said, and |
quote:

The scope and content of the documenta-
tion and information prepared, considered
and relied on under this paragraph is at the
sole discretion of the Secretary concerned.

If |1 read that correctly, the Secretary
has sole discretion to approve or dis-
approve a sale.

Mr. GILCHREST. If | could reclaim
my time, when this is evaluated that
statement sounds pretty promising,
but when it is evaluated as far as the
interpretation of the courts is con-
cerned, the ramifications of that are
not the same from your interpretation
of the language to the court’s interpre-
tation of the language.

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

Mr. GILCHREST. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.
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Mr. VENTO. | appreciate the gen-

tleman from Maryland yielding. i
Mr. Chairman, the fact is when this

was taken to court, the Secretary was
forbidden to use his discretion. He said
that this waiver, he could not apply
any of these standards, and his attor-
neys, the attorneys for both the Sec-
retary of Interior and Agriculture, ad-
vised them, unless they wanted to go
to jail, that they had better meet the
volume numbers and the prescriptions
of these salvage sales.

The fact is that they tried. That is,
Secretary Babbitt and Secretary Glick-
man both made extraordinary efforts
to the point that they were being criti-
cized in some of those hearings as not

complying with the timber rider.
Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, | think, just from
my judgment, we have managed the
National Forest Service over the years
in a way that certainly needs improve-
ment. We all know that there are ex-
treme environmentalists out there cer-
tainly that do not want any logging in
any national forest. | certainly am not
for that. What we need is some com-
monsense, reasonable management
practices injected into the whole proc-
ess.

I urge support for the gentlewoman’s
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5

minutes to the gentleman from Califor-

nia [Mr. RIGGS].
Mr. RIGGS. | thank the vice chair-

man for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, first of all the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER], who
I guess had to leave, claimed that the
timber salvage legislation was some
sort of clandestine measure forced
upon the Congress in the dead of the

night.

I would like him to note that the leg-
islation was the result of 5 months of
open legislative debate, lots of give and
take, because some of us were involved
in those meetings between the adminis-
tration and the Congress. It expedites
the procedures by which agencies, the
Bureau of Land Management and the
Forest Service, salvage dead and dying
trees nationwide and it insulates from
judicial challenge green timber sales
prepared under the President’s own for-
est plan, the Northwest Forest Plan,
which has already been found by the
courts to comply with environmental
laws.

So what is going on here? The most
liberal allies of the administration,
those who pander to the extreme fringe
of the environmental movement, are
applying pressure on the President to
reconsider the legislation he signed
into law and renege on the commit-
ment he has made to the people of the
Northwest in our timber-reliant towns
and our timber-reliant counties. That
is what is going on here.

So we are talking about now poten-
tially, just as we begin to get salvage
sales into the pipeline, shutting down
the program altogether, stopping a pro-
gram that helps with fire suppression,
promotes good forest health by remov-
ing diseased trees and most impor-
tantly puts our people back to work.
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I want to go back to that give-and-
take, those negotiations between the
administration and the Congress, and |
want to introduce for the record a let-
ter on White House stationery dated
June 29, signed by the President of the
United States. It is to the Speaker of
the House, NEWT GINGRICH, and it says:
“l want to make it clear that my ad-
ministration will carry out this pro-
gram,” referring to the timber salvage
program, ‘“‘with its full resources and a
strong commitment to achieving the
goals of the program. | do appreciate
the changes’” | am speaking directly
now to the people who are arguing for
this limitation amendment or to repeal
the program altogether ‘‘that the Con-
gress has made to provide the adminis-
tration with the flexibility and author-
ity to carry this program out in a man-
ner that conforms to our existing envi-
ronmental laws and standards. These
changes are also important to preserve
our ability to implement the current
forest plans and their standards and to
protect other natural resources.”

“The agencies responsible for this
program’ again BLM and the Forest

Service “‘will, under my direction,”
says the President of the United
States, ‘‘carry the program out to

achieve the timber sales volume goals
in the legislation to the fullest possible
extent. The financial resources to do
that are already available through the
timber salvage sale fund.”’

That is June 29 of last year.

Less then two months later, August
11, again on White House stationery
signed by the President of the United
States:

As you know, | signed the rescissions bill
because it helps to reduce the deficit further.
However, | opposed the salvage logging pro-
vision as it threatens to impair, rather than
promote, sustainable economic activity.

In other words, the devil made me do
it. It is a little bit like going to Hous-
ton and telling an audience of promi-
nent Democratic fund raisers that
House Republicans forced the President
of the United States to impose the
largest tax increase in the history of
this country. It is a little bit like the
same thing.

Mr. Chairman, | just want to speak
for a moment on this amendment be-
cause it is absolutely unnecessary. The
administration has enough flexibility
to address environmental concerns
under the legislation as the President
pointed out in his June 29 letter.

So while we have timber-dependent
communities throughout the West that
remain one step from the unemploy-
ment line and while the health of our
forests in California and across the
West continue to decline because they
are not managed properly, and that is
what this is, it is a forest management
program that is good for fire suppres-
sion purposes and good for the health
of the forest, we now have those out
here on the floor calling irrationally
for the termination or the repeal of
this new program.
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Here is why this call is irrelevant.
First of all, regarding salvage sales.
The administration has the sole discre-
tion to offer salvage sales. Salvage
sales are composed by doing an inter-
nal administrative environmental re-
view under NEPA and under the Endan-
gered Species Act.

To illustrate this point for the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE], on
April 3, a few months ago, the region 5
forester, Lynn Sprague, whom the gen-
tlewoman probably knows and has
dealt with, canceled a large salvage
sale in northeast California of 2.5 mil-
lion board feet in the Lassen National
Forest.

I have spoken to Mr. Sprague and Mr.
Sprague has publicly commented that
he cancelled this sale because of,
quote, ‘“‘escalating public concerns in
an area that was scorched by a 1994
fire.”

There is no reason to terminate this
funding or repeal the program that is
in fact working. It is environmentally
responsible. For 9 months this adminis-
tration has claimed it is without flexi-
bility when addressing areas affected
by the timber salvage law and have de-
manded that Congress rectify the dam-
aging effect of this legislation, and now
it seems the administration does have
the flexibility it has so long demanded
to enforce this program.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT].

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

(Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman,
this is truly an interesting day because
we had the last speaker saying trust
the bureaucrats. That is the first time
I have ever heard anything like that
come from that distinguished gen-
tleman. But the issue here is very sim-
ple. The Forest Service has two Kkinds
of sales. One are green sales, one are
salvage sales. They have a salvage pro-
gram that in 1994 amounted to one-
third of the sales done, was almost 1.5
billion board feet under that salvage
sale. What this rider did, which was
without hearings, was to take away
any environmental legislation con-
cerns about those salvage sales. It sim-
ply said, do whatever you want, dis-
regard every other law on the books
with respect to the forest.

The gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
BUNN] says there was a hearing. Yes,
there was a hearing, | say to the gen-
tleman. It was in the Committee on
Agriculture, it was on the health of the
forests. This language that was adopt-
ed on the floor of the House was never
heard in any committee, was never dis-
cussed, it was brought out here,
dropped on us and it passed.

So the gentleman must not mislead
the people in that respect. This lan-
guage was never before a committee.

The President said that this language
that was passed out here, at first he
thought he had the capacity to deal
with the problems. But the fact was it
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went to court and he lost that kind of
flexibility.

The most recent letter from the
White House, March 13, 1996, and this is
to one of the Members of the other
body, says:

I write to convey my strong support for
your amendment to repeal the timber rider
attached to the 1995 Rescissions Act.

Judicial interpretation of the timber rider,
as it has been applied to old growth forests,
has broadened the Act’s requirements to the
point that it undermines our balanced ap-
proach to ensuring continued economic
growth and reliable timber supply in concert
with responsible management and protection
of our natural resources for future genera-
tions. The timber rider must be repealed as
soon as possible.

It was done because when it went to
court, he lost the capacity to say, this
sale cannot happen. What it allowed
was the bureaucrats in the Forest
Service to take an old green sale, re-
draw the lines and make it a salvage
sale and, therefore, it has no environ-
mental protection. The green sales still
have environmental protection but sal-
vage sales do not. So if you draw the
lines on the map, add a few trees with
a few worm holes in then, you can take
away any environmental protection for
the forest. This is the essence of this
and that is why it should be repealed.

0O 1400

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds, before yielding to
the next speaker, to correct a state-
ment of the last speaker when he said
that there was no requirement to fol-
low the law. The law is fairly clear
here that the Secretary has to prepare
a document for each salvage sale that
combines an environmental assessment
under the NEPA, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, and a biological
evaluation under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. The Secretary must follow
the law.

Mr. Chairman, may | inquire how
much time there is on both sides here?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky). The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KoLBE] has 12 min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from Oregon [Ms. FURSE] has 9%z min-
utes remaining.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT], a distin-
guished member of the subcommittee.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to put this into
perspective. This amendment as it re-
lates to Oregon and Washington, | am a
member of the Subcommittee on Inte-
rior of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. We had a hearing earlier this
year with Jack Thomas, the head of
the Forest Service testifying. | raised
an issue with Mr. Thomas about the
Loomis State Forest in Washington
State. It has gone from an infestation
of mountain pine beetle starting at 50
acres; it is now about 55,000 acres. It is
spreading rapidly east toward the
Okanogan National Forest.
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I said: Mr. Thomas, how do we solve
this problem? How do we stop this in-
festation and the spread of this infesta-
tion that is ruining our State forests
and is going to threaten our national
forests?

This is what he said. He said: This in-
festation has swept across eastern Or-
egon, | say to my friend from Oregon,
from one end to the other, and stopped
when it got to the Cascades and ran out
of lodge pole pine.

Basically, | want to draw the atten-
tion of this quote to the gentlewoman
from Oregon, Ms. FURSE, and the gen-
tleman from Washington, my friend,
Mr. McDERMOTT. Basically it is a sal-
vage operation in silviculture. And
then he says for the people that are
into this, and this is a little hard, a lit-
tle bit hard to sell publicly, once you
have an infestation moving at epidemic
proportions and start to see the beetle
hits, you will see the pinch tubes on
the trees a year or 2 years before a
stand starts to go in total. Salvage is
the answer, or move ahead of the infes-
tation with green sales.

It is a little hard to sell to the public
that we really know that this is going
to happen. They do not believe it until
they see the dead trees.

Now, let us put this into perspective.
This debate that has taken on a flavor
of, if you are in favor of salvage tim-
ber, saving forests, then you are
antienvironmental; and 1 am offended
by that. | think that is incredible for
the other side to argue this because
that is not fair.

The point is you have got the Loomis
State Forest heading east infesting
possibly the Okanogan National For-
est, the Colville National Forest in my
district, and we are now making the
lumber and timber communities power-
less to do anything about it. This sal-
vage amendment again, it is either
green sales to get ahead of the disease
or it is salvage timber operations. This
is a bad amendment.

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. | yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. This is one thing | think
that is widely misunderstood. People
talk about the fact when you do a sal-
vage sale and you have these dead trees
laying there, well, they took some
green trees. What they forget is that
the bug infestation has gone from the
dead trees into the surrounding green
trees. So, some of those have to be
taken in order to stop the infestation
from spreading further.

It is not because they are trying to
undermine the environmental laws or
doing something awful. It is because of
honorable silvicultural practices.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. The gentleman is
correct. We are trying to save the sys-
tem.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

We still have laws that can do sal-
vage. | am sure the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. NETHERCUTT] knows
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that. What the salvage rider does is it
lifts the laws.

I am all for doing salvage. | think
that is a good idea with dead and
dying. However, let us not forget that
there are laws in the forest to do that
salvage environmentally. The salvage
rider lifts those laws.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. WiL-
LIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

As my colleagues know, | represent
Montana. One of our great industries
out there is logging. So, let me be
clear, I am for salvage sale logging. |
am for it done appropriately. It means
a lot to the health of our forests and to
our economy. So, | was intrigued when
this Congress passed this fast track
salvage sale bill, and | have watched it
plan by plan, tree by tree. | am here to
tell Members we made a mistake and
we ought to change it.

Now, let me give a couple of exam-
ples on the ground in Montana, in the
Northern Rockies, in some of the
wildest forest land left in this country.

This House, just 2 years ago, voted to
put 1.7 million acres of that land in
wilderness. This salvage sale logging
bill proposed to harvest trees in that
very area, and it was so egregious that
for the first time in history, a Presi-
dent of the United States and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture had to reach in
and lift this 1.7 million acres of Federal
wildland so that it would not be under
the chain saw of the salvage sale bill.
Both green and salvage, dead, dying,
diseased timber was to be harvested in
the 1.7 million acres that many Mem-
bers on both sides voted to put in wil-
derness.

Let me give another example. There
is an area in the Gallatin called the
Hyalite. Montanans know the name, H-
y-a-l-i-t-e. For years the Forest Service
ran through the process in their plans,
getting public reaction as to whether
or not harvests should go forward in
that place, and the Forest Service de-
cided not to do it. Now, with this sal-
vage sale bill, the Forest Service has
put the Hyalite back up for harvest. If
the Hyalite is harvested, more than 50
percent of the timber will be healthy,
green timber that is not about to be
diseased, because the diseased and
dying trees have stopped being dis-
eased. That disease is over.

In the Flathead Forest up near Gla-
cier National Park is some of the great
wildland left in this country. During
this planning process, the Forest Serv-
ice has brought harvest plans. 1 do not
mean under the salvage sale bill. But,
during the last 10 years of the cycle,
the Forest Service has brought harvest
plans, tree-cutting plans through the
process and at the highest level of the
Forest Service in past years rejected
those harvests in certain areas. Now,
under the salvage sale bill, that green
lumber is going back up for harvest.

Does the Forest Service think it
ought to be harvested? Of course not.
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They rejected those plans over the last
10 years. Now under this bill, because
the Forest Service is required, particu-
larly by action in the Senate, to meet
a certain volume of timber, they are
cutting in places in the wildest land
left in this country in an egregious
manner.

Let me say it again. | am for salvage
sales, but enough is enough. The gen-
tlewoman is right about her amend-
ment. We should stop this while we
have the chance.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] for a quick re-
sponse.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | hear time and time again
from the other side they are for salvage
sales. We had salvage sales. Then we
had an appeals process that rendered
salvage sales useless because the ap-
peals would go on for years. Most of us
know this timber has to be cut within
6 to 24 months. So it rendered the
whole question of salvage moot, and
they know that, because they want no
lumber cut, no timber cut in forests.

Today in the Committee on Re-
sources there was a host of people from
Montana. The gentleman says he
watches tree by tree. Commissioners
and foresters were there testifying say-
ing salvage is the greatest thing that
has happened to Montana. | would sug-
gest the gentleman talk to those peo-
ple. They are probably still in town.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HERGER].

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support to the Furse amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, let me remind my col-
leagues that currently over 21 billion
board feet of dead and dying timber lit-
ter our national forests—enough to
build 2 million homes. In some areas 70
to 80 percent of the forests are dead or
dying. These deplorable conditions ex-
ploded in 1994, as wildfires destroyed 4
million acres of national forest
throughout the country including over
a half million acres in my own State of
California. Common sense demanded
enactment of the salvage law to stop
this massive destruction of our forests.
The salvage law was an emergency,
short-term measure intended to jump-
start efforts to restore long-term forest
health by expediting the removal of
dead and dying trees from our forests.

It is the extreme environmentalists,
led by the Sierra Club—the richest en-
vironmental litigation machine in the
world—who are leading the charge to
repeal this law and ultimately stop all
timber harvests on Federal land—even
the harvesting of dead trees.

Mr. Chairman, it is not responsible
forest management to let millions of
acres of forest rot and die on the
stump. | urge my colleagues to act re-
sponsibly, to reject the extremism that
would rather see a forest burn to the
ground than manage it wisely, and help
preserve our forests as a healthy, natu-
ral legacy for generations to come.
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Vote ‘““no”” on the Furse amendment.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], a cosponsor
of this amendment.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, just a little bit of his-
tory as a backdrop. It has been over 6
months that my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE],
launched a campaign and | joined with
her, as did many others on both sides
of the aisle, to cancel the emergency
salvage timber sale rider, aptly named
Logging Without Laws. It was signed
into law last summer, attached to the
fiscal year 1995 supplemental appro-
priations bill providing emergency re-
lief to Oklahoma City bombing vic-
tims.

The rider never received a hearing or
a separate vote. It suspends environ-
mental laws pertaining to the cutting
of timber on public lands and the re-
sults have been expensive to both the
taxpayer and the environment. So why
do we need to continue it? The Forest
Service already has ample authority to
do salvage logging without the rider. In
1994, the year before the rider, the age
and deceased salvage, 1.5 billion board
feet, which is one-third of all Federal
timber logged. Then, too, a judicial de-
cision escalated the sales by requiring
immediate logging of all previous
uncompleted timber sales in the North-
west since 1990.

I certainly have received many let-
ters from people not only in that part
of the country but right in Montgom-
ery County, MD. | have one constituent
who said he moved to Oregon, could
look out his window and he could see
these ancient forests being cut. There
is a bill that was introduced with 147-
plus colleagues to repeal this law gone
amok. Passage of the bill would allow
forestry issues to be brought up in the
proper way before the authorizing
House and Senate committees.

I urge my colleagues to allow the
Forest Service and Congress to deal
with the many important issues involv-
ing salvage timber and Forest Service
sales, address them with the best
science available, with consideration of
the environmental economic issues.

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to
something | heard earlier, the so-called
forest health justification for suspend-
ing laws.

The so-called forest health justification for
suspending laws is a sham. Some of these
sales are completely green sales in healthy
forests; in several other cases, sales which
had been regular sales were redesigned—re-
taining their green component—to be salvage
sales. In no case among these sales is there
a legitimate rationale based on improving for-
est health. On the contrary, scientists—includ-
ing government scientists—repeatedly criticize
these sales for their adverse impacts on fish-
eries, wildlife habitat, soils, and other true
measures of forest and aquatic ecosystem in-
tegrity. Salvage operations have gone on in
our national forests for years and do not de-
pend on suspending the laws.
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These sales are money-losers. Except for
the sales in the rainforests west of the Cas-
cades, timber sales from very few national for-
ests cover their costs. A recent report by the
Government Accounting Office revealed that
the National Forest timber sales program lost
over $1.0 billion over the period 1992-94. Ec-
onomics are disregarded with these forest
health sales, so as a group they are worse
money-losers than normal. Forest Service
Chief Jack Ward Thomas has made it clear
that there is no way the agency can produce
the volume of timber that the forest health
rider requires without major sales in roadless
areas. But there is a reason roadless areas
have not been logged in the past: they are re-
mote, steep, inaccessible, often high elevation,
and usually with poor growing conditions. And
by definition, they either require the major ex-
pense of constructing a road, or helicopter log-
ging which is also costly. It would be hard to
design a plan which would more predictably
lose money.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

While a potential boon doggle for large tim-
ber companies, PL 104-19 poses a significant
threat to local businesses.

Private timber owners are seeing their reve-
nue decline because the new lumber glut
stemming from increased subsidized logging
on Federal lands.

Commercial and sport fishermen are threat-
ened by impacts unregulated logging will have
on fisheries.

Tourism and recreationist businesses which
depend on access to national forests people
want to see and visit.

Shakespeare said, ‘““To nature none
more bound,” and Theodore Roosevelt
said, ““A real conservative will conserve
the environment.”

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, may | in-
quire again about the time?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KoLBE] has 6% min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from Oregon [Ms. FURSE] has 3 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Ari-
zona has the right to close.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Arizona for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | just want to correct
some misinformation that | believe
was just delivered. The fact is that if
there is a lumber glut in the market in
America, it is because we are experi-
encing so much dumping by Canada of
lumber.
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Canada is matching 29 percent of the
entire market demand in this country,
while our forests are subject to fire and
disease and insect infestation.

| also want to clear up the fact that
this has been brought up for a separate
vote. Last September, the Yates
amendment was defeated by a vote of
275 to 150. There was a clear vote on
this, and indeed just a few weeks ago
the Senate voted on the salvage bill to
protect the salvage bill.

We sometimes lose common sense in
this debate. We talk about ancient for-
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ests, but do people not realize that
trees have a life cycle just like human
beings? They start from a seed. They
mature, they grow and breathe, and
then they mature and die and fall to
the forest floor, and we have what is so
aptly called now fuel load. Fuel load
means fuel for a lot of fires. Just last
year in the Northwest alone, the year
before last in the Northwest alone, we
experienced 67,000 fires.

Mr. Chairman, if we are not able to
treat our forests with the kind of lov-
ing care that we treat our gardens and
that we prune that which is unhealthy
and remove that which does not con-
tribute to the health of the ecosystem,
then we are sincerely being negligent
of the gem of the Nation, which | be-
lieve are our national forests.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. COOLEY].

Mr. COOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today in opposition to the
Furse amendment.

As chairman of the Timber Salvage
Task Force, we had 7 public hearings
on this particular bill. I continue to be
amazed by the rhetoric surrounding
last year’s timber salvage amendment.
So, for a balanced perspective on this
issue, let me quote President Clinton
from a letter dated June 29, 1995:

| do appreciate the changes that the Con-
gress has made to provide the Administra-
tion with the flexibility and authority to
carry this program out in a manner that con-
forms to our existing environmental laws
and standards.

Mr. Chairman, the President could
not have said it better, nor myself.
There has been a lot of talk about log-
ging without laws, which is absolutely
not true. Let us set the record straight.

First, the timber salvage amendment
created an expeditious salvage sale
procedure for harvesting dead and
dying trees. All dead tree sales still
must receive an environmental assess-
ment and a biological evaluation.

Second, the amendment requires the
release of about 750,000 board feet of
section 318 timber sales in Oregon and
Washington. The 750 million board feet
is well within the 1.1 billion board feet
level of President Clinton’s own option
9 in the Northwest for the plan laid
out. Most of these 318 sales were the
product of negotiation between Gov-
ernment, professional environmental-
ists, and timber salvage during the 1990
appropriation process and were again
approved through biological review in
the President’s own Northwest forest
plan.

These 318 sales have already met the
appropriate environmental standards.
So let us not talk about this. They
have already met those.

Finally, the salvage program insu-
lates the President’s option 9 forest
plan from further judicial challenges.
This plan has already been upheld by
the courts and meets existing environ-
mental standards.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | would
just like to remark, | am amazed at the
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trust that the former speaker has put
into a huge Federal bureaurcracy with
no oversight.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise
to support the Furse amendment and
to say we should find ways to sustain
our forests. We should not find ways to
rapidly disregard our environmental
standards. This does not mean there
are not opportunities to salvage dead
and dying timber. But it does suggest
that we should not have a salvage pro-
gram that ignores ecological standards
that will sustain our forests.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, before |
yield to the gentleman from California,
I would like to yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
BLUMENAUER].

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
am pleased to add my support for the
efforts of my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Oregon. One comment |
want to make, it seems sort of bizarre
for my colleague from Oregon, Mr.
CooLEY, to suggest that there were
hearings on this. Seven hearings, yes,
after the rider was signed into law,
after it was passed. That is not how the
rest of us in Oregon regard participa-
tion.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LoweY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in very strong support
of this bipartisan amendment to repeal one of
the most far-reaching and environmentally de-
structive assaults on our national forests in
decades.

Last year the Republican majority unleashed
a concerted attack on a host of critical envi-
ronmental protections: Over many objections,
including my own, this body voted to allow oil
and gas drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge in Alaska; to gut the Clean Water Act;
to cut hundreds of millions of dollars from low-
interest loans to local communities that help
keep drinking water safe and beaches swim-
mable; to slash funding for the Environmental
Protection Agency, hazardous waste cleanups,
and land acquisition for national parks; and to
impose a moratorium on programs that pre-
vent the extinction of endangered species.

Included in this shameful list is the so-called
timber salvage provision, which was
misleadingly touted as being necessary to re-
duce forest fires by harvesting dead and dying
timber. The sad truth is that it is now being
used to clearcut healthy forests in the Pacific
Northwest.

Hundreds of acres of irreplaceable old-
growth forests have been logged in recent
months in Oregon and Washington. Because
the measure suspends several environmental
laws that help minimize potential degradation
of our natural resources, this logging is dam-
aging wildlife habitat and fouling rivers and
streams, including spawning grounds for en-
dangered salmon.
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And, as if the destruction of acre after acre
of forests were not enough, the logging rider
is going to cost American taxpayers millions of
dollars because mandating subsidized timber
sales cost the Federal Treasury more than the
revenues they bring in. The Congressional Re-
search Service has estimated that this logging
will cost $50 million this year alone.

This amendment simply will ensure that tim-
ber sales comply with environmental safe-
guards. It's hardly a radical idea, and it's good
for the environment and good for the Amer-
ican taxpayer. | urge its adoption.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, on this subject of timber salvage,
I believe there is a unity of purpose.
Those of us from the West and those of
us who represent States where this is a
serious issue have met time and again
with the Forest Service about having a
robust and necessary salvage program.
But this rider took us far beyond that
purpose.

This rider took us far beyond a pro-
gram that was designed around forest
health, because this rider went from
forest salvage, to timber health, to log-
ging without laws. This is not about
expediting the procedures. This is not
about the appeals process. In fact, we
heard in the hearing this morning that
as timber salvage has gone up to 1.5
billion feet over the last couple years,
appeals have been coming down. So it
was going in the right direction. But
impatience and the ingenuity of the
Forest Service working together de-
signed these riders so it would evis-
cerate all of the environmental laws
that you have to deal with in providing
for the protections of our forest. It did
away with the Endangered Species Act,
the National Forest Management Act,
the Multiple Use Sustained Use Act,
the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act, the Forest and Range Wood
Renewable Resources Act. Those were
wiped out with respect to those sales.

And what happened? The foresters
got in there, they found a few trees
that needed salvage, they found a few
acres in trouble, and they started re-
configuring the sales. As the gen-
tleman from Montana pointed out,
pretty soon what we had were green
sales that were not previously allowed
now being allowed under the rubric of
salvage, because no environmental
laws were provided. So communities
lost control over the forest, commu-
nities lost control over the scenic
areas, communities lost control over
mountainsides important to them for
tourism, commerce, and for all of those
reasons. Why? Because the laws did not
have to be applied, because you could
identify some salvage.

Salvage is important and salvage is
something that we have generally
worked on on a bipartisan basis. The
purpose of that was for forest health.
This is about doing away with logging
without laws.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH].
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Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my colleagues from Arizona for
yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, | listened with great
astonishment as once again rhetoric
replaces reality. We should strive for a
genuine balance of the environment
and legitimate economic enterprises. It
is well documented that a fire corridor
exists from Idaho to Mexico, and yes,
even beyond. But there will be new
fires prompted by these new prohibi-
tions, by not allowing the salvage of
dead and decaying timber. It is as if
the new prohibitionists were lighting
entire small communities ablaze. It is
an outrage. No on this. Yes to eco-
nomic vitality, yes to a true economic
balance. We can coexist, and we need to
eliminate the fire hazard.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves that the Committees rise
and reported the bill back to the House with
a recommendation that the enacting clause
be stricken.

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | do not in-
tend to take the 5 minutes, but | do
simply want to express my frustration
about the fact that this amendment
need be here at all. | supported the pro-
posal last year which allowed timber
companies to get at what we were told
was salvage, and | think it was a ra-
tional thing to try to do.

My problem is that, as has been indi-
cated by a number of speakers today,
that proposal wound up allowing a lot
more than was advertised, and a lot
more than it was explained as doing,
because in addition to allowing legiti-
mate salvage, it also would up allowing
about 50 percent of the timber that was
taken from those areas to in fact be
green timber. That creates a dilemma
for people like me who want to see to
it that we do not simply allow timber
to rot on the ground, and yet we also
do not want to see every environ-
mental law in the country waived in
order to enable people to get at live
trees.

So | would simply use this motion to
say to anyone interested in the issue
on the floor, that in the future when is-
sues like this arise, it would be very
good for both sides if legislation which
is proposed actually does what it is ad-
vertised as doing, because | am con-
fident if that proposition in fact had
been limited simply to straight sal-
vage, as the House was told it was, we
would not have had much of the con-
troversy that has surrounded this ever
since.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KoOLBE] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, we cer-
tainly would not have done this. We did
have a time agreement. Since we added

gentleman
is recog-
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some time on this, there have been
some requests for statements to be
made on this.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY-
LOR], the gentleman in the subcommit-
tee who is responsible for much of this
last year.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciated the support of
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] for this bill, and | would tell him
today that he has been misinformed
about green timber being cut in the
salvage area. The Senate included 318
language for the Pacific Northwest.
The President endorsed 318 in his op-
tion 9,318, by the way, will expire Sep-
tember 30. Therefore, it is really moot,
because this bill probably will not be
passed much before September 30. So
318, whether it was good, bad or indif-
ferent, will be moot in a few weeks.

The salvage bill has not had green
healthy timber cut. As has been ex-
plained by the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks], and | explain also,
when you have disease, you cut a pe-
riphery area where the insects are in a
given tree. | would say to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
when you were not on the floor | laid
out a challenge offering $1,000 if some-
one could show us a green tree that had
been cut in the salvage areas that was
not infected or was not part of that
proposal.

The thought that we have had 50 per-
cent of the timber that has been cut so
far in the salvage areas has been
healthy green timber, unfortunately,
has not been the case. The Forest Serv-
ice is under such pressure, they are
watching this stick by stick. Nothing
came out in the hearings we had across
the country. No accusation was made
that a single stem of green timber had
been cut in the salvage operation.
Much of that has been confused with
the trees that were cut in the 318 pro-
gram in Oregon, which had nothing to
do with the timber salvage.
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So, Mr. Chairman, | would urge that
this amendment be defeated.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for his comments.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
we hear a lot of talk about logging
without laws. | want to show an exam-
ple of two sales in my district that
took place as a result of this law.
There are a lot of laws. Here are con-
tracts with the studies that went into
these sales.

We are not logging without laws. We
are logging before the logs rot.

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

Mr. KOLBE. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
thank the vice chairman for yielding to
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me, and | want to reiterate again that
the President wrote the Speaker on
June 29 saying that the changes the
Congress had made during the course of
negotiations on this legislation would
allow his administration to, quote,
““‘carry the program out in a manner
that conforms to our existing environ-
mental laws and standards.”

Another letter signed by the Presi-
dent, August 11:

The House and the Senate were unwilling
to abandon the salvage timber rider, but
Congress did accept important changes that
will preserve my administration’s ability to
adhere to the standards and guidelines in our
current forest plans.

A letter from Secretary Glickman,
dated June 29:

I want to make clear that the Forest Serv-
ice will not offer any timber sales under this
authority that violate existing environ-
mental standards or the spirit or intent of
any environmental laws.

And lastly, March 29 of this year,
Secretary Glickman announced an in-
terim rule that provides the Forest
Service with the flexibility to offer
substitute timber located outside an
original sale area on the so-called con-
troversial northwest forest green sales.

This legislation has the necessary
flexibility. The Furse amendment is
absolutely unnecessary.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, | would like to thank the
gentleman for his comments, and |
want to state under this motion that
there have been comments made that
there were no hearings on this salvage
timber legislation. There were hearings
in the authorizing committee. While
there may not have been other hear-
ings in the Committee on Appropria-
tions, we debated this extensively in
the subcommittee, we debated it exten-
sively in the committee, we debated it
extensively on the floor, and we de-
bated it extensively in the conference.
This issue has been thoroughly consid-
ered.

I would also like to point out this
does not affect green timber. This af-
fects only 3 months; 3 months is the
only thing affected here, from Septem-
ber to October, of the salvage timber.
We have made plans and it is working
the way it is supposed to work.

It seems to me to be absolutely the
wrong thing to do to try to take it
away at this late stage for those final
3 months.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky). Without objec-
tion, the preferential motion is with-
drawn.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KoOLBE]
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. Chairman, first of all, for the
Members, | would advise we plan to roll
this vote and the next three for a total
of four votes. We are doing this to ex-
pedite the bill and the time, so we can
get finished in a timely manner. So
there will not be any more votes until
we have had three more amendments in
addition to this one.

Quickly, I want to emphasize that
the language in the bill says:

The scope and content of the documenta-
tion and information prepared, considered
and relied on under this paragraph is at the
sole discretion of the Secretary concerned.

This was a compromise when this
legislation was passed to give the Sec-
retary sole discretion to determine
what sales would move ahead under the
salvage provisions. | think that is a
great safeguard that should allay fears
that some have and that precipitate
this amendment.

Second, here is a 2 by 4 that was sent
to me. In 1989, this 2 by 4, per foot, cost
22 cents; 1995, 38 cents. Today, it is
probably 45 cents. Now, what does that
mean? That means that young people
that want to build a home are paying
double, almost double for a 2 by 4. It
drives up the cost of housing and hous-
ing is vital to Americans. That is why
it is important that we salvage this
timber.

Let me lastly say, | went out, | took
a trip and went into a forest in the dis-
trict of the gentleman from California
[Mr. HERGER], and actually went up
and looked at salvage operations, and
they were working exactly as we an-
ticipated in the legislation. They had
devices to stake out the dead trees,
which | was advised were worth about
$1,000 to the taxpayers because that is
the sale price of a Douglas fir, and that
means that that will help to hold down
the prices of these 2 by 4’s, although
this is pine, for the homebuyers and,
particularly, young people that want
to get into a new home.

So | urge Members to defeat this
amendment. | think that it flies in the
face of what we have tried to do to help
people and to salvage something of
great value to the American public.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, as we
speak, gigantic environmentally devastating
salvage timber sales are planned or are now
taking place in virtually every national forest in
the country from Virginia to California, New
Hampshire to New Mexico, Alabama to Alas-
ka.

This is not only a Pacific Northwest issue. In
fact, 90 percent of the logging through the sal-
vage rider is occurring outside the Northwest.

Mr. Chairman, we are faced with one of the
biggest environmental disasters in decades.
Under the salvage program, loggers have cut
down healthy green trees in old growth for-
ests. To make matters worse, illegal timber
theft has compounded this problem.

A March 1996, Los Angeles Times inves-
tigation exposed rampant timber theft through-
out the salvage logging program.

We must stop this lawless logging now and
save our national forests. Support the Porter
amendment. We must stop this environmental
catastrophe.
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Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Furse amendment to prohibit
the Forest Service from spending any fiscal
year 1997 funds on the implementation of the
timber salvage rider. If passed, Representative
FURSE's amendment would not limit the
amount of green tree or salvage logging on
our national forests. The Furse amendment
simply would ensure that timber sales in our
Nation’s forests comply with the Nation’s envi-
ronmental laws.

As many of you are well aware, the timber
salvage rider passed the House in 1995 under
the guise of improving the health of the Na-
tion’s forests by harvesting dead and dying
trees. Unfortunately, the rider was purposely
engineered to circumvent existing environ-
mental standards so as to allow the
clearcutting of old-growth trees.

By circumventing existing environmental,
health, and safety standards, the timber sal-
vage rider jeopardizes the critical habitat areas
of endangered wildlife. Other negative impacts
resulting from the environmentally negligent
rider include the harming of already ailing fish-
eries and the threatening of the water quality
of our Nation’s streams and rivers.

The timber salvage rider has economic con-
sequences as well. By threatening the health
of the forests and the fisheries, the rider is in
turn threatening the sports, commercial fish-
ing, and the tourism industries, all of which are
economically important to the Pacific North-
west.

Since January 1995, this Congress repeat-
edly has attempted to roll back the Nation’s
environmental, health, and safety standards.
Passage of the Furse amendment will help re-
verse this destructive trend.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the Furse amendment to prohibit the use of
funds for the Forest Service Salvage Timber
Sale Program that was enacted in the rescis-
sions bill.

The timber rider has placed a for sale sign
in front of our forest resources.

The rider was an ill-conceived, destructive
logging plan that has caused devastation to
healthy timber and, in some cases, entire for-
ests. The rider was not about selective log-
ging, but logging that often affects a wide
landscape of rivers, fish, and wildlife depend-
ent on a forest for survival.

Representative FURSE is to be commended
for her fight against this controversial,
antienvironment rider. She has been steadfast
in the battle and has successfully engaged the
attention of over 100 Members in the House to
cosponsor her rider-repeal bill.

The indiscriminate scarring of our Nation’s
forests, some of them old growth, in the North-
west cannot be sustained. This is the same
short-term thinking that brought us the clear-
cutting solution years ago where entire moun-
tains of forests were obliterated.

We must approach forest management with
a view of sustainability and longevity. Anything
less than this will only result in further destruc-
tion of lands and habitats that, once lost, can-
not be restored.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms.
FURSE].

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

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | demand
a recorded vote, and pending that, |
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make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 455, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms.
FURrsE] will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. IsTook: At the
end of the bill, insert after the last section
(preceding the short title) the following new
section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs to transfer any land into trust
under section 5 of the Indian Reorganization
Act (25 U.S.C. 465), or any other Federal stat-
ute that does not explicitly denominate and
identify a specific tribe or specific property,
except when it is made known to the Federal
official having authority to obligate or ex-
pend such funds that—

(1) a binding agreement is in place between
the tribe that will have jurisdiction over the
land to the taken into trust and the appro-
priate State and local officials; and

(2) such agreement provides, for as long as
the land is held in trust, for the collection
and payment, by any retail establishment lo-
cated on the land to be taken into trust, of
State and local sales and excise taxes, in-
cluding any special tax on motor fuel, to-
bacco, or alcohol, on any retail item sold to
any nonmember of the tribe for which the
land is held in trust, or an agreed upon pay-
ment in lieu of such taxes.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTook] and a Member opposed, each
will control 10 minutes.

Is there a Member who wishes to be
recognized in opposition to the amend-
ment?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and
would ask unanimous consent that |
might yield 5 of the 10 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES], and that he may control
that time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTook] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KoLBE] and the gentleman from lllinois
[Mr. YATES] will each be recognized for
5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, this is
an extremely important amendment
that has broad support all across the
Nation, especially from communities
that have found just how direly they
are being affected. It is based upon the
principle that the Federal Government
should not subsidize tax evasion, and
certainly should not help some people
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to make megamillions of dollars by of-
fering a way to others to avoid paying
State and local taxes.

Specifically, what is happening,
through the Secretary of the Interior
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
their ability, with no restrictions, to
transfer land to Indian tribes in trust
at prime locations along interstate
highways and busy intersections, is es-
tablishing a way that the Indian tribes
are enriching themselves totally at the
expense of the State and local govern-
ments, which lose the tax revenue by
selling goods to non-Indians, who
thereby escape having to pay their
sales tax, their gasoline and diesel
taxes, and their excise taxes, such as
cigarette taxes.

Mr. Chairman, especially because of
a U.S. Supreme Court decision last
year, the problem is accelerating and
soon it will reach beyond the point of
no return. The Supreme Court rules
that although State and local govern-
ments have the authority to tax these
sales to nontribal members on the trib-
al lands, they do not have the author-
ity to enforce it through the usual
method of having the seller, the re-
tailer, collect and remit to the local
tax collector the taxes that were due.

Because they cannot require this, the
tribes are able to freely sell with huge
margins between themselves and all
competitors. Since the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs is giving them the way to
relocate to prime locations, they can
thereby drive competors out of busi-
ness and the State and local govern-
ment lose the tax base.

Here is an example, Mr. Chairman.
Across this country, on motor fuel
sales, the average tax is 20 cents per
gallon. A regular dealer would have to
sell it for about $1.14 a gallon. The
tribe can sell it for 94 cents. If people
had the chance to go to one station or
the other, and one is 20 cents less a gal-
lon, where would they go?

On cigarettes, for example, the na-
tional average tax, or the State tax, is
32 cents a pack. If people had to pay
the State taxes, it is $1.91; if they did
not, it is $1.59. If people are out to buy
a few cartons, where will they go if
they have a clear choice?

In addition to that, there is the sales
tax gap, on average, about 5 cents a
dollar for all purchases. It does not
take many sales like this to add up,
and that is what is happening. That is
why governors across the country have
been urging their Members to support
this amendment.

New York State calculates it is los-
ing about $100 million a year. My State
of Oklahoma, from only 18 tribal gaso-
line stations, already is losing $13 mil-
lion a year, and they have not even
begun to put in the new locations be-
cause of the transfer of the trust lands.

The amendment is very simple. It
says the Bureau of Indian Affairs will
not make further discretionary grants
to tribes unless they show they have an
agreement with the State and local
government regarding the collection
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and payment of taxes or in-lieu pay-
ments for what their customers owe in
those taxes.

Mr. Chairman, | ask adoption of the
amendment and | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks].

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, 1 want to say | oppose the Istook
amendment for a number of reasons:
No hearings on this sweeping change in
Indian policy, and for that matter, it
has not been referred to the Committee
on Resources for consideration or re-
view. No tribes have had the oppor-
tunity to comment on this major
change in Federal Indian policy. Fi-
nally, and perhaps most importantly,
this language is legislating on an ap-
propriations bill.

Once again, we are setting ourselves
up for the problems we experienced last
year with legislative-type riders. This
may technically be a limitation, but it
certainly has policy implications to go
far beyond what we in the Committee
on Appropriations have considered this
year, and that got the bill in trouble
last year.

Indian tribes have always been recog-
nized as sovereign nations. The U.S.
Government recognizes Indian tribes as
independent nations and has encour-
aged self-determination. This legisla-
tion is not only a breach of our trust
responsibility to the Indians but a vio-
lation of the right of self-governance.

Indian tribes, under treaties and
agreements with the United States,
were guaranteed the right of self-gov-
ernment within their own territory.
This includes the right to regulate and
tax or not to tax commercial activity
which takes place on Indian land. At
the same time, the Congress is reduc-
ing Federal spending for Indian pro-
grams and encouraging tribes to be-
come more economically self-suffi-
cient. We should not be enacting legis-
lation that clearly would discourage
such economic development.

The Istook amendment prohibits BIA
from transferring any land into trust
for a tribe unless the Secretary of the
Interior has been informed that a bind-
ing agreement is in place between the
tribe and the State that the tribe will
collect and pay sales and excise taxes
on purchases made by nonreservation
members for as long as the land is held
in trust. The language would apply to
lands already in trust status. As inde-
pendent nations, tribes are exempt
from State laws, including payment of
State sales and excise taxes.

Mr. Chairman, | urge Members to
vote against this amendment. This is a
major civil rights act and should be
done much more carefully.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and | would just note briefly that the
home State of the gentleman who just
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spoke, Washington State, has advised
us they are already losing $55 million a
year in State taxes because of cigarette
sales alone on tribal lands.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Vis-
CLOSKY], the cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of the Istook-
Visclosky amendment. The amendment
is a bipartisan solution to a growing
national problem which is the inability
of our States to collect sales taxes
from individuals who purchase retail
items on Indian trust property. This
amendment will protect State revenue
by ending a Federal policy which
erodes a number of States tax bases.
Rather than contributing to the cur-
rent problem by granting new lands to
tribes that refuse to collect State taxes
on sales of non-Indians, our amend-
ment will guarantee that the Federal
Government does not take any action
to further erode a tax base in a State.

As this Congress continues to shift
additional responsibilities onto the
States, | feel it is imperative that the
Federal Government not actively work
to reduce the tax base of individual
States.

This amendment will also promote
fair competition and a level playing
field, as the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. IsToOK] has also pointed out in his
remarks. Because these taxes comprise
such a large percentage of the prod-
uct’s cost, it is absolutely unfair to ask
non-Indian retailers to compete
against an Indian retailer that does not
collect the sales tax.

I also think it is very important to
emphasize, as my colleague on the
other side has just done, what we do
not do. This amendment does not im-
pose any State or local tax on Indians.
This amendment would not impact on
the sovereignty of Indian tribes. This
amendment would not affect the abil-
ity of tribes to operate businesses on
any Indian reservation lands, nor any
lands currently held in trust status.

In closing, | would urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this well-defined limitation
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Alaska.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] is recognized
for 3 minutes.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to this
Istook amendment.

Since | have been chairman of the
Committee on Resources, not a single
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Member of Congress has introduced a
single bill on this subject. What is
more, | cannot remember a single bill
that has ever been introduced on this
subject in the years | have served in
the body. That is 24 years.

Since | have been chairman, we have
never had a single hearing on this sub-
ject. No witnesses have offered any tes-
timony on this subject. No Indian tribe
has been given the opportunity to tes-
tify. No State has been given the op-
portunity to testify. In fact, Indian law
experts, and | know a lot of them, have
raised constitutional questions about
this amendment, yet none of them had
an opportunity to testify. This is not
the way to do legislation.

In short, the Members of this House
are being asked to vote on an ex-
tremely important change in Federal
policy without any advice from any-
body. The change in Federal policy is
just about as big as you can get. We are
talking about granting a taxation ju-
risdiction over dependent sovereign na-
tions to the States and even to coun-
ties. That is something this Congress,
we argued this a few weeks ago in the
adoption process, this is a congres-
sional responsiblity. We have never
done this in 250 years.

Indian tribes are now and always
have been a creation of this Nation, de-
pendent sovereign nations. May | sug-
gest, our Founding Fathers recognized
these tribes as separate and distinct
nations. They entered into treaties
with them pursuant to that recogni-
tion and created our Constitution so as
to continue that recognition through-
out the life of our Nation.

States have never specifically been
granted taxing jurisdiction over Indian
tribes. For Congress to take this gigan-
tic step would be a significant and ex-
treme change in the government-to-
government relationship which cur-
rently exists, through treaties, in
many instances, between the Federal
Government and each federally recog-
nized Indian tribe.

The surprise enactment of the Istook
language, as far as | am concerned, is a
direct violation of this Nation’s trust
responsibility, 1 want to stress that,
constitutional responsibility to the In-
dian tribes of this Nation.

It is a violation of the right of self-
government of these tribes. Most In-
dian tribes exist because of treaties en-
tered into between the United States
Government and each tribe. These
treaties guarantee the rights of the
tribes of self-government which, ac-
cording to numerous judicial decisions
rendered over the years, includes the
right of each tribe to regulate and tax
or not tax commercial activity on In-
dian lands. The Istook language rep-
resents a major change in this long-
standing Federal position.

Very frankly, Mr. Chairman, | be-
lieve that we ought to uphold our obli-
gation, our commitment. Let us not
have any more broken promises. No
more trail of tears. No more going back
on our word. No more use of the forked
tongue.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to join in my chairman’s
statement about the nature of this
agreement between the United States
and the sovereign nations of the Indian
nations of this country. To understand
what this amendment does, this is not
about negotiating with these tribes, as
we do under the Indian Gaming Act or
other such. This is to give the States a
veto over the operation and the bring-
ing in of after-acquired lands.

What we now have is the ability to
negotiate the terms and conditions,
should the secretary end up deciding to
bring those lands into trust. This com-
pletely upsets the balance.

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. KILDEE].

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

On this amendment, we are entering
the thicket of Indian sovereignty, a
very delicate issue. | have read the
treaties. | would ask other Members of
this body to read those treaties. We are
in negotiations. We are trying to work
things out. This is in the purview of
the Committee on Resources. | would
certainly hope that this floor not act
precipitously today to enter into an in-
trusion upon that sovereignty. Let the
Committee on Resources study this
issue.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | would
respond to the gentleman from Alaska,
I would certainly say that the U.S. Su-
preme Court, in a decision 1 year and 1
week ago, specified that they do, the
States and communities do have the
authority to tax sales on tribal lands
to non-Indians. It is just the enforce-
ment problem. We are not interfering
with tribal sovereignty. Certainly, if
the gentleman would like to have hear-
ings, it takes a few months for this bill
to work its way through and hearings
would be welcomed during that time.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | would
remind my colleagues that this amend-
ment is new. It applies only to new
lands. What do you tell a small com-
munity that may have an Indian tribe
reserve land in their community and
tell those folks, the small business
folks and others, whether they will sell
gasoline or cigarettes, that | am sorry,
they are exempt. You are not. That is
not right.

What this amendment tries to do is
to level the playing field between le-
gitimate small businesses and busi-
nesses that Indians establish and, by
the way, it applies only to the sales of
non-Indians. It does not apply to with-
in the reservation to their own people.

So | would ask my colleagues to sup-
port this. It is a step in the right direc-
tion to try and level the playing field
for new lands that are so designated so
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that those businesses, whether they
sell cigarettes or gasoline or any other
State and local taxes that they may
have to comply with, they are on an
equal footing with their new competi-
tors. That is why | think that this
amendment is a good one. | urge my
colleagues to vote ‘“‘yes.”

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman of the Committee on Re-
sources and the ranking member are
complaining that this amendment
never went through their committee.
The problem is, when it comes to In-
dian affairs, we cannot move gambling
legislation, which is ruining America
with these Indian reservations. We can-
not move adoption legislation because
of it. We cannot move this one.

In my home State of New York alone,
we are losing over $100 million in reve-
nue. Small businessmen are being dis-
criminated against who own gas sta-
tions right next to these Indian res-
ervations. That is wrong, wrong,
wrong. We ought to pass this amend-
ment and deal with it. It will never get
out of committee anyway. So come
over here and vote for it, especially all
of you New Yorkers, all 31 of you.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | came to the floor to oppose this
amendment. | always do that when |
feel there is a hint of discrimination or
lack of trust, a lack of fairness in an
amendment. | saw it as | came in the
door.

I think that we do not want to keep
the pattern that America has estab-
lished before where we take the rights
away from the Indians that we prom-
ised them. | do not care what kind of
rights you are taking away or estab-
lished, you made treaties with them.
Leave it there so there will not be this
mistrust which they have already had
of the white man. Do something right
for the Indians.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, this process is unfair.

First of all, this legislation is author-
izing legislation, and it is not going
through the committee that authorizes
this legislation.

Second, what we are talking about
here is a balanced approach between
States rights and respect for the sov-
ereignty of Indian nations. This legis-
lation disrespects Indian nations with
sovereign rights and you are setting up
an unfair system that violates the
whole nature of the U.S. Government
with native American nations. So | ask
Members to vote against the Istook
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the very distinguished gen-
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tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], chair-
man of the subcommittee.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, as
chairman of the committee, | rise in
opposition to this amendment. We have
to deal with the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and the native American prob-
lems. Let me read to you from the law
of the United States.

Title to any lands or rights acquired pursu-
ant to this act shall be taken in the name of
the United States in trust for the Indian
tribe or individual Indian for which the land
is acquired, and such lands or rights shall be
exempt from State and local taxation.

The point is, we should deal with this
in the authorizing process. There
should be hearings. There have been no
hearings. The 557 recognized tribes
have had no opportunity to present
their case. They should. | think it is a
serious problem. The problem of gam-
ing, the problem of taxation in these
places of business are serious problems
for a lot of States. | would urge the au-
thorizing committee to hold hearings,
let everybody have their say, and then
decide what the policy of the United
States should be.

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

Mr. REGULA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, there is a
way to work this out by a compact be-
tween the tribe and the States. That is
what should be done.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, that is
correct.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Let us not talk about level playing
fields. There is no more discriminated
people in this country than the Indian
people have been and still remain dis-
criminated against.

They talk about, some of the speak-
ers who have spoken before talked
about fair competition. This is fair
competition. The Indians are a sov-
ereign nation. They are entitled to
their businesses. They are entitled to
make their livings as they can. They
should continue to do anything they
can to make their businesses good.

I urge defeat of this amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 45
seconds to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT].

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, |
have native Americans in my district. |
say this respectfully to them and the
opponents of this amendment: | really
think this is a question of fairness.

We have a 23-cent gas tax in my
State. And to allow a native American
gas station to collect gas sales from
non-native Americans and not pay the
tax right next to a gas station that is
non-native American that has to col-
lect that tax does not seem fair.

Mr. DICKS mentioned an agreement
between the States and the tribes.
That is a good thing. We have that in
my State. The Yakimas and the
Colvilles both have agreements with
the State of Washington to collect
those taxes and pay them to the State.
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It is not fair to do otherwise. | urge
support of this amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that each side be
granted an additional minute of debate
time.

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

Mr. DICKS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, what about this
side over here?

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

Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, that is
what | said.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, it looked
like the gentleman was going to add to
his over there.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, may | say to the
gentleman from Oklahoma, we are
really under a tight timetable. We have
to get this bill done.

I could certainly use an additional
minute, but | feel constrained to ob-
ject.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky). Objection is
heard.

The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTOOK] has 45 seconds remaining.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, the objection
consumed probably a minute in and of
itself.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Supreme
Court has said that the statute which
the gentleman read before applies to
property taxes. We are not touching
property taxes. We are not touching
the rights of the tribes on the lands
that they already have. We are only
saying,

If you want the U.S. Government to take
new land that you buy and give it this pro-
tected status, then you just don’t talk, you
make an agreement with the State and local
governments about their rights.

What happens when all these busi-
nesses go under?

I have got a letter from a supplier in
Oklahoma that has 40 stations. They
have talked with the tribal attorney.
They say, “We can exempt you from so
many taxes you’ll make an extra $3
million a year.” The business can de-
fend itself that way; but when the tax
base is gone, funds for schools, for edu-
cation, for public safety, for highways,
they evaporate. It is happening all over
the country.

| urge adoption of this simple mora-
torium amendment to keep the prob-
lem under control.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Arizona is recognized
for 1¥2 minutes.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]
has raised an important issue, and I
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think we have had a good discussion on
the floor today.

The Indian tribes, under the treaties
and agreements that they have with
the United States, have been given the
right of self-government within their
own territory. Each tribe has a some-
what different arrangement, but in a
very significant way the Istook amend-
ment turns this on its head. Under the
guise of tax fairness, the Istook amend-
ment would give State and local gov-
ernments the ability to restrict place-
ment of land in trust status for tribes,
but the reality of this provision is that
it precludes any economic development
Indian tribes would want to pursue on
these lands unless it is approved by
State and local governments. This flies
in the face of every agreement, every
commitment we have made with tribal
leaders.

Each of these treaties is a little bit
like the enabling acts that brought our
States into the union. They are the
basic governing law, and we should not
with this amendment on an appropria-
tion bill make such a fundamental
change to those enabling acts or to
those treaties.

Another point that needs to be made
is that under the Istook amendment
there is no requirement or assumption
that States and local governments
have to negotiate in good faith. In
other words, simply stated, the States
have a veto power over the Indian
tribes’ future. Subjecting sovereign In-
dian tribes to the whims of State and
local government officials is not in ac-
cord with prevailing Federal Indian law
and policy. It violates the principles of
fairness, it violates the principles of
the United States Government.

This amendment stands 200 years of
Indian law on its head. It does so with-
out hearing, without consultation or
input from the tribes, without tax law
experts, without understanding the
possible ramifications of this major
change to Indian law.

My colleagues, the Istook amend-
ment is an unfortunate attempt to un-
dermine Indian ability to govern them-
selves and achieve economic self-suffi-
ciency. We should defeat this amend-
ment.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, | also
rise to speak out against this ill-advised
amendment. One of the things that we have to
keep in mind is that not only is this bad law,
from a legal perspective, but it is bad law from
a commonsense perspective as well.

First, for all the talk that | have heard this
Congress about the needs and the desperate
living conditions of the Indians, we have not
done anything of any real consequence this
Congress to help them out. And, the one tool
for economic survival that they do have—ca-
sino gambling—we want to take away from
them. But, perhaps even more incredible is
the fact that | have heard time and time again
from other Members that Indians have to start
looking for other avenues of economic growth
other than gaming. But what happens when
they find one? What do we do? We try and
close that down too. At some point this simply
becomes a matter of fairness. We cannot
close off all of their options.
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Second, the point is made that these tax
moneys are being taken out of the State cof-
fers and that eventually the States are going
to have to come to the Federal Government
for assistance and that this will cost the U.S.
taxpayers. Well guess what? If we do not help
out the Indian tribes grow financially, whom do
you think pays for it? The same Federal Gov-
ernment. The point is that by cutting off the
tribe’s economic avenues, we are not saving
any money at all.

Third, this is not an issue that | am not fa-
miliar with. This is a big issue in my State. But
let me be clear, this is something that had
been blown out of proportion in terms of reve-
nues lost to the State. My biggest concern is
that we do what we can here to help people
help themselves—Indians included. If it was
the case that Indian tribes were taking the
money and spending it on powerboats, trips to
the south of France then we would have
cause for alarm. But the Indian tribes are
smarter than that. They spend this money on
the same things that the State spends it on—
roads, water, sewer, and schools.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK].

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 455, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTook] will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DeEFAzIO: In
section 319 (relating to timber), strike the
first, second, and third sentences.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, June 19, 1996, the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAzIO] will
be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is on the issue of
log exports. Log exports are the timber
industry’s best kept secret. While the
industry stands united in its attempt
to pass riders to appropriation bills
that will accelerate Federal timber
harvests, they have maintained an in-
formal truce within their ranks on the
continued practice of raw log exports
from the Pacific Northwest even
though the export of raw logs clearly
hurts the nonexporting lumber and
timber manufacturing companies in
the Northwest.

Last year, 1.6 billion board feet of
logs were exported from Oregon and
Washington to mills in Japan and the
Far East. That is more than twice the
amount of timber sold on Federal for-
ests during this time. Most of those
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logs went to supply some of Japan’s
16,000 lumber mills, mills that are pro-
tected from competition by a dense
fabric of trade barriers and subsidies.

In 1990 Congress overwhelmingly ap-
proved a permanent ban on the export
of unprocessed timber from national
forests, BLM and State-owned lands. |
was one of the primary authors of that
legislation. An important part of that
law prohibited a law against an export-
ing company from purchasing Federal
timber for its mills as a replacement
for private timber the company is ex-
porting.

Let me repeat that. The law says a
company that exports logs and owns
domestic timber mills cannot purchase
Federal timber as a replacement for
private timber it exports. The practice
is known as substitution; it is nothing
more than a back-door export of Fed-
eral timber.

There is one exception, which is
called a sourcing area. The Department
of Agriculture, the Forest Service, was
supposed to upgrade and determine new
sourcing areas for the Pacific North-
west with the changes in the forest
economy and the prices bid on logs.
Unfortunately, last year in the appro-
priation bill and this year in the appro-
priation bill is a prohibition on new
regulations to implement changes in
the sourcing areas.

Now, | will admit, | will be one of the
first to admit, the Forest Service is not
perfect. 1 think there are some prob-
lems with their proposed regulations,
but we have seen no progress since last
year, and | am afraid that this year, if
another prohibition is adopted, the
Forest Service will take it as another
opportunity to not act and to further
promulgate regulations or improve the
regulations that they have proposed.

So it is my hope, in standing to offer
this amendment today, that we can
begin to get some movement down-
town, and hopefully they are listening
at the Department of Agriculture and
the Forest Service, on reasonable new
sourcing regulations to prevent the
back-door export of logs from the Pa-
cific Northwest, where it is prohibited
under existing law.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | am

pleased to engage my colleague from
Oregon. The provision in the bill he
seeks to address stems from the Forest
Resource Conservation and Shortage
Relief Act of 1990. The gentleman and |
both had extensive involvement in the
development and passage of that legis-
lation, which had bipartisan support in
both the Oregon and Washington dele-
gations.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Washington for en-
tering into this colloquy.

Would the gentleman agree to work
with me and other members of the
Northwest congressional delegation to
seek an agreement that will allow the
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Forest Service to move ahead within
the next year on regulations that fully
implement the ban and deal with the
issue of sourcing areas in a reasonable
manner?

Mr. DICKS. | would be happy to work
with the gentleman and other members
of the Northwest delegation toward
that end.

One of the objectives of this provi-
sion of the bill is to prompt the admin-
istration to make a serious effort to
address the concern of the exporting
segment of the industry.

I would also ask the gentleman to
help me to engage the administration
in this discussion and hopefully find a
solution that satisfies congressional in-
tent and the legitimate concerns of the
industry.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman, and | am hopeful that
we will not be back a year from today
with the committee attempting to pre-
vent promulgation of regulation, and
at that point | will have to go forward
with a vote and would have to go
ahead, if | succeed, and implement the
problematic regulations now pending.

So | am happy to work with the gen-
tleman and try and prod the adminis-
tration into action on this.

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendment of the gentleman from Or-
egon [Mr. DEFAzIO] is withdrawn.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
1 minute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the only
point | wanted to make that | could
not make in the colloquy is that we
have had kind of a tradition in the Pa-
cific Northwest where we prohibit ex-
porting off of our Federal lands and ex-
porting off of our State lands, and one
of the positive aspects of the amend-
ment that is in this bill is that we have
100 percent ban on log exports from the
State of Washington, and | would re-
mind my good friend from Oregon that
because of that ban companies in Or-
egon are able to buy timber sales in
Washington State, which | sometimes
regret, but that is the reality of this
amendment.

Now, | would also point out that
working out this issue is a very com-
plicated one, but I am committed to
trying to work it out. But the policy
has been, let us not export off of public
lands and let the private companies
make a decision about exporting off of
their private lands, and we will work
out the substitution problem. We have
always been able to work these things
out in the past.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GUTKNECHT: At
the end of the bill before the short title, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. . Each amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act that is not
required to be appropriated or otherwise
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 1.9 percent.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, June 19, 1996, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] will be recognized for 10
minutes and a Member opposed, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA],
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT].

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | believe that in the
last election cycle the people of the
United States sent a pretty clear mes-
sage. | think they wanted us to go to
Washington to put the Federal Govern-
ment on a diet, to balance their budget
and to make the Federal Government
live within its means, and | want to
congratulate the Committee on Appro-
priations and the chairman of the Inte-
rior Subcommittee for all the work
they have done in terms of trying to
bring the Federal budget under bal-
ance, and | congratulate them, for ex-
ample, in this bill, by reducing spend-
ing by $482 million over last year.

Overall | think this is a good bill, but
I think we have to refocus on the big
picture, and what we did a few weeks
ago when we passed the budget resolu-
tion conference report is we in fact said
that we are going to increase spending
by about $4.1 billion over what we had
agreed to spend in last year’s budget
resolution; $4.1 billion.

What we are offering today is an
amendment which will reduce spending
1.9 percent across the board, and | in-
tend to offer this amendment on all of
the appropriation bills from this point
forward, not because they are bad bills,
but if we can actually recover that 1.9
percent, we can get back to the budget
targets that we set for ourselves a year
ago.

We cannot, Mr. Chairman and Mem-
bers, in good conscience increase the
debt load on our children. That has to
stop. If we reduce spending just 1.9 per-
cent across the board on the remaining
appropriation bills, we can reclaim
that $4.1 billion.

I think through shared sacrifice we
can go a long way to create a better fu-
ture for our children, and that is what
this is all about. This is not a mean-
spirited amendment. It is about keep-
ing our faith with what we said last
year, and, Mr. Chairman and Members,
remember what some of the debate was
about, the budget resolution. Some of
our friends on the other side were say-
ing, ‘““You’re increasing spending too
much.”
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This is a chance for people on both
sides of the aisle to say what we mean,
mean what we say, to actually force
the Federal Government to stay on
that glide path toward a balanced
budget. When we talk about putting
the Federal Government on a diet, if
we compare that to a belt, we are actu-
ally asking the Federal Government,
through this 1.9-percent cut, to tighten
its belt less than one notch.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we have already done
much better than this amendment pro-
poses. We have cut the budget 4 percent
from last year, and we have cut the
budget 8 percent from the previous
year. Just look at it. We are down $500
million from 1996. In 1996 we were down
$1 billion from 1995. That is a total cut
on very, very popular programs: parks,
forests, grazing lands, fish and wildlife
facilities, Smithsonian, National Gal-
lery of Art, Kennedy Center, Bureau of
Indian Affairs; all very important pro-
grams to people. And we have cut from
the 1995 appropriation level $1.5 billion.
If every committee did that well, we
would be well on our way to reducing
the deficit. And a very important fea-
ture in what we have done is not only
have we cut $1.5 billion, but we have
eliminated programs that would cost
us money down the road because we
want to put this country on a glidepath
to a balanced budget.
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We eliminated, totally eliminated
the Bureau of Mines. We were spending
about $150 million a year on it. We
have eliminated a lot of other popular
programs because | recognize, and my
colleagues on the subcommittee recog-
nize that the way to get to the bal-
anced budget is to do the things that
will reduce costs in the future. That is
why we went down $1 billion. Now we
are down another half a billion dollars.

The problem with this is it takes a
slashing cut across the board. It
means, of course, that for example in
the native Americans’ case, this would
cut the ability to open Indian health
services. These are treaty obligations
that we would provide health services
to the native Americans.

Mr. Chairman, these are coming on
line. We have the hospitals built, and
we would not have the money to staff
them. That is not good management. It
would eliminate funding in the Bureau
of Indian Affairs for children in the
school system; 50,000 Indian children
would be cut off from their opportuni-
ties for education.

Mr. Chairman, all | am saying to my
colleagues, this sounds good, and |
know that what the gentlemen are try-
ing to do is to replace the money that
was lost in budget conference. As | un-
derstand it, they are going to offer this
amendment to every appropriation bill
henceforth. It just happens that we are
the first one in which the opportunity
has arisen. But it is a poor one to start
on, because we have already done the
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job. We took the 4 percent this year, we
took about 8 percent last year. We have
been trying to do exactly what the gen-
tleman wants us to do. We have re-
sponded to the House budget numbers,
not the Senate, but the House budget
numbers.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment.
While | understand the intent is good,
it has a devastating impact on people,
on people programs, such as the native
Americans, such as the ability of peo-
ple to access the parks.

We have tried to do self-help. In our
bill last year, in the bill this year, we
have provided that the agencies, Fish
and Wildlife, Forestry, Parks, that
they can levy fees. We have worked to-
ward partnerships on the HCP’s in
partnership. It is a partnership of State
and local to deal with endangered spe-
cies. We are pushing in the directions
you want to go, believe me, as rapidly
as we can, but we have treaty obliga-
tions. We have obligations to keep the
parks open. We do not want people
going out to Yosemite and have the
sign hanging out, ‘‘Sorry, closed.” So
we are trying to do a responsible job.

I hope my colleagues would vote this
amendment down, recognizing that we
are making every attempt to address
the concerns that the sponsors of this
amendment have. We will continue to
do so.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. SOUDER].

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, first |
want to congratulate the gentleman
from Minnesota for his amendment. |
want to reiterate what both he and the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee said, in that this is not targeted in
particular at the Committee on the In-
terior. 1 do not believe Yosemite will
close with a 1.9 percent budget cut, but
he has done one admirable job of trying
to manage the reduction in the growth
of the budget. He has done an admira-
ble job in being fair in his process. | am
sorry that we are starting on his bill.

The fact is, however, many of us felt
there should not be a bump-up. We did
not come here to increase the deficit in
our second year. With a change of 1.9
percent in the remaining bills, and if
we go back and recoup 1.9 percent in
the bills we already passed, in effect we
would not have a bump-up. This
amendment is a start toward a mean-
ingful reduction. Even if we do this is
all the remaining, it does not get all of
it back but it moves toward it.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, after the Republican budget
passed, did a lot of whining and talking
on the floor about the deficit going up.
I would like to read a few quotes.

The gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. ScHROEDER] in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD said:

Here we are considering a deficit that is
going to be higher than the one we have next
year. How can we have a higher one next
year than the one we have this year, and
then stand there and say it passes the
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straight face test, to stand around and look
at people and say we are really for balancing
the budget? This does not work. The real
issue is not whether or not you are for the
amendment, it is whether or not you can get
the deficit under control.

The gentleman from Missouri
VOLKMER] said:

Mr. Speaker, they are more interested in
reducing taxes for the wealthy than they are
in reducing the deficit. | may, let us reduce
the deficit before we give any tax cuts for
anybody. That is my position. Let’s get a
balanced budget first.

The gentlewoman from Georgia [Ms.
MCKINNEY] said:

The Republican budget resolution passed
last night actually increases the deficit. Re-
publican leaders shut down the government
twice just so they could increase the deficit
by $40 billion, leaving real deficit reduction
to future Congresses.

The fact is, here is the amendment.
Here is the way to do it. There would
be no bump-up in the deficit; 1.9 per-
cent from here on out, 1.9 percent, less
than 2 percent gets rid of what all the
talk has been on this floor in Congress
about the bump-up. | say we should do
it and not just talk about it.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, first of all
| would like to tell my colleagues that
many of us have had serious reserva-
tions about the cuts that have already
been made. | think if we look at it, it
has been something like $1.5 billion and
$2 billion in a $12 billion bill over the
last 2 years. This year the committee
has cut by 4 percent. We are talking
about parks, we are talking about wild-
life refuges, we are talking about the
Endowment for the Arts and Human-
ities, we are talking about some of the
most important programs.

I would say to my colleagues, | have
a real problem knowing that the reason
we are going to have to make these
cuts is to finance a big tax cut, which
nobody in my district wants. | do not
think we should have to cut these sen-
sitive programs further. | do not see
any of these people coming here and
saying, let us do something about enti-
tlements. Why do we want to continue
to go after discretionary spending to
solve the entire problem of the deficit?

I am with the gentleman from Mis-
souri, HAROLD VOLKMER, last night
when he got up and said, you know, we
would not have to do this if it was not
for the big tax cut. That is what it is.
We are going to have to cut into some
of the most sensitive programs, Indian
health, in order to finance a tax cut
that nobody in my district wants. They
want us to balance the budget. We are
on the course to balancing the budget.
| regret the fact, and | know others
will mention defense and other things
of that nature. But we have done zip on
entitlements, and we continue to
pound away on discretionary spending.

I wish some of the people who are al-
ways up here wanting to do across-the-
board cuts, who do not come to the
hearings, do not testify before the com-
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mittee, want to take a meat-axe ap-
proach, would put a little of that effort
into some of the areas of other Govern-
ment spending. | think we have done
our job here, as we have done every sin-
gle year | have been on this committee.
It is not discretionary spending that is
the problem, it is the entitlements and
the tax cut. That is what the gen-
tleman is not focusing on.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman |
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] for the pur-
pose of response.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to point out to the gen-
tleman that in fact we are $15 billion
over our discretionary targets this
year, and in fact it is not the tax cuts
that are causing the problems, but an
increase in discretionary spending of
$15 billion.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN].

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
would congratulate our chairman for
the job he has done. I agree that they
have done great work. But | think his
point proves the point by his very own
testimony. Last year they cut $1 bil-
lion. This year they cut another $500
million. Where did the $500 million
come from? They cut $1 billion last
year and they can cut $500 million
more this year? Why not two pennies’
worth? Why not 2 cents more?

It is the same thing in every Govern-
ment agency: There is so much waste,
there is so much to get, that we will
find more next year. There will be
more next year. There will be more
than this $500 million next year, be-
cause it is there.

The question comes, it is like the guy
on TV in Oklahoma says, ‘“What’s the
deal?”” The deal is we promised to bal-
ance this budget. We promised to live
within our means and quit sacrificing
the future of our children and grand-
children. We have to have the dis-
cipline to do that. The true fact of the
matter is, as the gentleman from Wis-
consin stated, we are spending $14 bil-
lion more than what we said we were
going to spend a mere 9 months ago. It
proves that there is not the discipline
in this House to live up to its obliga-
tions in terms of the budget and in
terms of spending.

All we are saying is cut every addi-
tional appropriations program a mini-
mum of $1.9 percent, 2 cents. Everyone
knows we have 2 cents worth of waste
in the Federal Government. We can, we
should, and most of all, we owe that
obligation to the future generations
whose money we are spending today. It
is easy for us to spend it because we
are not going to pay it back. It is not
easy for them to spend it and it is not
easy for them to pay it back. They are
going to pay it back by not owning a
home, not being able to buy a car, hav-
ing hyperinflation, and not achieving
the living standard anywhere close to
what we have.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BOEHLERT].

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the pending amendment. This reminds
me of the last time | went to donate
blood, and they were really short. | do-
nated a pint, they wanted a pint, and
then they wanted another pint, but I
just could not give anymore. It would
do great damage to my health. | think
if we did this, it would do great damage
to this bill. We have cut $1.5 billion
since 1995.

We are moving in the right direction.
But look at what we are providing
funding for. Is there anything more
precious to our heritage than the na-
tional parks? | think not. Some great
environmental initiatives in here we
are treating in a very responsible way:
the Everglades, dealing with the clean
streams program, dealing with habitat
and conservation areas. | think every-
one in America who hunts, who bikes,
who fishes, who loves this great land of
ours, should be very supportive of this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, | think the commit-
tee, under very difficult circumstances,
has come up with a good package. We
have made some adjustments on the
floor, as | think we should, because the
people’s House is working its will. This
is good legislation. We have cut. To cut
further is counterproductive.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

I would say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York, we are not
going asking for a pint, we are asking
for a few more drops.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
my friend, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NEUMANN].

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, last
week we passed a budget that allows
the deficit to go back up again. | heard
lots of people talk about why that is
wrong and why we should not be doing
that. Here is an opportunity to fix the
problem. We are going to bring an
amendment like this with each one of
the remaining appropriation bills. Let
us fix the problem. Here is our chance.

Why is the deficit going back up? Be-
cause we spent $15 billion in discre-
tionary spending that we were not sup-
posed to spend. Let me put that in Eng-
lish. This Congress, the House of Rep-
resentatives, literally controls about
one-third of the budget. It is called dis-
cretionary spending. It is in that part
of the budget that we have problems
right now. It is in that part of the
budget, that is why the deficit went up.
That is why we need to correct it in
this manner.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
about 1.9 percent. Listen to the cries
we are hearing here on the floor: It is
going to hurt this or that or the next
thing. Is there anyone outside the city
of Washington, DC, that honestly be-
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lieves there is not 1.9 percent of waste
in every Government program? | guar-
antee Members, standing here today,
that there is more than 1.9 cents out of
every dollar in wasteful Government
spending in this bill that could be cut
out without hurting the national parks
and without hurting the things that
are so near and dear to this country.

I do not believe that a 1.9-percent
cut, and this is not a 19-percent cut,
this is not even a 2-percent cut, a 1.9-
percent cut is actually going to do all
of those detrimental things they are
talking about. | do not buy it. We can
find 1.9 percent of wasteful spending in
this appropriation bill and in every one
of the remaining appropriation bills.
When we do, that is going to put us
back on a glide path to a balanced
budget.

Mr. Chairman, we owe it to our chil-
dren and we owe it to our grand-
children to do what is right for the fu-
ture of the country, and what is right
for the future of the country has to be
put ahead of our desire to spend more
money here in Washington, DC. That is
really what this is all about. Let us do
what is right for the future, what is
right for our children. Let us get our-
selves back on a glide path to a bal-
anced budget.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES], the distinguished
ranking member of the subcommittee.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin talked about a
$15 billion excess in discretionary
spending. The Defense appropriations
bill is $13 billion over the President’s
budget. There is $13 billion of the gen-
tleman’s $15 billion, because defense is
a part of discretionary spending. Why
did the proponents of this amendment
not offer their amendment to the De-
fense bill when the bill was on the
floor? They could have achieved a
much greater amount of money than
they do with a bill of this kind.

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

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, the De-
fense appropriations bill was voted on
at the time at which we voted on the
budget resolution, the joint conference.

Mr. YATES. | would say to the gen-
tleman, he still could have offered an
amendment.

Mr. COBURN. We certainly would
have been happy to, had it come to the
floor beforehand.

Mr. YATES. | would say to the gen-
tleman that that is the fault of his
leadership, it is not anybody else’s.

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

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to point out that we did
bring an amendment to the floor that
did bring defense spending back to last
year’s level.

Mr. YATES. | voted for the gentle-
man’s amendment.
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | do not know if any-
body read this morning’s Washington
Post, but there is a great story in there
about a doctor who is paid $117,000 a
year to sit in an office and see no pa-
tients. He is paid by the Federal Gov-
ernment, by the Federal taxpayers.

It seems like every day if we study or
look enough, we will find in news-
papers, in the national magazines, the
media and so forth are telling these
stories about the waste of Federal
spending. For people to come to this
floor and say that we cannot find an
additional 1.9 percent, well, | doubt if
many people in this room really be-
lieve that. 1 know the people of Amer-
ica do not believe that.

I believe that the chairman has oper-
ated in good faith. This is a good faith
amendment. It is about keeping faith
with our Kkids. After we passed the
budget resolution conference report
just a few weeks ago, the Appropria-
tions Committee added $718 million to
this bill. We are simply asking to re-
duce that expenditure by $230 million.
That money can be found, it must be
found, if we are to keep faith with our
Kids, if we are to keep faith with our
word, if we are to keep faith with the
promise that we made last year.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
amendment. It is supported by the Citi-
zens for a Sound Economy, and | sus-
pect many other organizations out
there will be studying this vote. | hope
Members will keep faith with what
they said last year. Please support this
amendment.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KoLBE], the vice chairman of
the committee, who has done a great
job as a member of our committee.

Mr. KOLBE. | thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the com-
ments | have heard about we can surely
find 2 pennies of waste, and reduce this
bill by 1.9 percent across-the-board. I
have been there, | have offered these
amendments on the floor before on ap-
propriation bills. But | would point out
that when | offered those amendments,
it was in years when we were increas-
ing appropriations by 3 percent, 5 per-
cent, as much as 7, 8, or 10 percent. We
heard about a 1.9-percent cut, that any-
body should be able to do that. But,
Mr. Chairman, we have cut this bill by
12 percent in the last 2 years. Let me
repeat that: We’ve made a 12-percent
reduction.

The last speaker just talked about
how there is an individual, a doctor
working for a Federal agency. | read
that article, about the doctor who is
getting paid for doing no work. Does
anybody think that by cutting 1.9 per-
cent we are going to solve that prob-
lem? No, we have got to go in and
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change the law, the Federal employ-
ment laws. We have got to make it pos-
sible for managers to fire people, to get
rid of people that are deadwood, to do
what managers are supposed to do.

That is the basic problem we have
got. We have to change a lot of other
laws to get the systemic changes we
need. It is not just about changing or
reducing the level of funding. This is
not the answer. We have made cuts.
Twelve percent we have reduced this
bill, $500 million this year alone.

Look at how the parks have gone up
in the number of visitors. Does any-
body believe that we do not need to
provide for those crown jewels of our
national heritage? We do, and we need
to have the funds for that. | urge a
‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | know
that this amendment is made in good
faith but, as the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KoLBE] pointed out, we have
cut not 1.9 percent, we have cut 12 per-
cent.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] talked about keeping faith
with our kids. Keeping faith with out
kids also means preserving the herit-
age of America, the parks, the forests,
the public lands, the cultural treasures
downtown, in good shape. That is keep-
ing faith, so that they can enjoy the
Yosemites and the Yellowstones, so
that they do not have to worry about
their safety or inadequate facilities.

Keeping faith means managing these
facilities well. We have tried to do that
while at the same time saving the tax-
payers $1.5 billion. That is keeping
faith with the future. We have done it
with a lot of hard work, and we have
not only done it for now but we have
done it for the future, by eliminating
programs, by not building facilities
that will cost a lot of money down the
road, but we have put extra money in
to fix buildings, to repair roads, to en-
sure that these kids have a safe envi-
ronment when they go to visit these
national treasures.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT].
The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
demand a recorded vote, and pending
that I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 455, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.
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The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 27 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
In the item relating to ‘“BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT—PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES”,
after the first dollar amount, insert the fol-
lowing: ““(increased by $10,000,000)"".

In the item relating to “DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY—FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: “‘(reduced by $25,000,000).

The CHAIRMAN, Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, June
19, 1996, the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA] each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
one-half of my time to the gentle-
woman from ldaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH],
the coauthor of this amendment, and I
ask unanimous consent that she be per-
mitted to control that time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment that
is being introduced by the gentle-
woman from ldaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH]
and myself does two important things
that most Members of this body agree
with:

First it deals with the very serious
problem of unfunded mandates, of forc-
ing citizens in close to 2,000 counties in
49 of our States to pay more in local
property taxes than they should be
paying because the Federal Govern-
ment has fallen very far behind in its
payment in lieu of taxes on federally
owned land.

Mr. Chairman, despite an increase
that was granted 2 years ago in the
PILT authorization levels, the actual
appropriations have been kept nearly
level, resulting in a revenue shortfall
to local communities in real terms. For
fiscal year 1996, for example, local gov-
ernments will receive only 60 to 70 per-
cent of the payment level which was
set in the authorization. This amend-
ment would begin to address this un-
funded mandate by increasing the pay-
ment in lieu of taxes program by $10
million. Currently the PILT Program
provides $113 million. If this amend-
ment passes, we bring the total up to
$123 million. The formula by which
payments in lieu of taxes are made is a
complicated one and each property is
treated differently. But, on average, if
this amendment is passed, there would
be a 9-percent increase in PILT funding
for our States and communities.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great
deal of discussion recently about devo-
lution and our concerns for local com-
munities and local government. | know
something about that as the mayor of
the city of Burlington, VT for 8 years.
In Vermont, many of our communities
are hard pressed to pay escalating
property taxes. Fifty-one communities
in Vermont, close to 2,000 nationally,
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would benefit by an increase in PILT
payments. It is high time that the Fed-
eral Government accepted its respon-
sibility to do right by local commu-
nities.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
bipartisan Sanders-Chenoweth amend-
ment that would not only help restore
the payment in lieu of taxes concept to
the authorized levels but would also
contribute to deficit reduction. This
amount would cut $25 million of unnec-
essary dollars from R&D of fossil fuels,
add $10 million to the underfunded
PILT Program, and then set aside $15
million for deficit reduction.

Mr. Chairman, the concept and need
for PILT is very simple. Rural commu-
nities in this country that are heavily
made up of Federal lands do not have
the benefit of collecting property taxes
from private lands. The Federal Gov-
ernment just simply does not pay taxes
to counties or local units of govern-
ment. PILT was established to help fill
this gap of the missing revenues in
order to keep the counties’ ability to
supply the necessary and essential
services, such as hospitals and roads
and bridges and schools and emergency
medical treatment and so forth, all of
these functions that are vital to our
communities, and which are demanded
by the citizens of those communities.

Just to emphasize how very impor-
tant PILT is to districts in the West,
let me remind my colleagues of the ex-
traordinarily heavy concentration of
Federal lands in the West. For in-
stance, in ldaho, my State, the Federal
Government manages and controls 70
percent of the land. This 70 percent of
land is therefore removed from the
property tax base. That means that the
States and counties are unable to col-
lect taxes from this land. Yet our coun-
ty commissioners are facing a greater
demand to provide necessary services.
Over the years these counties have
come to rely on PILT and now PILT
has been cut, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me point out to
my colleagues that we have funded
PILT at the same level as last year. We
did not cut it. It is $135.5 million. We
are $12 million over the President’s re-
quest for PILT. | think we have been as
generous as we could given the bal-
ances that we have to achieve to get
the deficit reductions.

I know this is put in to attract a cer-
tain amount of votes, but keep in mind
that we are at last year’s level which is
$12 million over the President’s re-
quest.

The energy account is $58 million
below the President’s request. | have
spoken to this several times today and
yesterday that fossil energy has been
cut, and it has been cut dramatically
in the last 2 years. These are very im-
portant programs. We have contractual
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obligations where we have said to pri-
vate sector companies, ‘“We will put up
some money, you put up some money
to achieve innovative breakthroughs in
technology.”

Energy is vital to the future of this
Nation. You cannot farm those fields if
you do not have gasoline that you can
buy at a reasonable price. We saw the
impact a few weeks ago when suddenly
gasoline, 1 noticed out in my area it
was $1.39 a gallon, up probably 20 cents.
That is just the forerunner of what
could happen. That is why fossil energy
research is so vitally important to this
Nation’s future.

Let us not throw away the long-term
need to develop new and innovative
technology in the use of energy that is
nonpolluting, that will reduce the air
emissions, that will give us energy
independence. | have been over this
record before, but it is extremely im-
portant in terms of this Nation’s future
for all the people. We would have to op-
pose this amendment strenuously.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do | have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] has 3
minutes remaining, the gentlewoman
from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] has 3
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has 8 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, this
payment in lieu of taxes program is
about basic fairness. The Federal Gov-
ernment holds large tracts of land in
public trust for all Americans, land
that is taken out of the local tax base
and in return for maintaining this land
in the public interest, we make a mod-
est little payment to those local units
of government. That payment has not
increased in 20 years.

Let me just take Cook County in my
district that is 94 percent in public
land ownership and off that 6 percent
of the remaining land of 900,000 acres,
that county has to provide for roads,
for search and rescue, for emergency
medical care, for surface water, ground
water for all the people who come and
travel through the area.

St. Louis County has 3,000 miles of
county roads. This is a county about
the size of the State of Massachusetts.
It has to provide emergency medical
services, rescue the people who travel
from other parts of the United States
to see Voyageurs National Park and
Superior National Forest. They have
accidents and they have health prob-
lems and the county has to take care of
them, but the rest of the country is not
providing an increase in funding.

We have not had an increase in 20
years. We need to have an increase in
the funding for the payment in lieu of
taxes program to be fair to the people
of this country.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. DOYLE].

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
oppose this amendment.

Once again, here we are for the
fourth, fifth, maybe sixth time in
which we see amendments which seek
to plus up accounts at the expense of
the Fossil Energy Program. While | do
not stand here on this particular
amendment or on any of the others,
Mr. Chairman, to say that | oppose the
funds which they propose to plus up,
once again | am here to urge Members
that this cannot be done at the expense
of the Fossil Energy R&D Program.

We have taken our hits, Mr. Chair-
man, over a 20-percent cut, in fossil en-
ergy R&D in the last 2 years. Every
year we are seeing that amount go
down in real numbers. We just cannot
afford to give anymore from the fossil
energy R&D budget. While these pro-
grams that are being proposed in this
amendment and others may be worthy
programs, to fund them at the expense
of our long-term energy interests, at
the expense of fossil energy R&D, is
simply not acceptable.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge all Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle to oppose
this amendment, as we have all the
other amendments which put fossil en-
ergy R&D in jeopardy.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the $25 million that
we are using for these purposes, in
other words, deficit reduction and in-
creasing PILT payments to local com-
munities all over America, comes from
the fossil energy research and develop-
ment fund. According to the report of
the fiscal year 1997 budget resolution,
which passed the House, this is the Re-
publican resolution, let me quote:

The Department of Energy has spent bil-
lions of dollars on research and development
since the oil crisis in 1973 triggered this ac-
tivity. Returns on this investment have not
been cost effective, particularly for applied
research and development which industry
has ample incentive to undertake. Some of
this activity is simply corporate welfare for
the oil, gas and utility industries. Much of it
duplicates what industry is already doing.
Some has gone to fund technologies in which
the market has no interest.

That is not BERNIE SANDERS, that is
the budget resolution of the Repub-
lican majority. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment has much to do with hon-
oring our commitment to local com-
munities all over America, including 51
towns in the State of Vermont who are
not receiving their fair share of PILT
payments from the Federal Govern-
ment.

We have heard a lot of talk in recent
years about devolution, about giving
responsibility back to local commu-
nities, about our respect for local gov-
ernment. If we respect local govern-
ment, then we should not cheat them.
We should provide the type of pay-
ments to which they are due.

As | mentioned earlier, right now the
PILT payments come to about 60 to 70
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percent of what has been authorized.
We are asking, the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] and | are ask-
ing for $25 million. Of that, $15 million
goes straight to deficit reduction, 10
million goes back to the local commu-
nities

Mr. Chairman, | would end simply by
saying this. If all of the Members who
agree with the philosophy of the gen-
tlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH] would support it, all those
who agree with my philosophy would
support it, and all of those in-between
would support it, we would end up with
435 votes and we would be very happy.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. GOODLATTE].

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time, and | rise in strong support
of her and the gentleman from Ver-
mont’s amendment.

This is a serious problem all across
the country. We can see it in New Eng-
land, we can see it in the far west, we
can see it in Minnesota. It is also a
problem in the south. In my congres-
sional district, one-third of all the land
in the district is owned by the Federal
Government. Some of the counties in
my district, more than 50 percent of all
the land in those counties is owned by
the Federal Government.

The Federal Government pays zero to
those local counties in the form of
taxes to help support all of the infra-
structure that is needed to support the
use of that land. The employees who
work for the Forest Service, the Na-
tional Park Service, other Federal
Government facilities utilize the local
school system, utilize the roads. The
visitors do the same thing and yet they
do not get anything.

Over the past few years, we have
worked very hard to increase the au-
thorized level of support for the Pay-
ment In Lieu of Taxes Program. The
bill in 1994 amended it to address the
revenue shortfall and increase the pre-
vious authorization, which right now is
75 cents to 93 cents per acre in 1995,
$1.11 in 1996, and $1.29 in 1997.

But the Committee on Appropria-
tions has not increased those payments
in accordance with what the authoriz-
ing committee has and what this entire
Congress has approved, and | would
urge this Congress to adopt this
amendment and provide the additional
support that these communities need.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] has 1%
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has 6 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Ohio
has the right to close.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROwWN], the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Science.
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(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

I think some of you may be asking
why | am standing up here so fre-
quently to defend a budget, an appro-
priation bill which cuts rather severely
into some of my favorite programs, and
I think all of you know my concern
about research and development pro-
grams. The outlook for national re-
search and development over the next 6
years, until 2002, is for a 25-percent cut.
In my view, this will be catastrophic
for the future of America.

It is going to deprive us of the invest-
ments necessary for economic success
and world competitiveness. This bill is
making a small effort to prevent the
faster erosion of this capability, and |
commend the chairman for what he is
doing to protect some of the key areas
of research and development.

Now, some of the areas that the gen-
tleman is protecting are under attack
from others who attack them not be-
cause they are not good research but
because they do not like the fact that
it is a partnership arrangement be-
tween a mature industry and the Fed-
eral Government. | have spoken on this
before and pointed out how important
it is that we have these partnerships,
because there is no incentive for these
companies to invest when they are
making a profit and their business is
good and they really do not need it.
But by having the Government pay
part of the cost, you leverage that and
you encourage them to make the addi-
tional investment that they would not
make.

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

Mr. BROWN of California. | yield to
the gentleman from lllinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, on this
committee, we have been building
those programs not only for years but
for decades, and to take money that
they want to take out of these funds
would be catastrophic. | agree with the
gentleman.

Mr. BROWN of California. Reclaim-
ing my time, my problem here is to try
and avoid having Members who have a
worthy cause and, frankly, the pay-
ment in lieu of taxes is a worthy cause,
continually pick away at these pro-
grams which are already on a down-
ward trend, that is going to be disas-
trous for the Nation.

I believe in payments in lieu of taxes.
| support them. They benefit my coun-
ty. But | cannot sit idly by, as you look
at the various programs and you see
this deep pocket or that deep pocket,
which almost invariably ends up being
a research program, and you do not un-
derstand what is happening to our na-
tional research investments over the
next 5 years. We are headed in a disas-
trous direction, and | want to try and
stop it, if I can.
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Mr. Chairman, | commend the chair-
man for the efforts that he is making
to assist in this.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, |
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Oregon, my good
friend, Mr. COOLEY.

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | have
20 counties in the district | represent.
Over 60 percent of the land in those
counties is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Needless to say, these coun-
ties which are trying to make heads or
tails out of their declining budgets are
struggling to survive. Unlike other
counties, they have no way of raising
revenue through property taxes. They
rely on payments in lieu of taxes to
make ends meet. Unfortunately, for
the second year in a row, they have
seen these payments frozen by the Fed-
eral Government.

In addition, these counties rely on
revenues raised by Federal timber sal-
vage to supplement their budgets. But
these lands have been locked up by ob-
structionists and the environmental
communities. These groups claim to
speak for the conservationists, but
they would rather see millions of acres
of forestland burn due to poor forest
health and not implementing sound
forest management practices.

If the Federal Government is gong to
insist there be no timber harvests on
Federal lands, they must do one of two
things: One, increase PILT payments;
or two, turn these lands back over to
the States for their management.

Mr. Chairman, our counties are hav-
ing tough choices to make about vital
services. It is time for the Federal Gov-
ernment to recognize its responsibility
and grant a much needed increase in
the PILT payments. | urge tremendous
support of this bill.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, let me say it was the
Subcommittee on the Interior that cre-
ated PILT. If Mr. YATES recalls, the
gentleman from Colorado, Frank
Evans, was on the subcommittee, of-
fered the language. We did a little au-
thorizing in those days. On our appro-
priation bill, we created PILT. It is a
good program. There is not any ques-
tion about that, and both Mr. YATES
and | support it.

We have continued to fund it on an
increased basis year after year and we
kept it whole this year, even though
the President recommended a $12 mil-
lion cut. But we likewise, as Mr. YATES
pointed out, have been concerned about
the energy security of this Nation. Ad-
mittedly, there has been money wast-
ed. That is one of the reasons we are
downsizing 10 percent a year. In terms
of our committee, one of the areas we
have taken the biggest hits, is on fossil
energy. But by the same token, as we
were reminded a few weeks ago, the en-
ergy security of this Nation at best is
fragile.
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It is fragile because we depend on off-
shore resources. It means, of course,
that our military could be at risk if we
do not have access to adequate energy.
But more importantly than that is our
jobs in this country are tied, every
facet of our life is heavily energy de-
pendent, perhaps more than any other
nation in the world. We have to find
out ways to burn energy and use en-
ergy in a more efficient way. We have
to find ways to use energy that is non-
polluting.

We are dedicated to clean air, to
clean water, to enhance our environ-
ment, to do that and still use the en-
ergy we need to provide the jobs, to
provide economic growth, which is
vital to a nation. If you read the lit-
erature, without exception economists
say the most important thing we can
do in the United States to address the
deficit problem, to address the prob-
lems of unemployment is to have eco-
nomic growth. Well, what does eco-
nomic growth mean? It means using
more electricity. It means using more
natural gas, more coal, more petro-
leum, and yet at the same time, we
want to protect our environment.

We have made great strides. To say
that the millions of dollars was wasted
is erroneous. The air today is cleaner.
The water is cleaner. We have auto-
mobiles that get 30 miles to the gallon
that a few short years ago were getting
20 or less. So we have made great
strides as a result of the money we
have invested in technology coming
out of this subcommittee, and we have
tried to very carefully reduce those ex-
penditures.

Mr. Chairman, | think our funding
for fossil energy resources is at a mini-
mum if we care about achieving eco-
nomic growth, while at the same time
protecting our environment. We have
had a number of efforts made to reduce
our fossil energy. It has become some-
what of an easy target. Let me say,
Members, that PILT payments in the
future depend on a strong economy to
provide the taxes to do so, and all of
the other things that we cherish de-
pend on economic growth and the clean
environment we want.

So let us not destroy what we have
achieved. Many companies have in-
vested a lot of money, along with the
Government. We are close to break-
throughs. We have tried to be very
careful in keeping alive these programs
that we have contractual commit-
ments, and | urge a vote against this
amendment.

Mr. POMEROQY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
speak on the amendment of Representative
SANDERS which would increase the payment in
lieu of taxes [PILT] for local governments. Un-
fortunately, this amendment is structured to
provide a $10 million increase to PILT and
$15 million return to the Treasury—all funded
out of a reduction in fossil energy research
and development.

Mr. Chairman, | believe strongly that the
$114 million PILT appropriation provided in
this bill does not adequately address the
needs of our counties. PILT is vitally important
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to help fund schools, roads, and firefighters in
counties with large tracts of Federal lands. In
fiscal year 1995, North Dakota received
$822,952 for its PILT payments. This amend-
ment would likely increase that amount by
about $80,000.

However, the minimal increase in PILT does
not come close to offsetting the economic im-
pact of the lignite industry in our State. Fed-
eral support for fossil energy research is criti-
cal to the economy of North Dakota. The fund-
ing this amendment targets—fossil fuel re-
search and development—Ileads to more effi-
cient use of fossil fuels and benefits all of
North Dakota’s economy.

What's more this funding is pivotal in finding
solutions to environmental problems arising
out of the use of these fuels. The Energy and
Environmental Research Center in Grand
Forks, ND, provides practical solutions to
these critical barrier issues. Some of the inno-
vative projects underway at EERC include the
control of air toxins, cleanup of mercury-con-
taminated gas industry sites, cleanup of hydro-
carbon contaminated soil and water, emis-
sions control technologies for nearly every-
thing that enters the atmosphere, development
of cost-effective analytical techniques for
waste site cleanup, and the development of
cost-effective small electric generating units
for Native villages in Alaska.

The United States, and North Dakota, have
an abundance of fossil fuels and will continue
to utilize these fuels for our energy needs. The
guestion facing Congress is whether we make
the necessary investments to improve our use
of these critical fuels.

| firmly believe it is incumbent upon this
Congress to provide adequate funding for
local governments who are adversely affected
by the presence of Federal land. Unfortu-
nately, this amendment’s funding offset left me
no choice but to oppose it.

O 1600

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 455, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STUPAK

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STUPAK: At the
end of the bill (proceeding the short title)
add the following new section:

SEC. . None of the amounts made avail-
able by this Act may be used for design,
planning, implementation, engineering, con-
struction, or any other activity in connec-
tion with a scenic shoreline drive in Pictured
Rocks National Lakeshore.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]
will be recognized for 5 minutes, and
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the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
will be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of my
amendment, No. 32, as printed in the
RECORD. This amendment is a win-win
situation which saves the Government
and taxpayers $13 million while also
saving precious environmental re-
sources. Since we have been debating
this bill for quite a while, and this is
hopefully a noncontroversial amend-
ment, and | believe it is, | will be brief.

When the Pictured Rocks National
Lakeshore was created in 1966, Con-
gress adopted a provision requiring the
National Park Service to build a new
road through the park along the lake.
Such a road would destroy hundreds of
beautiful acres of forest, fauna, and
precious fragile ecosystem while cost-
ing taxpayers an estimated $13 million.

Since 1966, park visitors have been
using Alger County Road H-58, which
runs through the eastern side of the
park and skirts around to the south
and west of the park.

I have introduced this legislation and
this amendment, if you will, to delete
the mandate for the Park Service to
build a new road through the park. In-
stead, | would ask that the Park Serv-
ice be allowed up upgrade the existing
county road, H-58, which runs through
part of the park and currently provides
adequate access for all park visitors.

This proposal has the support of both
local officials and the National Parks
and Conservation Association. How-
ever, until we can secure passage of
this legislation, it is important to pre-
vent the Park Service from moving for-
ward with plans to build a totally un-
necessary road at a cost of $13 million
and also harm our environment.

Mr. Chairman, | am joined by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS]
who has helped me on this legislation.
I regret he is not on the floor at this
time.

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

Mr. STUPAK. 1
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | want-
ed to advise the gentleman we are al-
ways happy to save $13 million, and we
are prepared to accept this amendment
and congratulate the gentleman for his
statesmanship.

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

Mr. STUPAK. | yield to the gen-
tleman from lllinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, our side,
too, will be happy to accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | thank the both the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REG-
uLA] for their acceptance and for help-
ing us out.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to engage
the gentleman from Ohio in a colloquy
about this.

yield to the gen-
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I want to thank my friend fro Ohio,
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Interior, for accepting this amend-
ment. Due to the rules of the House, I
could not offer this amendment on an-
other part of the proposal that | have,
and that proposal would allow the Park
Service to expend funds to upgrade the
existing road, H-58, which | spoke of. |
am currently working with the Com-
mittee on Resources to provide for that
authority. 1 would hope, and would ask,
the gentleman from Ohio would be will-
ing to work with me in providing fund-
ing for this much-needed upgrade of H-
58.

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

Mr. STUPAK. I
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, while |
have the floor, | want to advise my col-
leagues that we are very close to votes
on the four amendments that have
been rolled over. When those are com-
pleted, we are moving toward final pas-
sage. So thanks to a lot of cooperation
today, we are getting along in pretty
good shape.

Now, for the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. STuPAK], | would be glad to
work with the gentleman on this pro-
posal.

Mr.
claiming my time,
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OLVER

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OLVER: On page
59, line 24, after the dollar amount insert:
““‘(increased by $4,000,000)"".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, June
19, 1996, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. OLVER] will be recognized for
5 minutes, and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. ReEGcULA] will be recognized
for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. OLVER].

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | am offering this
amendment with the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] who, as the pre-
vious speaker said, he is probably on
the way at the very moment. | hope is
on the way.

In any case, the amendment that we
are offering would add $4 million to the
Energy Conservation Program in this
bill. These funds are to be used in the
codes and standards section within the
energy conservation component of the
bill, and at least $3 million of those
dollars are intended to be used in what
I think and what | think very many of

yield to the gen-

STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, re-
I thank the gen-
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us believe is a very important effort to
update the State codes, to assist the
States in the updating of the energy
codes among the 50 States.

These funds are intended to continue
implementing the cooperative cofunded
incentive grant program of technical
assistance that actively assists the
States in the process of updating and
implementing their residential and
commercial codes.

I would point out to the body that
none of the programs related to this
update of State codes via the coopera-
tive cofunded incentive grants falls
under what has been expressed strongly
by the committee in the committee re-
port, the concerns of the committee re-
lated to the creation of any new stand-
ards. There are no new standards in
that component at all.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we recognize that the
DOE is working diligently to revamp
its codes and standards programs. |
know both the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER] and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS]
have worked on this. This is a biparti-
san amendment. We have no objections
to the modest increases.

I have talked with our colleague, the
gentleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.
PARKER], who is interested in this sub-
ject. He advises me he is supportive of
getting money into the States to estab-
lish their standards, and most of this
increase would be to help the States
implement the consensus building pro-
gram outlined in the committee report.

For all of those reasons, we are
happy to accept this amendment.

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

Mr. REGULA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, our side
believes this is a good amendment, too,
and we are accepting it.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would just like to
say that it has been a pleasure to work
with my colleague from Michigan, Mr.
EHLERS, and to work with the chair-
man and the ranking member and the
staffs on both sides of the aisle.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER].

The amendment was agreed to.
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 455, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order:

Amendment No. 11 offered by the
gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE];

amendment No. 17 offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK];
amendment No. 15 offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT]; and amendment No. 27 of-
fered by the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS].

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

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MS. FURSE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 209, noes 211,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 262]
AYES—209

Abercrombie Filner Lofgren
Ackerman Flake Lowey
Andrews Flanagan Luther
Baldacci Foglietta Maloney
Barrett (WI) Forbes Manton
Becerra Ford Markey
Beilenson Fox Martinez
Bentsen Frank (MA) Martini
Bereuter Franks (NJ) Matsui
Berman Frelinghuysen McCarthy
Bevill Frost McDermott
Bilbray Furse McHale
Bilirakis Gejdenson McKinney
Blumenauer Gephardt McNulty
Blute Geren Meehan
Boehlert Gibbons Meek
Bonior Gilchrest Menendez
Borski Gilman Meyers
Boucher Gordon Millender-
Brown (CA) Goss McDonald
Brown (FL) Green (TX) Miller (CA)
Brown (OH) Greenwood Minge
Brownback Gutierrez Mink
Bryant (TX) Hall (OH) Moakley
Buyer Hamilton Moran
Campbell Harman Morella
Cardin Hastings (FL) Murtha
Castle Hilliard Nadler
Chrysler Hinchey Neal
Clay Horn Obey
Clayton Hoyer Olver
Clement Inglis Owens
Clyburn Jackson (IL) Pallone
Coleman Jackson-Lee Pastor
Collins (IL) (TX) Payne (NJ)
Collins (MI) Jacobs Payne (VA)
Conyers Jefferson Pelosi
Costello Johnson (CT) Peterson (MN)
Coyne Johnson (SD) Petri
Cummings Johnston Porter
DeFazio Kanjorski Portman
DelLauro Kaptur Poshard
Dellums Kasich Quinn
Deutsch Kelly Rahall
Dicks Kennedy (MA) Reed
Dingell Kennedy (RI) Richardson
Dixon Kennelly Rivers
Doggett Kildee Roemer
Durbin Kingston Rose
Ehlers Kleczka Roukema
Engel Klug Roybal-Allard
Eshoo LaFalce Rush
Evans Lantos Sabo
Farr Lazio Sanders
Fattah Leach Sanford
Fawell Levin Sawyer
Fazio Lewis (GA) Saxton
Fields (LA) LoBiondo Schroeder
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Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bishop
Bliley
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Foley

Emerson
Fields (TX)
Houghton
Hyde
Lincoln

Messrs.
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Thompson Waters
Thornton Watt (NC)
Thurman Waxman
Torkildsen Weldon (PA)
Torres Williams
Towns Wilson
Upton Wise
Velazquez Woolsey
Vento Wynn
Visclosky Yates
Volkmer Zimmer
Walsh
Ward
NOES—211
Fowler Myrick
Franks (CT) Nethercutt
Frisa Neumann
Funderburk Ney
Gallegly Norwood
Ganske Nussle
Gekas Oberstar
Gillmor Ortiz
Gonzalez Orton
Goodlatte Oxley
Goodling Packard
Graham Paxon
Greene (UT) Pickett
Gunderson Pombo
Gutknecht Pomeroy
Hall (TX) Pryce
Hancock Quillen
Hansen Radanovich
Hastert Regula
Hastings (WA) Riggs
Hayes Roberts
Hayworth Rogers
Hefley Rohrabacher
Hefner Ros-Lehtinen
Heineman Royce
Herger Salmon
Hilleary Scarborough
Hobson Schaefer
Hoekstra Schiff
Hoke Seastrand
Holden Shadegg
Hostettler Shaw
Hunter Shuster
Hutchinson Sisisky
Istook Skeen
Johnson, E. B. Skelton
Johnson, Sam Smith (TX)
Jones Smith (WA)
Kim Solomon
King Souder
Klink Spence
Knollenberg Stearns
Kolbe Stenholm
LaHood Stockman
Largent Stump
Latham Stupak
LaTourette Talent
Laughlin Tanner
Lewis (CA) Tate
Lewis (KY) Taylor (MS)
Lightfoot Taylor (NC)
Linder Tejeda
Lipinski Thomas
Livingston Thornberry
Longley Tiahrt
Lucas Traficant
Manzullo Vucanovich
Mascara Walker
McCollum Wamp
McCrery Watts (OK)
McHugh Weldon (FL)
Mclnnis Weller
McKeon White
Metcalf Whitfield
Mica Wicker
Miller (FL) Wolf
Molinari Young (AK)
Mollohan Young (FL)
Montgomery Zeliff
Moorhead
Myers
NOT VOTING—14
McDade Rangel
Mclintosh Roth
Parker Tauzin
Peterson (FL) Torricelli
Ramstad
0O 1628
FATTAH, WILSON, and

PETRI changed their vote from ‘‘no”

to “aye.”
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So the agreement was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, on roll-
call vote 262, the first amendment, | in-
advertently voted ‘“‘yea.” | meant to
vote ‘““nay.” | ask that the RECORD re-
flect a *‘no’’ vote on rollcall vote 262.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. I1sTOOK] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will
minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 212, noes 206,
not voting 16, as follows:

be a 5-

[Roll No. 263]
AYES—212

Abercrombie Dunn Largent
Allard Edwards Latham
Archer Ehlers LaTourette
Armey Ehrlich Laughlin
Bachus English Leach
Baker (CA) Everett Lewis (KY)
Ballenger Ewing Lightfoot
Barcia Flanagan Lipinski
Barr Forbes Livingston
Barrett (WI) Fowler Longley
Bartlett Fox Lowey
Barton Franks (NJ) Lucas
Bass Frelinghuysen Manzullo
Bateman Frisa Martini
Bentsen Ganske Mascara
Bilirakis Gekas McCarthy
Bliley Geren McCollum
Boehner Gibbons McCrery
Bonilla Gillmor McHugh
Borski Goodlatte Mclnnis
Boucher Goodling Mclntosh
Brownback Gordon McKeon
Bryant (TN) Graham Metcalf
Bunning Greene (UT) Meyers
Burr Hall (TX) Mica
Buyer Hamilton Miller (FL)
Calvert Hancock Montgomery
Campbell Harman Moorhead
Canady Hastert Myrick
Cardin Hastings (WA) Nethercutt
Chabot Hayes Neumann
Chambliss Hefley Ney
Chapman Heineman Norwood
Chenoweth Herger Nussle
Chrysler Hobson Obey
Clement Hoekstra Oxley
Coble Hoke Parker
Coburn Holden Paxon
Collins (GA) Hostettler Payne (VA)
Combest Hutchinson Petri
Condit Inglis Pickett
Costello Istook Pombo
Cox Jacobs Poshard
Crane Johnson (CT) Quinn
Cremeans Johnson, Sam Radanovich
Cunningham Johnston Rivers
Danner Kaptur Roberts
Deal Kasich Roemer
DeFazio Kelly Rohrabacher
Dickey Kim Roukema
Doggett King Royce
Dooley Kingston Salmon
Doolittle Klink Sanford
Dornan Klug Scarborough
Doyle Knollenberg Schaefer
Dreier LaFalce Schumer
Duncan LaHood Sensenbrenner

Shadegg
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns

Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Barrett (NE)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Castle
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooley
Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Davis

de la Garza
Delauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley

Ford

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)

Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Upton
Visclosky
Vucanovich

NOES—206

Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goss
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hefner
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Horn
Hoyer
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolbe
Lantos
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran
Morella

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Rahall
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Shaw
Skaggs
Skeen
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Ward

Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—16

Bono
Emerson
Fields (TX)
Hansen
Houghton
Hyde

The Clerk
pair:

Lincoln
McDade
Peterson (FL)
Porter
Ramstad
Rangel

O 1635

announced the following

Roth
Tauzin
Torricelli
Waters
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On this vote:
Mr. Emerson for, with Mr. Rangel against.

Mr. MOORHEAD and Mr. HOBSON
changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
263, | was present on the floor and was en-
gaged in conversation with another Member
about my subcommittee’s bill funding the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices and Education and inadvertently ne-
glected to vote.

Had | voted, | would have voted “aye.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] on which further proceed-
ings were postponed and on which the
noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 128, noes 291,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 264]

AYES—128
Allard Franks (NJ) Myrick
Armey Funderburk Neumann
Bachus Gekas Norwood
Baker (CA) Gillmor Nussle
Barcia Goodlatte Parker
Barr Graham Paxon
Barrett (WI) Gutknecht Peterson (MN)
Barton Hamilton Petri
Bateman Hancock Pombo
Bilbray Hastert Poshard
Bilirakis Hayes Radanovich
Boehner Hayworth Roberts
Brewster Hefley Roemer
Brownback Heineman Rohrabacher
Bunning Herger Royce
Burton Hoekstra Salmon
Camp Hoke Sanford
Campbell Horn Scarborough
Chabot Hostettler Sensenbrenner
Chenoweth Inglis Shadegg
Christensen Istook Shays
Chrysler Jacobs Shuster
Coble Johnson, Sam Skelton
Coburn Jones Smith (MI)
Collins (GA) Kaptur Smith (NJ)
Combest Kasich Smith (TX)
Condit Kleczka Smith (WA)
Cooley Klug Souder
Costello LaHood Stearns
Cox Largent Stenholm
Crane Laughlin Stockman
Crapo Lewis (KY) Stump
Cubin Linder Talent
Cunningham Lipinski Tanner
Danner Lucas Tate
Doolittle Luther Taylor (MS)
Dreier Manzullo Thomas
Edwards Mclnnis Thornberry
English Mclintosh Tiahrt
Ensign Metcalf Upton
Ewing Meyers Watts (OK)
Fawell Minge Zimmer
Foley Montgomery

NOES—291
Abercrombie Baker (LA) Bass
Ackerman Baldacci Becerra
Andrews Ballenger Beilenson
Archer Barrett (NE) Bentsen
Baesler Bartlett Berman
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Bevill
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn

Burr

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cremeans
Cummings
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dornan
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling

Bereuter
Dickey
Emerson

Gordon
Goss
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hefner
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
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Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Rahall
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Shaw
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—15

Fields (TX)
Hansen
Houghton

Hyde
Lincoln
McDade

Peterson (FL) Rangel Tauzin
Ramstad Roth Torricelli
O 1642
The Clerk announced the following

pair:
On this vote:
Mr. Tauzin for, with Mr. Rangel against.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr. KIM
changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. THOMAS changed his vote from
““no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice note.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 237,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 265]

AYES—186
Abercrombie Foley Martini
Ackerman Fowler McCarthy
Allard Fox McCollum
Baldacci Furse McDermott
Ballenger Gallegly McHugh
Barcia Ganske Mcinnis
Barr Gekas McKeon
Bass Gilman McKinney
Becerra Goodlatte Meehan
Bilbray Goodling Meek
Blumenauer Goss Menendez
Bono Gutierrez Metcalf
Burton Gutknecht Minge
Camp Hamilton Mink
Chabot Harman Myrick
Chenoweth Hastings (FL) Nethercutt
Christensen Hastings (WA) Neumann
Chrysler Hayworth Norwood
Clay Hefley Nussle
Clayton Hefner Oberstar
Clement Herger Obey
Clyburn Hilleary Orton
Coburn Hilliard Owens
Collins (MI) Hoke Pastor
Condit Horn Paxon
Conyers Hostettler Payne (NJ)
Cooley Hutchinson Peterson (MN)
Costello Jackson (IL) Petri
Cox Jacobs Pombo
Crapo Jefferson Portman
Cremeans Johnson (SD) Poshard
Cubin Johnston Quinn
Cummings Kasich Radanovich
Cunningham Kelly Rahall
Danner Kennedy (MA) Rangel
Deal Kennedy (RI) Richardson
DeFazio Kim Riggs
Dellums Kingston Roemer
Deutsch Kleczka Rohrabacher
Doolittle Klug Ros-Lehtinen
Dornan Kolbe Rose
Dreier LaFalce Roybal-Allard
Duncan LaHood Royce
Dunn Latham Rush
Durbin LaTourette Salmon
Ensign Leach Sanders
Evans Lewis (KY) Sanford
Farr Lightfoot Scarborough
Fazio Lipinski Schroeder
Fields (LA) Lofgren Scott
Filner Luther Sensenbrenner
Flake Manzullo Serrano

Shadegg
Shays
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stockman
Stokes

Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Clinger
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Davis

de la Garza
DelLauro
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fawell
Flanagan
Foglietta

Emerson
Fields (TX)
Hansen
Houghton

Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman

NOES—237

Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hastert
Hayes
Heineman
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennelly
Kildee
King
Klink
Knollenberg
Lantos
Largent
Laughlin
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCrery
McHale
Mclintosh
McNulty
Meyers
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Moakley
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Towns
Vucanovich
Walker
White
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Young (AK)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal

Ney

Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Pryce
Quillen
Reed
Regula
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers
Roukema
Sabo
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Seastrand
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Souder
Stark
Stenholm
Studds
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—11

Lincoln
McDade
Peterson (FL)
Ramstad

Roth
Tauzin
Torricelli
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O 1651
Ms. SLAUGHTER and Messrs. MOOR-
HEAD, GRAHAM, and FATTAH

changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. NUSSLE, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska changed their vote
from ““no”” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, |
unanimous consent to strike the
word.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
for the purpose of engaging the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] in a
colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman
knows, smuggling in the border region
of eastern San Diego County has
reached epidemic proportions. A large
portion of the border region consists of
lands managed by the BLM and Na-
tional Forest System.

To stem this tide of smuggling, the
Border Patrol needs additional border
fencing and access to roads on these
Federal lands.

I know the gentleman is familiar
with the committee’s report, which
identifies this border region as an area
of high priority. It is my hope that it is
the chairman’s intention to urge
strong measures to help stem the mas-
sive flow of illegal aliens and narcotics
plaguing this area.

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

Mr. HUNTER. |
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, the
committee is aware of the smuggling
epidemic existing on the Federal lands
within this region of eastern San Diego
County. It is certainly our intention
that the BLM and National Forest
Service should accommodate Federal
law enforcement agencies by allowing
those agencies to construct fences and
roads along our international border
with Mexico.

Further, please be aware of the com-
mittee’s intent to strongly monitor the
BLM and Forest Service toward these
ends.

Mr. HUNTER. | want to thank the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] for
his support for the building of roads
and fences to assist our border patrol
agents in California.

Mr. POMERQY. Mr. Chairman, | must reluc-
tantly rise in opposition to this bill in its final
form. | am pleased that the committee in-
creased funding above the President’s request
for fossil energy research and development. It
is in the national economic interest to fund this
research to ensure use of these resources is
both more efficient and environmentally friend-
ly.

One project funded in my State, the Energy
and Environmental Research Center in Grand
Forks, ND, is a model for providing practical
solutions to critical barrier issues.

ask
last

yield to the gen-
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| believe many areas of this bill have been
improved since the House considered the bill
for fiscal year 1996. However, the cuts in this
bill to the Bureau of Indian Affairs left me with
no choice but to oppose it.

Mr. Chairman, | opposed both the House bill
and the conference report of the versions of
the fiscal year 1996 Interior appropriations.
The deep cuts contained in those bills for Na-
tive American programs were unjustified and
were an abandonment of the Federal Govern-
ment’'s trust responsibility to the tribes. The
Omnibus Appropriations bill signed into law in
April was an improvement, but it still cut fund-
ing for the operation of Indian programs by 8
percent from 1995 levels. This bill compounds
that hit by cutting funding for these critical pro-
grams by another 3 percent.

Mr. Chairman, representing four reserva-
tions in my State, | know first hand about the
unmet needs of these tribes. Funding in fiscal
year 1995 was inadequate to meet the health,
education, and training needs of these individ-
uals. To make deep cuts in these programs
will leave many tribes with no option but to
suspend programs, cut services, and shut
their tribal office doors. This is absolutely un-
acceptable.

| am hopeful that deliberations with the Sen-
ate will provide a more acceptable level of
funding to our Nation’s first Americans.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, | rise to ad-
vocate changes to our funding priorities within
the Forest Service [FS]. As the appropriations
for FS programs continue to decline, Congress
and the FS need to reevaluate the uses of our
Federal dollars.

Currently the return of revenue to the Treas-
ury plays absolutely no role in determining
where Federal resources are spent. Therefore,
many profitmaking areas do not receive
enough money to operate at full capacity, thus
minimizing the total revenue to the Treasury.
If revenue-generating facilities were able to
run at full capacity, they could also help sup-
port other Forest Service activities that are im-
portant, but that do not return much revenue
to the Federal Government.

| have personally witnessed the impact of
funding cuts on the operations of facilities in
the First Congressional District of Arkansas.
Recently, Blanchard Springs Caverns [BSC] in
the Ozark National Forest was forced to con-
sider proposals to close the facility 2 days a
week during its most heavily used times. BSC,
which boasts beautiful stalactite and stalag-
mite formations, is the jewel of the forest. This
limited schedule proposal would have saved
around $40,000, but would have resulted in a
total loss of approximately $120,330 in reve-
nue to the Treasury. I'm not an economist, but
according to these figures, the Treasury would
have lost a total of $80,330 in revenue from
the limited schedule. These figures do not
even factor in the adverse impact on the local
community, which is heavily reliant on tourism
dollars. This proposal did not ultimately go for-
ward, but with the estimated continued decline
in BSC's funding, this will be an ever present
problem.

Congress must also refocus on investing in
recreational areas. Estimates from the Forest
Service conclude that FS facilities contribute a
total of $134 billion to the gross domestic
product. Of that amount, around $98 billion
comes from recreation activities and $7 billion
comes from timber sales. However, despite
these figures, funding for recreation continues
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to decline while funding to accommodate tim-
ber sales is on the rise. Additionally, we must
recognize the ancillary tourism benefits arising
from Federal recreational facilities. Tourism is
the second largest industry in this country,
creating 6 million jobs directly and 5 million
jobs indirectly. This results in $380 billion in
expenditures and a $22 billion trade surplus.
Our Federal lands and facilities are essential
components of this industry.

The recent cuts in the Forest Service [FS]
accounts have forced forest supervisors to re-
duce public access to many popular facilities.
While funding in this bill slightly increases the
funding for the FS’s recreational programs, it
still will not cover the backlog of maintenance
that needs to be done.

Mr. Speaker, as the demand for Federal
dollars continues to increase and the availabil-
ity continues to decline, we must also reevalu-
ate our current budget priorities. While | am a
budget hawk and consistently seek ways to
reduce wasteful Federal spending, | believe
that budget cuts must be fair, particularly to
those programs that work. This year, defense
appropriations exceeded the administration’s
request by $11.1 billion—5 percent—and the
fiscal year 1996 level by $3.7 billion. A rel-
atively small portion of these increases could
have been used by the National Forest Serv-
ice to fund more trail and facility maintenance,
needed facility construction, and basic oper-
ations. People in this country use our public
lands and resources and they deserve ade-
quate access.

Mr. Speaker, again, | question the wisdom
of continually reducing funding for public facili-
ties that are used, enjoyed and actually return
money to the U.S. Treasury. Congress must
recognize the value of maintaining our public
lands.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 3662, the Interior appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1997. | would like to thank Chair-
man REGULA and Representative YATES for
their work, which has been all the more dif-
ficult because of misguided Republican budget
priorities.

| realize that this measure has many serious
shortcomings. H.R. 3662 makes excessive
cuts in important energy initiatives. In addition,
the bill's allocation for our national parks falls
short of meeting the increasing demand for
visitor services, park maintenance, and re-
source protection. | am disappointed that the
Republican majority created these problems
by insisting on budget plans that fail to recog-
nize the importance of our parks.

However, this debate has substantially im-
proved this legislation. By approving the Dicks
amendment, the House preserved the integrity
of the Endangered Species Act. By adopting
the Sanders amendment, the House restored
needed funds for the low-income home weath-
erization program, which conserves energy
and provides vital assistance to low-income
Americans.

Furthermore, this measure helps to preserve
a vital part of our Nation’s heritage. H.R. 3662
renews the Federal commitment to the Black-
stone River Valley National Heritage Corridor,
the birthplace of the American industrial revo-
lution. Drawing on the hard work and ingenuity
of the region’s people, this affiliated area of
the National Park System is a model partner-
ship between the private and public sectors
that deserves our strong support.

| take pride in the great strides that we are
making in the Blackstone Valley, and | will
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vote to preserve the Federal commitment to
these endeavors. | look forward to working
with Chairman REGULA, Representative YATES,
and our colleagues in the Senate to ensure
that the final version of this legislation more
effectively protects all of our Nation’s environ-
mental resources.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, | strongly object
to the Department of Interior funding bill be-
fore the House today. Once again, the Repub-
lican majority has brought a bill to the floor
that shortchanges our nation’s Natural re-
sources and attacks the environment.

The priorities of the majority party never
cease to amaze me. Just last week, the
House approved a defense appropriation bill
that provides $11 billion more for military
spending than even the Pentagon requested.
At the same time, critical nondefense pro-
grams such as our national parks are under-
funded.

The Interior bill before us today cuts $285
million from the President’s request for the Na-
tional Park Service. Years of lean budgets
have forced the park system to defer mainte-
nance and cut staff. As a result, our parks are
increasingly falling into disrepair.

Ironically, resources for the park system
continue to decline at a time when more and
more Americans are visiting our national
parks. This year, the number of visits to na-
tional parks will rise to 270 million. One na-
tional park superintendent put it this way:
“Visitors [to the nation’s national parks] will
notice a major difference in park operations
this year. | the years ahead . . . protecting re-
sources and providing for visitor use will be in-
creasingly compromised.”

| likewise am concerned that this bill re-
duces funding for energy conservation pro-
grams $235 million below the administration’s
request. Such a reduction is short-sighted
given our Nation’s dangerous dependence on
foreign sources of energy. These energy con-
servation programs not only work to improve
our country’s energy efficiency; they also pro-
vide a successful means of reducing pollution.

Because of these and other deficiences in
the bill, I urge my colleagues to reject this leg-
islation.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
other amendments, under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE) having assumed the chair,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 3662), making
appropriations for the Department of
the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 455, he reported
the bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Under the rule, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
separate vote on the so-called Kennedy
of Massachusetts amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other

amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will redesignate the amendment
on which a separate vote has been de-
manded.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment: In the item relating to ““FOR-
EST SERVICE—RECONSTRUCTION AND CON-
STRUCTION”’—

(1) after the first dollar amount, insert the
following: ““(reduced by $12,000,000)"’; and

(2) after the second dollar amount, insert
the following: ““(reduced by $30,000,000)"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, |
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 211, noes 211,
not voting 13, as follows:

de-

[Roll No. 266]
AYES—211

Abercrombie Forbes Matsui
Ackerman Ford McDermott
Andrews Fox McHale
Baesler Frank (MA) McKinney
Baldacci Franks (NJ) McNulty
Barrett (WI) Frelinghuysen Meehan
Becerra Frost Meek
Beilenson Furse Menendez
Berman Ganske Meyers
Bilbray Gejdenson Millender-
Bilirakis Gephardt McDonald
Blute Gibbons Miller (CA)
Boehlert Gilchrest Miller (FL)
Bonior Gilman Minge
Borski Gonzalez Mink
Boucher Gordon Moakley
Brown (CA) Goss Molinari
Brown (FL) Greenwood Moran
Brown (OH) Gutierrez Morella
Brownback Hall (OH) Myrick
Bryant (TX) Harman Nadler
Campbell Hastings (FL) Neal
Cardin Hilliard Neumann
Castle Hinchey Olver
Chabot Hoekstra Ortiz
Clay Horn Owens
Clayton Hostettler Pallone
Clement Hoyer Pastor
Clyburn Inglis Payne (NJ)
Collins (IL) Jackson (IL) Pelosi
Collins (MI) Jacobs Petri
Conyers Jefferson Pomeroy
Costello Johnson (SD) Porter
Coyne Johnston Portman
Cummings Kasich Poshard
Davis Kelly Quinn
de la Garza Kennedy (MA) Rahall
DelLauro Kennedy (RI) Rangel
Dellums Kennelly Reed
Deutsch Kildee Richardson
Diaz-Balart Kleczka Rivers
Dingell Klug Roemer
Dixon LaFalce Rohrabacher
Doggett LaHood Ros-Lehtinen
Duncan Lantos Rose
Durbin LaTourette Roukema
Ehlers Lazio Roybal-Allard
Engel Leach Royce
English Levin Rush
Eshoo Lewis (GA) Salmon
Evans LoBiondo Sanders
Farr Lofgren Sanford
Fattah Lowey Sawyer
Fawell Luther Saxton
Fields (LA) Maloney Schiff
Filner Manton Schroeder
Flake Manzullo Schumer
Flanagan Markey Scott
Foglietta Martinez Sensenbrenner
Foley Martini Serrano
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Shaw
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
DelLay
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Ensign
Everett

Emerson
Fields (TX)
Hansen
Hayes
Houghton

Talent
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky

NOES—211

Ewing
Fazio
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoke
Holden
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
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Walker
Wamp

Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Woolsey
Yates
Zimmer

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Scarborough
Schaefer
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Tanner
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Traficant
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—13

Lincoln
McDade
Peterson (FL)
Ramstad
Roth
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Sabo
Tauzin
Torricelli

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. YATES. | am, Mr. Speaker, in its
present form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. YATES moves to recommit the bill,
H.R. 3662, to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

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

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, on that |
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 176, nays
241, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 267]
YEAS—176

Abercrombie Farr Martinez
Ackerman Fattah Mascara
Andrews Fazio Matsui
Baesler Fields (LA) McCarthy
Baldacci Filner McDermott
Barcia Flake McHale
Barrett (WI) Foglietta McKinney
Becerra Ford McNulty
Beilenson Frank (MA) Meehan
Bentsen Frost Meek
Berman Furse Menendez
Bevill Gejdenson Millender-
Bishop Gephardt McDonald
Blumenauer Gibbons Miller (CA)
Bonior Gonzalez Minge
Borski Green (TX) Mink
Boucher Gutierrez Moakley
Browder Hamilton Moran
Brown (CA) Harman Nadler
Brown (FL) Hastings (FL) Neal
Brown (OH) Hefner Oberstar
Bryant (TX) Hilliard Obey
Cardin Hinchey Olver
Chapman Hoyer Ortiz
Clay Jackson (IL) Owens
Clayton Jackson-Lee Pallone
Clement (TX) Pastor
Clyburn Jacobs Payne (NJ)
Coleman Jefferson Payne (VA)
Collins (IL) Johnson (SD) Pelosi
Collins (MI) Johnson, E. B. Peterson (MN)
Condit Johnston Pomeroy
Conyers Kanjorski Poshard
Costello Kaptur Rangel
Coyne Kennedy (MA) Reed
Cramer Kennedy (RI) Richardson
Cummings Kennelly Rivers
Danner Kildee Roemer
de la Garza Kleczka Rose
DeFazio Klink Roybal-Allard
DeLauro LaFalce Rush
Dellums Lantos Sabo
Deutsch Levin Sanders
Dingell Lewis (GA) Sawyer
Dixon Lipinski Schroeder
Doggett Lofgren Schumer
Dooley Lowey Scott
Durbin Luther Serrano
Engel Maloney Sisisky
Eshoo Manton Skaggs
Evans Markey Skelton

Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson

Allard
Archer
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley

Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske

Armey
Baker (LA)
Callahan
Emerson

Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward

NAYS—241

Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick

Fields (TX)
Foley
Hansen
Houghton
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Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—17

Lincoln
McCrery
McDade
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Peterson (FL) Roth Torricelli
Ramstad Tauzin Wilson
0O 1734

Mr. SHAYS and Mr. GORDON
changed their votes from ‘‘yea’” to
“nay.”

Mr. MINGE changed from ‘“‘nay” to
“‘yea.”’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of the rule XV,
the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays
174, not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 268]
YEAS—242

Allard Ensign Lewis (CA)
Archer Everett Lewis (KY)
Bachus Ewing Lightfoot
Baker (CA) Fawell Linder
Ballenger Flanagan Lipinski
Barr Foley Livingston
Barrett (NE) Forbes LoBiondo
Bartlett Fowler Longley
Barton Fox Lucas
Bass Franks (CT) Manzullo
Bateman Franks (NJ) Martinez
Bereuter Frelinghuysen Martini
Bevill Frisa Mascara
Bilbray Funderburk McCollum
Bilirakis Gallegly McHugh
Bishop Ganske Mclnnis
Bliley Gekas Mclntosh
Blute Geren McKeon
Boehlert Gilchrest Metcalf
Boehner Gillmor Meyers
Bonilla Gilman Mica
Bono Gonzalez Miller (FL)
Brewster Goodlatte Molinari
Brownback Goodling Mollohan
Bryant (TN) Gordon Montgomery
Bunn Goss Moorhead
Bunning Graham Morella
Burr Greene (UT) Murtha
Burton Greenwood Myers
Buyer Gunderson Myrick
Calvert Gutknecht Neal
Camp Hall (OH) Nethercutt
Campbell Hall (TX) Ney
Canady Harman Norwood
Castle Hastings (WA) Nussle
Chabot Hayes Ortiz
Chambliss Hayworth Orton
Chenoweth Hefley Oxley
Christensen Heineman Packard
Chrysler Herger Parker
Clinger Hilleary Paxon
Coble Hobson Pickett
Coburn Hoekstra Pombo
Collins (GA) Hoke Porter
Condit Holden Portman
Cox Horn Pryce
Coyne Hunter Quillen
Crane Hutchinson Radanovich
Crapo Hyde Rahall
Cremeans Inglis Reed
Cubin Istook Regula
Cunningham Johnson (CT) Rivers
Davis Johnson, Sam Roberts
de la Garza Jones Rogers
Deal Kasich Ros-Lehtinen
DelLay Kelly Roukema
Diaz-Balart Kennedy (RI) Salmon
Dickey Kim Sanford
Dicks King Saxton
Dooley Kingston Schaefer
Doolittle Klink Schiff
Dornan Knollenberg Seastrand
Doyle Kolbe Shadegg
Dreier LaHood Shaw
Duncan Largent Shays
Dunn Latham Shuster
Edwards LaTourette Sisisky
Ehlers Laughlin Skeen
Ehrlich Lazio Smith (MI)
English Leach Smith (NJ)
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Smith (TX) Thomas Weller
Smith (WA) Thornberry White
Solomon Torkildsen Whitfield
Souder Traficant Wicker
Spence Upton Wise
Stenholm Visclosky Wolf
Talent Vucanovich Young (AK)
Tanner Walsh Young (FL)
Tate Watts (OK) Zeliff
Taylor (NC) Weldon (FL) Zimmer
Tejeda Weldon (PA)
NAYS—174
Abercrombie Gephardt Pastor
Ackerman Gibbons Payne (NJ)
Andrews Green (TX) Payne (VA)
Baesler Gutierrez Pelosi
Baldacci Hamilton Peterson (MN)
Barcia Hancock Petri
Barrett (WI) Hastert Pomeroy
Becerra Hastings (FL) Poshard
Beilenson Hefner Quinn
Bentsen Hilliard Rangel
Berman Hinchey Richardson
Blumenauer Hostettler Riggs
Bonior Hoyer Roemer
Borski Jackson (IL) Rohrabacher
Boucher Jackson-Lee Rose
Browder (TX) Roybal-Allard
Brown (CA) Jacobs Royce
Brown (FL) Jefferson Rush
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Sabo
Bryant (TX) Johnson, E. B. Sanders
Cardin Johnston Sawyer
Chapman Kanjorski Scarborough
Clay Kaptur Schroeder
Clayton Kennedy (MA) Schumer
Clement Kennelly Scott
Clyburn Kildee Sensenbrenner
Coleman Kleczka Serrano
Collins (IL) Klug Skaggs
Collins (MI) LaFalce Skelton
Combest Lantos Slaughter
Conyers Levin Spratt
Cooley Lewis (GA) Stark
Costello Lofgren Stearns
Cramer Lowey Stockman
Cummings Luther Stokes
Danner Maloney Studds
DeFazio Manton Stump
DelLauro Markey Stupak
Dellums Matsui Taylor (MS)
Deutsch McCarthy Thompson
Dingell McDermott Thornton
Dixon McHale Thurman
Doggett McKinney Tiahrt
Durbin McNulty Torres
Engel Meehan Towns
Eshoo Menendez Velazquez
Evans Millender- Vento
Farr McDonald Volkmer
Fattah Miller (CA) Walker
Fazio Minge Wamp
Fields (LA) Mink Ward
Filner Moakley Waters
Flake Moran Watt (NC)
Foglietta Nadler Waxman
Ford Neumann Williams
Frank (MA) Oberstar Woolsey
Frost Obey Wynn
Furse Owens Yates
Gejdenson Pallone
NOT VOTING—18
Armey Houghton Peterson (FL)
Baker (LA) Lincoln Ramstad
Callahan McCrery Roth
Emerson McDade Tauzin
Fields (TX) Meek Torricelli
Hansen Olver Wilson
0 1754

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3662, and that | may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, | was
unavoidably detained and unable to
make votes 249, 250, 251, and 252. Had |
been present, | would have voted “‘yes”’
on all four.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | take this time for the purpose of
inquiring of the distinguished majority
whip about the schedule for next week.
I would be happy to yield for whatever
description of the schedule he would
like to provide.

Mr. DELAY. | thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the House has con-
cluded its legislative business for the
week. On Monday, June 24, we will
meet in pro forma session Of course,
there will be no legislative business
and no votes that day.

On Tuesday, June 25, the House will
meet at 10:30 a.m. for morning hour,
and 12 noon for legislative business.
Members should note that we do expect
recorded votes close to 1 p.m. Please be
advised that we will have a full day
planned for Tuesday, June 25.

The House will first debate H.R. 2531,
the House Parent Exemption Act,
which is on the corrections day cal-
endar. We will then take up under sus-
pension of the rules H.R. 3604, the Safe
Drinking Water Act. After consider-
ation of the suspension on Tuesday, the
House will consider the rule for H.R.
3666, the VA-HUD appropriations, and
the bill itself.

On Wednesday, June 26, and the bal-
ance of the week, the House will con-
sider the appropriation bill for the De-
partment of Transportation, and pos-
sibly for the Departments of Labor and
Health and Human Services.

Mr. Speaker, | would also like to re-
mind Members that we may take up a
resolution holding the President’s
aides in contempt of Congress. It is our
hope that the President will be forth-
coming with the subpoenaed
Travelegate documents before next
week. However, in the event that these
key documents are not provided, we
may need to act on the contempt reso-
lution.

Mr. Speaker, we hope to finish legis-
lative business and start the July 4th
district period by 2 p.m. on Friday,
June 28. Members should be prepared to
return to Washington on Tuesday, July
9. We expect recorded votes to be held
that day after 5 p.m.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | want to thank the whip for assur-
ing members that 5 o’clock is still the
time for votes on that Tuesday return
after the Fourth of July break.
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Is it likely that given the fact that
the Labor-HHS bill is not yet marked
up and probably will not be until the
end of Tuesday of next week, that we
probably are not likely to see it on the
floor? Is it realistic that it will be the
two appropriations bills, Transpor-
tation, VA-HUD?

Mr. DELAY. Well, the reason | said
possibly consideration of the Labor-
HHS appropriations bill is that hope-
fully we can work some sort of agree-
ment out between the ranking member,
Mr. OBEY, and the chairman, Mr. Liv-
INGSTON, so that we could go to that
bill. If that is not possible, then we
may not do the bill next week.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | have another question. Could the
gentleman tell me when the first rec-
onciliation bill is likely to hit the
floor. I know many thought it would be
before us in the next week. | know also
that the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
GEPHARDT], the Democratic leader, has
written to the Speaker asking for some
sort of clarification as to the intent of
the majority with regard to welfare,
Medicaid, and taxes, whether they
would be tied together or come sepa-
rately, would they or would they not be
part of the reconciliation, and what re-
quirements might the Committee on
Rules impose as to how we could con-
struct a viable Democratic alternative.

Is the gentleman in a position to give
us any understanding about when that
might come and how it might come?

O 1800

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman would
continue to yield, those decisions have
not been made as yet, and we are con-
sulting with as many Members as pos-
sible to decide which is the best way to

proceed.
We expect that the first reconcili-
ation bill, if indeed we split up the rec-

onciliation bill, would come soon after
the July 4th break. We have every in-
tention of working with the minority’s
leadership to make sure that the mi-
nority will have plenty of time in
which to craft any substitute that they
may want to offer.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | appreciate the gentleman’s as-
surance, and | look forward to finaliz-
ing the arrangements, because | want
to maintain, very clearly, that the mi-
nority is very anxious to participate in
the discussions, whether we take them
up as a package or individually, and we
look forward to providing an alter-
native.

I want to find out from the majority
whip, if he can tell us, what will be the
fate of the so-called reform week,
which we understood was coming that
week on our return. We now have
backed up several key appropriations
bills, we have just heard about the need
to bring up the reconciliation bills, and
we pick up anecdotally that many of
the reforms are falling by the wayside.

I am wondering, is reform week still
in our future, or has it perhaps been
drifting off into oblivion?
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Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, |
would say to him that we want to con-
tinue the reputation that we have es-
tablished in the 104th Congress of being
the reform Congress. We have every in-
tention of continuing with our plans
for a reform week.

We intend to do a campaign finance
reform bill. Unfortunately, we are slip-
ping the schedule on our appropria-
tions bills, and our first priority is to
get through the 13 appropriation bills
and use the precious floor time for
them, but we have every intention of
honoring our commitments on reforms,
to continue the reforms that we have
been working on, sometime in July.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, | would once
again ask the gentleman, as | have the
gentleman from California, Chairman
THOMAS, and others who may have ju-
risdiction, if we could be given some
understanding about what will be com-
ing to the floor during that week,
whenever it is.

It is our experience that when we
have task force government in the leg-
islative process, we do not always have
an opportunity to participate until, all
of a sudden, the legislation is before us.
So, | am wondering when we may be in-
formed about what will be the composi-
tion of reform week in some detail.
Could the gentleman inform us?

Mr. DELAY. As soon as we know, we
will let the gentleman know.

Mr. FAZIO of California. | consider
that a very candid comment, and | ap-
preciate the response.

One last question, and | will not pro-
long this. | know a good deal of atten-
tion is suddenly being focused on the
MFN for China. Could the gentleman
tell us when that very important de-
bate, which is really bipartisan in na-
ture, might well come before the body?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | would
advise the gentleman that we are try-
ing to work with both sides on the
MFN issue. We are going to have a
leadership meeting next week and we
have been in discussion with our lead-
ership team. There is a possibility that
we would do MFN next week if we can
get the floor time for it and do it.

We would like to get it on to the
floor and moving as quickly as we can,
and we think we can do that. Although,
we cannot, for certain, say it is going
to be next week, there is a possibility
it will be brought up next week.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Does the
gentleman have any idea how long we
might have to debate that, how exten-
sive the time commitment to MFN
would likely be?

Mr. DELAY. If we do it next week, it
would be several hours, but it would
not be the 20 hours as required. We will
consult with the minority leadership to
make sure that every Member’s re-
quests are taken care of, but under-
standing that floor time is very pre-
cious.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | will try to wrap this one up and
yield further.
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If it is possible, after the first two ap-
propriations bills, VA-HUD and Trans-
portation, are dealt with, if Labor-HHS
is not ready, we may well then go to
Thursday afternoon, Friday morning
consideration of MFN; is that correct?

Mr. DELAY. | would say that that is
a real possibility.

Mr. FAZIO of California. And Friday
is firm, until 2, next week?

Mr. DELAY. Friday we will be out by
2 p.m. no matter what.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | appreciate very much the input
of the majority whip, and if the Speak-
er would forbear for just a second, |
have been asked by the White House to
indicate for those going to the picnic
tonight that they are urging people to
take Independence Avenue to 17th
street, right on 17th, cross Constitution
and take the first right turn onto the
Ellipse.

There is a tremendous potential for a
traffic snarl there tonight. Parking is
available on the Ellipse and east to-
ward East Executive Drive. If any
Members who are listening to this have
some concerns about it, call the cloak-
rooms of the two parties and we will
help try to ease transportation.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
JUNE 25, 1996

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Monday, June 24, 1996, it ad-
journ to meet at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday,
June 25, 1996, for morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

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

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE
24, 1996

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2
p.m. on Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

THE FILEGATE INVESTIGATION

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
material.)
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Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, all
Americans should note with pride the
fact that the Olympic torch passes
through Washington today on its way
to Atlanta, GA, but we should issue
this warning both to the International
Olympic Committee and the U.S.
Olympic Committee: ‘““Whatever you do
with that torch, please don’t stop at
the White House.”” Chances are the
torch would get lost and we would not
see it for 2% years. But | am sure that
would be just an honest bureaucratic
snafu.

Mr. Speaker, in all sincerity, this
morning | respectfully request that we
include in the RECORD the lead edi-
torial in today’s Washington Times en-
titled “The Filegate Investigation.” If
we include that in the RECORD, we will
come to the conclusion that all sober
and fair-minded Americans should
share, that with all due respect to the
FBI, letting the FBI conduct its own
investigation into the Filegate matter
would be like letting the fox guard the
henhouse. An independent counsel is
needed to get to the truth on this sub-
ject.

THE FILEGATE INVESTIGATION

Now that Whitewater independent counsel
Kenneth Starr has determined he lacks juris-
diction to investigate White House abuse of
FBI background files on more than 400
Reagan and Bush appointees, Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno is planning to turn over the
investigation to the FBI itself. That is less
than a satisfactory solution—to put it mild-
ly.
yThis unprecedented and ‘‘egregious’’—as
FBI Director Louis Freeh describes it—viola-
tion of the Privacy Act could not, after all,
have happened without FBI cooperation. And
this is not the first time that that agency
has overstepped the bounds of propriety, if
not legality, in its willingness to cooperate
with the Clinton White House. Senior FBI of-
ficials allowed themselves to be browbeaten
by White House staffers into getting in-
volved in constructing the Clintons’ cover
story for the summary firing of seven travel
office employees in May, 1993. And now it
turns out that for months afterwards, with-
out batting an eye, they were merrily han-
dling over hundreds of confidential files the
White House had no business getting its
hands on.

The White House responded to the initial
revelations of these privacy violations with
typical disingenuousness. While acknowledg-
ing it should never have happened, Clinton
spokesmen laid it all at the feet of a low-
level clerk, who had no idea who did or did
not still need White House access and was
using an outdated Secret Service list—and
an order form stamped with then-White
House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum’s name.
The Secret Service quickly jumped into the
fray with the news that their lists of employ-
ees are constantly updated, and that active
and inactive passholders are very clearly
designated—in short, that there is no such
thing as an out-dated Secret Service list.

That hardly mattered in any case, once it
also became known that the clerk, civilian
Army investigator Anthony Marceca, was
actually a longtime Democratic hack, who’d
been brought on board by and was working
under the direction of another veteran
Democratic operative, Craig Livingstone,
who worked for then-Associate Counsel, Rose
Law Firm partner and Clinton crony William
H. Kennedy I11. All three had every reason to
know perfectly well that they didn’t need
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background files on, say, former Secretary of
State James Baker.

None of this painful truth has stopped the
White House’s spin machine from continuing
to maintain with a straight face that the il-
legal intrusion into confidential files by
Clinton employees was nothing more than a
“bureaucratic snafu.” Nor has it interfered
with Democrats’ unblushing assertions
(which will ring a bell with anyone who fol-
lowed the Senate Whitewater investigations)
that any further questions about this scan-
dalous act—and particularly the hearings
that began this week in the House Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee
(with more to follow soon on the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee), are ‘‘politically moti-
vated.”

It’s clear despite the PR, however, that the
beleaguered folks in the Clinton White House
recognize they’re in trouble once again. The
president and chief of staff have apologized,
albeit in classic Clinton style—without ad-
mitting to any wrongdoing. Craig Living-
stone, it was announced this week, will be
going on ‘“‘requested’” paid leave of absence.
And White House Counsel Jack Quinn has de-
creed that henceforth, all security oper-
ations will be put under the control of
Charles Easley, a veteran career civil serv-
ant who was hired during the Reagan admin-
istration.

Admirably free of the Clintonian ethics
plague as Mr. Easley undoubtedly is, it’s too
late to get those 408 FBI background files
back in the toothpaste tube. More to the
point, his appointment only raises the ques-
tion why someone like him was not ap-
pointed in the first place—if the Clinton ad-
ministration really had no evil intentions.

And honorable as Director Freeh may be,
his agency is too sullied by its part in the
Privacy Act violation to carry out a credible
investigation. It is troubling, indeed, to say
this about yet another Clinton administra-
tion scandal, but if anything ever called for
the appointment of an independent counsel,
this does. Ms. Reno should not delay in seek-
ing such an appointment. Anything else will
look too much like setting the fox to guard
the henhouse.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

HOOSIER HERO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to give my report from Indiana.

Every weekend, my wife Ruthie and |
travel the second district of Indiana.
And so often, people share with me spe-
cial stories about their friends and
neighbors who make our community a
better place. These individuals do
things all on their own to make us
proud.

Now, | like to call these individuals
Hoosier heros. Hoosier heros because
they reach out and lend a helping hand
to those less fortunate.

Mr. Speaker, Brandon Scott Privett
of Pendleton, IN, is a Hoosier hero. A
Hoosier hero because he generously
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contributes his time and effort helping
senior citizens. Brandon is a 12-year-
old boy who moved from Florida to
Pendleton—a small Indiana town last
May. Brandon, along with his mother
and brother, moved in with their
grandmother, who is an active member
of Pet-a-Pal volunteer program.

The Pet-a-Pal program is an organi-
zation that brings animals into the
nursing homes, to help brighten the
days for lonely seniors. Some 46 volun-
teers at Pet-a-Pal program bring pets
to the nursing homes throughout Madi-
son County. There they visit with the
residents and form new friendships and
special bonds.

Brandon started visiting a nursing
home called the Rawlins House with
his grandmother Greta Butts in May.
He immediately befriended a gen-
tleman resident of the nursing home,
and continued to visit him and other
residents daily.

Brandon also started helping the vol-
unteers walk their dogs through the
nursing homes and does anything that
is asked of him. Brandon has made a
special friend with one of the volun-
teers who is disabled in the use of his
arms and has trouble caring for all of
the animals himself.

He helps with the dogs and dresses
them in their costumes to walk them
up and down the halls for the residents
to see—sort of a parade. Those who
know Brandon will tell you so many
good things about this young boy.

Jo Rehm, the Pet-a-Pal coordinator
says she has never met a young man
who had such an understanding and
loving heart for senior citizens.

Brandon is an inspiration to all of us,
and he and all of the volunteers in the
Pet-a-Pal program are Hoosier Heroes,
Hoosier Heroes because they make our
communities a better place to live.

Mr. Speaker, that is my report for In-
diana today, on July 20.

PET-A-PAL VOLUNTEERS

Deb Arnold, Pam Bennett, Sally Bilyeu,
Lisette and Steve Brenner, Bob and Mary
Bridgewater, Howard Wile, Carol
Loughridge, Terri Towner, Anna May Davis,
Sally Wilding, Charlie Grinnell, Sheri
Hineman, Roxanne and Argyl Meeker, and
Brandon Privett.

Eulala Roettger, Charlie Safford, Dottie
Smith, Carrie Smith, Dawn Truex, Nancy
Clement, Lee Ann Wallen, Julie Cox, Meg
Spangler, Mary Lou Griffey, Esther Gray,
John Coulter, Ron Miller, and Mark Reeves.

Betty Bryan, Betty Wainscott, Greta
Butts, Sandy Warden, Amy Burton, Avis
Witt, Ingrid and Mark Childs, Debbie Swan-
son, Rick Garrett, Jo Rehm, Kathleen Buck,
Jennifer Kokos, Charles and Marsha Ostler,
and Bid Pike.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
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HEALTH CARE SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HASTERT. | have to take a few
minutes today to just talk to the
House and its membership about an im-
portant issue coming before this body.
It is called health care security.

It is about people being able to move
from job to job, whether they are in
group health insurance in one job and
moved to group health insurance in an-
other job, or they move from group in-
surance to individual insurance. If you
happen to have, or a member of your
family has, a preexisting condition,
say, a heart situation or some type of
long-term illness, you will not be de-
nied health care.

Now, that legislation has passed this
House and it has passed the Senate,
and it is time to go to conference, the
principals in the other body and the
principals in this House, and talk
about a way to fashion this bill so that
it will gain the support of the Presi-
dent and the signature of the Presi-
dent, and will become law.

The American people want health
care security, they want portability.
They also want availability in health
care and they want affordability in
health care. It is something that we
have addressed in this piece of legisla-
tion. People who are self-employed,
they may be truck drivers in my dis-
trict or barbers or beauticians or farm-
ers or real estate agents or insurance
agents even. They would like to be
given the same break that big business
gets, the same break that if they go
out and buy health care for themselves
and their family, they can deduct the
cost of that health care insurance from
their income tax.

If they are beyond just self-employed,
if they are a small business, they would
like to be able to offer health care in-
surance to their employees that is ac-
tually affordable.

The bill that we have passed through
the House and the bill that has passed
through the Senate basically does that
also. It changes how individual insur-
ance is offered. The House provision
has a provision for medical savings ac-
counts. Medical savings accounts are
something that many companies offer
today; as a matter of fact, there are 17
States across this Nation, including
my home State of Illinois, that offer
medical savings accounts so that peo-
ple can choose the health care provid-
ers that they want.
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They also have an opportunity to
make their individual choices. They
also have an opportunity to shop the
market.

Today in health care, if you have an
insurance policy, we always say that
there is a third party payer. When you
go to the doctor’s office and the doctor
says, you need X, Y, or Z treatment, if
you ask the doctor how much does that
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treatment cost, he will say, do not
worry about it. Your insurance will
cover it.

My colleagues, your insurance may
cover it, but you never see the bill. You
do not know how much you are being
charged by the doctor, the hospital, the
health care provider. We think the
American public ought to be able to
enter into that contract, if you will.
We think that they ought to be able to
deal not only with the provider, the
doctor or the health care provider that
has offered the service, we think that
you can look them in the eye and ask
the price and find out what kind of
value you are getting for your insur-
ance dollar.

The way to do that is to let people
choose medical savings accounts. A
medical savings accounts, what hap-
pens, if the average cost of an insur-
ance policy in this country, which it is,
is $4,500, if you live in Keokuk, IA, it
might be a little less than that. If you
live in Long Island, NY, it might be a
little bit more than that, but the aver-
age cost is $4,500. For about $2,200, you
can get a $2,000 deductible health care
policy, $2,000 deductible, what we call a
catastrophic policy. The balance of
that amount will go into a medical sav-
ings account.

Now, a medical savings account is
like what we would call an IRA or we
could call it a medical IRA. In that sit-
uation your dollars go into your sav-
ings account. The first $2,000 or $2,100
or $2,200, depending on the policy that
you buy, will be paid by you. You
choose the doctor. You choose it, and if
you do not spend it, you get to keep it.
That is the deal that the American
people want. They want health care se-
curity. They want health care afford-
ability, and they want health care
availability. It is time to not be
blocked by the Senate. It is time that
we go to conference and get this job
done.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINTOSH). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MANZULLO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, 1 missed the first three votes
yesterday due to my attending my
daughter’s graduation from preschool.
I congratulate Jessica Lynn, and |
thank the Bunker Hill Nursery School
for doing such an outstanding job.
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Had | been present, | would have
voted yea on rollcall votes 249 and 250,
and | would have voted no on rollcall
vote 251.

| ask that my remarks be included in
the appropriate place in the RECORD.

HOWARD TINNEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. FRANKS]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, last Friday night | attended a
testimonial in honor of former alder-
man and police commissioner Howard
Tinney of Ansonia, CT. Mr. Tinney has
had some medical problems of late and
the 400-plus people in attendance at the
Rapp’s Restaurant wanted to honor
him for all the good work he has done
for the city of Ansonia and for the
State of Connecticut.

As a black Republican for three dec-
ades, Howard Tinney has been a politi-
cal inspiration for many of us, myself
included. We actually have a lot in
common beyond being black Repub-
licans. We both have grown up in the
same city which we live in today. We
both have beautiful wives, Donna for
myself and Esther for Mr. Tinney. We
both have three children. We both have
lovely mothers that are alive and well.
We both served on the board of direc-
tors of our local YMCA'’s. And we were
both all-star athletes, though he was
far better than | had ever hoped to be.

We were both the first black Repub-
licans to have been elected to the board
of aldermen in our respective cities.
Howard served as a police commis-
sioner, and | served as a fire commis-
sioner.

Howard Tinney, however, accom-
plished his feats more than 10 years be-
fore 1 even got involved in politics.
Howard Tinney was a trailblazer. He
made it easier for people like myself.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, Howard Tinney has
been an outstanding parent, husband,
role model, and community leader. We
have been blessed to have had the good
fortune to have been able to have
worked, played, cried, and laughed
with a man of Howard’s caliber. May
God continue to bless you and your
family, Howard Tinney.

MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. McDERMOTT] is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, my
colleague from Illinois, Mr. HASTERT,
has talked recently, very briefly, about
the fact that there is a health reform
act which is before the Congress and
which | think in this instance we both
agree is important. It has provisions
which allow people to take their insur-
ance from one place of employment to
another, that is portability. It pro-
hibits the use of preexisting conditions
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to bar people from insurance, but un-
fortunately it is probably not going to
pass the House of Representatives; and
it is about that issue that | would like
to talk.

The Republican health care bill con-
tains provisions granting substantial
tax incentives for medical savings ac-
counts. Despite the fact that there is
no public clamor for them, Republicans
are obsessed with medical savings ac-
counts.

Now, the Republicans in the House
want us to believe that MSA’s are the
way to expand patient choice and to
control health care costs, when in my
opinion nothing could be further from
the truth. The only things that are
known for sure about MSA'’s is that
they will provide lavish tax breaks for
the healthiest and wealthiest in our so-
ciety and that this will cause the cost
of health care insurance to increase,
making it more difficult and less af-
fordable for employers to offer ade-
quate health insurance.

I want to start at the beginning, be-
cause we talk about MSA’s. | am not
sure how many Members of the House,
how many members of the general pub-
lic really understand what the proposal
really amounts to. MSA’s are nothing
more than tax-favored savings ac-
counts for health care expenses, cou-
pled with a high deductible health in-
surance policy. Under the MSA pro-
posal which the House Republicans
have advanced, health insurance for
qualified employers either directly or
through their employers are allowed to
contribute yearly tax-exempt amounts
to an MSA, a medical savings account,
up to a specific ceiling. The ceilings in
the House bill are $2,000 for an individ-
ual and $4,000 for a family.

The first question every American
has to ask themselves is, do | have
$4,000 that I can put into this medical
savings account, money out of my
pocket that | am going to put into that
savings account. To be qualified to
have an MSA, all a taxpayer needs to
have beyond that money is to have cov-
erage through a high deductible insur-
ance plan.

This way people could use their
money in the MSA. They have the high
deductible. If they spend up to $10,000
or up to $3,000, whatever the deductibil-
ity is, then they would be covered by
the insurance. But the first $3,000 or
first $10,000, whatever that deductible
is, is the responsibility of the individ-
ual patient. They have to come up with
it.

They had this medical savings ac-
count that they can put up to $4,000 in.
And when they have medical expenses,
they can take that money out and pay
the medical expenses toward the de-
ductible which would get up to $3,000.

The problem with this latest insur-
ance fad is that MSAs will do two
things. They will destroy the health in-
surance market as it currently exists,
and they will be an immense drain on
the Federal Treasury during a time
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when Congress is supposed to be fo-
cused on reducing the national debt.

First, | want to talk about what
MSA’s are going to do to the current
health insurance market and the pre-
miums of those people who are covered
by traditional health insurance. The
general principle of health insurance is
to spread the health care expenses
across large groups of people to protect
each of us from being bankrupted by
unanticipated health care costs. Under
today’s insurance system, the pre-
miums of younger and healthier work-
ers subsidize the higher health care
spending of less healthy, middle aged
and older workers.

This is a continuous subsidy cycle.
We have been doing it for years in this
country. The last 50 years with our
health insurance, the younger workers
have put in, the older workers have
used more of it. The younger workers
of today will someday be relying on the
workers who follow them to continue
that process.

MSA'’s destroy that traditional con-
cept of insurance by enabling millions
of younger healthy people to opt out of
this inadvisable subsidy.

With the availability of MSA’s
younger healthy workers could opt out
of the main insurance pool by choosing
to take the cheaper catastrophic cov-
erage and keep the unused cash in that
MSA as a tax-free savings to be with-
drawn at a later date.

A study by the Urban Institute esti-
mates that, if just 20 percent of work-
ers switch to MAS’s, the premium cost
for the those workers who want to keep
their present low deductible health in-
surance, if you have a policy today
with a $200 deductible or $300 deduct-
ible, that is a low deductible. If you
want to keep that and 20 percent of the
policy holders go into MSA'’s, the cost
of insurance would rise by 60 percent
for those people who stay in traditional
coverage.

Now, what happens then? Well, it is
obvious. Some individuals may no
longer be able to afford traditional
health insurance and businesses will
have two choices: either abandon the
low cost, low deductible policy or lower
their workers’ salaries to pay for it.

I brought a couple charts here be-
cause it is easy or it is easier to some-
times work with a chart. | want to talk
about employer A and employer B. Em-
ployer A is a situation that does not
exist. You have five employees, one,
two, three, four, five, and they all have
the same medical experience last year;
they each cost $3,000 in health care
bills. Total cost, $15,000.

The employer who is buying their
policy is spending $16,000 to cover them
for their health insurance at an aver-
age cost of $3,200 per patient or per em-
ployee.

This is a hypotentical. There is no
company where everybody in the com-
pany spends the same amount. What is
more real is employer B. Nice, young,
strong person, no problems, did not
spend a dime last year. Next person
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had a throat infection, had a X-ray,
had some penicillin, spent $600.
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Next person broke their arm. It costs
them $1,000. The third person had a
complicated pregnancy, and that cost
$4,000 in health expenditures, and the
last person in the employment had can-
cer and spent $9,000.

Now if you add those figures up, you
come to the same $15,000.

Now the employer is paying $16,000
for the insurance. It is an average of
$3,200 per year. Obviously, the young
person’s insurance is subsidizing the
person who got cancer or the person
who had a preghancy that was com-
plicated or the person that had diabe-
tes or the person that had anyone of a
number of things. These people who
spent very little are actually subsidiz-
ing the other people. That is the idea of
insurance.

We have the same idea with fire in-
surance. We all pay property taxes, we
put the money into the treasury, they
fire firemen, they buy fire engines,
they build fire stations, and we hope
that our house never burns down. We
do not want to spend one single dime
on our house. We hope that we do not
have a fire and have to have the fire
trucks come and put out the fire and
spend a lot of money.

The idea of insurance is that we do
not know what is going to happen to us
in life, and we pool our money to take
are of those of us who require some
kind of care. It is absolutely the way
insurance has always worked.

Now, with this idea of a MSA, you
can see that the person who has spent
nothing last year—this person spent
nothing last year, so they figure let me
put this money that | have got into a
medical savings account, it is tax free,
and | am not going to need any of it,
and some day | could use it tax free. It
is tax-free money. It is great for a
young person who is healthy and
strong and does not figure anything is
going to happen to him. The next per-
son spent $600 last year; MSA sounds
pretty good to them. They did not
spend $3,200. So they go into the MSA,
the third person goes into the MSA,
and the employer is left only with two
people to say:

Well, | want the old account, | want
to cover my expenditures because we
got this complicated pregnancy, and we
got now a child with a birth defect, and
we are not sure how much this is going
to cost, it is going to be a big expendi-
ture, we do not want to be stuck with
having to come up with $3,000 or $5,000
or $10,000 a year in that high-cost de-
ductible insurance, we want the
present plan.

The person with cancer the same
way. They say:

Hey, look. | have got a big problem.
I do not know how this is going to turn
out. But I cannot go with—I know this
medical savings account; | am going to
spend every dime in that thing, and |
am going to wind up paying more
money out of my pocket.
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If those three people opt out of the
pool, now the employer looks. He has
got $13,400 to pay between these two
people. He has to buy a policy for
$14,000. For two people he is paying
$7,000 apiece. And you say, well, what
happened to these people here? Well,
let me show you what the problem with
this whole proposal is.

The employer was spending $3,200 on
each one of his employees, and he
could, if he is the best—this is the best
says scenario—if it was the best em-
ployer in the world, he would say, well,
I spent $3,200 on him one way, | will
spend $3,200 on him this way. A high-
cost deductible insurance policy with a
$3,000 deductible; in other words you,
the individual, are responsible for the
first $3,000 out of your pocket; that
kind of policy costs $2,000 a year. So
the employer says:

Well, | will buy one of those for ev-
erybody. That will cost me $10,000,
$2,000 for each one of my employees.
Now, | still got $1,200, and | will put
that $1,200 into their medical savings
account.

So now this person says, well, | can
put up to $2,000. If I got more money in
my pocket, | will put it in there. If | do
not have more money, | will try and
live off that $1,200 that my boss put in
there, and that boss would spend—in
effect, he would spend $16,000 just as he
spent before. He spends exactly the
same amount.

Now, why would an employer offer
this to an employee? Well, there is no
reason to. It is going to cost him the
same whether he offers standard insur-
ance as we know it today, with a risk
pool with everybody in it, or offering
these MSA’s. And the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. HASTERT] was correct. It is
possible for employers to offer MSA'’s
today.

Now let us look at why in a worst-
case scenario an employer might think
it was a good idea to offer a MSA. He
has $3,200, and he says to himself, well,
I am going to buy him that deductible,
that $3,000 deductible, high-deductible
plan, that catastrophic insurance. So
$2,000 apiece for five of them is $10,000.
And then he says, why should | put
anything in their medical savings ac-
count? Nothing in the House proposal
from the Republicans requires him to
put in anything; nothing in there, abso-
lutely nothing.

So the person who once had a policy
that covered everything and had a $200
deductible now has a $3,000 deductible
and has to reach into his own pocket
for his family and put his own $4,000 in
here. The employer who offers this pro-
gram, this high-deductible plan, is sav-
ing $6,000 a year simply by saying:

Hey, | will buy everybody a high-de-
ductible plan, and then you can open a
medical savings account, and you will
then be stuck for everything up to and
including that $3,000.

Now, if you think about this, you can
begin to see why people wonder where
this is all going to come out. MSA'’s are
very bad health policy. The extremely
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high-deductible insurance coverage as-
sociated with MSA’s of at least $1,500
for an individual and $3,000 for a family
will encourage some patients to delay
the necessary care and ignore preven-
tive measures. If you put money in a
MSA, it is tax free up there, and you
say, well, if I spend it, it is my own
money; | do not think I will go to the
doctor.

Now, if you have high blood pressure
and you should go to a followup visit to
the doctor, you say, well, | do not
think I am going to go. So you wind up
having a stroke because you did not
control your high blood pressure, and
at that point you spend $3,000 in de-
ductible plus whatever beyond that
under this high-deductible plan. It is
bad health care; not only fiscal policy,
but bad health care.

Now, the opponents of MSA’s believe
that this will lead to unnecessary
acute care and higher overall costs be-
cause people do not do prevention be-
cause they are trying to keep that
money in that account, they do not
want to go to the doctor, they can stay
away, and they are not going to get
prevention at all. In addition, between
the amount of money an individual has
in their MSA and the level at which
the catastrophic policy kicks in could
yield tremendous financial difficulties
for many unsuspecting families and in-
dividuals.

If you take this first person—you re-
member this young person who did not
spend any money last year—young peo-
ple tend to think they are never going
to get sick. | got a couple of Kkids. They
think they are going to live forever
without trouble, but | got one who is a
skier. If you get in a skiing accident,
break your leg, and it costs you 10
grand, you suddenly have gone from
zero to 1 grand here with nothing in
that account to cover it unless you
have taken the money out of your own
pocket and put it in there. All the
deductibles are on you up to $10,000.

So, if you break your leg and it costs
you $10,000 and you have nothing in
your MSA, it is all out of your pocket.
And people do not think in those
terms, young people, so they would opt
for this MSA, get hooked in, and sud-
denly wind up with a debt they never
anticipated.

MSA'’s and high-deductible insurance
policies that accompany them often
can and will define the medical serv-
ices differently, making it easy for
some individuals to exhaust their
money in that MSA on things like vi-
sion and dental care that are not
counted toward the deductible on the
high-deductible plan.

So you could have $4,000 in your
MSA, spend it on all kinds of medical
expenses and then have something bad
happen to you and find out that you
spent $4,000, but the deductible policy
does not count any of that. So then you
have to pay another $3,000 in deductible
before you are eligible for your insur-
ance plan. There is no connection be-
tween what you spend the money from
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your medical savings account on and
what is accepted or counted by the in-
surance policy.

People will have to read the insur-
ance policy when they spend money
out of their MSA to see does this count
against my deductible or does it not,
and if you figure you are healthy and
this is no problem, you are not worried
about that.

But unfortunately, young people get
leukemia, young people get Hodgkin’s
disease, young people have all kinds of
things happen to them. In fact, middle-
aged people who are in good health—
you know, as 45 you are going like a
bandit, and all of a sudden something
comes, the heart attack, and suddenly
you go from being healthy and strong
and running a marathon and whatever
and winding up in a hospital needing
coronary bypass surgery which has cost
you $30,000 or $40,000. Suddenly things
change dramatically, and you got to
remember how much you got in there
and how much you paid in your deduct-
ible.

The connection between those two is
not there, and the Republicans are un-
willing to write that in as a protection
for the consumers, that if you spent
this money, it counted against your de-
ductible. They did not want to do that;
they wanted to leave that vague so
that the insurance companies over here
with those high deductibles could de-
fine what was covered and what was
not.

Now, if this happens to individuals,
they could be faced with hundreds of
thousands of dollars of unreimbursed
medical costs for which they are sim-
ply unprepared.

To make matters worse, there is no
requirement in this House proposal
that employers deposit any money into
these employers’ MSA'’s. There is no re-
quirement. People have to be very
careful when their employer comes and
says:

Hey, would you like an MSA? | am
going to buy you a catastrophic plan
and then you can put your money in
this MSA. That will qualify you. I will
buy you this so that will qualify for an
MSA.

But there is no requirement they put
a single dime in there, so all of the
$4,000 for a family or the $2,000 for an
individual is the responsibility of the
employee. They could simply, the em-
ployer could simply, pocket the sav-
ings, which is what he does in this in-
stance in the worst-case scenario.

Most health insurance policies today
operate on the principle that the em-
ployer buys the policy for the employee
and the employee is responsible for all
the costs below the deductible that is
the $200 or $300 and then any required
copays. MSA'’s are an incentive for em-
ployers to offer no-insurance insurance
because there is no limit on how high
the deductible can be. There is nothing
to stop an employer from offering his
employees a health care plan with a
$10,000 deductible.

I am a physician. The American Med-
ical Society sent us out a proposal that
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is one of these high-deductible plans
with a $10,000 limit. Now, maybe doc-
tors can go for that; I mean, maybe
they could, but how many of the rest of
America could do that? And that is the
issue that you have to be careful of in
thinking about how great MSA'’s are.
The employer is not required to put a
single thin dime into the medical sav-
ings account. That is your responsibil-
ity. They may put some in if they are
really good people, or they may say
this is free money, | am putting it back
in my pocket, you put it in, Mr. Em-
ployee. Now, even if the employer made
contributions to his employees’ MSA'’s,
there is still a large coverage gap.

To compound that lack of coverage,
under a high-deductible plan, once an
employee meets the new higher deduct-
ible, there is no requirement in the
House bill that the high-deductible
policies be required to cover 100 per-
cent of medical expenses.

O 1845

So you have put your $4,000 into the
MSA and you spend it and that pays
your deductible; so now your insurance
plan kicks in, at what, 70 percent of
the cost, 80 percent of the cost? Who
knows? The Republicans were not will-
ing to demand that once you had spent
this money on your medical savings ac-
count, that then the insurance had to
cover 100 percent. They gave the insur-
ance companies the latitude to say,
well, we will cover you up to 80 per-
cent.

So you have now spent $4,000 here,
and then you come and your bill is
$100,000. If you have a bone marrow
transplant at the Hutchinson Cancer
Center in Seattle, it will cost you
$120,000. So you spend the $4,000. Now
your deductible, that is covered, your
$3,000 is covered, so then the plan cov-
erage kicks in; $4,000 from $120,000 is
$116,000, of which you are going to get
80 percent paid by the insurance com-
pany. You pick up 20 percent, or 30 per-
cent, or whatever. There is no
consumer protection on these cata-
strophic plans whatsoever.

The Republicans have based their ar-
guments that MSAs will bring more
economic efficiency to the health care
market on the false premises, and my
dear friend, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HASTERT] said it; he said that
patients, individuals will have the
tools they need, the ability to bargain
shop for health care.

Maybe it is because | have been a
physician and have seen what kinds of
situations bring people into the health
care system, but buying health care is
not like shopping for groceries. You do
not go in there kind of cool and say,
shall I have this avocado or this avo-
cado, or shall | buy this breakfast food
or that breakfast food, or this steak or
that steak, or this loaf of bread. When
you are in the ambulance on the way
to the hospital, you are in no condition
to be shopping for how you are going to
spend the money in your medical sav-
ings account or anything else that hap-
pens to you.



June 20, 1996

When their own money is at stake,
some people might not rush to the doc-
tor at the first sign of a cold, so health
care spending can be reduced margin-
ally. You can say, well, I am sniffling,
I do not think | need to go to the doc-
tor, because | would have to take it out
of my medical savings account. You
can make some marginal changes.

But the fact is, the indisputable fact
about medical expenditures is that 70
percent of all health spending is done
on 10 percent of Americans who are se-
riously sick. These Americans have
heart attacks, AIDS, cancer, com-
plicated pregnancies, liver disease, dia-
betes, whatever. Catastrophic insur-
ance will cover their health care costs,
so the MSA concept will have no im-
pact whatsoever on 70 percent of the
health care spending in this country,
because most of the money, 70 percent,
is on 10 percent. They blow the roof off
the costs.

In addition to being an example of an
extremely poor health care policy, be-
cause it does not encourage people for
prevention or follow-up care, MSAs are
really a thinly veiled scheme to pro-
vide lavish tax breaks for the wealthy.
While the lower- and middle-class
workers in this country who are wor-
ried about their wages, who are worried
that their paycheck has not gone up
significantly since 1970, they are get-
ting the same amount of buying power
today; in fact, less than they had in
1970. They could be hurt by the wide-
spread use of MSAs, as | have already
described, because the premiums will
go up. If the young and healthy leave,
the premiums for the rest of the folks
are going to go up, but MSAs will bene-
fit the wealthiest Americans who can
afford to pay all of their medical ex-
penses below the high deductibles for
catastrophic health plans.

If you make $100,000 or $200,000 a
year, $3,000 is not very much. Certainly
it is a significant amount of money,
but if you make $30,000 a year, which is
around the average income, $35,000 in
this country, $3,000, $4,000 for paying
that deductible is 10 percent of your in-
come. Three percent to somebody mak-
ing $100,000 is 3 percent. That is the dif-
ference.

Wealthy people have a little extra in
their pocket, and they can pay these
deductibles. They have money to put in
the MSA out of their own pocket.
There is no doubt that the promise of
these generous tax-sheltered personal
savings will draw the healthy and
wealthy individuals into MSAs. In fact,
in my mind, it would be better to call
the MSA “medical sheltering ac-
counts.”

MSAs offer a number of new tax shel-
tering opportunities that make it very
attractive to people in higher income
brackets. Some of these generous tax
benefits include an exclusion from in-
come for employer contributions; if
your employer is paying for it, | do not
have to pay the taxes as an individual;
a personal deduction for independent
contributions, so as an individual, if |
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am rich and can put it in, | get a de-
duction.

If you are making $35,000 you might
want to put it in, but where are you
going to get it? Between paying for
rent and a car and buying food for your
family and clothes and trying to help
one of your kids go to community col-
lege, where are you going to get that
$3,000? Where are you going to get that
deduction for independent contribu-
tions? It also allows tax-free accumula-
tion of interest, exclusion from estate
taxes, and penalty-free withdrawals
from the MSA’s at 59%.

The reason this bill is here is to give
these tax breaks. That is why it came
though the Committee on Ways and
Means. Companies can offer this kind
of thing today. They can say, hey,
look, let us get out of the regular in-
surance plan. | will buy you the high-
cost deductible. I will put some money
in the medical savings account for you.
They can do it today, but they cannot
get these tax breaks today.

This bill is a tax-break-for-the-rich
bill. It is a medical sheltering account.
Contributions to the MSA’s are deduct-
ible tax purposes when made at the
time you put them in, and the amounts
in the account accumulate tax-free. If
this year you put in $4,000, you do not
spend it, next year you put in $4,000, it
just keeps accumulating, and all the
interest is tax-free. This is similar to
the way tax benefits are provided for
IRA’s, the Individual Retirement Ac-
counts, before the Congress limited the
deductibility of IRA contributions.

What is interesting about this, it is
under the guise of more affordable
health care that Republicans are push-
ing MSA'’s, which do nothing for health
care whatsoever. They destroy the in-
surance pool, they put people at risk
who do not understand how it works,
but they are a better sheltering device
than individual retirement accounts,
really, for the following reasons: IRA’s
merely provide deferral of your taxes
on contributions, but MSA’s provide
complete tax forgiveness when the
amount is used for medical expenses.

No. 2, the IRA provisions contain
penalty taxes to force withdrawals
after age 70 in order to prevent excess
accumulations in IRAs. The MSA pro-
visions do not include any penalties, so
individuals could indefinitely accumu-
late monies in their accounts.

No. 3, wealthy individuals would have
incentives to pay their medical ex-
penses from other sources. Since they
have $100,000 or $200,000, they put the
$4,000 in there tax-free, why not pay
the health care benefits out of some-
thing else, because making the pay-
ments out of the MSA would reduce the
amount of assets receiving the favor-
able tax treatment. Put the $4,000 in
there, forget about it, it goes up and
continues to make money, and mean-
while you pay it from other monies
that you have. A wealthy individual at-
tempting to maximize their tax advan-
tage would be likely to use other assets
to pay their medical expenses.
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The forth reason is that IRA’s are
subject to the estate tax. When you
die, the government looks at your
IRA’s and says, we are going to tax a
certain amount. MSA'’s are not. | really
find it difficult to think what the ra-
tionale for that benefit is. How does ex-
empting funds in an MSA from estate
tax relate to encouraging tightly tar-
geted purchase of health care? What is
the relationship between exempting
from estate tax when you are talking
about health care costs?

There is clearly no connection except
to give a break. There is no medical
policy argument for excluding the
MSA’s from the estates of the holders
of these MSA’s. People do not need
medical self-insurance reserves when
they are dead, nor do their surviving
spouses need their accumulated re-
serves free of tax. This estate tax
treatment was not inadvertent. It did
not just happen. It was elaborately
thought out because of the phobia
many Republicans have and small busi-
ness owners have about estate or trans-
fer taxes.

The estate tax affirmatively encour-
ages rich people not to use that MSA
for medical purposes by giving them
roughly a 30 percent advantage for let-
ting the money accumulate in that ac-
count. It becomes really an IRA. They
are still going to pay their deductible
over here out of their pocket, but this
money is going to go up tax-free and
can be drawn out tax-free. This provi-
sion undermines the credibility, in my
opinion, of the whole MSA propoal.

All of thee new tax sheltering oppor-
tunities will result in a drain on our
Federal Treasury at a time when the
majority in this House says they want
to balance the budget. The Joint Tax
Committee, House and Senate Joint
Tax Committee, controlled by the Re-
publicans, both the House and Senate,
says that MSA'’s will drain the Federal
Treasury of more than $2 billion over
the next 7 years as the increased sav-
ings by the wealthy are placed in MSAs
and are therefore sheltered from Fed-
eral taxation.

What is worse, the Republicans plan
to pay for the budget shortfall caused
by the MSA’s by taking billions of dol-
lars out of Medicare. Here we are, back
to our old friend. We have been saying
all along that they want to cut $270 bil-
lion out of Medicare to pay for their
tax breaks. Here is one of them. The
MSA costs $2 billion, and it is coming
out of the hides of the health care for
senior citizens. That is another reason
why this medical savings account is
not a good idea for the American pub-
lic.

Mr. Speaker, | find using Medicare as
a piggybank to pay for those MSA tax
schemes is particularly disingenuous,
considering the fact that the Speaker
and the Republicans continue to claim
they want to save Medicare. They are
taking money away from Medicare to
pay for this kind of scheme.

I wash that the Speaker or somebody
on the Republican side would come
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down here and explain how taking
money out of Medicare to pay for
MSA'’s helps save Medicare, how taking
money away from Medicare is going to
make it better. | thought the problem
was they were short of dough, and here
they are taking another $2 billion out
for this kind of scheme that really ben-
efits a very small part of the society.

It seems very odd to me that by tak-
ing the billions from Medicare to pay
for a tax shelter from which most
Americans are priced out of, most
Americans are not going to be able to
put money in that medical savings ac-
count, but the Speaker and the Repub-
licans are acting in the best interests,
they say, of the American people and
Medicare.

In addition to robbing Medicare,
MSA’s will clearly only appeal pri-
marily to the wealthy. The Republican-
controlled Joint Tax Committee,
again, and this is not some lefty group
way out there, or some liberal Demo-
crat group that says this, this is a com-
mittee run by the Republicans. It is
the Joint Tax Committee. It is one of
the most conservative staffs in the
whole Congress.

They estimate that MSA’s will ap-
peal to less than 1 percent of all the
people in this country who make
$30,000 or less a year, even though those
families make up 50 percent of the
country. One percent of half the coun-
try will be able to take advantage of
this, because they do not have $4,000
laying around on the dining room table
to put into an MSA. That is ridiculous.
Anybody who would stand out here and
seriously proclaim this is something
that a lot of people can take advantage
of simply has never had any kind of dif-
ficulties with money.

In contrast to the 1 percent below
$30,000, 12 percent of those buying
MSA’s will have incomes over $100,000.
Even though those kinds of people in
this country only make up 5 percent of
the taxpayers, they will have 12 per-
cent of the benefit.

Mr. Speaker, all these statistics show
that MSA’s are biased toward the
healthy, the ones who do not expect to
ever have to use it, or the wealthy, be-
cause thousands of Americans do not
have the thousands of dollars to put
away each year, and cannot afford to
incur the substantial out-of-pocket
costs that would be created by this
medical savings account and these high
deductibility catastrophic plans.

O 1900

On a final note, some consistency
needs to be required of politicians.
Both the chairman of the House Ways
and Means Committee and the Repub-
lican majority leader have condemned
the current tax structure. They have
called for a flat tax: ““We have to get a
flat tax. Let’s get all these deductions,
all these tax shelters, let’s get all of
that out. We’ll charge everybody a flat
15 percent.” | think the phrase the ma-
jority leader used was they want to
tear out this present system by its
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roots so it will never come back. Yet
when it comes to MSA'’s, they are will-
ing to Kkill this bill that the Senate
passed and the House passed by insist-
ing on MSA’s because they want to
milk the current system in every way
possible to benefit their wealthy con-
stituents.

If our current tax system is replaced,
many of the tax incentives that | just
outlined under the MSA’s will no
longer exist. So 1 minute they are out
here saying ‘‘Let’s rip out the system
and have a flat tax’” and on the next
day they are saying, ‘““We’re not going
to pass health care reform unless you
stick MSA'’s in because it’s got big ben-
efits for our friends.”

The House leadership is holding up
the enactment of the health care bill
that Senators KASSEBAUM and KENNEDY
put together, simply over this issue.
The losses that will result from MSA’s
far exceed the gains. MSA’s will drain
the health insurance pool of the
healthiest and wealthiest. It will cost
the Government more than $2 billion at
a time when we are supposed to be fo-
cusing on balancing the budget.

MSA’s do nothing, absolutely noth-
ing, to address the problems of afford-
able health care. Nothing. They are
just another way to give a tax break to
the wealthy. For the Speaker and the
Republicans to threaten the passage of
the Kennedy-Kassebaum health care
bill by insisting on the inclusion of
MSA'’s is wrong. It is poor leadership,
it is bad politics and, worst of all, it is
terrible public policy.

THE ADVANTAGES OF MEDICAL
SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINTOSH). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. GANSKE] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | have
been very interested in listening to the
discussion by my colleague from Wash-
ington concerning medical savings ac-
counts. My colleague is a physician and
I am a physician prior to coming to
Congress. | hold a different viewpoint
about medical savings accounts and I
think it is only fair to express some of
the differences in our opinion.

One of the criticisms by the opposi-
tion to medical savings accounts is
that they would be for the healthy and
the wealthy. | think, quite to the con-
trary, medical savings accounts could
function in exactly the opposite way.
Let me tell my colleagues an anecdote.

A couple of weekends ago | was flying
home from Washington to my home-
town of Des Moines, IA. | was sitting
next to a middle-aged gentleman who
was asking about how the health care
reform legislation was coming along.
He asked me what | did for a living and
I told him | was a Congressman. He
said, “Well, I am very interested in
medical savings accounts. | really hope
that medical savings accounts are part
of the health insurance reform plan.”
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I thought this was a little unusual,
for somebody to be so specific about a
piece of legislation. | said, “Why are
you interested in medical savings ac-
counts?”’

Mr. Speaker, he said: “My wife and |
have a 7-year-old boy. We live in Min-
nesota. We have a managed care plan
for our health insurance.

“We are constantly having struggles
providing care for our 7-year-old boy
because he has severe cerebral palsy
and he has a lot of special health care
needs, and we find frequently that our
managed care company does not allow
us to get him the type of care that we
think is important for him. He has a
lot of special needs. We would like to
take him to centers of excellence. We
do not have that leeway.

“l will tell you, Congressman, if |
had tax equitable treatment for medi-
cal savings accounts, | would switch
into a medical savings account just
like that, because if | had a medical
savings account, this is how it would
work. | could spend the same amount
of money.

“Let us say | am spending $5,000 a
year for my managed care plan. | could
purchase a high deductible plan, say
with a deductible of $2,500 or $3,000 a
year, for about $2,500. | could then put
the other $2,500 into a medical savings
account. | would then draw those funds
out of the medical savings account to
pay the deductible during the year, so
there would be effectively no out-of-
pocket expense for me in comparison
to the amount that | would be spending
for a managed care plan. After | would
hit the $2,500 of my deductible, | would
then be into the catastrophic plan.”’

My colleague mentioned how there
could be deductibles and things like
that in those catastrophic plans, and
that is true. but most catastrophic
plans function as major medical plans.
That means that once they have met
their deductible, all of their subsequent
costs are covered.

“That would mean that if, for in-
stance, our 7-year-old boy is getting
too big now for my wife and | to lift all
the time into and out of his bed, into
the tub, we will need some special lift-
ing equipment, we will need to pur-
chase equipment for our van, we might
want to take him to the Mayo Clinic
for some cerebral palsy treatment, we
would then run up expenses of $2,500.
However, we would have that money in
the account to pay that deductible, so
there would be no disincentive for us to
provide the type of treatment that we
need to provide for him.”

This has been one of the other, I
think, myths about medical savings ac-
counts; in other words, that people
would avoid taking the type of prophy-
lactic care that they need. But | will
tell my colleagues what the advantage
of this is, not just in terms of the free-
dom that it would allow people who
have special health care needs, but it
also basically addresses the issue of our
rapidly rising health care costs in this
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country because it then gets a connec-
tion back between the consumer and
the payer.

Under traditional third-party cov-
erage, basically we have always felt
like, ““Well, gee, the insurance com-
pany is paying the bill,” so there has
been unbridled consumption. If a per-
son has a medical savings account
where they can pull the funds out of
their medical savings account to pay
their bills, they also will have an in-
creased tendency to be a wise
consumer.

So | tell various health care groups,
physicians, for instance, that quite
frankly they may find that they are in
a very competitive situation now. In
the past when the insurance company
pays all of the bills, nobody tends to
look at the bills. But if the payment is
coming out of the medical savings ac-
count, people will tend to look at the
bills, and this is why.

Let us say we have a provider on one
side of the street who charges $25 for
an office visit. On the other side of the
street the family practitioner charges
$30. If a person is in a traditional
health plan, it does not make any dif-
ference to them because somebody else
is paying the bill. But if they have a
medical savings account, assuming the
quality is equal, they are likely to go
to the provider who charges $25 instead
of $30 because they get to keep the $5
difference in your plan.

So there is an incentive now for peo-
ple to become wise shoppers. There is
an incentive for people not to over
consume, but there is a mechanism for
people to get the kind of medical care
that they need because there is a way
to pay for it. Even managed care plans
in many cases today are moving to
deductibles in their plans. There needs
to be a mechanism to pay that deduct-
ible or we will have a problem with
people not getting the kind of care that

they want.
Mr. Speaker, | would just finish by
saying there are a lot of

misperceptions about medical savings
accounts. They are not the total solu-
tion, but many people in this country
today have medical savings account
plans, over 1,000 companies in this
country. They are saving dollars by it,
the people who have the medical sav-
ings accounts are very happy with it,
and quite frankly I think we would find
many people with special health needs
choosing medical savings accounts. |
do not think they are just for the
healthy and the wealthy.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HOUGHTON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today after 3:30 p.m., on
account of official business.

Mr. TAauzIN (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.
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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 Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCNULTY) to revise and
extend her remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mrs. CoLLINs of Illinois, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. McNuULTY) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. FRAaNKS of Connecticut, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. GANSKE, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McINTOsSH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ZELIFF.

Mr. EHLERS.

Mr. DUNCAN, in three instances.

Mr. GALLEGLY.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. BARTON of Texas.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

Mr. HUNTER.

Mr. CLINGER.

Mr. ROBERTS.

Mr. TALENT.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Ms. WOOLSEY.

Mrs. MALONEY.

Mr. VISCLOSKY.

Mr. OBERSTAR.

Mr. DEUTSCH.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.

Mr. HASTINGS.

Mr. LANTOS.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

Ms. NORTON.

Mr. TORRICELLI.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY.

Mr. LEVIN.

Mr. MENENDEZ.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNuULTY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SOLOMON.

A BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 3029. An act to designate the United
States courthouse in Washington, District of
Columbia, as the ‘“E. Barrett Prettyman
United States Courthouse.”
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 10 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, June
24, 1996, at 2 p.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3741. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Nectarines and
Peaches Grown in California; Revision of
Handling Requirements for Fresh Nectarines
and Peaches [Docket No. FV95-916-4-FIR] re-
ceived June 20, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3742. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Specialty Crops; Im-
port Regulations; Peanut Import Regula-
tions; Final Rule [Docket No. FV94-999-2FR]
received June 19, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3743. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Japanese Beetle; Domestic
Quarantine and Regulations [Docket No. 94—
087-1] received June 20, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3744. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act—
Air Force violation, case number 92-84,
which totaled $22.2 million, occurred in the
Headquarters, Space and Missile Systems
Center at Los Angeles Air Force Base, CA,
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

3745. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act—
Air Force violation, case number 93-03,
which totaled $34.9 million, occurred in the
Headquarters of the Air Force Materiel Com-
mand at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,
OH, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the
Committee on Appropriations.

3746. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition and Technology and
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion, transmitting the Secretary’s certifi-
cation that full-up, system-level live fire
testing of the Amphibious Transport Dock
Ship (LPD 17) would be unreasonably expen-
sive and impractical, accordingly the appli-
cability of full-up, system-level survivability
tests for the LPD 17 has been waived, pursu-
ant to 10 U.S.C. 2366; to the Committee on
National Security.

3747. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Occupational Safety and Health, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Consolidation of Repet-
itive Provisions; Technical Amendments (Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion) (RIN: 1218-AB53) received June 19, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities.

3748. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendments of Parts 22, 90, and 94 of the
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Commission’s Rules To Permit Routine Use
of Signal Boosters [WT Docket No. 95-70] re-
ceived June 20, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3749. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Tin-Coated Lead
Foil Capsules for Wine Bottles; Correction
(21 CFR part 189) [Docket No. 91N-0326} (RIN:
0910-AA06) received June 20, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3750. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a list of
all reports issued or released in May 1996,
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 719(h); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

3751. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Election Commission, transmitting a report
of activities under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act for the calendar years 1994 and 1995,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

3752. A letter from the Public Printer, U.S.
Government Printing Office, transmitting
the semiannual report on activities of the in-
spector general for the period October 1, 1995,
through March 31, 1996, and the semiannual
management report for the same period, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

3753. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Indian Affairs, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Indian Country Detention Facilities
and Programs (Bureau of Indian Affairs)
(RIN: 1076-AD77) received June 19, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

3754. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Land and Minerals Management, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Leases, Permits, and
Easements (Bureau of Land Management) (43
CFR Part 2920) (RIN: 1004-AB51) received
June 20, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3755. A letter from Program Management
Officer, National Marine Fisheries Service,
transmitting the National Marine Fisheries
Service final rule—Magnuson Act Provi-
sions; Consolidation and Update and Regula-
tions; Collection-of-Information Approval
[Docket No. 960315081-6160-02; 1.D. 030596B]
(RIN: 0648-Al17)—received June 20, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

3756. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General of the United States, transmitting
the Department’s report on settlements
made for damages caused by investigative of-
ficers employed by the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, the U.S. Marshals Service, and the
Immigration and Naturalization Service for
calendar year 1995, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
3724(b); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3757. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s report entitled ‘‘Sex Offenses
Against Children,” findings and rec-
ommendations regarding Federal penalties,
pursuant to Public Law 104-71, section 6 (109
Stat. 774); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
3758. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Civil Works), transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to modify the
project for flood damage reduction at the
north branch of Chicago River, IL, pursuant
to 31 U.S.C. 1110; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

3759. A letter from the Regulatory Policy
Officer, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms, transmitting the Bureau’s final
rule—Miscellaneous Regulations Relating to
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Liquor, Subparts E and O (95R-039P) (RIN:
1512-AB44) received June 19, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3760. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Section 1274—Deter-
mination of Issue Price in the Case of Cer-
tain Debt Instruments Issued for Property
(Revenue Ruling 96-34) received June 20, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

3761. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the annual report of the
National Technical Information Service
[NTIS] for fiscal year 1995, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 100-519, section 212(f)(3) (102 Stat.
2596); jointly, to the Committees on Science
and Commerce.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. CoX, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. HYDE, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. WOLF, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, and Ms. PELOSI):

H.R. 3684. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion into the United States of goods pro-
duced, manufactured, or exported by the
People’s Liberation Army of China or any
Chinese defense industrial trading company;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MARKEY::

H.R. 3685. A bill to require the Federal
Trade Commission and the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to take action, as nec-
essary, to protect consumer privacy in light
of the convergence of communications tech-
nologies; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE (for himself,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr.
FRAZER, and Mr. MILLER of Califor-
nia):

H.R. 3686. A bill to amend the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 to prohibit the li-
censing of a permanent or interim nuclear
waste storage facility outside the 50 States
or the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BARR:

H.R. 3687. A bill to amend Title 5 of the
United States Code to provide a civil remedy
for the request or receipt of protected
records for a nonroutine use by any person
within the Executive Offices of the Presi-
dent, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight,
and in addition to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, 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. CONDIT:

H.R. 3688. A bill to require that 401(k)-type
pension plans be subject to the same prohib-
ited transaction rules that apply to tradi-
tional defined benefit pension plans; to the
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities.

By Mr. HAMILTON (for himself, Mr.

SHAW, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. JoHNSTON of Florida, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. WYNN, Mr.

MORAN, and Mr. FRAZER):

H.R. 3689. A bill to amend the international
narcotics control program under the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 to establish an addi-
tional certification standard for certain il-
licit drug producing countries and drug-tran-
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sit countries and to establish an additional
reporting requirement under that program;

to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.
By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.

YouNG of Alaska, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. RIGGS,
and Mr. Cox):

H.R. 3690. A bill to limit the types of com-
mercial nonpostal services which may be of-
fered by the U.S. Postal Service; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota:

H.R. 3691. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Prescription Drug Price Re-
view Board to identify excessive drug prices,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. JONES:

H.R. 3692. A bill to promote the restora-
tion, conservation, and enhancement of wet-
lands through the establishment of a respon-
sible wetlands mitigation banking program;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, and Mr. SHAYS):

H.R. 3693. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a capital loss de-
duction with respect to the sale or exchange
of a principal residence; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. NADLER:

H.R. 3694. A bill to prohibit insurers from
offering monetary rewards, penalties, or in-
ducements to licensed health care practi-
tioners’ on the basis of the health care prac-
titioners’ decisions to limit the availability
of appropriate medical tests, services, or
treatments; to the Committee on Commerce.

H.R. 3695. A bill to prohibit insurers from
including provisions in health plans and con-
tracts with health care providers to indem-
nify the insurer against any liability; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. PAXON (for himself, Mr. FRISA,
Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. KING, Mr. SoLo-
MON, Mr. WALSH, Mrs. MEYERS of
Kansas, Mr. BAss, Mr. HOUGHTON, and
Mr. SAM JOHNSON):

H.R. 3696. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to require the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to approve or deny on a
timely basis an application for a waiver for
certain AFDC and Medicaid demonstration
projects; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr. EM-
ERSON, Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, and
Mr. CONDIT):

H.R. 3697. A bill to exempt from the regula-
tion E requirements, State administration of
the Food Stamp Program through electronic
benefit transfer systems that provide for dis-
tribution of means-tested benefits; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SCHUMER (by request):

H.R. 3698. A bill to reduce violent crime by
juvenile offenders; to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committees
on Commerce, and Ways and Means, 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. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
Mica, and Mr. CANADY):

H.R. 3699. A bill to establish a demonstra-
tion project to authorize certain covered
beneficiaries under the military health care
system—including the dependents of active
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duty military personnel and retired members
and their dependents—to enroll in the Fed-
eral employees health benefits program and
to ensure their future health security
through the use of medical savings accounts;
to the Committee on National Security, and
in addition to the Committees on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, and Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. WHITE (for himself, Mr. THOM-
AS, Ms. DuNN of Washington, Ms.
PRYCE, and Mr. ROHRABACHER):

H.R. 3700. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to permit inter-
active computer services to provide their fa-
cilities free of charge to candidates for Fed-
eral offices for the purpose of disseminating
campaign information and enhancing public
debate; to the Committee on House Over-
sight.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. STumP, Mr. MONTGOM-
ERY, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. DORNAN, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. FLANA-
GAN, Mr. TALENT, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. MILLER of California,
and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H. Con. Res. 191. Concurrent resolution to
recognize and honor the Filipino World War
Il veterans for their defense of democratic
ideals and their important contribution to
the outcome of World War I11; to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

By Mr. BOEHNER:

H. Res. 457. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to prohibit
the knowing solicitation, distribution, or ac-
ceptance of campaign contributions in the
Hall of the House or rooms leading thereto;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mr.
DAvIS, Mr. LATOURETTE, and Mr.
MORAN):

H. Res. 458. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that the
President should request the Department of
the Treasury and the Secret Service to work
with the Government of the District of Co-
lumbia to develop a plan for the permanent
reopening to vehicular traffic of Pennsylva-
nia Avenue in front of the White House in
order to restore the avenue to its original
state and return it to the people; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

Mr. DEUTSCH introduced a bill (H.R. 3701)
to authorize the Secretary of Transportation
to issue a certificate of documentation with
appropriate endorsement for employment in
the coastwise trade for each of four vessels;
which was referred to the Committee on
Transportation and infrastructure.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 783: Mr. CHAPMAN.

H.R. 1050: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1073: Mr. CASTLE and Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 1074: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. RuUsH, and Mr.
BERMAN.

H.R. 1226: Mr. GOODLATTE.
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H.R. 1386: Mr. DOOLEY and Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 1462: Mr. RUSH, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. FRANKS of New Jer-
sey, Ms. GREeENE of Utah, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. FLAKE, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 1893: Mr. CASTLE.

H.R. 2089: Mr. BURR and Mr.
Tennessee.

H.R. 2320: Mr. EVANS, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, and Mr. PomBo.

H.R. 2391: Mrs. JoHNSON of Connecticut,
Mrs. FOWLER, Ms. DUNN of Washington, Ms.
MOLINARI, and Mr. PAXON.

BRYANT of

H.R. 2400: Mr. MORAN, Mr. NEY, and Mr. JA-
COBS.

H.R. 2462: Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 2757: Mr. DURBIN and Mr. DEFAzI0.

H.R. 2807: Mr. MCHALE.

H.R. 2820: Mr. NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 2892: Mr. DEFAZzI0.

H.R. 2900: Mr. CREMEANS, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, and Mr. CHAMBLISS.

H.R. 2911: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.

H.R. 2925: Mr. FRISA and Mr. WATTsS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 2976: Ms. PELOSI, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
and Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 3077: Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. SAWYER, and
Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 3199: Mr. Sisisky, Mr. NEY, Mr.
BAESLER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
PACKARD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. FRANKS of New
Jersey, and Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 3207: Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HORN, Mr. ABERCROM-
BIE, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. RICHARD-
SON, Mr. LEwis of Kentucky, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. ROEMER, Mr.
Di1AZ-BALART, and Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 3211: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 3226: Mr. DURBIN.

H.R. 3310: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. BONILLA.

H.R. 3337: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr.
DELLUMS.

H.R. 3338: Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr. TRAFICANT,
and Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 3354: Mr. PomBoO.

H.R. 3447: Mr. LEACH, Mrs. SMITH of Wash-
ington, and Mr. HAYWORTH.

H.R. 3455: Ms. NORTON, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. COLEMAN.

H.R. 3468: Mr. McCoLLUM.

H.R. 3480: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. MCINTOSH and Mr. JACOBS.

H.R. 3567: Mr. DICKEY.

H.R. 3580: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
WAMP, and Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.R. 3586: Mr. SOLOMON and Mr. STUMP.

H.R. 3587: Mr. LEACH, Ms. NORTON, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. OWENS, and Mr.
FILNER.

H.R. 3604: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. BARRETT
of Wisconsin.

H.R. 3622: Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, and Mr.
HAMILTON.

H.R. 3629: Mrs. CoLLINS of Illinois, Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mr. JAcCOBS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. Goss, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 3680: Mr. CHAMBLISS and Mr. DORNAN.

H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. KLINK.

H. Con. Res. 22: Mr. DURBIN.

H. Con. Res. 184: Mr. BARRETT of Wiscon-
sin, Mr. FRAZER, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Ms.
SLAUGHTER.

H. Con. Res. 190: Mr. PAXON.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:
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Petition 12 by Mrs. SMITH of Washington
on House Resolution 373: Robert G. Torricelli
and Charlie Rose.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3666
OFFERED BY: MR. HOSTETTLER

AMENDMENT No. 54. Page 64, after line 4, in-
sert the following new item:

ELIMINATION OF FUNDING FOR CORPORATION

FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE

Each amount appropriated or otherwise
made available by this title for ““Corporation
for National and Community Service” is
hereby reduced to $0.

H.R. 3666
OFFERED BY: Ms. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT No. 55 Page 95, after 21, insert
the following new section:

SEC. 422. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to provide assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that—

(1) the assistance will be used for tenant-
based assistance in connection with the revi-
talization of severely distressed public hous-
ing; and

(2) the public housing agency to which
such funds are to be provided—

(A) has a waiting list for public housing of
not less than 6,000 families;

(B) has a jurisdiction for which the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
has determined (pursuant to section
203(e)(2)(A) of the Housing and Community
Development Amendments of 1978 or other-
wise) that there is not an adequate supply of
habitable, affordable housing for low-income
families using tenant-based assistance; and

(C) does not include, under its plan for re-
vitalization of severely distressed public
housing, replacement of some of the public
housing dwelling units demolished with new
units.

H.R. 3666
OFFERED BY: MR. KINGSTON

AMENDMENT No. 56: Page 28, line 20, after
““$4,300,000,000’" insert “(increased by
$300,000,000).

Page 80, line 19, after *“$5,362,900,000"" insert
“‘(reduced by $150,000,000)"".

Page 81, line 8, after ‘“$5,662,100,000" insert
“‘(reduced by $150,000,000)"".

H.R. 3666
OFFERED BY: MR. KINGSTON

AMENDMENT No. 57: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used by any officer or em-
ployee of the Environmental Protection
Agency to organize, plan, or disseminate in-
formation regarding any activity that is not
directly related to governmental functions
that such officers or employees are author-
ized or directed by law of perform.

H.R. 3666
OFFERED BY: MR. MARKEY

AMENDMENT No. 58: Page 95, after line 21,
insert:

SEC. 422. None of the funds made available
to the Environmental Protection Agency
under the heading ‘“HAZARDOUS SUB-
STANCE SUPERFUND’ may be used to pro-
vide any reimbursement (except pursuant to
section 122(b) of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980) of response costs incurred by
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any person when it is made known to the of-
ficial having the authority to obligate such
funds that such person has agreed to pay
such costs under a judicially approved con-
sent decree entered into before the enact-
ment of this Act, and none of the funds made
available under such heading may be used to
pay any amount when it is made known to
the official having the authority to obligate
such funds that such amount represents a
retroactive liability discount or similar re-
imbursement for response costs incurred by
any person for liability under section 107 of
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the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 that
is attributable to a status or activity of such
person that existed or occurred prior to Jan-
uary 1, 1987.

H.R. 3666
OFFERED BY: MR. STUMP
AMENDMENT No. 59: Page 95, after line 21,
insert the following new section:
SEC. . The amount provided in title | for
“Veterans Health Administration—Medical
care” is hereby increased by, the amount
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provided in title | for ‘‘Departmental Admin-
istration—General operating expenses’ is
hereby increased by, and the total of the
amounts of budget authority provided in this
Act for payments not required by law for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1997 (other
than any amount of budget authority pro-
vided in title | and any such amount pro-
vided in title Il for the American Battle
Monuments Commission, the Court of Veter-
ans Appeals, or Cemeterial Expenses, Army),
is hereby reduced by, $40,000,000, $17,000,000,
and 0.40 percent, respectively.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Rev. William B. Mann
V, pastor, Our Savior’s Way Lutheran
Church in Ashburn, VA.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Reverend Wil-
liam B. Mann, V, Pastor of Our Sav-
ior’s Way Lutheran Church, Ashburn,
VA, offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Ruler of all, we thank and praise You
for this Nation which is our home. We
thank and praise You for permitting
this Nation to survive armed conflicts,
cold wars, threats and rumors of war,
and the uncertainties of this nuclear
age.

We ask You to urge the leaders and
the people of our Nation to pursue al-
ways the search for human freedoms.
We ask You to bless with wisdom the
lawmakers of our Nation, to regulate
our Government that it will offer hope
and freedom to all who swear alle-
giance to it.

Forgive us for our waste of natural
resources, for the neglect of our own
rights and the rights of others. Enable
us to conduct ourselves honorably as
citizens and to manage the affairs of
Government sensibly. Permit this Na-
tion to prosper and to fulfill Your pur-
pose to the good of all. This we ask in
the name of our Lord and Savior.
Amen.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator LOTT, is
recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.
Good morning to you.

Senate

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we had an-
nounced last night the intention to
have a vote at 9:15, but the amend-
ments that were involved in that vote
were agreed to and were accepted on a
voice vote, so it was not necessary to
have a recorded vote.

This morning, the Senate, though,
will resume executive session to con-
sider the nomination of Alan Green-
span to be Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board. Under the order, there
will be 3 hours of debate on the nomi-
nation, with the vote to occur at 2 p.m.
today. Following that vote, the Senate
will dispose of the remaining Federal
Reserve nominees.

Also today, the Senate will resume
consideration of S. 1745, the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill. We
did make substantial progress on the
bill yesterday, and I hope we can con-
tinue with amendments and short time
agreements during today’s session as
well. We would like to complete action
on the DOD bill this week if at all pos-
sible. We will continue working
through the afternoon with votes until
early evening.

We will recess or leave for the day in
time for an event at the White House
tonight, and then we will, after con-
sultation with the Democratic leader,
make some announcement later today
about exactly what will happen on Fri-
day. We will be in session, and we will
have to assess where we are as to
whether or not there will be votes at
that time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. See-
ing no Senator seeking recognition at
this point, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF ALAN GREEN-
SPAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF
GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL
RESERVE SYSTEM

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the nomination of Alan Green-
span, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Alan Greenspan, of
New York, to be Chairman of the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 3 hours of debate equally divided.

The minority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Presi-
dent, and I wish him good morning.

Mr. President, let me begin by com-
mending the distinguished Senator
from Iowa, Senator HARKIN, for de-
manding our careful consideration of
the nomination of Alan Greenspan for
another term as Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. The Senate has the
duty and the obligation to thoroughly
review the record of any nominee to
such a key post. No one has met that
obligation more consequentially than
has Senator HARKIN, or has made a
greater contribution to this debate.

This debate over Federal Reserve pol-
icy, while seemingly distant to many
Americans, actually affects the lives of
every American family. It affects fami-
lies trying to buy a house or to make a
payment on one. It affects families try-
ing to buy a new car, farm families try-
ing to get a loan to put in next year’s

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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crop, small business people trying to
get a loan to operate their businesses
for yet another year. Even more fun-
damentally, it affects whether millions
of Americans will have a job at all and
whether those without jobs can find
one.

In judging nominees for the Federal
Reserve, their records are the most im-
portant factor to consider. Despite
some reservations, I believe Mr. Green-
span’s performance justifies his recon-
firmation.

Congress has mandated that the Fed-
eral Reserve conduct its monetary pol-
icy to ‘“‘promote effectively the goals of
maximum employment, stable prices
and moderate long-term interest
rates.” We must judge Mr. Greenspan
by how well he has fulfilled this man-
date and, I must say, his record is
mixed.

Back in 1990, under the direction of
Chairman Greenspan, the Federal Re-
serve failed to act quickly enough in
lowering interest rates when a reces-
sion hit in the summer of that year.
Recently released transcripts show
that as late as October, Mr. Greenspan
still insisted there was no recession.
The Fed’s failure to understand and re-
spond to the recession made it last
longer and run deeper. That recession
hit farmers and families in my own
State of South Dakota especially hard.

Thankfully, the economy turned
around in 1993, and it has remained
strong and steady ever since, with in-
flation remaining under control. That
sustained recovery grew out of the
President’s economic plan of that year,
and that plan passed Congress, I re-
mind all of our colleagues, without a
single vote from the other side.

While Democrats in Congress and the
President led the 1993 fight for the eco-
nomic plan, Mr. Greenspan helped that
plan realize success. He offered encour-
aging words during the plan’s consider-
ation, which helped it gain credibility
in the financial markets.

Following its enactment, the Federal
Reserve kept interest rates down for a
while. As Mr. Greenspan noted later:

The actions taken [in 1993] to reduce the
federal budget deficit have been instru-
mental in creating the basis for declining in-
flation expectations and easing pressures on
long term interest rates.

So the results speak for themselves.
Since 1993, nearly 10 million jobs have
been created. These are nearly eight
times more private-sector jobs than
were created during the entire Bush ad-
ministration. These are not just any
jobs: more than two-thirds of them are
high-wage positions—the kinds of jobs
you can raise a family on and plan for
the future.

Along with jobs, the overall U.S.
economy has grown steadily. Again,
the Democrats’ 1993 economic plan
sparked a real turnaround. During the
previous 4 years, economic growth
averaged just 1.3 percent. But since
1993, the economy has grown by more
than twice that rate, averaging more
than 3.2 percent each year.
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We have cut the deficit in half in the
last 4 years. As many of us remember,
the deficit stood at a whopping $290 bil-
lion in 1992. This year, we have cut the
deficit to $130 billion, according to the
Congressional Budget Office. Our plan
created 4 consecutive years of deficit
reduction for the first time since the
1940’s.

It remains an open question whether
Mr. Greenspan’s more recent policies
have raised interest rates too high
again. Few people realize that in 1
yvear, from 1994 to 1995, Mr. Greenspan
increased the Federal funds rate seven
times. In fact, his actions helped to
double interest rates over that period
of time.

Here are the figures: In February
1994, the Federal funds rate was 3 per-
cent; in February 1995, it doubled to 6
percent. Every homeowner, every farm-
er, probably most Americans, know
what doubling interest rates can mean.
Since that time, despite any indication
that inflation was threatening to rise,
the rate has dropped by only three-
quarters of a point, to 5.25 percent.

Senators HARKIN and DORGAN have
made a good case before the Senate
that Mr. Greenspan has tended to place
a higher priority on fighting inflation
than creating jobs.

Mr. Greenspan needs to reconsider
whether by lowering interest rates the
economy could expand more quickly
without triggering inflation. Indeed, a
number of prominent business leaders
and economists argue that unemploy-
ment, currently at 5.6 percent, could be
pushed to as low as 5 percent without
affecting inflation at all. Taking this
step would generate an additional
600,000 jobs. This strikes me as a plau-
sible and worthwhile goal which Mr.
Greenspan and the entire Federal Re-
serve should take very seriously.

After all, jobs are a critical part of
the Federal Reserve’s mandate. Jobs
also top the list of priorities for most
American families. Jobs are certainly
on the top of the list of every member
of the Democratic caucus.

I am deeply concerned that many of
our colleagues on the other side, led by
the distinguished Senator from Flor-
ida, Senator MACK, and our former col-
league, Senator Dole, have proposed
dropping jobs as a Federal Reserve pri-
ority. The Federal Reserve generates
perhaps the most important economic
policy decisions of this country. To re-
move jobs from their mandate would
prove devastating to American work-
ers.

The Mack-Dole bill would limit the
Fed to considering only inflation when
making its decisions. It directs the Fed
to ignore unemployment and focus
solely on price stability. Imagine put-
ting this question to a family sitting
around a Kkitchen table: Do you think
the most powerful economic institu-
tion in this country should be more or
less concerned about creating jobs?
You can bet the family would say,
“Focus more on jobs—more on jobs—
not less.”
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Clearly, one powerful group places a
higher priority on controlling inflation
than on promoting economic growth.
Wealthy investors, wealthy bond-
holders are hurt far more by small in-
creases in inflation than by increases
in unemployment. They are the major
constituency for an initiative of this
kind. I believe the Fed should pay more
attention to working families who are
feeling a growing sense of economic in-
security in this country.

While the statistics I have outlined
show a strong economy, when I go
home I hear a lot of anxiety from farm-
ers, small businesspeople, and families
just trying to make a living wage. In
fact, wages have stagnated for many
middle-class working families. Every
year it seems harder and harder just to
make ends meet.

The simple fact is that if there is a
crunch out there, it is the Fed’s
crunch.

We need a Federal Reserve to serve
as an ally, not an opponent, in the
fight for more high-wage jobs. If we
really mean to raise living standards
and fight for higher wages, the Federal
Reserve should consider lowering inter-
est rates now, this year, this month.

But monetary policy is only one part
of economic policy. Democrats in Con-
gress are promoting an agenda that
goes even further to address the insecu-
rities so many people rightly feel
today.

We are fighting for paycheck secu-
rity, starting with raising the min-
imum wage now.

We are committed to health security
and to controlling health care costs
that are eating up workers’ compensa-
tion gains.

We are developing a legislative pack-
age to promote retirement security so
that economic security can last a
whole lifetime.

At the same time, we have a plan to
balance the budget without damaging
the economy and without hurting
those who need help the most.

As Mr. Greenspan himself advocates,
we must continue to invest in edu-
cation, training, and technological de-
velopment. The Democratic plan
makes those investments in America’s
future.

On balance, Mr. Greenspan’s success-
ful partnership with us in the wake of
the 1993 plan merits my support for his
reconfirmation. As he himself has
noted, the 1993 economic plan ‘‘was an
unquestioned factor in contributing to
the improvement in economic activity
that occurred thereafter.”

Still, he should take heed of the ar-
guments made so effectively by Sen-
ators HARKIN and DORGAN that he needs
to do more to promote economic
growth. Our goal must be to extend the
economic recovery to all Americans—
not just the stock and bondholders of
Wall Street, but the families and the
shops on Main Street.

Essentially, the record of the past 4
years shows that we have created eco-
nomic growth and jobs. I can support
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Mr. Greenspan’s nomination, but with
the caveat that jobs should remain as
one of the Fed’s top priorities. The
hard-working people of this country de-
serve an agenda that continues to raise
their standard of living. That ought to
be the responsibility not only of the
Congress, but of the Federal Reserve
Board as well. I yield the floor.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. One of the things that
mystified me in regard to the work
that we have done——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am
sorry to interrupt you. The Senator
from Iowa controls the time.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield whatever time
he may consume to the Senator from
Nevada.

Mr. REID. I thank Senator HARKIN.

One of the things that has mystified
me during the work I have been in-
volved in and the study by the General
Accounting Office has been the lack of
attention by the press and others about
what we have found through the Gen-
eral Accounting Office regarding how
the Fed is run.

Senator HARKIN, Senator DORGAN,
and others, have talked a lot about
monetary policy. I respect them and
join with them in those statements.

But what I want to talk about today
again for a few minutes is what the
General Accounting Office found in
their study of the Fed. Mr. President, if
I were on the Senate floor talking
about one of the Federal agencies hav-
ing overspent their budget, there would
be cries for an investigation.

Let us take a closer look. If you real-
ly look at what the Fed has done, it is
not just a question of overspending
their budget, it is a question of their
spending being uncontrolled.

For example, within the Fed itself
you are reimbursed for travel in many
different ways. Unlimited travel ex-
penses are reimbursed. You have a
foyer going from a few thousand square
feet to 20,000 square feet. That is just
the entry room to one of their build-
ings. There is nothing in it except mar-
ble.

The General Accounting Office only
peeked at their perks. But what they
did find when they took a peek is that,
for example, in the Fed system you can
get a security system. You know, their
vice presidents have them, vice chair-
men have them. They have security
systems for reasons I do not under-
stand. Some of them have door-to-door
travel.

We do not, I indicate again, Mr.
President, know exactly what they
have. A preliminary report that was
issued by the General Accounting Of-
fice, their final report, only confirmed
further what is going on at the Fed,
but nobody seems to care. If this were
an agency of the Federal Government
or State government, people would be
raising their hands.

One of the big things they are look-
ing at now on the House side—it has
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not hit here yet; I assume it will—is
whether Members of Congress, when
they go to receptions, sit down and eat
a sandwich. If they do, it is a violation
of the rules. If they stand, it is OK. If
you sit, it is not. That is what we are
looking at here. With the Fed, they can
do whatever they want to do. It is not
a question of sitting or standing. They
can do just about anything they want
to do.

The Fed operating costs have grown
considerably: 50 percent between 1988
and 1994. Salary costs increased 44 per-
cent, travel costs increased 66 percent
during that same period of time, but
nobody seems to care.

This is an organization that has no
oversight. This is an organization that
does not have an annual audit. This is
an organization that keeps $3.7 billion
in a trust fund, a slush fund. They call
it a rainy day fund. Why? They said,
“We might need it sometime.” In 79
years, they have never needed it. The
$3.7 billion should be returned to the
Federal Treasury. They still have the
$3.7 billion. No one seems to much care
that they have the money stashed
away.

We are going to begin markup of this
year’s appropriation bills over in the
Senate. We are going to get our alloca-
tion and then look at military con-
struction and then the defense spend-
ing bill, maybe foreign operations. We
are going to be fighting for dollars just
for little projects. I have a project for
$55,000, but we will have trouble fund-
ing it. It is extremely essential to sav-
ing a lake in Nevada, extremely impor-
tant to an Indian tribe in Nevada. We
probably cannot get that money. Yet,
the Fed has $3.7 billion there for no
purpose, and nobody seems to care.

The final report of the General Ac-
counting Office, Mr. President, was
issued yesterday. ‘‘The Federal Reserve
System: Current and Future Chal-
lenges Require Systemwide Atten-
tion.” They are not going to have any
“‘systemwide attention’ because Mem-
bers of this body do not seem to care
about what is going on at the Fed. This
final report issued yesterday confirmed
everything found in the preliminary re-
port.

The real news here, in my opinion, is
the Fed’s unwillingness to accept any
of the recommendations made by the
independent study. The report dem-
onstrates the absolute arrogance of a
tremendously powerful entity that be-
lieves it is unaccountable to mere tax-
payers. It has every reason to believe
that it is unaccountable, because it is.

The Fed has chosen to reject these
recommendations. That is their prerog-
ative. We, as a legislative body, have
let them get away with it. It is really
just a rejection of taxpayer requests,
that is all.

The Fed may think they need not
bother themselves with these requests
from the taxpayer for greater effi-
ciency, and it appears maybe they are
right. It is obvious that those of us who
believe this nomination should not go
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forward, we are going to lose, but we
are gaining ground. We are going to get
more votes than last time. I know that,
because I am one of the people that is
going to join those who feel that the
Fed needs some direction change.

We are not going to go away quietly.
We are going to say our piece here
today, and then we are going to come
back in the weeks ahead with legisla-
tion. We are not going to wait until the
next nomination process comes
through. We are going to go through
with the legislation, and we are going
to continue.

We are going to call for an annual
audit. We are going to call for some of
the things that the General Accounting
Office thinks should be done. We are
going to keep talking about this until
the American public gives other Mem-
bers of this body and the other body
the backbone to go forward and do
something.

Taxpayers, and I believe this Con-
gress, should no longer tolerate the in-
efficiency, the mismanagement, and
questionable accounting procedures of
the Fed. I repeat: inefficiency, mis-
management, and questionable ac-
counting procedures.

Greenspan and the Fed have an un-
limited budget. They can spend money
however they want. There is no over-
sight, no investigations, no audits.
Budgets can be exceeded within house.
What difference does it make? They
control the money.

We have heard numerous times that
the Fed has said, ‘“We will put the
brakes on the economy.” I think we
should put the brakes on the Fed. That
would be the better way to approach
this.

Also, the General Accounting Office
talks about conflicts of interest, talks
about how they let contracts. I repeat,
if this were done in the private sector
or in another agency of Government, it
would be scandalous. But the Fed just
does it and turns their head the other
way and goes on with their business.

The report raises the legitimate
questions about fiscal management
within the Fed. Important questions
need to be answered, and they have not
been answered. They have been re-
quested, but they simply do not answer
them, just like they did not answer
most of the questions that the General
Accounting Office presented.

This report is about ensuring greater
accountability to the American tax-
payer and improving fiscal responsi-
bility. The Fed has pocketed $3.7 bil-
lion in taxpayer money. It claims this
quietly held fund is necessary to cover
systemwide losses that it has never had
and never will have. In its 79-year his-
tory, the Fed has never operated at a
loss. Excessive salaries increased by 44
percent; 120 top Fed officials earned
more than the Chairman in 1994, in-
creasing excessive expenditures; bene-
fits increased by 89 percent since 1980
and were found to be more generous
than any other Federal agency; travel
expenses, I repeat, increased by 66 per-
cent.
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Board members travel in high style,
to say the least. Travel reimbursement
policies vary from bank to bank, and
they are permitted to reimburse either
on a per diem or actual costs basis.
There is no conformity, no uniformity.
A uniform travel reimbursement policy
would unquestionably yield greater
savings to the taxpayer.

Mr. President, as far as I am con-
cerned, the most important thing is
the need for an independent audit. To
date, there has been no comprehensive
audit of our central banking system.
We need permanent annual inde-
pendent audits. There is a double
standard. This report demonstrates the
double standard that is practiced by
the Federal Reserve. While counseling
others to decrease their spending, the
Fed has increased theirs.

I conducted a meeting. Mr. Green-
span was there, and he was asked the
question: What is the most important
thing to do? Cut spending. I guess for
every place except the Fed, because
while we have cut and hacked away at
these budgets coming through here,
theirs has done everything but balloon
up and fly away. They are bloated.
They are gluttonous.

Congress heeded the advice of the
Fed and took painful but necessary
steps to get the deficit under control,
but they did not. The Fed staffing
grew, while the rest of the Government
shrunk by 2 percent. We tightened our
fiscal belts, and the Fed sat down to
enjoy all you can eat, in response to
the report, that ‘‘we are not interested,
we will run our own show, you leave us
alone.”

The Fed has powerful defenders will-
ing to turn a blind eye to any criti-
cism. This General Accounting Office
report provides a tough prescription
that some may find hard to swallow.
But I believe the alternative to treat-
ment is simply an unfair cost to the
taxpayer who would continue to be
forced to pay.

I yield the floor and express my ap-
preciation to the Senator.

Mr. D’ AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The Senator from New York.

Mr. D’ AMATO. Mr. President, I want
to point out that I think when the
Banking Committee considered the
nomination of Chairman Greenspan
some 4 years ago, there was only 1 vote
cast in opposition to Mr. Greenspan.
That opposing vote was this Senator.
There were no other votes cast against
him.

So I rise today to say that I am
pleased that the concerns that I had
with respect to Chairman Greenspan
were proven to be wrong. The Chair-
man has done a most diligent job—in
spite of the failure of the Congress to
address the problems of the people of
this Nation in a forthright, intelligent
way, as it relates to dealing with our
spending.

Throughout his tenure, the Chair-
man, even during turbulent political
times, has remained constant and true.
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Some can be critical—regardless of
whether the Congress is in control of
the Democrats or Republicans, or split,
or regardless of the stewardship of the
Presidency, be it Republican or Demo-
crat. However, absolutely essential to
the well-being and the economic
growth of this country was a necessity
to reduce our deficits and to dem-
onstrate that we were going to do this
for real, not with make-believe num-
bers, because we have seen that too
often.

Indeed, I remember well the years
1979 and 1980, with inflation rates that
made it impossible for small businesses
and entrepreneurs to invest in plants
or equipment and working middle-class
families to purchase homes. I recall
fear, consternation, panic. Chairman
Greenspan understands and remembers
well the lessons of that inflation. It
was devastating to the morale of the
people of this Nation, to our economic
well being, and to our leadership at
home and abroad.

With that in mind, he has kept a
steady hand at the wheel, instead of
taking the politically expedient course
of saying: Slash the discount rate.
Slash it and let us pump up the money
supply and, with that action, create
doubts in the domestic and global busi-
ness community about our resolve
against inflation. These doubts will re-
sult in the kind of inflation where they
used to change the prices of the canned
goods so fast they would put one stick-
er on top of the other. Today, they
would not do that. You would not even
know they were doing it because they
would do it by way of the computer
markings. But in the late 1970’s, people
saw those price changes, felt their ef-
fects, and understood the results. I
hope we have not forgotten those les-
sons.

In the late 1970’s and early 1980’s,
prime interest rates were over 20 per-
cent. Who could buy a house? That is
the kind of thing we can very easily
have today if the Federal Reserve over-
reacts. What experts does the Congress
have who are talking about slashing
the interest rates? The politicians who
want to go home and say, ‘“We are
going to give you everything for noth-
ing.” Why do we not cut the discount
rate to 1 percent? How about a half-
percent? How about a quarter percent?
It is now about 5Y4 percent. I will tell
you what will take place if interest
rates are unnecessarily cut while the
economy is near its productive capac-
ity. The cuts will fuel a speculative
market, inflation and long-term inter-
est rates will soar and young people
who want to purchase homes will not
be able to buy them.

Mr. President, I am going to make
some more remarks. I know the chair-
man of the Budget Committee is here
and he has a very difficult schedule. I
believe he would like to speak. I am
ready to yield the floor to my distin-
guished colleague for as long as he
wants so that he might make some re-
marks. But I intend to come back to
this debate.
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Let us not hold responsible the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve for
our failures, the failures of the Con-
gress of the United States to address
the problems we have. Congress wants
to be all things to all people, and never
wants to cut anything. Members of
Congress want to spend and spend, and
then come into this Hall and say that
the reason we are having the slowness
in economic growth is because Alan
Greenspan, in a mean-spirited or shal-
low way, does not want to cut the dis-
count rate. If you really believe cut-
ting the discount rate is going to solve
all of the problems of the Nation, let us
cut it. I have not heard people come
forth and say that is going to be the
answer. I have not seen any economists
of any note say that is going to create
long-term economic growth. I mean,
this is nonsense—absolute, pure pap.

I have to tell you something. If you
are really going to get down to saying,
let us not confirm Mr. Greenspan be-
cause economic growth has not been
fast enough, that would be like saying
that the Chicago Bulls should not re-
sign Michael Jordan because the Bulls
did not beat Seattle fast enough by
sweeping Seattle in four games. That is
nonsense for the Chicago Bulls, and not
confirming Chairman Greenspan would
be the equivalent.

We have steady growth now. We have
not had the kind of cycle that many
have predicted because the economy is
in the steady hands of someone who
has not yielded to the expedience re-
sorted to by many in politics.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I may
speak for a shorter period of time than
I thought. My voice seems to be having
a little trouble today. Mr. President, in
a few hours, the U.S. Senate will con-
firm three appointees to the Federal
Reserve Board. I am very confident
that we will do that. We will do it be-
cause, to do otherwise, would be fool-
hardy.

First of all, I am delighted to take
this opportunity not only to speak on
behalf of Alan Greenspan’s renomina-
tion as Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve, but to congratulate him on a
masterful job in his previous term—
most recently, guiding the economy
into the sixth year of expansion.

While many will try to take credit
for the upbeat economy right now and
for its consistency, I believe it is a re-
flection of the anti-inflationary poli-
cies, which began under Paul Volcker
and have continued under Alan Green-
span. Let me repeat. I believe no insti-
tution, including the Presidency, in-
cluding the Congress, deserves more
credit for the 6 years of sustained
growth in this economy than the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, headed by Alan
Greenspan. By keeping inflation low,
businesses and households alike are
able to make investments and savings
decisions with greater certainty, per-
mitting more efficient functioning of
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the economy. Households have been
spared the tragedy of having inflation
erode their savings nest eggs, while
countless home buyers have benefited
from lower long-term interest rates
which have followed the Fed’s disinfla-
tionary policies.

Of note, the Volcker/Greenspan ten-
ure has seen economic growth in 12 of
the last 13 years. Furthermore, Chair-
man Greenspan has played a very im-
portant role in enhancing banking reg-
ulation, ensuring that depositor safety
is maintained in the midst of sweeping
technologic breakthroughs in elec-
tronic banking, smart cards, and home
banking.

I am somewhat amazed by Chairman
Greenspan’s critics, who argue that he
is responsible for the low 2.1-percent
level of trend economic growth. Now I
am as intent upon boosting long-run
growth as anyone here. But, it is im-
portant to realize that the solution to
this long-term growth, which we want,
and a higher rate of GDP growth than
we have had, does not rest with the
current Fed. Numerous academic stud-
ies have shown that the best way for
central banks to boost growth is by
targeting price stability. The United
States is already very close to price
stability right now, with inflation at or
below 3 percent for the last 4 years. As
such, there is little more that the cur-
rent Fed can do to boost long-run
growth further. The same was not true
in the mid to late 1970’s, when rampant
inflation was having negative impact
on investment and savings decisions.
Such economic turmoil prompted a
switch in 1979, from an easy money pol-
icy to a strong anti-inflation regime
under then Chairman Volcker, followed
by Chairman Greenspan. This switch
brought inflation down over 12 percent-
age points in 6 years and gave rise to
the second longest expansion this cen-
tury during the 1980’s. However, it is
this very successful policy of reducing
inflation that Chairman Greenspan’s
critics would change, and charge him
with doing less than a good job. This is
ironic since excessive monetary easing
now would actually harm growth, not
enhance it as some will claim. With the
economy at full potential, an easing
now would only provide a short-run
boost, before inflationary pressures re-
surfaced. This would necessitate subse-
quent tightening and economic slow-
down. It is precisely this type of feast
or famine monetary policy that injects
economic uncertainty and constrains
long-run growth and causes a
rollercoaster in the economy instead of
sustained growth over long periods of
time.

We want more growth. I do, and I
talk to more and more people, and they
all seem to think we should have more
growth than the 2.1 to 2.3 percent GDP
growth of late. Just as an explanation,
our gross domestic product is like a big
pie, perhaps a big cherry pie. What hap-
pens is when the pie is getting smaller,
you have a recession. When it is grow-
ing, you have more jobs, better pay,
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more resources to split and divide
among the various activities, including
our working peoples’ salary paychecks.
This must grow or we have stagnation.

Mr. President, 2.1 to 2.2 percent
added to that cherry pie is not suffi-
cient. But what we must do is to urge
that the Federal Reserve do just what
it has been doing and then we, as pol-
icymakers, must do at least four
things.

First, we must balance our budget
within a reasonable period of time;
stop using up the savings of the Amer-
ican people to pay for the debts of our
country, rather, making it available
for growth and to enhance produc-
tivity.

Second, we must throw away the tax
policies of today. Throw out the tax
laws and start over with a brand new
set of tax policies that are progrowth,
proinvestment, prosavings—simpler,
easier to administer, and not so oner-
ous on American business. We must cut
taxes wherever we can.

Then we must take a serious look at
all the regulations in the country, and
where we find regulations that are not
needed, take those burdens away from
the economy, thus making room for
growth.

And last, we must totally reform the
education system of America. There is
no question that the education system
is not working. There are many who
are not getting educated sufficiently
for the jobs of today. There are many
who need retraining, reeducating. The
system seems to be floundering.

I think, just as we need a reform in
fiscal policy, we need a reform in edu-
cation so we can do a better job of
helping people get ready for jobs in this
economy. I note just today in the paper
that some companies are paying a
bonus to attract people to come to
work in the beginning jobs in our econ-
omy, the startup jobs. We need to do a
better job of training people, getting
them educated enough to take the jobs
and then move up to better jobs.

So, it seems to me, we should not say
to the Federal Reserve Board: You
should do all this and cause the
growth, with the obvious problem that
that can produce superinflation. We
have seen it. We saw the day, in the
waning months of the Carter adminis-
tration, when, if you went to a grocery
store you would see, right in the aisles
of the grocery store, people changing
the prices of food every day because in-
flation was so high that they had to
have their clerks changing prices every
single day. That was happening
throughout the economy.

America needs low inflation to have
sustained economic growth. America
does not need a Federal Reserve Board
that loosens up the money supply to
invite inflation, or pushes interest
rates down when they do not belong
any further down, just for the sake of a
spurt in growth only to be followed by
very, very negative impacts on our peo-
ple.

So, instead of blaming the Federal
Reserve, we ought to look clearly at
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ourselves. We ought to look at what we
spend our money for, how much we tax
our people. Are we spending enough of
the tax dollar in productive activities
or are we spending it just exchanging
money between our citizens? Do we
have an education system that is feed-
ing into our production machine stu-
dents of all ages ready to take the jobs
that we have today, with retraining
and high skills being required? Do we
have regulations that are too severe,
that are not worth the costs that we
are imposing?

If we were to do this for ourselves,
none of us would be here looking for
excuses by blaming the Federal Re-
serve Board that has caused 6 years of
sustained growth, has gotten rid of the
roller coaster, gotten rid of the idea
that once you have growth you have to
have a precipitous downturn that goes
way down and lasts for a while. This
Federal Reserve has slowed those
peaks, which I think is worth a huge
amount to the average working man
and woman in America.

So, today, I am hopeful in a few
hours from now we will overwhelm-
ingly support Alan Greenspan. I will
put my remarks in the RECORD regard-
ing the other two candidates, whom I
will support. I do not know their effec-
tiveness as Federal Reserve Members
because they have not been there. But
it does appear to me the President has
chosen two others who will, in com-
plement with Alan Greenspan and the
others, make a good team to Kkeep
America on the right path.

At present, the Fed’s main challenge
is to preserve low inflation and to keep
the economy as close to its potential
growth as it can. By doing so, the Fed
can ensure that any economic
downturns are mild and short-lived.
Greenspan has succeeded in this re-
gard, keeping the 1991 recession very
shallow, despite widespread pressures
in the banking sector. In fact, unem-
ployment rose to only 7.7 percent in
1992, well below the double digit levels
seen in the early eighties. Further-
more, with a preemptive strike on in-
flation in 1994, he was able to achieve
an economic soft landing in 1995. He re-
moved any nascent inflationary pres-
sures, allowed firms to pare back their
inventory overhang without precipi-
tating a recession and set the stage for
continued trend growth of 2.1 to 2.2 per-
cent in coming years.

For those who would still argue that
the Fed should run an easier policy in
efforts to boost growth, I recommend a
trip down memory lane. Remember
back to the 1970’s. Twice during this
period, inflation topped 12 percent in
conjunction with oil price shocks. How-
ever, the primary driver of these sus-
tained inflation gains was not com-
modity prices per se, but the Fed’s re-
action to them. In both cases, then Fed
Chairmen Burns and Miller pursued
easy money policies to cushion the
economy from the impact of the oil
shocks. While well-intentioned, such
policies exacerbated the situation by
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ingraining inflation expectations, driv-
ing bond yields above 13.5 percent,
plunging the dollar, and discouraging
investment. There were direct human
costs as well. In addition to sky-
rocketing mortgage rates and the
plunging value of private savings, real
average hourly earnings fell 3 percent
in 1974, and another 2 percent in 1975.
After making fractional gains in the
late 1970’s, they fell another 2.9 percent
in 1979 and 4.7 percent in 1980. Clearly,
this is not a period upon which we can
look back with any favor.

Economic studies have shown that
such large inflation spikes do curtail
long-run economic growth, because of
the disruption to business and con-
sumer savings and investment deci-
sions. Recent crosscountry surveys
have shown that a 10-percentage-point
increase in inflation per year is con-
sistent with a 0.2 to 0.3 percent lower
per capita GDP. Other studies show
even larger negative effects. This high-
lights the economic risks if inflation
had remained at high levels into the
1980’s.

With the economy on the brink of
economic crisis in 1979, President
Carter appointed Paul Volcker as Fed
Chairman that fall. Realizing the grav-
ity of the situation, Volcker tightened
credit appreciably, using money supply
targeting as his compass. While there
was a painful period of economic ad-
justment during 1980-82, the situation
would have been far worse had infla-
tion continued to spiral out of control.
Post 1982, the benefits of the Fed’s pol-
icy soon became evident. The economy
entered the second longest recovery of
this century, which lasted from the end
of 1982 to the middle of 1990 and the
onset of Iraqi-United States military
tensions. The economic statistics from
the 1980’s recovery are nothing short of
remarkable. GDP growth averaged 3.7
percent—20.8 million jobs were created.
Median family earnings rose over 10
percent. All of this occurred as infla-
tion was finally brought under control,
falling from 14.5 percent in 1980 to
below 2 percent by 1986, and remaining
at relatively low levels thereafter. In-
terest rates followed suit, with the
Federal funds rate falling from highs of
roughly 20 percent in 1981 to just under
6 percent in 1986. Indeed, the 1980’s re-
covery might well have extended be-
yond 1990 had it not been for gulf war
tensions and the savings and loan cri-
sis.

There was another essential element
to the 1980’s recovery, as well, that I
haven’t mentioned yet. Under Ronald
Reagan, we had a government that was
committed to reducing the tax and reg-
ulatory burden on the American peo-
ple. Via the tax reform acts of 1981 and
1986, individual effective income tax
rates fell 13 percent. Such benefits were
well dispersed—the lowest 40 percent
saw their individual tax rates fall 31
percent between 1980 and 1990, while
the top 40 percent saw a 9-percent de-
cline.

As we entered the nineties, however,
only half of the successful recipe for
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1980’s growth remained. We still had a
Federal Reserve committed to low in-
flation under the tenure of Alan Green-
span. This ensured that growth would
remain close to potential with minimal
economic disruption. However, what we
lost was the pro-growth, low tax, less
regulation philosophy of Government.
Instead, we inherited President Clin-
ton’s high tax, large Government ap-
proach. This combination has Kkept
trend growth steady but artificially de-
pressed.

In a reversal of Reagan’s efforts to
scale back Government intrusion in
peoples’ lives, President Clinton and
congressional Democrats passed the
largest tax increase in history in 1993.
It saddled average Americans with
higher gas prices and lower Social Se-
curity take-home benefits, it hurt busi-
nesses by altering deductions, and it
boosted marginal tax rates for EITC re-
cipients and higher income individuals
alike. Thus, it is not surprising that
productivity under President Clinton
has averaged only 0.5 percent, well
below the post 1973 average of 1.1 per-
cent. Such meager productivity growth
has kept real wages stagnant, giving
rise to much of the economic angst
which so many workers have experi-
enced. Just to emphasize this point,
real average hourly earnings were $7.40
when Clinton took office and are the
same $7.40 today despite 3 years of
growth during this period. Further-
more, real median family earnings
were lower in 1994 than they were at
the bottom of the last recession. The
only one consolation is that President
Clinton’s massive Government take-
over over the health sector never oc-
curred. Had it materialized, I fear that
productivity, savings, and standards of
living would have been even worse than
they are. For that, we have congres-
sional Republicans to thank.

Lackluster productivity growth
stresses the need for more substantive
action on the part of policymakers.
One effort that I have devoted enor-
mous effort to is reducing the budget
deficit. By bringing the budget to bal-
ance in 2002, CBO estimates that
growth will be boosted by an additional
0.4 percent over this time period. It
will free up savings for investment, it
will allow citizens to keep more of
their hard earned money, and it will
boost standards of living—the over-
riding goal of all policy. Now some will
say that President Clinton shares this
goal too, and note that the deficit has
declined since he took office. However,
I would first call attention to the
President’s fiscal year 1996 budget, in
which he proposed a deficit of $195 bil-
lion in the year 2000. He only hopped
onto balanced budget efforts after the
Republican Congress championed this
issue.

Furthermore, I would argue that
most of the current deficit reduction
and economic growth has occurred in
spite of President Clinton not because
of him. If one looks at CBO’s projection
of the 1995 budget deficit when Presi-
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dent Clinton took office and compares
it to actual numbers, some interesting
facts appear. A full 50 percent of this
deficit reduction stems came from
technical factors, notably from the res-
olution of the thrift crisis. Another 11
percent came from economic growth, a
tribute to Fed Chairman Greenspan
more than anything else. The remain-
ing chunk stemmed from higher taxes
and user fee hikes. Less than 1 percent
came from spending cuts. Now some
will argue that debate over why the
deficit has fallen is just partisan snip-
ing. Far from it, however. It is crucial
to know how the deficit came down in
order to assess whether it will stay
down. The path of deficit reduction
that I have just described does not bode
well for future progress. We can’t rely
on savings from thrift crisis resolution
forever. We can’t assume that the econ-
omy will always be a positive for def-
icit reduction.

In addition to a balanced budget,
there are other needed components for
long-run growth strategy as well—
overall tax reform and enhanced edu-
cation and job training opportunities
are critical. The current U.S. Tax Code
is designed to favor consumption over
savings so it should be no surprise that
it has given the United States one of
the lowest overall savings rates in the
G-7. We must alter our Tax Code to
favor savings by increasing IRA’s and
allowing businesses to expense their in-
vestments.

We also need to be as concerned with
human capital as we are with physical
capital. We must look for innovative
ways to enhance the training that our
children and workers receive. As tech-
nology advances, job advancement will
be linked to skill levels more and
more, serving to widen income dif-
ferentials unless action is taken.
States should be encouraged to experi-
ment with a variety of voucher pro-
grams at the primary and secondary
level. It does no good to put emphasis
on postsecondary education if sec-
ondary schools are turning out stu-
dents without adequate reading and
writing skills. We must also work to
facilitate the transition of many work-
ers between jobs. This can be done by
using State job training vouchers as
well as encouraging consortiums of
small businesses to provide training to
their workers collectively. This has al-
ready been done successfully with
small business pension programs.

And lastly and very importantly, we
must ensure that the Federal Reserve
continues to follow an anti-infla-
tionary policy. We should give our full
support to Chairman Greenspan as he
endeavors to keep inflation low and
growth centered around longrun trend.
We, as policymakers, should be the
ones trying to boost trend growth from
here, not the Fed.

Alan Greenspan has done an excep-
tional job since he first assumed the
Chair in 1987, and will undoubtedly
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continue this track record if re-
appointed. I encourage all my col-
leagues to give their full and unwaver-
ing support for Chairman Greenspan’s
reappointment.

I thank my friend, Senator D’AMATO,
chairman of the Banking Committee,
for yielding. I thank the Senator.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I think
if anybody has earned the respect of
our colleagues on the issues of the Fed-
eral budget and domestic spending, it
is certainly Senator DOMENICI. It is im-
perative that we not attempt to at-
tribute slow economic growth to the
Fed. That is an easy political ploy,
whether it be used by Democrats or Re-
publicans.

I think Senator DOMENICI is abso-
lutely correct. In the area of failing to
balance the budget, that is the failure
of Congress; that is the Executive’s
failure; that is the failure of past ad-
ministrations and the present adminis-
tration, past Congresses and the
present Congress. We have all failed to
develop and implement which will
bring even greater confidence and eco-
nomic stability, domestically and
worldwide.

If we want interest rates to come
down and create better investment op-
portunities, we need a Tax Code which
encourages savings to bring about
more capital formation, leading to
more jobs and more opportunity. Obvi-
ously, as the Senator has touched on,
the fact is that we are failing in our
educational system to meet the chal-
lenges of retraining and providing a
trained labor pool. Many businesses
cannot get the qualified personnel that
they need. As a matter of fact, we hear
those who are opposed to some of the
proposed immigration reforms because,
they say, the reforms would make it
impossible to get the kind of talented
work pool needed from outside the
United States. This is a fact.

So for us to say, well, the reason we
do not have a better growth rate than
2.5 or 2.2 percent is because of Chair-
man Greenspan or that he is opposed
somehow to greater economic growth
is just fallacious.

Let me address, if I might, the ques-
tion of the GAO report. We are going to
look into this. It is important. Chair-
man Greenspan acknowledged that the
report has touched on a number of
areas where they believe they can do
better.

I must comment on this business of
saying that there is a $3.7 billion slush
fund. The Federal Reserve turns over
about $20 billion a year in earnings to
the Treasury and keeps a reserve—let
us say it is $4 billion. To say that this
reserve is a slush fund is just not cor-
rect. It is wrong. Let me tell you why.
You need to understand the nature of
this reserve. This is the central bank of
the United States. We have had all
manner of occasions where the finan-
cial system experiences stress and cri-
ses. Sometimes there are even signifi-
cant costs to the taxpayer. For exam-
ple, we saw in the savings and loans de-
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bacle $150 billion of taxpayers’ moneys
being needed to end that crisis. We
have seen worldwide situations that de-
veloped when our central bank and oth-
ers have to move in quickly. We have
in terms of deposits insured by the
Federal Government roughly $4 tril-
lion—$4 trillion—in the American sys-
tem. Let me say that the Fed surplus
of $4 billion represents one-tenth of 1
percent of those deposits. That is not a
tremendous amount for the central
bank to hold in the event it has to deal
with an emergency. My colleagues who
run around and banter that the Federal
Reserve has a $3.7 billion fund with
some unknown purpose need to under-
stand the ramifications of dealing with
a financial system that includes $4 tril-
lion in deposits insured through the
FDIC.

I think it is rather irresponsible to
somehow equate holding this reserve to
the people’s money being negligently
managed. Indeed, Mr. Greenspan is
known as the world’s preeminent cen-
tral banker. President Clinton did not
nominate Chairman Greenspan because
he is a Republican or a Democrat or a
partisan. He nominated him because he
deserved the position and he has been
universally applauded for his overall
performance of the last 8 years.

I want to include at the end of my re-
marks a number of editorials which il-
lustrate the overwhelming support
that Mr. Greenspan enjoys. Again, if
we want to do something to bring
about more growth, then let us see that
the Congress manages the business of
the people in a more effective, more ef-
ficient way. There is room for agree-
ment and disagreement as to how we
can do better, but let us put our own
fiscal house in order and we will get in-
terest rates down for the long term. We
do not need false stimulation that will
give some temporary relief for short-
term borrowing costs but ultimately
create inflation of double digits once
again, causing long-term interest rates
to rise so that young families are de-
nied the opportunity of purchasing
homes and businesses are unable to fig-
ure out their long-term borrowing
costs.

That is not the kind of management
our Nation needs. We need steady, pru-
dent management of our economy.
Most importantly, we have to see that
the Congress of the United States
makes the necessary reforms in our
current tax system which does not re-
ward savings or investment and in fact
penalizes savings. Our tax system and
our complex system of regulations help
retard economic growth and expansion.
We have an educational system that
has too many bureaucrats and not
enough money coming into classrooms
and not enough choice for people to
make in educating their children. This
is particularly true in poor inner cities
where we find that the working poor
are trapped and do not have the ability
to send their children to schools that
can give them meaningful educational
opportunities to enable them to com-
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pete. We have become a nation en-
trapped in the bureaucracy that comes
out of Washington.

So, Mr. President, I rise to strongly
support the nomination of Chairman
Greenspan. I ask unanimous consent
that the articles I have alluded to be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Financial Times, Jan. 29, 1996]

RENOMINATING MR. GREENSPAN

The identity of the person who will hold
what is arguably the most powerful post in
the United States will shortly be known. If
the present incumbent, a major figure in do-
mestic politics, survives the peculiarly
American ritual of nomination then a land-
slide victory can be all but assured. Unfortu-
nately for President Clinton, whose practical
authority and command depends so much on
the co-operation, often not forthcoming, of
others, the position concerned is chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board and the person is
Mr. Alan Greenspan.

The chairman’s present term expires on
March 2 and he has indicated a willingness to
accept a third period as the world’s most im-
portant central bank chief. Since his initial
appointment by President Reagan in 1987,
Mr. Greenspan has built a formidable reputa-
tion for himself. He has managed to combine
a reputation for vigorous economic ortho-
doxy with Wall Street and world markets
whilst in practice proving rather more flexi-
ble than that image would suggest. He has
mastered the art of being a political figure
whilst not looking one. His genuine inter-
nationalism, and capacity to innovate, have
earned high praise within the G7 and beyond.

LITTLE OPTION

It is not surprising then that the president
not only should renominate him but almost
certainly will. Given a Republican Senate,
Mr. Clinton has precious little option but to
back the current chairman. This is com-
pounded by the failure of previous White
House efforts to acquire influence on the Fed
through more aggressive nominations.

The first Clinton appointment, Ms. Janet
Yellen, was perceived as insufficiently ortho-
dox and has been a marginalised figure
throughout her tenure. Mr. Alan Blinder,
elevated to vice-chairman, and widely touted
as the favoured candidate for chairman,
never recovered from a speech that ques-
tioned the minimisation of inflation as the
board’s exclusive mission. He announced his
return to academia this month. The presi-
dent has still to find a replacement for Mr.
John LaWare, who quit last year, that the
Senate will accept. The administration will
be playing with congressional fire again if,
as suggested, it offer Mr. Felix Rohatyn as
Mr. Blinder’s replacement.

GOOD FORTUNE

Whether Mr. Greenspan is wise to court
further office is another matter. Central
bank governors require luck as well as judg-
ment and he has had an unusually large
share of good fortune over the past nine
years. To stretch that record for another
four years is surely tempting fate.

Yet he must consider the short-term signs
to be encouraging. Given last weeks’ agree-
ment, the federal government—and hence his
office—will at least be open on March 2. It
took the merest hint of a credit downgrading
from Moody’s for previously gung-ho con-
gressional Republicans to make assuring
noises on the debt ceiling.

In the medium term, if any multi-year bar-
gain on the federal budget deficit is reached,
deliberately restricting fiscal options, then
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monetary policy and the control of it will be-
come even more significant. Were this fiscal
shift enshrined in a balanced budget amend-
ment to the American Constitution, that en-
hanced significance would become perma-
nent. The Federal Reserve Board is likely to
be an increasingly important body in the
21st century.

In such circumstances, the prospective re-
nomination of Mr. Greenspan is especially
appropriate. The president would be well ad-
vised to announce his intentions imme-
diately.

[From the Washington Post, May 9, 1996]
FED UP

A President nearing the end of his term
can expect to have a hard time moving nomi-
nations through the Senate, especially if the
other party is in the majority. The party
reasons that, if only it waits, its candidate
may win the next election and be the one to
fill the job. It may therefore come as no sur-
prise that President Clinton’s nominations
of Alan Greenspan to be chairman, Alice
Rivlin to be vice chairman and economist
Laurence Meyer to fill a vacancy on the Fed-
eral Reserve Board are stalled—except that
it isn’t Republicans doing the stalling.

The nominations are being held up by a
small group of Democrats led by Sen. Tom
Harkin. Their complaint is that Mr. Green-
span, in his zeal to suppress inflation, has
kept the economy from growing as fast as it
should and thereby cost the country—work-
ing people in particular—jobs and income.
Sooner or later they are expected to relent;
they don’t expect to deny him the nomina-
tion so much as to call attention to their ar-
gument and—who Kknows?—possibly soften
up the board and cause it to alter course a
little.

It’s fair enough to make the argument if
they want to, and Republicans earlier went
much further in deflecting altogether the
nomination of investment banker Felix
Rohatyn as vice chairman; they argued he
was too pro-growth. Of course, the Demo-
crats said in response that it was wrong to
make a capable nominee a pawn in a polit-
ical dispute—and that’s as true in this case
as it was in that.

All three of these people are excellent
choices whose instincts will keep them well
within the envelope of acceptable policy.
There will always be a debate about how fast
the economy can safely be allowed to grow
and where the balance point exists between
the risks of renewed inflation and lingering
slack. The more success the Fed has had in
combating inflation lately, the more that
risk has seemed to recede, but that hardly
means the board’s policy has been wrong.

Our own sense is that the board has both
less latitude and less fine control over the
economy than some of the rhetoric sur-
rounding its decisions would suggest. Its
ability to tilt in the direction of growth is
further constrained by Congress itself, or by
the elected branches generally. The budget
deficits they have compiled in recent years
have given the board little choice but to lean
on the brakes as an offset. Mr. Greenspan
seems to us to have done a good job of navi-
gating a narrow channel. As Mr. Harkin’s
own president is fond of saying, the unem-
ployment and inflation rates are both pretty
low just now.

But the real point is that those who be-
lieve the mix of risks in the economy has
changed a little in recent years, so that it
would be both safe and beneficial to shoot for
a slightly higher rate of growth, can make
that argument in the confirmation process,
as to some extent they already have. Merely
putting nominations on hold is obstruc-
tionism, not debate. It is time for the Senate
to liberate Mr. Clinton’s three nominees and
take a vote.
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[From the Washington Post, June 3, 1996]
A JOB FOR THE SENATE

If the Senate has some time to kill when it
reconvenes this week—and the Senate is al-
ways Killing time—we have a suggestion. It
could debate and vote on the president’s
choices to complete the Federal Reserve
Board. They have been held up too long.

It was in February that Mr. Clinton an-
nounced his intention to nominate Alan
Greenspan to another term as chairman of
the seven-member panel, Alice Rivlin to be
vice chairman and St. Louis economist Lau-
rence Meyer to fill a vacancy. The paperwork
went up a few weeks later, the Banking Com-
mittee held a hearing March 26 and sent the
nominations to the floor the next day.
They’ve languished since because of opposi-
tion on the part of, not the majority Repub-
licans, but a handful of discontented Demo-
crats led by Iowa’s Tom Harkin.

The opponents think that, in its zeal to
suppress inflation, the Fed in recent years
has kept the economy from growing as rap-
idly as it safely could. The slower growth has
cost the country income and jobs; so they be-
lieve, and in part they blame Mr. Greenspan.
It’s the ancient argument: Which is the
greater danger, the risk of renewed inflation
or the consequences of economic slack? Mr.
Harkin and the others on his side believe the
latter, and want to use the debate on the
nominations as a consciousness-raising ses-
sion. The argument has had to do with how
much time they’ll be given, but surely that
can be worked out. They ought to get it
done.

Our own sense has been that the Fed has
done a pretty good job of late of steering be-
tween the risks of inflation and slack; the in-
flation and unemployment rates are both
pretty low. Its maneuvering room in this re-
gard has also been constrained by Congress
itself. The country has had a wide-open fiscal
policy in recent years; the deficit is its em-
blem. The Fed has had little choice but to
offset it. The pro-growth types in both par-
ties complain about a policy of constraint
that they themselves have helped to force.

Sure, the Senate ought to debate these
issues. They’'re a lot more important than
much of what it does debate. But it ought
not hold these nominations hostage in the
process. The president has chosen well. The
nominees are qualified. The senators can
talk all they want, and they usually do. But
time now to vote as well.

[From the New York Times, June 8, 1996]
THE UNFAIR WAR ON ALAN GREENSPAN

Senator Tom Harkin of Iowa has single-
handedly blocked a vote to confirm Alan
Greenspan’s reappointment as chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board. Mr. Greenspan
will no doubt be approved, eventually. But
the annoying delay could grow worse if, as is
now threatened, his confirmation is tied to
that of a number of controversial judicial
nominations.

The truth is that Mr. Greenspan’s record,
by testimony of liberal and conservative
economists alike, deserves high praise, not
Mr. Harkin’s thoughtless barbs.

Mr. Harkin accuses Mr. Greenspan of need-
lessly shackling the economy, and there are
some economists and businessmen who agree
with him. But the record says otherwise.

The economy has grown during seven of
the eight years that Mr. Greenspan has led
the Federal Reserve Board. Unemployment
has steadily declined. So has inflation—an
unusual combination of good outcomes.
What Mr. Harkin criticizes is the fact that
the steady growth rate has, by comparison
with the 1950’s and 60’s, been relatively
slow—about 2.5 percent per year. Mr. Harkin
wants growth of 3 or 4 percent.

The sobering fact is that the Fed has no
say over long-term growth and employment.
Growth is limited to about 2.5 percent a year

June 20, 1996

because of slow population growth and pro-
ductivity growth, two trends over which the
Fed has almost no control. What the Fed
does control is the amount of money circu-
lating through the economy, which deter-
mines how fast prices rise. The best way the
Fed can make sure the economy grows as
fast as possible is to remove the fear of infla-
tion from the decisions to work and invest
that are made by ordinary citizens. On that
score, Mr. Greenspan’s record has been very
good.

It is true that the Fed can, when the econ-
omy is in a temporary lull, bring down inter-
est rates in an attempt to spur investment
and boost economic activity back up to ca-
pacity levels. But there are fairly strict lim-
its on how far the Fed can go. At some
point—economists disagree where—unem-
ployment falls so low that wage and price in-
flation begin to soar.

Mr. HarKkin asserts that the economy could
operate without threat of inflation at an un-
employment rate well below the current
level of 5.6 percent. That may be true. But
even if the Fed turned activist, and Mr.
Greenspan’s critics turned out to be right
about inflation, the impact on the economy
would be modest and temporary. If, for ex-
ample, the Fed nudged unemployment down
to 4.5 percent, it would mean only that the
economy could grow a bit quicker, around 3.5
percent, for about two years. Then growth
would slip back down to its long-run poten-
tial of 2.5 percent.

A case can be made, in hindsight, that the
Fed has erred in the direction of caution the
past couple of years. But the errors have
been slight and the impact small. The impor-
tant fact is that Mr. Greenspan has kept the
economy on a steady course through turmoil
on Wall Street and a war in the Persian Gulf.
Mr. Harkin’s carping is not just annoying. It
is wrong.

[From the Dallas Morning News, Oct 8, 1995]

FEDERAL RESERVE—GREENSPAN DESERVES 4
MORE YEARS AS CHAIRMAN

The job of Federal Reserve Board chairman
requires a steady hand, which is why Presi-
dent Clinton should reappoint Alan Green-
span to a third four-year term.

The Fed’s main mission is to preserve the
value of the nation’s currency by managing
the money supply. In this, the Fed has per-
formed extremely well under Mr. Green-
span’s direction, and often in difficult cir-
cumstances. Prudent Fed adjustments of
short-term interest rates have helped to
keep inflation low during more than four
years of unbroken economic growth.

Not that Mr. Greenspan has been without
controversy. Mr. Clinton has been known at
times to resent his anti-inflation
hawkishness. President George Bush felt Mr.
Greenspan waited too long to lower interest
rates, when a well-timed lowering might
have provided an economic stimulus to aid
his doomed re-election effort.

But in general, Mr. Greenspan has led the
Fed to sound decisions. Despite the fact that
his prior appointments were by Republicans,
Mr. Clinton should reward him for his impar-
tial and intelligent deliberations.

The choice is important. Over the next six
months, Mr. Clinton must fill three vacan-
cies on the Fed’s seven-person board of gov-
ernors. At the same time, Congress is ex-
pected to try seriously to eliminate the 26-
year string of federal budget deficits.

Because the deficit may at last vanish, the
temptation will be for Mr. Clinton to appoint
inflation doves. That’s not necessarily bad, if
Congress actually balances the budget. The
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nation may need a looser monetary policy to
stimulate investment and jobs while the
economy adjusts to smaller government.

But, in that event, financial markets will
demand a chairman who is a known and re-
spected quantity, a proven inflation fighter,
a seasoned dealer with congressman and
presidents. Mr. Greenspan is that choice.

If Mr. Clinton deems Mr. Greenspan capa-
ble, he should be able to reappoint him. Be-
sides, Mr. Greenspan’s 14-year term as a Fed
governor doesn’t expire until 2002. As long as
he’s on the board, he should be able to serve
as chairman.

The choice is clear: Give the green light to
Greenspan.

Mr. D’AMATO. Not to overuse a good
statement, but I am going to do it
again, Chairman Greenspan has been a
success. He should be rewarded, and the
people should be protected. He has ac-
tually won the championship, much
like the Chicago Bulls, and winning
that economic championship has not
been easy. It has not been a knockout
in every sense. He did not sweep the se-
ries. But, again, refusing to confirm
Mr. Greenspan because economic
growth has not been fast enough or
high enough would be like the Chicago
Bulls saying we are not going to sign
Michael Jordan because the Bulls did
not sweep in four games but just won
the championship in a way that did not
meet the expectations of all the critics.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
20 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I had a
real good sleep last night so I am well
rested and I hear quite well. I heard ap-
parently the Senator from New York
compare, was it the Federal Reserve
Board to the Chicago Bulls? Did the
Senator from New York just compare
the Chicago Bulls championship bas-
ketball team to the Federal Reserve
Board?

Mr. D’AMATO. I did not hear the last
comparison that the Senator asked me
to comment on.

Mr. DORGAN. I just said I had a good
sleep, and I am hearing fairly well this
morning. I thought I heard the Senator
say that the Federal Reserve Board is
kind of like the Chicago Bulls, and ap-
parently one was referring to the fact
that the Federal Reserve Board has
been champions in winning this battle
against inflation and the Chicago Bulls
are the world championship basketball
team, and I thought, well, maybe I did
not hear very well.

Mr. D’ AMATO. That is true. I think
the Federal Reserve has done an excel-
lent job. They have put us on a strong
and steady course, and I would com-
pare that course to any worldwide, to
all the other major economies, the Jap-
anese, the Germans, et cetera. I would
say that the failure to make an eco-
nomic sweep comes from the Congress
and the failure of us to do our jobs,
coupled with the White House—not just
this White House but other White
Houses as well.

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Senator
for yielding on that point. I thought,
heck, I guess I do not understand this
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debate. If the Fed is like the Chicago
Bulls, where is the Dennis Rodman?
There would be no one down at the Fed
who would be countenanced as having
contrary views.

The Federal Reserve Board, as you
know, operates behind closed doors and
in secret. It is the last dinosaur in our
Government making monetary policy
decisions that affect everyone. We talk
a lot about taxes on the floor of the
Senate. When the Fed hikes interest
rates, there is a tax imposed on every
single American, with no debate or
democratic process about whether the
families in America should pay these
taxes.

There is a tax imposed on every sin-
gle American when the Fed says behind
closed doors, ‘“We’re going to keep the
Federal funds rates higher than it
should be.”

Why?

‘““‘Because we, as a group of econo-
mists and bankers and others who run
the Federal Reserve Board are worried
about inflation.”

What inflation? Five years in a row
inflation has come down, not gone up.
That is not, I say to my friend from
New York, a function of the behavior of
the Federal Reserve Board.

The global economy has put down-
ward pressure on wages. Why? Because
the global economic system is says
that our largest corporations are inter-
national citizens. These corporations
say we want to consign America’s work
force, at least the lower two-thirds of
the work force in America, to compete
with 2 or 3 billion other people around
the world, some of whom are willing to
work for 10, 12 or 25 cents an hour. This
puts downward pressure on wages.

Mr. D’AMATO. Will my colleague
yield for an observation?

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. DPAMATO. First of all, let me
say Mr. President, I believe my col-
league has brought up, absolutely cor-
rectly, the need to have a thorough,
thoughtful discussion and review of
how the Federal Reserve conducts its
business. And I, as Chairman of the
Banking Committee which has juris-
diction, promise you that discussion
and review. I also welcome your active
participation.

My colleague and friend, Senator
DORGAN, has not been a Johnny-come-
lately to scrutinizing the Federal Re-
serve. Senator DORGAN has been
thoughtful in addressing a number of
issues, and just recently brought to the
chairman’s attention one of his con-
cerns. I wanted to stop at this point
and say the Senator is correct. We have
to examine the Federal Reserve’s oper-
ations and look at how much secrecy
and confidentiality is required. Senator
DORGAN and I both understand there
are certain instances where confiden-
tiality is unquestionably warranted, in
order to avoid speculative actions in fi-
nancial markets. I think Congress has
to thoughtfully look at these issues
and examine them in light of the world
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markets we have and in light of the
communications we have.

I also want to indicate to you that we
have responded to the concerns raised
by Senator DORGAN in his letter. I do
not know if you have gotten a response
to your recent inquiry regarding to
some of the very disturbing reports on
the Los Angeles branch of the San
Francisco Federal Reserve. These re-
ports discuss irregularities which in-
volve hundreds of millions of dollars. I
have asked the Federal Reserve to re-
spond to these reports. I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator DORGAN’s
letter and my letter to the Federal Re-
serve be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 18, 1996.
Hon. ALFONSE D’AMATO,
Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I'm writing to urge
that the Senate Banking Committee hold a
hearing to thoroughly examine the troubled
currency reporting practices recently uncov-
ered at the Los Angeles Branch of the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank in San Francisco.

According to recent press reports, Federal
Reserve employees at the Los Angeles
branch bank knowingly engaged in an ongo-
ing practice of falsifying cash reports sent to
the Board of Governors. It is my under-
standing that the Federal Reserve Board
uses this information to help determine the
level of money in circulation, to assess cur-
rency needs in different parts of the country
and for other important reasons.

In the last three months of 1995, there re-
portedly were errors in currency and coin ac-
tivities that totaled more than $178 million.
It is alleged that this practice has occurred
for years and was actually condoned, if not
directed, by bank management.

This is simply outrageous if the reports are
anywhere near accurate. I think that Fed-
eral Reserve officials ought to fully explain
to the American people if there are mis-
management and accounting lapses at the
Los Angeles branch bank, and tell us what
steps, if any, are being taken to prevent this
from happening in the future. I also believe
the matter should be fully audited by the
General Accounting Office. One thing is
clear: if we ultimately find out that money
is actually missing at the branch bank,
American taxpayers are the real losers.
That’s why we can’t allow the Federal Re-
serve Board to simply brush this matter
aside and allow it to become just another
case of business as usual when questions
arise about Federal Reserve oversight.

Again, I urge you to hold hearing to exam-
ine this matter at the first available oppor-
tunity.

Thank you for your consideration of my
request. I look forward to hearing from you
soon.

Sincerely,
BYRON L. DORGAN.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING HOUSING,
AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC. June 7, 1996.
Hon. ALAN GREENSPAN,
Chairman, Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GREENSPAN: I am con-
cerned about recent news reports concerning
the operations of the Los Angeles branch of
the Federal Reserve.
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I urge you to look into the published ac-
counts, to prepare a complete report and ex-
planation, and to expect to utilize the mate-
rials in connection with hearings and public
discussion of the GAO’s final report on the
Federal Reserve Board Operations.

Sincerely,
ALFONSE D’AMATO, Chairman.

[From the New York Times, June 4, 1996]

FED LOOKS INTO CASH DISCREPANCIES AT
BRANCH
(By Dow Jones)

WASHINGTON, June 3—The Los Angeles
Federal Reserve bank branch appears to have
had trouble counting its money, and a report
published today said that cash reports sent
to Washington had been doctored to conceal
discrepancies totaling tens of millions of dol-
lars.

The alteration of the documents, disclosed
in The Wall Street Journal today, was con-
firmed, The Journal said, by an executive of
the San Francisco Fed bank, which oversees
the Los Angeles branch. The executive said
the discrepancies were being investigated.

Internal documents showed that in the 1995
fourth quarter, employees were ‘‘forcing”’
balances that did not add up, so that the re-
ports sent to the Fed board would appear
correct.

Current and former employees say the
practice has been going on for at least a year
in the cash-handling operation and that far
larger discrepancies may have occurred over
time. The Los Angeles branch runs one of
the largest Federal cash vaults, putting
money into circulation and destroying old
currency.

But none of the people familiar with the
situation said there was evidence that cash
was missing.

The apparent management lapses in one of
the Fed’s most basic and important func-
tions may prove an embarrassment for the
central bank at a time when it is already
under fire from the General Accounting Of-
fice for its spending and management prac-
tices, particularly at some of the Fed’s 12
district Fed banks.

Although there was no evidence that other
branches had problems akin to the Los Ange-
les branch’s, the incident may renew ques-
tions about Fed bank management as its
chairman, Alan Greenspan, awaits Senate
confirmation for a third term.

On Friday, Representative Henry B. Gon-
zalez, a Texas Democrat and longtime Fed
critic, asked the Government Accounting Of-
fice, an investigative arm of Congress, for an
emergency audit of the Los Angeles cash
unit. He asserted that senior managers in
Los Angeles had known of ‘‘deliberate fal-
sifications’ of the cash reports.

The chief operating officer of the San
Francisco Fed, John F. Moore, confirmed
that ‘‘there were some reports that con-
tained inaccuracies that were identified by
management in January.”’

““There were months when the report had
to be completed before deadline when they
sent it up without substantiating certain
numbers,”” Mr. Moore said.

The Fed board uses cash reports from dis-
trict banks to track the level of currency in
circulation, to order new cash from the
United States Mint and to monitor how
much has been destroyed and for other sta-
tistical purposes.

According to an internal compliance report
prepared in January by the staff at the Los
Angeles branch, discrepancies varied sharply
from month to month. In November 1995, for
example, the report sent to the Fed board
claimed $61.8 million more than it should
have; in December, the figure was too low by
$111.1 million.
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[From the American Banker, June 4, 1996]
FED BRANCH ACCUSED OF JUGGLING BOOKS
(By Bill McConnell)

WASHINGTON—Managers at the Los An-
geles branch of the Federal Reserve Bank of
San Francisco falsified their books to cover
up accounting errors, Rep. Henry Gonzalez
charged Friday.

John Moore, first vice president and chief
operating officer at the San Francisco Fed,
denied any official coverup, but told The
Wall Street Journal that the Los Angeles
branch sent incorrect cash reports to Wash-
ington. He did not return phone calls Mon-
day.

Rep. Gonzalez, publicizing problems at the
Fed’s L.A. branch, said on Friday that his
staff had uncovered more than $178 million
in accounting errors there during the fourth
quarter. An aide to the House Banking Com-
mittee’s ranking Democrat said the branch
may have submitted false reports for as long
as two years.

The investigation uncovered a variety of
mistakes at the branch, which operates one
of the government’s largest vaults. Errors
included $28 million in misclassified cash
shipments from the Bureau of Printing and
Engraving and $2 million in dollar coins re-
corded as paper currency.

Rep. Gonzalez asked the General Account-
ing Office to investigate the branch’s cur-
rency operations.

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 3, 1996]
LOS ANGELES FED HAS MONEY TROUBLES
(By John R. Wilke)

WASHINGTON.—The Los Angeles Federal
Reserve branch appears to have had some
trouble counting its money, and has doc-
tored cash reports sent to Washington after
finding discrepancies totaling tens of mil-
lions of dollars.

The altered reports were confirmed by an
executive of the San Francisco Fed bank,
which oversees the Los Angeles branch. He
said the discrepancies are being investigated.
Internal documents show that in the 1995
fourth quarter, employees were ‘‘forcing”
balances that didn’t add up so that the re-
ports sent to the Fed board would appear
normal.

Current and former employees say the
practice has been going on for at least a year
in the cash-handling operation and that far
larger discrepancies may have occurred over
time. The Los Angeles branch runs one of
the largest federal cash vaults, putting
money into circulation and destroying old
currency.

The apparent management lapses in one of
the Fed’s most basic and critical functions
could prove to be an embarrassment for the
central bank at a time when it is already
under fire from the General Accounting Of-
fice for its spending and management prac-
tices, particularly at some of the 12 district
fed banks.

Although the problems appear to have been
confined to the Los Angeles branch, the inci-
dent could renew questions about Fed bank
management as its powerful chairman, Alan
Greenspan, is awaiting Senate confirmation
to a third term.

Rep. Henry Gonzalez, a Texas Democrat
and longtime Fed critic, asked the GAO late
Friday for an emergency audit of the Los
Angeles cash unit. He charged that ‘‘delib-
erate falsifications’ of the cash reports were
known to senior managers in Los Angeles.

John F. Moore, chief operating officer of
the San Francisco Fed, confirmed that
‘‘there were some reports that contained in-
accuracies that were identified by manage-
ment in January.” He said local managers
apparently continued the practice even as
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they tried to correct the problem, delib-
erately sending misleading reports to the
Fed board.

“There were months when the report had
to be completed before deadline when they
sent it up without substantiating certain
numbers,’’ he said.

Mr. Moore said that no cash was actually
missing from the bank. “We balance to the
penny all the money coming in and out of
the bank everyday.”” Other Fed employees
said that given the huge discrepancies, this
assertion couldn’t be proved unless separate
manual cash tallies were checked. ‘“If they
are forcing the balances on these reports,
you still have to establish where that cash
is,”” one said. However, none of the people fa-
miliar with the situation said there was evi-
dence of missing cash.

According to an internal compliance report
prepared by the Los Angeles branch staff in
January, discrepancies varied sharply from
month to month. In November 1995, for ex-
ample, the report sent to the Fed board
claimed $61.8 million more than it should
have; in December, the figure was too low by
$111.1 million.

The Fed board uses cash reports from the
district banks to track the level of currency
in circulation, order new cash from the U.S.
Mint, monitor how much has been destroyed,
and for other statistical purposes.

Mr. Moore said that there was a $178 mil-
lion difference ‘‘between what our compli-
ance group was able to add up and what was
sent to the board” in the cash reports in the
1995 fourth quarter. But he insisted: ‘“This is
a statistical problem, not a financial one.”

[From the USA Today, June 4, 1996]
CRITIC SAYS FED JUGGLED ITS BOOKS

Federal Reserve employees were ordered to
falsify reports to cover up $179 million in dis-
crepancies, a longtime Fed critic alleged
Monday.

Rep. Henry Gonzalez of Texas, senior Dem-
ocrat on the House Banking Committee,
claims Fed employees used accounting gim-
micks to cover discrepancies in Fed reports
the last three months of ‘95.

The employees work at the Fed’s Los An-
geles branch, one of the nation’s largest cur-
rency processing centers. The General Ac-
counting Office has been asked to inves-
tigate the allegations, Gonzalez says.

He says the accounting gimmicks covered
up shortages of $5.8 million in October and
$111.1 million in December between two dif-
ferent reports.

In November, the report that was changed
actually came in $61.8 million higher than
another report. That left a net shortfall of
$656 million for the three months, although
there are no accusations of missing money.

John Moore—chief operating officer of the
San Francisco Fed, which oversees the Los
Angeles branch—says there have been report
inaccuracies.

But new procedures have been put in place
to correct the problems, Moore says.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I am
not suggesting for one second that
while I support Mr. Greenspan as
Chairman that we should not take a
careful look at the practices of the
Federal Reserve that, in some cases,
are so esoteric. I think we have an obli-
gation to review this, and I say to you,
I will support such an endeavor.

Mr. DORGAN. I appreciate that. I
think that is a helpful response.

Let me frame this issue the way it
should be framed. I said before, and I
want to say again, this is not personal
with me. In fact, I admire Chairman
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Greenspan. I think he has performed a
substantial amount of service for this
country. I disagree fundamentally with
the monetary policy that is now em-
ployed by the Federal Reserve Board,
because I think it artificially restricts
economic growth in this country in a
way that is unwarranted. I think it
serves interests that are not the inter-
ests of the producers and workers. It
serves the money center bank inter-
ests. I think they are fighting a ghost
foe. The Fed’s fighting inflation that
does not exist and claiming credit for
bringing inflation down. Again, infla-
tion is being brought down by the pres-
sures of the global economy. So it is
not personal with me.

In addition to the issues of monetary
policy, the GAO raises, I think, some
fundamental questions about the me-
chanics and the operations of the Re-
serve Board, and I think those need to
be examined. And I appreciate the re-
sponse of the Senator from New York
that he intends to do that.

Let me say that the Senator from
Iowa, Senator HARKIN, has only asked
that there be a debate and a full discus-
sion about Mr. Greenspan’s nomination
on the floor. We had people in the Sen-
ate who said, ‘“Well, what we would
like to do is move these nominations
by unanimous consent, and we don’t
have time for a debate.”

The Senator from Iowa, I think, has
suffered some significant pressures and
criticism by people who said, ‘“What
are you doing?”’

Well, he was not bowed by that, for-
tunately. He was doing what he
thought was right and what I think is
right: Asking that this Senate discuss
monetary policy.

We are now discussing it, and we are
going to have a vote. Mr. Greenspan, 1
predict, is going to be confirmed by a
wide margin. I personally am not going
to vote for his reconfirmation for a sec-
ond term. It is nothing personal, but I
think the Fed is marching in the wrong
direction.

I am going to read some quotes, but
let me first respond to something said
by the Budget Committee chairman.
He said if the Congress were more re-
sponsible in fiscal policy, we would
have better economic growth. I heard
that before. Let me respond by reading
this.

This is a comment by the former Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, Robert Reischauer. He is now with
the Brookings Institution. He says:

Whether or not the supply-siders think
cutting taxes will make the economy grow
faster doesn’t really matter. . .. If Alan
Greenspan thinks the economy can’t grow
faster than 2.2 percent a year without trig-
gering inflation, it isn’t going to happen.

That is Mr. Reischauer. If Mr. Green-
span does not want growth rates higher
than 2.2 percent, it is not going to hap-
pen. I agree with him.

The Federal Reserve Board believes
that unemployment should not drop
much below 5.5 percent, maybe even 6
percent, because they worry it will
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trigger more inflation. They believe
the economy should not grow more
than 2 or 2.5 percent a year, because
they worry it will trigger more infla-
tion. I have said they view themselves
as a set of human brake pads whose
sole mission it is to slow down the
economy. My Uncle Joe can do that.
Maybe we should put my Uncle Joe on
the Federal Reserve Board. He does not
have any experience, but he could cer-
tainly slow down the American econ-
omy.

If the Federal Reserve Board believes
that its mission is to slow down the
economy, then they are doing just fine,
because we have an anemic rate of eco-
nomic growth. Mr. President, 2 or 2.3
percent economic growth is not the
kind of economic growth that is going
to provide the opportunity and the jobs
that the American people need and de-
serve. The fact is, we can have a better
rate of economic growth without stok-
ing the fires of inflation. Inflation is
coming down, not going up.

Let me read some quotes, lest you
think it is only myself or the Senator
from Iowa who believes this. The chair-
man of the General Electric Co., John
Welch, Jr.:

We don’t see a connection between the
numbers out there and what we feel in our
business. There is absolutely no inflation.
There is no pricing power at all.

Dana Mead, chief executive of Ten-
neco, who I believe is also chairman of
the National Association of Manufac-
turers:

I believe very strongly that the Fed should
be leaning more toward growth and not be so
concerned with the threat of inflation.

I think the numbers support Mr.
Mead’s contention.

Felix Rohatyn:

There was a time when 2.8 percent growth
would be considered a modest rate of growth.
Today, it is considered dangerously robust.
Most corporate leaders don’t agree with this
notion of dragging the anchor just as soon as
the economy has wind behind it. They under-
stand that we can sustain high growth based
on muscular productivity improvements that
they are generating in their own businesses.

Mr. President, this is not about idle
debate about theory. This is a debate
that reaches every home and every
worker in this country. A century ago,
we would have been debating interest
rate policy from barbershops to bar-
rooms all across this country. The Sen-
ator from New York is one of the real
historians in our country and serving
in this body. You read the financial
history of this country and the debate
surrounding the large economic issues
of this country. You read in the last
century that monetary policy and in-
terest rates were a predominant polit-
ical issue in America.

Over two centuries, there has been a
wrestling match between those who
produce in America and those who fi-
nance production in America. There
has always been this wrestling match,
this tension. One wants to overcome
the other. It is about profits and
money.
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You look at these two centuries of
that struggle, and you find you go a
decade or two, and one side has an
upper hand, those who finance produc-
tion have the power and wield the
power and have the upper hand; then it
turns and the pendulum swings, and
those who produce have the upper
hand.

We are in a period in this country
today where those who finance produc-
tion not only have the upper hand, but
have an abiding ally among those who
make this country’s money policy. It
sounds like theory to a lot of people,
but what it means is in every house-
hold at the end of every month when
every American pays their bills, they
are paying a tax. It has been imposed
on their family by an institution that
keeps interest rates higher than they
can justifiably be kept in this country
today.

These costs of higher interest rates
will cost the American people, not $20,
$50, or $100 billion, but hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in extra costs coming
out of their pockets. Credit card inter-
est rates are higher, the prime rate is
higher, business operating loans are at
a higher interest rate, all because they
come off the Federal funds rate.

The Federal funds rate is higher now
than can be justified. There is no doubt
about that. There is no real debate
about that, in my judgment. They will
say it is higher because they are wor-
ried about the threat of inflation.

In North Dakota, for example, North
Dakotans will pay close to $400 million
over the next 5 years in excess interest
costs. That’s $80 million a year in ex-
cess interest charges because we have
those sitting on monetary policy who
manage it in a way that keeps interest
rates excessively high in order to re-
strict the rate of economic growth in
our country. I fundamentally disagree
with that.

I hope, in the context of having a de-
bate about monetary policy and the
Federal Reserve Board, that we can
perhaps light the fuse that will result
in a larger debate in this country about
in whose interest are we conducting
monetary policy?

We will have some people stand up in
this Chamber and say that the fight
against inflation is the only fight that
counts. Let us evaluate that for just a
moment. What has happened to infla-
tion? Inflation has come down 5 years
in a row. It now stands at 2.5 percent,
and the current Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board says the 2.5 percent
may be overstated by 1.5 percent. If
that is the case, we have virtually no
inflation in America.

In fact, we have one of the prominent
economists in our country, who was
born out in my part of the country,
Glendive, MT, born not so far from the
North Dakota side I was on, Lester
Thurow, who is an economist whose
views I value. He has written a chapter
on the subject in a recent book that I
think is interesting. He talks about
this interest rate policy and the deci-
sion by the Federal Reserve Board to
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fight a foe that Mr. Thurow says no
longer exist.

‘“‘Beliefs,” Mr. Thurow says, ‘‘change
more slowly than reality. Inflation is
largely gone, but inflation fighting
still dominates central bank policies.”
He says, every time the Chairman,
Alan Greenspan, admitted that the Fed
could not point to even a hint of infla-
tion in the current numbers—he said,
the Fed could not point to inflation be-
cause there was no inflation. The
broadest measure of inflation, the im-
plicit price deflator for the gross do-
mestic product fell from 2.2 percent in
1993 to 2.1 percent in 1994. In the third
quarter of 1995, it was running at the
rate of six-tenths of 1 percent.

If all these factors are put together
that he described in this chapter, ‘“The
real rate of inflation, outside of the
health care sector, was undoubtedly
very low, perhaps even negative during
the entire period when Alan Greenspan
was worried about inflation. Greenspan
could not see any inflation in the in-
dexes because there was no inflation to
be seen.”

I have described my interest and con-
cerns in the construct of money policy.
I hope we will have a Federal Reserve
policy that at some point would coun-
tenance an honest debate, and inside
the Federal Reserve Board, and perhaps
come to a conclusion that we have twin
economic goals in this country—stable
prices and full employment. Not one
goal, twin goals.

Let me turn just for a moment to the
report that was issued by the Govern-
ment Accounting Office, the ‘‘Federal
Reserve System, Current and Future
Challenges Require Systemwide Atten-
tion.” This is the report that the Sen-
ator from New York alluded to. I will
make just a couple brief observations
about it.

It moves from the issue of my dis-
agreement with monetary policy to a
couple of issues that relate to how the
Fed now functions. The Senator from
New York pointed out that the surplus
that has been accrued down at the Fed-
eral Reserve Board is really kind of an
innocent surplus.

It is at $3.7 billion surplus account
accrued to meet the needs when the
Fed might have a loss. Of course, the
Fed has not lost money in the last 79
years, and the Fed in the next 79 years
is not expected to lose money. When
you are guaranteed by your operations
to make money, you are not expected
to lose it.

The point that we raised—the point I
did not know; and I do not know
whether other Senators knew it—is
that this surplus, this $3.7 billion that
has been squirreled away by the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, has increased by
over 70 percent between 1988 and 1994,
at the very time the Fed was telling
everybody else, ‘“Tighten your belt.”
They say, ‘‘This little rainy day fund
we have we want to increase by 79 per-
cent.” I say: Wait a second. You have
not had a loss in 79 years. You are sug-
gesting that everyone tighten their
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belt. Why are you increasing your sur-
plus down at the Fed by over 70 per-
cent?

That is something I hope that the
Banking Committee will evaluate. I did
not bring the charts today because I
presented them previously. I know the
Senator from Iowa is also presenting
them. But the charts that show the
amount of expenditure at the Fed show
that they are expending more and more
money on employee benefits, travel
and other issues.

Mr. President, I ask for 1 additional
minute by unanimous consent from
Senator HARKIN’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Just to conclude, I will
not discuss it in any greater detail. But
this one-of-a-kind report, which took
the GAO over 2 years to complete,
shows that at a time when the Federal
Reserve Board was saying to everyone
else, ‘““Tighten your belts, downsize,”
they were increasing their expendi-
tures rather substantially.

One would say, if this is the house on
the hill that operates in secret, with
the shades drawn, you cannot see in-
side, and we finally discover what is
going on inside, aside from monetary
policy, and the practices inside are not
in keeping with what they are coun-
seling the rest of the Government, I
think there is something wrong.

Again, I respectfully say in conclu-
sion I am going to vote against Mr.
Greenspan. It is not personal. I admire
him. I think their monetary policy is
wrong. I think there are very serious
management practices that need to be
addressed. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may
I inquire of my distinguished friend
and fellow New Yorker, is time being
allocated?

Mr. D’ AMATO. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly yield time to the Senator from
New York. I believe he would like to
make some remarks in support of Mr.
Greenspan. I am wondering if the man-
agers on the other side—if we could not
agree to attempt to work out some sys-
tem whereby we would yield the floor
to each other. I would be happy to do
that.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
wonder whether I could lean on the
other side, and ask unanimous consent
to follow the Senator from New York,
and we could alternate back and forth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
in emphatic and enthusiastic support
for the nomination of the Honorable
Alan Greenspan to a third term as
Chairman of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System. He is a
national treasure. He has served our
Nation with principle and wisdom, and
as I shall attempt to show in these
brief remarks, unprecedented success.
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Let me cite four principal reasons he
should again be confirmed by the Sen-
ate.

The economy is now in the 64th
month of an expansion that shows no
signs of ending.

Unemployment for May was at 5.6
percent, and has been below 6 percent,
which is roughly agreed to be full em-
ployment, for almost 2 years.

Inflation is in check, measured by
the Consumer Price Index, which
economists generally believe over-
states inflation. Consumer prices have
increased by less than 3 percent per
year for the past 4 years. That could, in
truth, be more like a 2 percent figure.

Finally, that renowned misery index,
the sum of the unemployment rate and
the inflation rate, is about 8 percent,
the lowest level in a quarter century.

In the course of this debate about
whether the economy could be growing
faster, I believe it ought to be pointed
out that 20 or 25 years ago, the figures
I have just cited would have been
thought unattainable. It would not
have been thought within the range of
possible economic outcomes, much less
economic management and planning,
to produce this combination of 5-year,
6-year expansions, full employment
near zero inflation. This could be
taught in a textbook as an ideal, and
with the full and firm understanding
that it would not in our lifetimes, per-
haps in any lifetime, be achieved. You
would measure your performance by
the distance between what was ideal
and what, in fact, you could do. I do
not think we understand—perhaps it is
part of our historical distance—how
much social learning has taken place
in our country and to what con-
sequence, an area which was thought
to be absolutely essential to our eco-
nomic, socio-political well-being,
which is employment.

I speak as someone who entered the
Kennedy administration in 1961. I was
an Assistant Secretary of Labor for
Policy Planning. I know what our high-
est expectations were in those days. I
say to you on this floor they never
would have contemplated what we have
achieved in this last 10 years or so of
American policy.

Mr. President, on the front page of
the Washington Post this morning
there is a story which may be the first
such in the history of this Nation. The
headline says: ‘‘Labor Shortages May
Be Slowing Economy.”” Referring to
the latest surveys of regional economic
conditions by Federal Reserve Banks,
the subheading states: ‘“‘Fed Finds
Firms in Some Regions Having a Hard
Time Filling Jobs.”

The article begins:

Signing bonuses are nothing new for bas-
ketball players and Wall Street traders. But
hamburger flippers?

Some fast-food restaurants in St. Louis are
now paying as much as $250 in signing bo-
nuses for new hires, according to the latest
Federal Reserve survey of regional economic
conditions released yesterday.

Companies all over the country are going
to extra lengths to attract workers, the Fed
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reports, in the latest sign that the pool of
unemployed workers has shrunk to the point
that it is limiting economic growth. Unem-
ployment nationally has hovered around 5.5
percent for the past 18 months and in more
than half the States this spring it is below 5
percent.

I interpolate, Mr. President, that in
Madison, WI, it is now at 1.8 percent. I
say that is statistically almost impos-
sible, but that is a fact.

A Minneapolis company is offering a
chance at free vacations in Las Vegas for
employees who recruit new hires. Temporary
employment agencies in Chicago say more
employers are snaring their workers for per-
manent positions. Banks in Salt Lake City
are having a hard time finding tellers.

According to the Minneapolis Federal Re-
serve Bank, a growing number of firms want-
ing to hire skilled workers have stopped ad-
vertising because they got no responses.
“Perhaps we should call them ‘discouraged
employers,” one Minnesota state official
quipped.

Again, Mr. President, 30 years ago, 40
years ago, one of the continued con-
cerns, a legitimate one, on the part of
a person working in the field of labor
statistics was something called hidden
unemployment, which referred to
workers who had given up looking for
work. By definition, you are not in the
work force unless you are working or
looking for work. These discouraged
workers had dropped out of the work
force, but represented unemployment,
even so.

Now, we have a phrase ‘‘discouraged
employers.” I am not saying the world
has transformed itself, but I am saying
in a lifetime in this area, this field, I
have never heard the term ‘‘discour-
aged employer’’ before.

The article goes on to say that Min-
nesota is now one of the 10 States with
a jobless rate of 3.9 percent or less. In
the Kennedy administration, Mr. Presi-
dent, in the 3d year, the report of the
Council on Economic Advisers made a
bold and unprecedented assertion of op-
timism, in an optimistic age. They
said, ‘““We call for a national goal of an
unemployment rate of 4 percent.” It
was not going to happen in our life-
times, but that is what goals are for.
Now here it is: more than half the
States are under 5 percent, and 10
States are under 4 percent.

According to the Minneapolis Fed,
businesses are now looking more at
whether people will be available to
work at a new plant, than at whether
the company can get incentives or tax
breaks to build there.

Mr. President, a century and more of
State governments, and local govern-
ments, offering tax abatements, cash
incentives, to bring the firms into their
high unemployment areas and, sud-
denly we are told, ‘“We do not need
your tax abatements. Do you have any
workers?”’

I quote an official from Minneapolis:
“This parallels the dilemma that east-
ern South Dakota has faced for some
time. It is difficult to attract new in-
dustry when labor seems short.”

Mr. President, I simply want to say,
sir, if I may repeat, that in a lifetime
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of involvement with these matters I
have never read such data, or heard
such comments. It is a wonderful play
on usage—the idea of discouraged em-
ployers who cannot find workers. And
so, is it inappropriate to attribute
these outcomes, in significant measure,
to the wisdom and the practical knowl-
edge with which Alan Greenspan has
conducted his stewardship of our Na-
tion’s monetary policies over the last 9
years? That is not to say—and he
would certainly so insist—that he is
solely responsible for the performance
of the economy in this period.

Without wishing to introduce any-
thing like a partisan note, I still say
that much credit is owing to the Presi-
dent, President Clinton, and the 103rd
Congress, which enacted a 5-year, $500
billion deficit reduction in the summer
of 1993—$600 billion, if you include the
effects of the decline in interest rates
that came about in the aftermath of
the 1993 deficit reduction package.

Alan Greenspan himself has testified
that there was an inflation premium on
interest rates. With the anxiety—just a
touch, but sufficient—of a country
going into debt as fast as we would do,
could it be that we would someday
monetize the debt, which is to say,
through inflation, wipe it out? Well,
that costs you something in interest
rates. When it appeared that we were
going in a different and better direc-
tion, interest rates came down—bring-
ing additional deficit reduction, and all
the advantages of lower interest rates
across the economy.

Not since the Kennedy-Johnson ad-
ministrations, in which we had the
longest peacetime expansion of 106
months, have monetary and fiscal pol-
icy been so well coordinated. We seem
to have learned to manage affairs that
were previously thought beyond our
reach. Yet rather than celebrating,
some of us are complaining that we
need to accelerate economic growth.
And no one can say that slightly faster
growth will lead to higher inflation.
Almost certainly, that has to be a con-
cern. Ultimately, if it should, there
will be an end to the expansion. You
will lose more production in a down-
turn than ever you will have lost by
not speeding to the point where you
produce a downturn.

Last week, the distinguished junior
Senator from Iowa stated that ** * *
the Dbottomline is that Chairman
Greenspan has this long history of fo-
cusing solely on inflation to such an
extent that all focus on expanding our
economy has been lost.” My good
friend added, ‘“We have a mindset at
the Fed that 2 percent growth is ac-
ceptable, that the economy cannot
grow any faster—maybe 2.5, but that is
getting close to the limits—but that we
cannot have the 3 percent growth of
the 1970’s or the 4 percent growth of the
1960’s. That is the mindset of the Fed.”
Might I say that, in the judgment of
this Senator—and it will be for the
Senate itself to make a collective judg-
ment—the issue is not whether 2.5 per-
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cent growth is acceptable, but rather,
is any higher rate possible?

There are realities in the world of ec-
onomics, and there are constraints.
Economists of every school, every
range of opinion, will agree that
growth and capacity or potential of the
economy is determined by two basic
factors: increases in productivity, out-
put per worker hour; and growth in the
labor force.

In the February 1996 Economic Re-
port of the President, the Council of
Economic Advisers estimated that for
the next several years, productivity
growth would be about 1.2 percent per
year, and the labor force would grow at
about 1.1 percent. You put those two
numbers together, and you have about
a 2.3 percent possible economic growth
for the year.

Do not underestimate 2.3 percent,
Mr. President. It means that your total
economic product doubles every 30
years or so—an experience that is new
to mankind. It may sound low, but if
you keep it up, you double your wealth
every generation. That is what we are
now doing. It is recession, and worse,
that puts an end to economic growth, if
you think in terms of a generation.

The Senator from Iowa correctly
noted last week that, in the 1960’s, the
economy grew at 4 percent a year, and,
indeed, it did. But, Mr. President, at
that time, the labor force was increas-
ing at 2 percent a year, and produc-
tivity was rising at about 2 percent. So
you have that 4 percent potential.

That labor force increases at abso-
lute constraint. We have reached about
the limit of labor force participation.
It used to be a much lower rate than it
is now, and the consequence of women
entering the work force in larger num-
bers has kept us going. But we are now
at a very small rate of increase. This is
a demographic fact—who was born 20
years ago? You cannot change it
through manipulating interest rates or
demand or supply. The supply is fixed.
Yet, our performance in this situation
is extraordinary.

We are actually at full employment.
We have a period of economic growth,
now in its sixth year of sustained eco-
nomic growth. We have done so with-
out any of the intrusive Federal Gov-
ernmental measures that have been as-
sociated with response to emergencies
in the past.

I do not want to hold the floor longer
than this. I have tried to make two
points, Mr. President. With Dr. Alan
Greenspan as Chairman of the Federal
Reserve, we have entered a period for
which many persons may properly
claim a measure of responsibility, but
for which he is uniquely held respon-
sible.

We have entered a period of unprece-
dented growth—full employment, price
stability and year after year after year
of growth. What more would be asked?
Can we not take some satisfaction in
our performance as a country, as a so-
ciety? We have learned to do this.

We have reached the point, Mr. Presi-
dent, which as a sometime Assistant
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Secretary of Labor I certainly never
thought we would see, and I do not
think anybody in Washington 35 years
ago would have ever seen, where on the
front page of the Washington Post we
learn that labor shortages may be
slowing the economy—not Alan Green-
span, but, rather, the extraordinary
success of accumulated understandings
and practices have brought us to the
point where there is a shortage of
workers, an idea that we would hardly
have entertained. And that wonderful
phrase —I suppose you have to have
been around the subject long enough to
appreciate the irony—‘‘discouraged
employers.” The idea that in eastern
North Dakota, as cited here and else-
where around the country, employers
looking for new plant sites are no
longer looking for tax breaks and other
incentives. They say, ‘‘Are there
enough workers for the plant?”

Well, can we not, in the midst of a
Presidential election and a lot of dis-
tress on all sides, recognize what good
fortune we have had as a nation and
how much Alan Greenspan has contrib-
uted to that good fortune?

I thank the Chair for allowing me
this extensive time. I thank my friend,
the distinguished chairman of the
Banking Committee, for indulging me.
I hope he feels I have not gone on too
long. But I do say, sir, I have gone on
about an event that has never hap-
pened before and is worth noting.

I finally ask unanimous consent that
the article from the Washington Post
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

LABOR SHORTAGES MAY BE SLOWING ECONOMY
(By John M. Berry)

Signing bonuses are nothing new for bas-
ketball players and Wall Street traders. But
hamburger flippers?

Some fast-food restaurants in St. Louis are
now paying as much as $250 in signing bo-
nuses for new hires, according to the latest
Federal Reserve survey of regional economic
conditions released yesterday.

Companies all over the country are going
to extra lengths to attract workers, the Fed
reports, in the latest sign that the pool of
unemployed workers has shrunk to the point
that it is limiting economic growth. Unem-
ployment nationally has hovered around 5.5
percent for the past 18 months and in more
than half the states this spring it is below 5
percent.

A Minneapolis company is offering a
chance at free vacations in Las Vegas for
employees who recruit new hires. Temporary
employment agencies in Chicago say more
employers are snaring their workers for per-
manent positions. Banks in Salt Lake City
are having a hard time finding tellers.

According to the Minneapolis Federal Re-
serve Bank, a growing number of firms want-
ing to hire skilled workers have stopped ad-
vertising because they got no responses.
“Perhaps we should call them ‘discouraged
employers,””” one Minnesota state official
quipped.

In Minnesota, one of 10 states with a job-
less rate of 3.9 percent or less, economic de-
velopment officials say that businesses are
looking more at whether people will be
available to work at a new plant than at
whether the company can get incentives or
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tax breaks to build there, according to the
Minneapolis Fed. ‘This parallels the di-
lemma that eastern South Dakota has faced
for some time: It is difficult to attract new
industry when labor seems short,” the report
said.

Many Fed officials have expressed surprise
that, with the unemployment rate so low,
there have not been more problems on the
inflation front, with wages rising to attract
workers. But the Fed’s latest survey turned
up only scattered instances in which tight
labor markets were causing wages overall to
increase rapidly.

Economists and government policy makers
aren’t exactly sure why labor costs haven’t
begun to rise more rapidly in response to the
nation’s low unemployment rate. Some ana-
lysts say the best explanation is twofold:
Heightened concern among workers about
job security in a world of corporate
downsizing has made them squeamish about
asking for raises. That’s coupled with strong
resistance by employers to raise overall
wages because they know that in a low-infla-
tion economy, it is difficult to raise prices to
cover higher costs.

So even though some companies are having
to increase their offers of starting wages to
get workers, in the aggregate, pay hikes are
still modest by historic standards.

And companies aren’t going begging for
workers everywhere in the country. Indeed,
in places such as the District, New York and
New Jersey, a southern tier of states stretch-
ing from Mississippi west through Texas to
New Mexico and most important, California,
finding workers isn’t as tough as it is else-
where. Joblessness in California, whose re-
covery has lagged that of the rest of the na-
tion, is 7.5 percent. Only West Virginia at 7.7
percent and the District at 8.4 percent have
higher rates.

To many economists, this is a picture of a
nation essentially at full employment. That
means that going forward, the economy can
grow only as fast as its capacity to produce
goods and services grows.

How fast that growth can occur is the sub-
ject of much debate these days. Indeed. Sen.
Tom Harkin (D-Iowa) delayed the full Sen-
ate’s vote to confirm Fed Chairman Alan
Greenspan to a third term until today so he
could hold a public discussion the subject.
Harkin believes the economy could grow
much faster if Greenspan would only lower
interest rates and stop worrying so much
about inflation. ‘A turtle makes progress
only when it sticks its neck out, even though
that is when it is most vulnerable,” Harkin
said in an interview. He said that the Fed
cannot be sure the jobless rate can’t be
pushed down to 5 percent or 4.5 percent with-
out making inflation worse.

Few people in official Washington agree
with Harkin, though. The Clinton adminis-
tration, the Congressional Budget Office and
many private economists all peg the econo-
my’s capacity to grow at a little above 2 per-
cent.

According to White House economist Mar-
tin Baily, the administration’s estimate of
2.3 percent a year ‘‘is based on supply-side
factors,” meaning labor supply and produc-
tivity.

If the economy is at full employment, ad-
ditional labor is largely a matter of how fast
the population is growing, including immi-
grants. When the post-World War II baby
boomers were entering the work force in the
1960s and 1970s, labor supply was increasing
roughly 2 percent a year.

Now it is increasing only about 1 percent a
year. All other things equal, that difference
means the economy’s capacity to grow is a
full percentage point lower than it used to
be.

And gains in productivity slowed sharply
after 1973 for reasons economists still can’t
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explain fully. But over the past year, output
per hour worked at private nonfarm busi-
nesses rose 1.3 percent, exactly the pace the
administration foresees for coming years.

At a recent conference on economic growth
sponsored by the Boston Federal Reserve
Bank, Baily said that Fed policy doesn’t di-
rectly affect either of these determinants of
growth. “I don’t think monetary policy in
the United States is seen as a significant re-
straint on economic growth in the next few
years,”’ Baily told the conference.

Thomas Hoenig, president of the Kansas
City Federal Reserve Bank, said in a recent
interview that in his district, where the av-
erage unemployment rate is not much above
4 percent, business executives aren’t com-
plaining about Fed policy.

The complaint Hoenig hears most fre-
quently, he said, is, “I can’t get enough of
the type of help I need. I have heard no one
say, I could grow faster if you lowered inter-
est rates.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. D’ AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. DPAMATO. I know my colleagues
on the other side want to be recog-
nized, but I am going to make a re-
quest and ask that those who speak on
behalf of Mr. Greenspan—I think we
have about 31 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty-
seven minutes.

Mr. D’AMATO. 1 ask that they hold
their remarks down to 5 minutes, if
they could. I would be deeply appre-
ciative, because there are a number
who have indicated they would like to
speak, and so we have a limited period
of time. When we do yield on this side,
I will yield for the purpose of recog-
nizing those who would speak for up to
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Minnesota is to be recognized if that
time is yielded by the Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President,
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-six
minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I have about 3
minutes to respond to the Senator
from New York and that then the Sen-
ator from Minnesota be recognized for
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the sen-
ior Senator from New York, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, talked that if you want growth,
you have to have productivity growth
and labor growth. He correctly pointed
out that right now we have 1.2 percent
productivity growth and about 1.1 per-
cent labor growth. That is about 2.3
percent growth per year and there is
nothing you can do about it. He cor-
rectly pointed out that in the 1960’s, as
I said last week, we had 4 percent
growth, but then we had about 2 per-
cent growth in the labor force and
about a 2-percent growth in produc-
tivity.

how
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Let me respond to my friend from
New York by saying that is the chick-
en-and-egg argument. Is this some-
thing that we have to accept, that pro-
ductivity growth is only 1.2 percent? 1
know some have said that is what it is
going to be, but based on what? And
labor growth of 1.1 percent per year,
based on what?

I would refer my friend to an article
that appeared in the June 12 Wall
Street Journal talking about the mil-
lion missing men, that there are stud-
ies now, they said, that when the Labor
Department reported Friday a jobless
rate of 5.6 percent and 7.4 million un-
employed people, an additional 1 mil-
lion were not included; many of them
are sitting at home too discouraged to
hunt for a job. They can be found in all
50 States. Actually, some economists,
such as Lester Thurow at MIT, say
there may be far more than that out
there in the labor force.

Therefore, there is a possibility, I
would submit, that labor growth can
exceed 1.1 percent per year. That is, if
we get off of this old idea the Fed has
of NAIRU, the nonaccelerating infla-
tion rate of unemployment, in which it
is felt that if we reduce unemployment
below a certain level, which they first
assumed to be 6, now they are saying
may be 5.5 percent, that somehow in-
flation will not just increase but will
accelerate. And, that premptive strikes
are needed to block excessive growth.

So I say to my friend from New York
that I believe we can have a higher rate
of growth in the labor force because
there are a lot of people out there not
even counted. There are a lot of people
out there who are underemployed.
There are a 1ot of women out there who
are underemployed at minimum wage
part time jobs who could be employed
better. So I believe that the labor force
can, indeed, grow much faster.

Secondly, in terms of productivity
growth, I do not accept that the Amer-
ican work force has to be stuck at 1.2
percent productivity growth. I say that
knowing full well we are still the lead-
er in the world in productivity. Our
work force is still the leader. We have
more output per hours worked than
any other country in the world.

Does that mean we can just sit there
and say that is OK? Productivity has to
do a lot with what is happening in that
work force out there right now. There
are a lot of workers out there now who
have been discouraged because of
downsizing. They are discouraged be-
cause of wage stagnation. I see it in my
own family, my relatives, who are
working at manufacturing jobs. They
are discouraged, and so their output
could be better. Their output per hour
worked could be more if in fact they
thought their wages were going to go
up, if they thought they were going to
have a better stake in our economy. We
can have more efficient methods to
produce goods by the way we structure
companies and through technology.

I predict that the productivity
growth in America could boom a lot
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more than what it is. That yields then
to more labor growth, more produc-
tivity growth, which leads to higher
growth in our economy. Those two
things will not happen as long as the
Federal Reserve continues to adhere to
this NAIRU concept and as long as the
Fed, every time growth starts to go up,
puts on the brakes.

I respect very much the insight of my
friend from New York. My premise, and
I believe the premise of those of us who
are taking the opposite side, is that we
can, indeed, grow faster in this country
and we can grow faster because we
have an untapped labor source and our
productivity can, indeed, increase but
if and only if the Federal Reserve takes
the brakes off and lowers the interest
rates in this country.

I thank the Chair. I then yield 15
minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
I am going to actually pick up on some
points that have been made by my col-
league from New York, for whom I
have deep respect, and by my colleague
from Iowa. First of all, let me thank
Senator HARKIN from Iowa for doing
something very important as a Sen-
ator. He has insisted that at least we
have a debate about economic policy,
that we have a debate about monetary
policy, that we not just go forward and
confirm someone to be Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board without any dis-
cussion or debate. I do not think this
debate is at all personal. I think each
and every one of us has gone out of our
way to say that we hold the Chairman
in high personal regard. But this is a
debate about economic policy. My col-
league has taken a lot of criticism for
insisting that there be a debate. That
is all he has ever asked for. I thank
him for doing that. My colleague from
North Dakota earlier made an impor-
tant point, which is, it used to be, back
in the 1870’s, 1880’s, 1890’s, and the early
part of this century, that there was an
important debate about monetary pol-
icy. It was not conspiratorial, it was
important, because people know that
real interest rates and monetary policy
can make or break communities’ lives.
They can make or break families’ lives.
They have a huge impact, a huge im-
pact on small business people, a huge
impact on farmers, a huge impact on
whether people can afford to buy a
home, a huge impact on whether or not
people can afford to take out a loan for
their son or their daughter to go on to
higher education.

This is a fundamentally important
debate we are having. It is not hate; it
is debate. I think it is an extremely im-
portant question that my colleague has
been raising.

When I listen to this discussion, I
have to smile, because I do think to a
certain extent some of my colleagues,
either by accident or by design, are
being a bit ahistorical.

Let me also, teacher to teacher, pro-
fessor to professor, respond to a little
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bit of what Senator MOYNIHAN said. He
never, of course, leaves out a historical
analysis, and people in good faith can
reach very different conclusions, but I
would like to go back to the 1946 Em-
ployment Act in our country which
called for the Federal Reserve Board to
be a part of this and to keep inflation
down, but also with the mandate of
achieving maximum employment. That
was an important piece of legislation.

There was a classic book written
called ‘‘Congress Makes a Law,” by
Stephen K. Bailey, all about the Mur-
ray-Wagner Act that finally passed in
1946. Full employment, the idea that
people should be able to find work, de-
cent wages under civilized working
conditions, was the No. 1 issue for the
country. The Depression was fresh in
everybody’s memory, and World War II,
in fact, pumped up the economy, and
people found it to be a pleasant experi-
ence to be able to work. Women were in
the work force. Men and women of
color were also finding jobs. So after
the war was over, the No. 1 challenge
for our country was, how do you have
an economy that generates jobs for
people that are living-wage jobs? That
is what it was all about.

I smile when I hear some of the anal-
yses by some economists—not by all—
that, as a matter of fact, what we have
here is a situation of full employment,
because the unemployment rate is 5.6
percent. Therefore, we have full em-
ployment.

People in Minnesota and around the
country have to just be scratching
their heads and wondering what is
going on here. Ten blocks from here,
why do we not go out and ask people
whether or not they think we have full
employment. Just ask them. This does
not measure subemployment, it does
not measure the 1 million discouraged
workers, it does not measure people
who are working part time because
they cannot work full time.

Do you know what else it does not
measure? It does not measure all the
people who have jobs but not jobs they
can count on. It does not measure all
the working poor people, who work 52
weeks a year, 40-hours-plus a week, and
still make only poverty-level wages.

So, when we hear all these macro fig-
ures about how we cannot afford to
have unemployment below 5.5 percent,
otherwise we will set off this infla-
tionary cycle, this is the old ‘‘Phillips
curve’” argument. It has been discred-
ited over and over again. It is not the
experience in our own country. We
have had no evidence that we are about
to see a cycle of inflation.

What we have instead is a policy that
works great for bondholders, great for
Wall Street, but does not work well for
families in our country. Every time we
are about to have a real recovery and
every time small businesses are about
to have a break or every time farmers
are about to have a break or every
time homeowners are about to have a
break or every time some of the busi-
nesses in our country which are inter-
est-sensitive businesses are about to
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have a break and every time we are
about to generate more jobs that peo-
ple can count on, we have this policy,
which I think is outdated and which I
think, in fact, helps some folks at the
top but puts a squeeze on the vast ma-
jority of people in this country. That is
what this debate is all about.

When we get to this policy of main-
taining and insisting that 2 percent
growth is all we can do as a Nation,
that we have to always cool down the
economy, that we have to have price
stability, the question that needs to be
asked on the floor of the Senate is the
question people ask in cafes in our
country: Who exactly is deciding? Who
exactly is benefiting? And who is being
asked to sacrifice? Who decides that we
can only afford economic growth of 2
percent a year? Who decides that inter-
est rates will be kept at this high level
and not reduced? And whose farm goes
under the auctioneer’s hammer? Who
goes without a job? Who goes without a
job that pays a decent wage? Who goes
without a job working under civilized
working conditions? Who is not able to
pay for higher education for their chil-
dren? That is what it is all about.

I suggest to my colleagues that this
argument that we now have about full
employment—my God, just tour the
cities. Go to Hartford. Go to Min-
neapolis. I heard statistics about my
State. Yes, the official unemployment
level is down, but that does not meas-
ure subemployment. I will repeat that.
Not the discouraged workers, not peo-
ple who are part-time workers, and not
people who are working but working at
jobs they cannot count on—that is
what this is all about: living-wage jobs.
I can tell you that a much too signifi-
cant percentage of the population all
across this country, including Min-
nesota, is struggling to make ends
meet.

This effort to always cool the econ-
omy down, fight this bogeyman of in-
flation and insist on this stringent
monetary policy has made it very dif-
ficult for families to do well. That is
what this debate is all about.

My colleague from New York talked
about the piece that he read today in
the Washington Post about discouraged
employers. It is interesting to hear
about discouraged employers, but I
suggest to colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans alike, that is only one
piece of the story. That is true.

I meet with businesses owners in
Minnesota who say the same thing. I
meet with small businesses owners and
a good many of them say to me, ‘“‘Paul,
we are not worried about the minimum
wage raise, but do you know what? We
are technology companies and we can-
not find skilled workers.”’

That is true. That is one piece of it.
But I also suggest to my colleagues, it
is only one small piece of it. The other
piece has to do with this effort to keep
economic growth down, to argue we
can only afford 2 percent a year growth
in our economy, to constantly, there-
fore, make this an economy where we
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have a recovery but a recovery where
people are not able to find the jobs at
decent wages.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield
for a second?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my colleague
for making that point. Yes, there was a
story in the paper this morning about
discouraged employers trying to find
certain specific people to work. There
is another story on the front page of
the New York Times, also on the front
page of the USA Today: ‘‘Income Dis-
parity Between Poorest and Richest
Rises. Trend in U.S. Confirmed. New
Report by Census Bureau Shows Gap Is
at Its Widest Since World War II.”
That is another part of this debate.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Absolutely.

Mr. HARKIN. Because any time you
have high interest rates, think about it
as a transfer of wealth from the middle
class to the richest class. Because,
after all, who borrows money? It is our
working families. They borrow money
to buy a car, they borrow money to buy
a house, they borrow money to send
their kids to school, and when they pay
these exorbitantly high interest rates—
and I will get to that in my remarks
later—that is a hidden tax on our
working families.

So I say people ought to look at this
and start asking questions about our
monetary policy and how that affects
the disparity between the rich and poor
in our country.

I thank the Senator from Minnesota
for pointing that out.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my
colleague essentially made what was
my second point. One had to do with
the Employment Act of 1946 and what
is the mandate of the Federal Reserve
Board and how this monetary policy
has, in fact, made it impossible for our
country to achieve what should be the
No. 1 domestic priority, which is an
economy that produces jobs that peo-
ple can count on, jobs at decent wages,
living-wage jobs under civilized work-
ing conditions where men and women
can support their families.

This is the tradeoff. Some people are
very generous with other people’s suf-
fering. It is great for bond holders,
great for Wall Street. It is not great for
Main Street. It is not great for wage
earners. It is not great for farmers. It
is not great for small business people.
It is not great for homeowners. It is
not great for people trying to afford a
higher education for their children.
And the second point is precisely this:
there is a rather significant correlation
between the tight monetary policy and
the lopsided economy we have. That is
what we have right now. We ought to
be focusing on how we can raise the
standard of living of middle-class and
working families in our country.

I suggest to you one of the reasons
we have not been able to do that, one
of the reasons that the bottom 60 per-
cent has been standing still and even
losing ground over the past 20 years-
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plus is because of this monetary policy.
It is time we debate it and, I must say,
that I believe that this policy has been
profoundly mistaken with very harsh
consequences for the vast majority of
working people in this country.

Mortimer Zuckerman, in an editorial
in U.S. News & World Report, wrote:

Alan Greenspan’s ‘“‘dear money”’ leadership
has caused the Fed to exert a monetary
choke hold on one of the weakest economic
recoveries since World War IT at the cost of
billions of dollars in lost output and tens of
thousands of uncreated jobs.

That is the point I was trying to
make.

The renowned economist, James Gal-
braith, criticizes Greenspan this way:

He is pathologically adverse to full em-
ployment, pathologically overanxious about
inflation. His policies are the reasons, for the
most part, that unemployment has stayed
high and that wages have not raised in the
past decade, and he’s determined to keep
things that way.

Again, that is my point about this
whole issue of good jobs and good
wages.

Finally, Felix Rohatyn writes:

Every major American social and eco-
nomic problem requires stronger economic
growth for its solution. This includes im-
provements in public education, as well as
increasing private capital investment and
savings, balancing the budget and maintain-
ing a social safety net, improving the eco-
nomic conditions in our big cities and reduc-
ing racial policies as a result.

This, again, is tied in to the whole
question of monetary policy. Thomas
Palley, of the New School for Social
Research, writes:

Greenspan’s ‘‘soft landing’ has been per-
fect for Wall Street, keeping the 1id on wages
while Kkeeping consumer demand strong
enough to earn massive profits.

Mr. President, I think Felix Rohatyn
is right on the mark. I maintain that
this debate is not about one person.
This is a debate about monetary policy
that should be a front-burner issue in
the United States of America. This is
policy that can make or break people’s
lives; that can make or break small
businesses; can make or break farmers,
I say to my colleague from North Da-
kota; can make or break middle-class
families; can make or break working
people.

The key to decent jobs at decent
wages, the key to investment in our
cities, the key to economic opportuni-
ties, the key to improving the standard
of living for the vast majority of people
in this country is a combination of a
number of different things. I suggest
that one critical piece is monetary pol-
icy.

I believe that Chairman Greenspan’s
policies have, again, been profoundly
mistaken and I think have had serious
consequences for the vast majority of
people in this country. I would rather
stand for Main Street interests, I
would rather be on the side of small
business people, I would rather be on
the side of working families, I would
rather be on the side of middle-income
Americans, I would rather be on the
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side of growing this economy, I would
rather be on the side of jobs with de-
cent wages, I would rather be on the
side of economic fairness, I would rath-
er be on the side of economic oppor-
tunity and, for those reasons, I will
vote ‘“‘no.”

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not
see the distinguished Senator from
New York, but I believe pursuant to an
earlier agreement, I am to be recog-
nized after Senator WELLSTONE’s re-
marks. I understand we are operating
under a 5-minute constraint.

Mr. President, let me paraphrase, if I
can. First of all, let me say to my col-
league from Iowa, I, too, appreciate the
fact he has raised this issue. I think it
is important we have a debate and cer-
tainly a debate about monetary policy
is not inappropriate at all.

I think we will be making a tragic
mistake, I will say this morning, if we
do not confirm the nomination of Alan
Greenspan and, I will add, Alice Rivlin
and Laurence Meyer as well. We all are
very familiar with Alice Rivlin, since
she’s currently Director of the Office of
Management and Budget. She was also
the first Director of the Congressional
Budget Office and is very well known
to many Members. I think she will do
a wonderful job.

Laurence Meyer, a highly respected
economist, I think will do a remark-
ably fine job as well.

I believe that the President has done
an excellent job in selecting these
three nominees and he should be com-
mended for presenting the Senate with
such laudable choices for service on the
Fed Board.

I will not disguise, Mr. President, the
fact that I was a strong advocate of
Felix Rohatyn to be Vice Chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board. That nomi-
nation, unfortunately, did not get
much of a hearing in the Senate, de-
spite the President’s support for him. I
thought Felix’s addition to the Board
would have created a wonderful de-
bate—the kind of debate, in fact, we
are having to some degree this morn-
ing—within the Federal Reserve Board
about growth.

The absence of Felix Rohatyn does
not make that debate impossible, but I
felt his addition to the Board would
have been healthy for the country to
have a good discussion about how you
achieve a higher growth rate without
also fanning the flames of inflation.

Obviously, that did not occur. I have
great respect for Felix Rohatyn, and I
believe he can still make a significant
contribution. I urge my colleagues to
follow his writings on growth and how
we might achieve it. I point out, as he
has said, and this is something with
which I totally agree, that while mone-
tary policy obviously has a lot to do
with growth, tax policy also is a major
element of our growth rates. Investing
in the infrastructure of this country
has a great deal to do with whether we
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achieve growth. And, clearly, edu-
cation and training has a lot to do with
whether or not we can grow properly.
There is not just one issue. Monetary
policy is important, but there are other
major elements that contribute to our
ability to grow.

Let me just say, Mr. President, to
those who are focusing on the interest
rate debate, and I certainly have been
as critical as others when the interest
rates have gone up. I did not think in
several instances it was warranted over
the last several years. But it is undeni-
able as well that we have created more
than 10 million new jobs over the last
number of years in this country, an un-
precedented growth rate in employ-
ment. We are witnessing the lowest
misery index rate in 28 years. That is a
combination of inflation and unem-
ployment.

I remember very well what it was
like back in the late seventies—you
want to talk about a tax; inflation is a
tremendous tax on people—when it was
20 percent inflation rates. You talk
about jobs and middle-income people
and homes, when you have staggering
inflation rates, it is crippling to peo-
ple.

I am a strong advocate that we can
grow more than 2 or 2.5 percent. Frank-
ly, if we just grow two-tenths of a per-
centage point more, we would just
about wipe out the deficit—two-tenths
of a percentage point and we would just
about wipe out the deficit.

But I am also very conscious of the
fact that it is relatively easy for me as
a Member of Congress to be able to ad-
vocate that, but also understanding
when I advocate certain monetary poli-
cies, there can be inflationary implica-
tions to it. So I have to be very aware
of that as I make those decisions, if I
am sitting on the Federal Reserve
Board.

So while I get frustrated and I get
angry from time to time, we set up a
system in this country to insulate, if
you will, the Federal Reserve from the
vagaries of day-to-day emotions of the
country when it comes to these poli-
cies. Rather than setting them on a
daily basis where we could fluctuate
back and forth, we provide some sta-
bility to it, so that there is an oppor-
tunity for these decisions to be able to
work themselves out and then deter-
mine the full, broad implications of
them.

So while I want to see us grow
more—and I think there are things
that can be done, such as encouraging
savings in the country and not reward-
ing debt—these stories we have over
the last several days of the highest
rates of consumer debt in a number of
yvears, I think they are primarily due
to the fact that we reward debt, we en-
courage it, we allow you to deduct it
from your taxes. But if you save in this
country, you do not get a reward at all.

I encourage all my colleagues to look
at a proposal by Senator DOMENICI and
Senator NUNN that would contribute
toward a tax policy that would con-

S6565

tribute significantly toward our sav-
ings rate. As Senator MOYNIHAN, the
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee, pointed out, it is fiscal policy
as well.

This is not a partisan policy. But the
fact of the matter is, we have had 3%
years of consecutive deficit reduction.
It is the first time since the Truman
administration that has occurred. The
size of the Federal work force is com-
ing down. The Federal bureaucracy and
the regulations are being reduced. As a
result, that is contributing, I think, to
the reaction in the markets. That, plus
monetary policy, have given us this pe-
riod of tremendous stability, signifi-
cant growth, and I think creating new
opportunities.

My State, I will tell you quickly, has
not been one of those that has bene-
fited from all this in the short term.
We are going through the pains of the
end of the cold war in a State that is
dependent upon defense contract work.
We had a tremendous problem with
real estate in the Northeast in the mid-
1980’s. The recession and the credit
crunch dealt us a significant blow.

So I know, just when you are talking
about the States that have felt the
kind of recovery that is being talked
about today, my State is not one of
them. Connecticut has not been one.
We think that will change in the com-
ing years, as we begin to make the
transition to an economy not based as
heavily as it has been on defense con-
tract work.

But, nonetheless, I happen to believe
that a steady, reliable hand here makes
some sense. So, Mr. President, while I
think it is extremely important for us
to have this debate and to discuss mon-
etary policy, I, for one, would like to
see us do away with the geographical
requirements to serve on the Fed. I
think the term of the Fed Chairman
ought to coincide with the Presidential
term, something my colleague from
Iowa has recommended over the years.
Those are suggestions that I think are
worth debating and, hopefully, adopt-
ing here.

But on the fundamental question of
whether Alan Greenspan has done a
good job at the Fed, despite my dis-
agreements from time to time, I think
the strong bipartisan answer ought to
be a strong, resounding yes. For those
reasons, I will vote for confirmation.

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise to support the nomination of Alan
Greenspan to be Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. As you can see,
this appointment has strong bipartisan
support. More than any other appoint-
ment that the President will make,
this one must foster stability—in our
markets, on Wall Street, and on Main
Street. That is why the reappointment
of Chairman Alan Greenspan is so im-

portant.
Mr. President, as my friend and col-
league from Minnesota, Mr.
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WELLSTONE, has just noted, stability on
Wall Street has a lot to do with sta-
bility on Main Street. Let me show you
a chart that shows the stabilizing im-
pact Chairman Greenspan has had on
the markets. These are conventional
mortgage interest rates, which are the
rates working families pay when they
purchase a home. As you can see, rates
were gyrating from high to low and
back again when Chairman Greenspan
took office. Yet soon after becoming
Chairman, these rates went from wild
fluctuations to the smooth, lower
mortgage interest rates we now have.

Let us next look at the inflation rate
in consumer prices. Again, directly fol-
lowing the beginning of Chairman
Greenspan’s term you begin to see a
lower, less fluctuating inflation rate
and therefore lower, more stable con-
sumer prices. What could be more im-
portant to Main Street than stable, low
consumer prices and stable, low mort-
gage rates? This is what affects our
daily lives in America as much any-
thing else.

Chairman Greenspan’s term has
shown us the value of low inflation ac-
companied by predictability and sta-
bility. We no longer have a gold stand-
ard, but we do have something I would
call “The Greenspan Standard.” That
standard results in low inflation, low
interest rates, strong financial mar-
kets and, contrary to the arguments of
his critics, continued low unemploy-
ment.

He is a proven, independent, steady
hand at the helm. Everything we are
speaking about today says one thing—
a steady hand at the wheel. That might
be the most important thing we can
ask from the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board.

Regardless of the President’s poli-
cies, we should all agree that the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
must be independent. Regardless of po-
litical comings and goings in Wash-
ington, we need someone who will pro-
tect one of the most important indica-
tors of the economic strength of this
country. That is the U.S. currency, and
that is what Chairman Greenspan has
done.

He has resisted pressures to pursue
one policy or another for short-term
political gain. He has Kkept his eye on
the financial horizon. He continues to
speak out for a balanced budget. He is
holding down inflation while pre-
serving GDP growth. Everyone has
confidence that he can enhance the sta-
bility and predictability of the U.S.
dollar.

Additionally, it is important for the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve to un-
derstand crisis management, to foresee
economic troubles on the horizon. We
must have a Fed Chairman who can
sense economic trouble before it hap-
pens and act decisively to keep prob-
lems from becoming disasters.

That has been one of Alan Green-
span’s most important responsibilities
at the Fed. People sometimes joke
about predicting the weather or pre-
dicting the economy because no one
can do it perfectly. That is why we
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need someone like Chairman Green-
span. Since there is no economic crys-
tal ball, his time-tested experience and
expertise helps him appreciate the dif-
ference between short-term conditions
and long-term trends—and thus act ac-
cordingly.

If you look at his record, one of the
most telling attributes of ‘“The Green-
span Standard’ has been his ability to
anticipate what could have become
major disasters but, because of his
steady hand, did not.

For instance, the stock market crash
of 1987 did not lead to a recession. That
is a phenomenal achievement. It was
because we had an experienced, steady
Fed Chairman. When that crash came,
we could have barreled into a reces-
sion. But he was there to cautiously
and correctly oversee our Nation’s
monetary policy.

What about the failures in the thrift
industry in the late 1980’s? That could
have led to the collapse of our entire
banking system. But it did not, due in
large part to the confidence our Nation
had in Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan.
He is a proven crisis manager and has
always been a steady hand at the
wheel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
will end by saying there is no other
person in America who has the con-
fidence of elected officials and eco-
nomic experts, of Wall Street and Main
Street, who can anticipate monetary
problems before they reach crisis stage.
There is no one else who can measure
up to “The Greenspan Standard.” For
these reasons, I urge the Senate’s sup-
port. Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr.
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty-
four minutes. The Senator from New
York has 23 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want
to thank the Senator from Iowa for
this time. I first want to commend the
Senator from Iowa for triggering this
debate and initiating this discussion.

We have two elements that con-
tribute to economic policy in this
country: Fiscal policy, that is run by
the Congress and the President of the
United States, and monetary policy,
that is governed by the Federal Re-
serve Board. It is this combination of
fiscal and monetary policy that deter-
mines the health of the U.S. economy.

Mr. President, when Alan Greenspan
was first nominated and the first con-
firmation vote was held on the floor of
this Senate, I was one of two votes in
opposition at that time. I was in oppo-
sition because I believed Mr. Green-
span’s entire record reflected a view
that he favored a high interest rate
policy.

Mr. President, this has nothing to do
with personalities. I personally admire

President, how
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Mr. Greenspan. I find him to be an en-
gaging individual and have enjoyed vis-
iting with him, but I profoundly dis-
agree with his monetary policy of the
United States.

His monetary views have been con-
firmed by his actions as head of the
Federal Reserve Board. What could be
more clear? In 1994 and 1995, he raised
interest rates seven times in a row. Ef-
fectively doubling interest rates during
that period, or nearly doubling them.
He did this based on a threat of infla-
tion.

Mr. President, he was fighting yes-
terday’s war. He was fighting yester-
day’s battle. He did profound damage
to the economy of the United States.

Mr. President, there was no evidence
of inflation in 1994 and 1995. As Mr.
Greenspan, time after time, led the
Federal Reserve Board in a sequence of
actions to raise interest rates and, as I
say, nearly doubled them.

What was this effect on the U.S.
economy? The effect was to take the
growth out of this economy, to take
the job generation that was moving
along at a healthy level, and dramati-
cally reduce it.

Mr. President, this was a profound
mistake. History will record that Mr.
Greenspan was dead wrong—dead
wrong. He is of the old, static view.
The old, tired, view that if you do not
raise interest rates as jobs are starting
to be created, inflation will be kicked
off. The problem with that view is the
world economy has changed. It has pro-
foundly changed what policymakers in
this country think ought to be done.

Mr. President, what could be more
clear—we have moved below 6 percent
unemployment in this country. That
level has traditionally been viewed as
the level at which inflation would be
triggered. There is no inflation. There
was no inflation in 1994 and 1995 when
Mr. Greenspan moved to raise interest
rates.

Look at the chart of the Senator
from Iowa. It shows clearly, in 1994, in-
terest rates were 3 percent; 1995, they
doubled to 6 percent. Going back to
that time, was there any evidence of
inflation anywhere? 1 ask my col-
leagues, where was it? It was not at the
wholesale level. It was not at the retail
level. It was not at the commodity
level. There was no evidence of infla-
tion then, nor is there much evidence
of inflation now.

The fact is, at the time Mr. Green-
span was taking these actions to dra-
matically raise interest rates to slow
this economy, to kill the job-gener-
ating power of this economy, to put
our workers in a place where they
could start to see raises after 20 years
of stagnation, Mr. Greenspan made a
profound series of mistakes: raising
rates, time after time, killing the en-
ergy in this economy, and doing it on
an old, tired notion of an economic the-
ory that no longer relates to reality.
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Mr. President, what could be more
clear? There was no evidence of infla-
tion. There was no evidence of inflation
because the economy has changed. The
economy has profoundly changed. Now
U.S. workers are not just competing
against other U.S. workers; U.S. work-
ers are competing against workers
worldwide.

All one has to do is go to Indonesia
and see people working for $1 a day and
go to other parts of Asia and see people
working for 50 cents a day to under-
stand why we have seen no real in-
crease in wages in this country for 20
years. Because the world economy has
changed, American workers and Amer-
ican businesses are no longer com-
peting just against American workers
and other American businesses. They
are competing on an international and
global-reach basis.

As a result of that, reduced unem-
ployment in this country does not trig-
ger off the kind of wage inflation one
saw in the past. What could be more
clear? What could be more clear?

Mr. President, business leader after
business leader has told us inflation is
not present, has not been present, and
that we ought not to pursue this high-
interest-rate policy. Let me quote John
Welch, chairman of General Electric:

We don’t see a connection between the
numbers out there and what we feel in our
business. There’s absolutely no inflation.
There’s no pricing power at all.

Mr. President, that is John Welch,
Jr., chairman of General Electric.

Dana Mead, chief executive of Ten-
neco Inc.:

I believe very strongly that the Fed should
be leaning more toward growth and not be so
concerned with the threat of inflation.

Felix Rohatyn said:

There was a time when 2.8 percent would
have been considered a modest rate of
growth; today, it is considered dangerously
robust. Most corporate leaders don’t agree
with this notion of dragging the anchor just
as soon as the economy has wind behind it.
They understand how we can sustain high
growth based on muscular productivity im-
provements they are generating in their own
businesses.

James Robinson, former CEO of
American Express, said:

Inflation is not a threat in the United
States. Nor is it for the foreseeable future. It
has been remarkably flat and will remain so
unless the Fed or the markets begin spurring
inflation with high interest rates. The old
domestic indicators, while perhaps impor-
tant in gaging narrow trends, no longer de-
termine the broader inflation outlook.

Mr. President, what could be more
clear? We are engaged in a new world
economy where as unemployment falls
below 6 percent, it is no longer a trig-
ger for inflationary wage pressures.
Why is that? It is because we are now
engaged in global competition. Our
workers are up against the workers in
Mexico who are getting one-third as
much. Our workers are up against
workers in Indonesia who are being
paid $1 a day.

These are new realities. Mr. Green-
span has not adjusted to them. As a re-
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sult, he has kept interest rates far too
high. He is killing economic growth. He
is killing a chance for American work-
ers to receive the increases they so
justly deserve. This is a flawed eco-
nomic policy. It ought to be stopped.

I voted against Mr. Greenspan. At
that time, there were only two of us
voting against his first confirmation. I
will vote against him, again, today. I
dare say, there will be more than two
votes against his nomination this time.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I inquire
as to the amount of time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 24 minutes, and the Senator
from Iowa has 25 minutes.

Mr. MACK. I yield 5 minutes to Sen-
ator FAIRCLOTH.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of Mr. Green-
span. I think his reappointment a
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
is one of the most important things we
are going to be voting on in this ses-
sion.

First, let me talk about Mr. Green-
span as an individual. He is a man of
unquestioned integrity and honesty. I
have come to know him well since my
election to the Senate in 1992. The
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
has an incredibly important job. For
this reason, I think that having some-
one with Mr. Greenspan’s character
and standing is vitally important.

Mr. Greenspan’s tenure at the Fed
since 1987 has been marked by a great
stability in our economy. Since 1991,
inflation has not been above 3 percent.
Since he was first appointed in 1987,
only once has inflation exceeded 5 per-
cent. This is an amazing record of reli-
ability, and it is one the American peo-
ple have benefited from greatly.

Do we really want to return to the
days of 20 percent inflation and 20 per-
cent interest rates, when inflation was
ravaging the savings of Americans? 1
well remember the days, as I had sev-
eral million dollars worth of auto-
mobiles on my floor plan that I was
paying that 20 percent on.

I have heard speeches today about
the need to create jobs versus inflation.
If you look at the front page of the
Washington Post, it says, ‘Labor
Shortages May Be Slowing Economy.”

We are talking about looking for jobs
where they offer a bonus, an incentive
to find someone to work in fast foods.
Can you imagine? And then they say
that we still need people—people are
looking for work, and we have unem-
ployment. I can tell you that there is
not much unemployment in this coun-
try today. Anybody that wants a job
can find one. Companies are giving bo-
nuses for low-wage jobs.

What this article says is that we are
close to full employment right now.
Given this reality, I really fail to see
the argument that the Federal Reserve
has endangered job growth to keep in-
flation low. This article suggests that
we have both, and I think they are ab-
solutely right.
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Mr. President, much of this debate
has been about economic growth. There
seems to be a belief that someone
somewhere has decided that we should
not have economic growth, or that it
should be at a certain level. Growth in
the United States is not artificially
set. Our level of growth is determined
by the policies we pursue here in Con-
gress.

How much growth can we have when
we have spent more than two decades
without balancing the budget? How
much growth can we have when we are
$56 trillion in debt? How much growth
can we have when we spend $230 billion
a year in interest payments? How
much growth can we have when 41 per-
cent of all income taxes sent by our
citizens to Washington is used to sim-
ply pay the interest on the debt?

If we want growth, we have to un-
leash the private sector. That is where
growth is. But every time someone at-
tempts to make money in this country,
this society, we either regulate it or
tax it. How can we achieve growth in
this type of environment? The irony is
that the Federal Reserve policies have
served us well by maintaining a low in-
flation environment.

Can you imagine how much deeper in
debt we might be if we did not have low
inflation, if we had to borrow money at
10 to 20 percent? Can you imagine the
cost to the Federal Government if cost-
of-living adjustments had to be paid for
runaway inflation? Would job growth
simulate revenue to the point to pay
for the risk of inflation? I do not see
how if, as the Washington Post reports
today, we have close to full employ-
ment.

I think the issue is clear. We need
price stability in the economy. This is
the kind of policy that we have had for
the past several years, and that is why
I think President Clinton chose to re-
nominate Alan Greenspan. Even Presi-
dent Clinton, with whom I do not agree
on most matters, sees the wisdom of
having him at the helm of the Federal
Reserve.

Mr. President, let me conclude that I
am in strong support of Chairman
Greenspan and urge my colleagues to
support him, also.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to Senator BOND.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from Missouri is
recognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the nomination of
Alan Greenspan as Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board.

As Fed Chairman, Mr. Greenspan has
earned the respect of national and
international business and financial
communities. During his 8-year tenure,
economic performance has been re-
markable—consumers and businesses
alike have benefitted from a lengthy
period of stable, predictable prices. In-
terest rates have reached near historic
lows, and millions of Americans have
realized their dream of purchasing a
home.
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Mr. President, I believe Mr. Green-
span’s achievements deserve high
praise. Let me just take a moment to
highlight two basic, but major accom-
plishments: the economy has grown
during 7 of the last 8 years, and both
unemployment and inflation have de-
clined.

Mr. President, let me reiterate that
praise for Mr. Greenspan’s record is not
limited to persons on this side of the
aisle. In testimony before the Banking
Committee, the President’s Budget Di-
rector stated:

. at the moment, the economy, at last
at the aggregate level, is performing ex-
tremely well. Unemployment is lower than
many economists would have thought pos-
sible without igniting inflation, yet inflation
is not visibly accelerating .. . The chal-
lenge now, both for monetary and fiscal pol-
icy, is to keep up the good work and find the
continuing set of policies that will enable
the U.S. economy to attain maximum sus-
tainable growth as we move into the 21st
century.

Mr. President, let me just conclude
my remarks with a brief commentary
on economic growth.

I have listened to my colleagues
argue that current economic growth
rates pale in comparison to those in
the 1950’s and 1960’s. The reality, how-
ever, is that the Fed cannot control
long-term growth and employment. In
fact, slow population growth and lim-
ited productivity increases, have
played major roles in limiting eco-
nomic growth to 2.5 percent—and we
all know the Fed has almost no control
over either of these trends.

What the Fed does control is the
amount of money in circulation and
the price of goods. The Fed can en-
hance economic growth by removing
inflationary fears and encouraging in-
vestment. During sluggish economic
times, the Fed can cut interest rates
and spur investment and boost eco-
nomic activity. However, there are
limits on how far the Fed can go. At
some point, unemployment will decline
so much that wage and price inflation
soar. I need only refer to my earlier
comments on employment and growth
as evidence of Mr. Greenspan’s accom-
plishments in these areas.

Mr. President, as we all know hind-
sight is 20-20 vision, and a case might
be made that the Fed has erred in the
direction of caution the past couple of
years. But the errors have been slight
and the impact small. The reality is
that Mr. Greenspan has kept the econ-
omy on a steady course through major
national and international turmoil. In
light of his leadership, I strongly sup-
port the renomination of Alan Green-
span as Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board and urge my colleagues to
join me.

Mr. President, again, I strongly sup-
port the renomination of Alan Green-
span to be Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve and the nomination of an out-
standing Laurence Meyer, an out-
standing Missourian, to serve on the
Federal Reserve Board of Governors.

I believe the Federal Reserve, which
is only one tool that affects economic
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growth and inflation in this country,
has done an outstanding job with the
fiscal policy which has threatened to
bring back inflation and stifle job
growth. I think the record that has
been established by Mr. Greenspan is
an outstanding one.
LAURENCE MEYER

Mr. President, I also rise today in
support of a fellow Missourian, Dr.
Laurence Meyer, for his nomination to
the Federal Reserve Board of Gov-
ernors. With more than 27 years experi-
ence in academics, consulting, and eco-
nomic forecasting, Dr. Meyer is a lead-
ing figure in national economic fore-
casting and development. I believe that
his background in the public, private
and academic sectors make him
uniquely qualified for a position on the
Federal Reserve Board.

In my home State of Missouri, Dr.
Meyer has played a key role in the de-
velopment and expansion of the eco-
nomics department of Washington Uni-
versity. As former university professor
and department chairman, Dr. Meyer
has been recognized repeatedly for his
academic achievements by students
and faculty alike. Fellow economists
similarly appreciate his expertise, hav-
ing twice granted him the prestigious
Annual Forecast Award for being the
most accurate forecaster on the panel
for the Blue Chip Economic Indicators.

Having served as an economist at the
New York Fed and as a visiting scholar
in the St. Louis division, Dr. Meyer
also brings a personal, in-depth under-
standing of the unique role and purpose
of the Federal Reserve Board.

As an adviser to each of the last
three Presidents, Dr. Meyer has dem-
onstrated an ability that is truly rare
in Washington—the capacity to rise
above partisan politics. Even today,
Dr. Meyer counts among his clients the
President’s Council of Economic Advis-
ers, the office of OMB, and the Depart-
ments of Treasury and Commerce. To
balance his perspective, Dr. Meyer also
advises our House colleague and Budg-
et Committee Chairman JOHN KASICH
on budget-related issues.

Finally, Dr. Meyer also represents
the entrepreneurial spirit in all Ameri-
cans. Almost 15 years ago, this univer-
sity professor and two former students
invented the first macroeconomic
model that could be programmed into a
personal computer. Today, his business
sells models and forecasts to major cor-
porations and governmental agencies
across the Nation.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I be-
lieve Dr. Meyer’s experience in public,
private and academic arenas will prove
invaluable as we move into the 21st
century.

I urge my fellow Senators to support
his nomination.

ALICE RIVLIN

The third nominee causes me a great
deal of difficulty, because, as I said ini-
tially, I felt that Dr. Rivlin had good
credentials and had been a good econo-
mist that worked at various posts.
However, my experiences over the last
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several months, as we worked on the
budget in appropriations, have led me
to have grave reservations.

We all know that the President sub-
mitted a budget that he says, under
CBO scoring, reaches a balance in 2002.
It does reach a balance in 2002 if it in-
cludes the automatic trigger—the cuts
of 10 percent in 2001 and 18 percent in
2002—that they established.

Well, some say the budget the Presi-
dent submitted includes significant
cuts even before that. I happen to chair
the subcommittee that handles the ap-
propriations for the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, EPA, NASA, and HUD. When
Secretary Brown of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration came before me, I asked
him about the budget that the Presi-
dent had submitted. This, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the budget that has been sub-
mitted by the President for the Vet-
erans’ Administration. You will note
on the chart that, after going up nicely
in 1997 during an election year, it falls
off precipitously, from over $17 billion
to around $13 billion in the year 2000.
That is before any triggers occur. I
asked the Secretary of the VA, who has
complained bitterly about having his
budget held flat, how he was going to
live with those drastic draconian cuts.
I was stunned when he told me that he
had been assured by the President and
his people that he did not need to
worry about those cuts. In other words,
we did not have to worry, as we looked
at the increases proposed for this year,
about what would happen when a quar-
ter of the budget of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration would be cut out by the
year 2000, and they would not be able to
build new hospitals and have new pro-
grams. How were they going to do it?
The Secretary of the VA told me he
had been assured that they were not
going to make those cuts. I was dumb-
founded.

And then the head of NASA came be-
fore me, and I asked about the $3 bil-
lion dollar-plus cut in NASA budget.
He said he had been told not to plan on
those cuts because he would not have
to make them.

I got similar assurances from the Ad-
ministrator of the EPA, Carol Browner.
She said, ‘I have been assured that my
agency is not going to be cut.”

I went into another subcommittee
and asked HHS Secretary Donna
Shalala how she would live with the
cuts, and she outlined a whole list of
programs that would not be cut.

Well, Mr. President, nobody would
own up to the fact that there had to be
cuts. When I presented this budget
showing the Clinton budget figures, a
representative of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget was quoted in a news-
paper, the St. Louis Post Dispatch,
saying that I was misrepresenting their
budget. Misrepresenting their budget?
Mr. President, these are the figures.
These are the figures—unless the Clin-
ton administration has two sets of
books. Under one set of books, they
would assure those of us who believe in
the compelling need to balance the
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budget that they really are going to
balance the budget. On the other hand,
there is another set of books that ap-
parently is shown to department direc-
tors and the interest groups they serve,
in which they assure them that there
are going to be no cuts.

Which is it? I found this to be very
troubling. The OMB is presenting two
sets of books. This is a shameless cha-
rade. The President says that we are
going to balance the budget. Yet, he
says, no, we are not going to make any
cuts. We asked in a letter signed by my
colleagues to Dr. Rivlin whether they
were going to follow the budget and
make the cuts necessary to balance the
budget, or whether there was another
set of books. The letter that she re-
sponded to us with says that we are
going to work together and everything
is going to come out all right, and we
will make the cuts.

Mr. President, I am deeply dis-
appointed in Dr. Rivlin. She is willing
to subvert her professional judgment in
submitting a budget to the political di-
rectives of the White House to avoid
any cuts. I regret to say, and I am
sorry to say, that I do not believe we
can afford to have someone willing to
subvert their professional judgment to
political directives serving on the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. I must oppose her
nomination.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Virginia,
Senator WARNER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
to speak on behalf of Mr. Greenspan
whom I have known for many, many
years.

Today, particularly in this town, the
word ‘‘character’ is being referred to
very often. So I thought I would go to
the Thesaurus, Roget’s Thesaurus. I
will quote from Webster’s and Roget’s
Thesaurus.

Webster’s, of course, says, ‘‘Moral or
ethical quality; qualities of honesty;
courage, or the like; integrity; reputa-
tion.” And the Thesaurus says, ‘‘Pro-
bity, rectitude, upright, integrity, hon-
esty, honor, worthiness,” and right on
down.

I will put the rest of them in.

But I can tell you. I have known Alan
Greenspan very, very well for a number
of years. I cannot find any of the defi-
nitions relating to ‘‘character’ in any
of the leading sources that conflict in
any way with this man’s own char-
acter. He is a monument to the defini-
tion of ‘“‘character.”

And I am privileged to vote to have
him continue in the service of this
country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr.
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 25 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

President, how
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first of
all, I want to thank Senator DASCHLE
and Senator LOTT for making sure that
we had this time for debate.

Some of my colleagues have said be-
fore—and I have said since this nomi-
nation came down to us in March—that
what we wanted was some time to lay
out the record and to debate monetary
policy. I wish we did this more often.

This is not a debate about personal-
ities, or character. I have a great deal
of respect for my friend from Virginia.
It is not a debate about character at
all. T and others happen to think that
Mr. Greenspan’s performance at the
Fed has left us wanting in this country;
and that his guidance and direction of
the Fed is taking us in a slow growth
path that is robbing us of jobs and eco-
nomic growth in this country. It has
nothing do to do with character.

I just happen to think that Mr.
Greenspan happens to be wrong. I and
those of us who are taking this posi-
tion are not alone in that assessment.

I will read some quotes from a lot of
people that believe that Mr. Greenspan
basically has the wrong concept of
what is happening economically in
America today.

So what is this debate really about?
Is this a lot of economic terms? I have
been guilty myself. I have thrown out
“NAIRU”; ‘‘price deflators’; and
“CBI's.” And people’s eyes tend to
gloss over when we talk about those
things. Sometimes we have to get down
to what this debate is really about.

It is about working men and women;
it is about small business; it is about
our farmers; it is about the middle
class; it is about the impact on their
lives from a policy of high interest
rates—a policy that says that every
time we have a spurt in growth the Fed
raises its interest rates and slams on
the brakes. This debate is about
growth in our economy.

There are those who look at the last
several years of Mr. Greenspan’s stew-
ardship at the Fed and say, ‘“Well, we
have had growth.” Well, yes. We have.
It has been comparatively about a C
average. If we are happy with a C aver-
age in America, fine. I am not. I be-
lieve we can do a B, or an A in Amer-
ica. I believe our workers can be even
more productive. I believe techno-
logical changes that are rapidly com-
ing on line are going to increase our
productivity.

To say that we have reached some
plateau of growth is like saying that
when the cavemen invented the wheel
they said they did not need anything
else. I am sure they probably thought
at that time that they did not need
anything else. They had reached their
limits.

We have heard it time and time
again—that somehow we have reached
our limits of growth in America. I do
not buy that for a minute. And I do not
buy it—that we can only grow 2 or 2.5
percent when there are so many indica-
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tors out there that we can grow at 3 or
3% maybe as much as 4 percent for a
sustained period of time, and not just 1
year.

You look at Mr. Greenspan compared
with the years before him. We look at
growth from 1959 to 1987 versus 1987-95.
What do we find under Mr. Greenspan?
We find that in the previous year be-
fore Mr. Greenspan real GDP averaged
3.4 percent growth. Under Mr. Green-
span it averaged only 2.2 percent
growth.

Income per capita averaged 2.5 per-
cent growth prior to Mr. Greenspan;
only 1.2 percent under Mr. Greenspan.

Payroll and jobs: 2.4 percent prior to
Mr. Greenspan; 1.7 percent under Mr.
Greenspan.

And, productivity: Prior to Mr.
Greenspan, our productivity went up at
an average rate of 2.3 percent per year;
under Mr. Greenspan, it has only been
1.1 percent.

So I guess, if you are happy with this
kind of lackluster performance in our
economy and what the Fed has been
doing, I submit that you probably
ought to vote for Mr. Greenspan be-
cause that is the direction he is guid-
ing and directing our Federal Reserve
policy. I do not think that is accept-
able for America. I believe we can do
better than that. And it is monetary
policy that is doing it. It has nothing
to do with our vote here in the Senate
or in the Congress. It has to do with
what the Fed is doing with interest
rates.

Again, I would say that this is not a
debate as some have said between high
inflation and low growth, that some-
how if we grow faster we are going to
have high inflation, and, therefore, we
cannot have that high growth because
we want low inflation.

Mr. President, I refer my colleagues
to chapter 9 of Lester Thurow’s new
book called ‘“The Future of Cap-
italism.” I am going to read certain
parts of it because I know that Mr.
Thurow has done a very good job in
pointing out that the ‘‘beast of infla-
tion” has indeed been slain and that we
are fighting old battles. As my friend
from North Dakota said, Mr. Green-
span is fighting a war that occurred
back in the 1970’s but we keep dredging
it up all the time.

Here is what Mr. Thurow had to say.
He said:

In the 1970s and 1980s fighting inflation be-
came the central preoccupation of the indus-
trial world. . . . The factors that produced
inflation in the 1970s and 1980s simply dis-
appeared, and structural changes have oc-
curred to make the economies of the 1990s
much more inflation-proof than those of the
1970s and 1980s. . . . But as is often the case,
beliefs change more slowly than reality. In-
flation is gone but inflation fighting still
dominates central bank policies. . . .

The problem can be seen in the activities
of the American Federal Reserve Board in
1994 and 1995. At the beginning of 1994 the
Fed saw an economy so inflation-prone that
even what was by historical standards a slow
recovery from the 1991-1992 recession (2.4 per-
cent growth in 1993; 3.5 percent in 1994) rep-
resented an overheated economy. Because of
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this belief, seven times in twelve months,
from early 1994 to early 1995, the American
Federal Reserve Board boosted short-term
interest rates.

How much? One-hundred percent. To
this day, when I tell audiences that the
Fed increased interest rates under Mr.
Greenspan by 100 percent in 1 year,
they do not believe me. But this is the
fact. Since February 1994, Federal
funds rate, 3 percent; February 1995, 6
percent. And what has happened since
then? We have only come down three-
quarters of a point, and we are still at
this very high level.

I am quoting now from Mr. Thurow’s
article:

Yet every time, the Chairman, Alan Green-
span, admitted that the Fed could not point
to a hint of inflation in the current numbers.
The Fed could not point to inflation because
there was no inflation. The broadest meas-
urement of inflation, the implicit price
deflator for the gross domestic product, fell
from 2.3 percent in 1993 to 2.1 percent in 1994.
In the third quarter of 1995 it was running at
the rate of .6 percent.

Mr. Thurow goes on:

If all of these factors are put together, the
real rate of inflation outside of the health
care sector was undoubtedly very low, per-
haps even negative, during the entire period
when Alan Greenspan was worrying about in-
flation. Greenspan could not see any infla-
tion in the indexes because there was no in-
flation to be seen.

By raising interest rates in 1994, the Fed
killed a weak American recovery that had
yet to include many Americans and slowed a
recovery that was barely visible in the rest
of the industrial world.

Well, Mr. Thurow I think laid it out
very clearly. As he said:

The numbers that have increased the
Treasury bond rates and 30-year fixed mort-
gages are not because of inflationary expec-
tations. They reflect an uncertainty and
hence the risk premiums that investors must
demand to protect themselves from a Fed-
eral Reserve Board prone to seeing inflation
ghosts where they don’t exist.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article by Mr. Thurow be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE FUTURE OF CAPITALISM
INFLATION: AN EXTINCT VOLCANO

In the 1970s and 1980s, fighting inflation be-
came the central preoccupation of the indus-
trial world. Wage and price controls were
tried in a number of countries, including the
United States, but empirically it seemed to
be impossible to control inflation without
deliberately creating an environment of slow
growth and high unemployment. Inflation
was not conquered in this war. The factors
that produced inflation in the 1970s and 1980s
simply disappeared, and structural changes
have occurred to make the economies of the
1990s much more inflation-proof than those
of the 1970s and 1980s—just as the economies
of the 1960s were much more inflation-proof
than those of the 1970s or 1980s.

But as is often the case, beliefs change
more slowly than reality. Inflation is gone
but inflation fighting still dominates central
bank policies. They still believe that the
natural rate of unemployment—the rate of
unemployment at which inflation starts to
accelerate—is so high that they and the fis-
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cal authorities must step on the monetary
and fiscal brakes long before tight labor
markets can push wages up.

The problem can be seen in the activities
of the American Federal Reserve Board in
1994 and 1995. At the beginning of 1994 the
Fed saw an economy so inflation-prone that
even what was by historical standards a slow
recovery from the 1991-92 recession (2.4 per-
cent growth in 1993; 3.5 percent in 1994) rep-
resented an overheated economy. Because of
this belief, seven times in twelve months,
from early 1994 to early 1995, the American
Federal Reserve Board boosted short-term
interest rates.

Yet every time, the chairman, Alan Green-
span, admitted that the Fed could not point
to even a hint of inflation in the current
numbers. The Fed could not point to infla-
tion because there was no inflation. The
broadest measure of inflation, the implicit
price deflator for the gross domestic prod-
ucts, fell from 2.2 percent in 1993 to 2.1 per-
cent in 1994. In the third quarter of 1995 it
was running at the rate of 0.6 percent.

Having fallen during the previous reces-
sion, the producer’s price index for finished
consumer goods in December 1994 was below
where it had been in April 1993 and annual
rates of increase decelerated from 1.2 percent
in 1993 to 0.6 percent in 1994. In 1994 labor
costs rose at the slowest rate since records
have been kept, and the core rate of inflation
(the rate of inflation leaving out volatile en-
ergy and food prices) was the lowest rate re-
corded since 1965.

The OECD in its end-of-the-year 1994 report
saw no inflation ahead in the United States
in 1995. Abroad in the world’s second biggest
economy, Japan, wholesale prices were 8.5
percent below 1990 levels and were still fall-
ing in mid-1995.

Officially, the rate of inflation in the con-
sumer price index (CPI) fell from 3.0 percent
in 1993 to 2.6 percent in 1994, but Chairman
Greenspan had himself testified to Congress
that the CPI exaggerated inflation by as
much as 1.5 percentage points, since it
underestimates quality improvements in
goods (in computers, for example, it has per-
formance rising at only 7 percent per year)
and since it both has poor coverage and gives
no credit at all for quality improvements in
services. It is clear that service inflation is
much smaller than reported.

An official government commission, the
Boskin Commission, has estimated an up-
ward bias of between 1.0 and 2.4 percentage
points in the CPI. This is made up of 0.2 to
0.4 percentage points of bias, because the of-
ficial index fails to keep up with consumers
as they shift to cheaper products; 0.1 to 0.3
percentage points of bias, since the official
index fails to keep up with consumers as
they shift to cheaper stores; 0.2 to 0.6 per-
centage points of bias, because the index
underestimates quality improvements; 0.2 to
0.7 percentage points of bias, since it lags be-
hind in introducing new products; and a for-
mula bias of 0.3 to 0.4 percentage points, due
to the mishandling of products that come
into the index at temporarily low prices.

If one is willing to assume that the sectors
where quality improvements are hard to
measure are in fact improving quality at the
same pace as those sectors where quality is
easy to measure (and it is hard to think of
why they should be radically worse per-
formers), the over-measurement of inflation
may be closer to 3 percentage points.

In addition, health care inflation cannot be
controlled with higher interest rates and
slower growth. To know what is going on in
that part of the economy that is potentially
controllable with higher interest rates,
health care inflation rates have to be sub-
tracted from the totals. Since health care ac-
counts for 15 percent of GDP and health care
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prices are rising at a 5 percent annual rate,
mathematically another 0.75 percentage
points of inflation (almost one third of 1994’s
total inflation) can be traced to health care.
In reality, more than this amount can be
traced to health care, since some of health
care inflation gets built into the price in-
dexes more than once. If states raise sales
taxes to cover the costs of their health care
programs, for example, health inflation
shows up once as increased costs for health
care and once as a sales tax increase in the
consumer price index.

If all of these factors are put together, the
real rate of inflation outside of the health
care sector was undoubtedly very low, per-
haps even negative, during the entire period
when Alan Greenspan was worrying about in-
flation. Greenspan could not see any infla-
tion in the indexes because there was no in-
flation to be seen.

Nor were there any private inflationary ex-
pectations at the beginning of 1994. None of
the standard private economic forecasting
services were suggesting that inflation would
accelerate either. The first unexpected in-
crease in interest rates in 1994 imposed hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of losses on some
of the world’s most sophisticated investors
(George Soros, Citibank), who had been bet-
ting that interest rates would fall or remain
constant. If they had believed that there was
any inflation over the horizon, they would
not have placed those bets.

Theoretically, there is no reason why infla-
tion should adversely affect capitalistic
growth. Capitalists are smart enough not to
suffer from money illusion. Negative effects
only appear when inflation gets so high that
speculation and inflation avoidance become
more profitable than normal business activi-
ties and that requires hyperinflation before
it occurs. Empirically, there is no evidence
that modest rates of inflation hurt growth.
Looking at the experience of over one hun-
dred countries for a thirty-year period, a
study for the Bank of England found no neg-
ative effects on growth for countries that
averaged less than a 10 percent per year in-
flation rate and only very small effects for
countries that averaged much more than 10
percent.

An argument can also be made that cap-
italism works best with something on the
order of a 2 percent per year rate of infla-
tion. Anything lower starts to create prob-
lems. If prices are falling, one can make
money by holding one’e money in the prover-
bial mattress. To stimulate people to take
the default risk of lending requires a positive
money interest rate of 2 or 3 percent. As a re-
sult, if inflation is negative, real interest
rates must be high. Real interest rates
reached 13 percent in 1933 because prices
were falling. Real interest rates cannot be
very low unless there is a modest rate of in-
flation, and without low real interest rates,
investment cannot be high.

In a dynamic economy some real wages
need to fall to induce labor to move from
sunset to sunrise industries. Real-wage re-
ductions are very difficult and disruptive if
they have to take the form of lower money
wages. Labor rebels. But real-wage reduc-
tions are much easier to accomplish if the
employer is simply giving wage increases
smaller than the rate of inflation. The real
reductions can be blamed on the amorphous
system rather than on himself.

The same is true for prices. In any econ-
omy it is always necessary to change rel-
ative prices. If inflation is very low, that can
only happen if many sectors experience fall-
ing money prices, but capitalism doesn’t
work very well with falling money prices.
With falling prices there is an incentive to
postpone. Why buy or invest today when to-
morrow everything will be cheaper? In a
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world of deflation the pressure to act is
sharply reduced. Yet action is what causes
economic growth. Zero is simply not the
right inflationary target in capitalistic soci-
eties interested in growth.

When the Fed started raising interest rates
in early 1994, it stated that it had to have
higher interest rates now to stop inflation
twelve to eighteen months into the future
because of the time lags in the economic sys-
tem. Growth in fact accelerated from 3.1 per-
cent in 1993 to 4.1 percent in 1994 and was
very close to what was expected at the begin-
ning of the year. By the end of the year nei-
ther had the economy slowed down nor had
the signs of inflation become more visible
than they had been twelve months earlier.
By September it was clear that 1994’s infla-
tion would be much less than the low rates
that were forecast at the beginning of the
year. The business press was proclaiming
that ‘‘the inflationary ‘ogre’ has been ban-
ished—maybe for good, certainly for the
foreseeable future.” Nor was inflation accel-
erating in 1995, even though monetary poli-
cies did not bring about the expected slow-
down in economic growth until the second
quarter of that year.

The Federal Reserve Board was chasing
ghosts. Inflation was dead but the Fed wasn’t
willing to admit it.

While the 1970s and the 1980s were infla-
tionary decades, the 1990s and the decades
beyond are going to be very different. Infla-
tion died in the crash in asset values that
began in the mid-1980s with the collapse of
the American savings and loan industry.
This was followed by a collapse in property
values that rolled around the world. A dec-
ade later both purchase prices and rents were
still far below their previous peaks. The
crash in the Taiwanese stock market was
followed by a crash in the Japanese stock
market.

While capacity utilization rates were ris-
ing in the United States during 1994, in a
global economy it is world unemployment
and world capacity utilization rates that
count—not American rates by themselves. In
1994 the world was awash in excess produc-
tion capacity. The rest of the industrial
world was having a very slow recovery from
the earlier recession—at the end of 1994 Jap-
anese growth was strongly negative and Eu-
ropean growth only marginally positive.

As we have also seen in detail in the last
chapter, globally unemployment rates were
at levels not seen since the Great Depres-
sion. Labor shortages were not going to be
driving up wages for a long time to come.

U.S. measures of capacity and hence capac-
ity wutilization are also out-of-date. They
don’t reflect the outsourcing that has hap-
pened. Outsourcing means that effectively
firms increase their production capabilities
without having to invest themselves. But the
capacity increases of their supplies remain
unmeasured, since the capacity indexes as-
sume that nothing has changed in the pro-
portions of value added contributed by com-
ponent suppliers and original equipment
manufacturers (OEMSs).

Investments in new information and com-
puter technologies have also made it possible
to get more output out of the same capital
with fewer people. That is part of what
downsizing is all about, yet downsizing is not
reflected in official indexes of capacity.

The Fed also doesn’t seem to understand
that some important structural changes
have occurred that make it impossible for
inflation to arise from the grave. The addi-
tion of the Communist world to the capi-
talist world and the effective collapse of the
OPEC oil cartel in the aftermath of the Per-
sian Gulf War means that a repetition of the
energy, food, or raw material shocks of the
1970s are simply impossible in the 1990s. Oil
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prices are lower in real terms than they were
when the first OPEC oil shock happened in
the early 1970s, yet exploration and exports
from the old Soviet Union have barely begun
and Iraq has yet to be brought back into
world oil markets.

The real-wage declines that began in the
United States are now spreading across the
industrial world. The downsizing of big firms
with high wages and good fringe benefits
continues at an unrelenting pace. If any-
thing, wage reductions are going to be accel-
erating. The second world and the rest of the
third world will join the small parts of the
third world that were export oriented in the
1980s. Downward price and wage pressures
from these low-cost producers can only ac-
celerate. In 1994 unit labor costs declined by
2.9 percent in manufacturing and rose by
only 0.9 percent in nonfarm businesses.

At the same time productivity growth is
running at the highest rates seen since the
1970s. In most of the 1970s and 1980s, service
productivity was falling, but now it is rising.
Services just aren’t going to provide an un-
derlying inflationary push as they did ear-
lier. Wages down, productivity up—that sim-
ply isn’t the recipe for inflation.

All across America large firms are forging
new supplier arrangements such as those re-
cently put in place at Chrysler. The number
of suppliers is dramatically reduced, sup-
pliers are guaranteed much larger sales,
original equipment manufacturers (OEMs)
share information and technical expertise
with suppliers on design and manufacturing,
but suppliers in return commit to annual
price reductions in the components they sup-
ply to OEMs. The OEMs in turn pass some of
these reductions on to their customers to in-
crease market share.

The world is essentially back to the condi-
tions of the 1960s, with much less infla-
tionary-prone economies. Supply elasticities
were high then because of the recovery from
World War II and the economic integration
forced by the cold war. Now supply elastic-
ities are high because of the integration of
the second world into the first world and the
decision of most of the third world to replace
import substitution with export-led growth.

Since World War II, American firms have
typically held prices constant, or even raised
them, while distributing the fruits of higher
productivity in the form of higher wages or
higher profits. But under the pressure of
international competition, that system is
rapidly eroding. In the 1990s many more of
those productivity gains are showing up as
falling prices and many less are showing up
as rising wages.

Knowing that governments have lost their
ability to shorten recessions also radically
changes expectations. Producers know that
they cannot hold prices constant while wait-
ing for a quick recovery from cyclical
downturns. The early 1990s demonstrated
that no government would come running to
the rescue with large fiscal and monetary
packages designed to stimulate demand dur-
ing recessions. Instead, recessions will be al-
lowed to run their course and governments
will simply wait for a recovery. If downturns
are sharper and longer, business firms will
have to reduce prices if they wish to survive
those downturns.

There are no ghosts in the attic. Inflation
is not about to rise from the dead.

By raising interest rates in 1994 the Fed
killed a weak American recovery that had
yet to include many Americans and slowed a
recovery that was barely visible in the rest
of the industrial world. In just two and a half
months after the Fed initiated its actions,
interest rates on thirty-year Treasury bonds
had risen 1.1 percentage points and those on
thirty-year fixed rate mortgages had risen
1.3 percentage points. These rates did not
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soar because there was a sudden upward ad-
justment in thirty-year inflationary expec-
tations. These numbers reflect the uncer-
tainty, and hence the risk premiums, that
investors must demand to protect them-
selves from a Federal Reserve Board prone to
seeing inflation ghosts where they don’t
exist.

If the battle against inflation is primary,
central bankers will be described as the most
important economic players in the game.
Without it, they run rather unimportant in-
stitutions. It is well to remember that in
1931 and 1932 as the United States was plung-
ing into the Great Depression, economic ad-
visers such as Secretary of the Treasury An-
drew Mellon were arguing that nothing could
be done without risking an outbreak of infla-
tion—despite the fact that prices had fallen
23 percent from 1929 to 1932 and would fall
another 4 percent in 1933. The fear of infla-
tion was used as a club to stop the actions
that should have been taken. Central banks
are prone to see inflationary ghosts since
they love to be ghost busters. While no
human has ever been hurt by ghosts in real
life, ghost busters have often created a lot of
real human havoc.

Since growth did not in fact slow down in
the year in which Alan Greenspan was rais-
ing interest rates, the question Why worry?
can be raised. The answer is of course that
higher interest rates often act like sticky
brakes. The driver pushes down on the
brakes and initially nothing happens. So she
pushes harder. Suddenly the brakes grab and
the car is thrown off the road. And that is
exactly what happened in the second quarter
of 1995. Growth effectively stopped.

If the economy’s maximum nonin-
flationary rate of growth is 2.5 percent (the
Fed’s announced target), surplus labor is
going to be pushing wages down. Even the
manufacturers who have to pay those wages
think that a 3.5 percent growth rate could be
achieved without inflation.

Our societies tolerate high unemployment
since only a minority suffer from that unem-
ployment. Most of the movers and shakers in
society know that they will not be affected.
Politically, high inflation is much more wor-
rying to those in or seeking office, since it
seems to reduce everyone’s income. Econo-
mists can point out that every price increase
has to raise someone’s income and that the
balance between gains and losses seems to
indicate that very few are real-income losers
as long as inflation is less than 10 percent
per year, but all of that analysis is irrele-
vant. To the voter it does not seem to be
true. They merit wage increases but are
cheated by price increases.

The high unemployment necessary to fight
inflation is one of the factors leading to fall-
ing real wages for a large majority of Ameri-
cans, but this reality is too clouded by other
factors and too indirect to be seen as the
cause. Political power lies on the side of
those who declare a holy war against infla-
tion. Yet those who do so are indirectly ad-
vocating lower real wages for most Ameri-
cans.

The inflationary volcano of the 1970s and
1980s is extinct, but the mind-set produced
by its eruptions lives on. As a result, busi-
ness firms in their planning have to simulta-
neously plan for a world where there is no in-
flation, but there will be periodic deliberate
recessions designed to fight imaginary infla-
tions.

Labor will continue to live in a world
where governments talk about the need to
restore real-wage growth but deliberately
create labor surpluses to push wages down.
As a result, no one should pay attention
when they talk about restoring a high-wage
economy with growing real incomes. Wages
go up when there are labor shortages, not
when there are labor surpluses.
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Officially, central banks always hold out
the prospect that if they just hold down in-
flation long enough, they will gain anti-in-
flation ‘‘credibility’ with the financial mar-
kets and rapid noninflationary growth will
resume. but it doesn’t work. If the German
Bundesbank does not by now have ‘‘credi-
bility”’ as an inflation fighter no central
bank will ever get this mythical status. De-
spite its anti-inflation credibility West Ger-
many has had a very slow growth rate—2.3
percent per year from 1981 to 1994. Rapid
growth never resumes.

Mr. HARKIN. So, yes, there is a lot of
complicated economic terms, statis-
tics, and charts that we can put up
here. Let us not get lost in these com-
plexities. We are talking about simple
fundamental things—real people, fami-
lies trying to make a payment on their
house, trying to buy a new car, trying
to work with their bank to get the
funds to put in next year’s crops for
our farmers, or to operate a small busi-
ness. We are talking about creating
more and better jobs in America, about
growing our economy faster, about
raising wages.

That is what this debate is about.
After all, Mr. President, raising the liv-
ing standards and real wages of ordi-
nary Americans should be our No. 1
economic challenge, but time and
again the policy of the Federal Reserve
under Mr. Greenspan has stood in the
way. That should not be.

Under current law, the Federal Re-
serve is obligated to conduct a bal-
anced monetary policy to reconcile
reasonable price stability with full em-
ployment and strong economic growth
and production. But under the Green-
span Fed that balance has been lost.

In 1978, we passed the Humphrey-
Hawkins bill which mandated that the
Federal Reserve take into account em-
ployment, full employment, and pro-
duction along with inflation in setting
its policies. I see my friend from Flor-
ida is in the Chamber. He has intro-
duced a bill on the Senate side, the
Mack bill, that would remove that con-
sideration from the Federal Reserve, to
consider full employment and produc-
tion and leave the Fed only to consider
inflation. I respect his opinions on
that, his judgment. We happen to dis-
agree on that. I think the Fed ought to
have in its considerations a balanced
approach—inflation, yes, but also full
employment and production. I would
point out that Mr. Greenspan has come
out in favor of the Mack bill, to take
away from the Federal Reserve require-
ments in law that we say they must
take into account, full employment
and production, in their setting of
monetary policy. I think that is wrong.
And for Mr. Greenspan to support that
policy indicates that he again has his
eye only on inflation, the ‘‘ghost of in-
flation,” as Mr. Thurow says, and not
on a balanced policy.

So what has happened? Middle-class
Americans have paid the price. We
have seen what has happened with in-
terest rates. And we have higher inter-
est rates. Let me just say this very
clearly, Mr. President. What we have
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operating now in America on middle-
class families is what I call the Green-
span tax—yes, the Greenspan tax on
American families. Higher interest
rates are nothing more than a tax on
hard-working middle-class families,
farmers, and main street businesses.

One of my colleagues was in the
Chamber last week and referred to high
inflation as an unfair tax on working
families. That is true. But high inter-
est rates are also an unfair tax. We do
not have any inflation out there, there
is none of it on the horizon, and yet we
have inordinately high interest rates.
The real threat and the real tax today
on our middle class, our farmers, and
our small businesses is unnecessarily
high interest rates. So we need a Fed
Chairman who looks at growth and
jobs and wages and says we can do bet-
ter, not saying, oh, 2.2 percent is fine.
We can grow much faster than that.
And we do it without the threat of in-
flation. We live in a global economy, a
time of unprecedented competition,
rapid technological change. All of this
means we can have fuller employment,
higher productivity without inflation.

We seem to be living in a world that
if we begin to do better and our econ-
omy begins to grow, that is bad for
America, the Fed slams on the brakes,
and we cannot grow any faster than
that. It is seen as a bad thing. But fast-
er growth and higher wages and more
jobs and lower interest rates should
not be seen as obstacles. They should
be sought out as our goals.

In short, we need a balanced policy
based on raising economic growth, in-
creasing jobs, the long-cited continued
vigilance against inflation. I do not be-
lieve we have gotten that under Mr.
Greenspan, and we have seen that com-
mon thread throughout his entire
record, that all through his entire time
Mr. Greenspan has focused on inflation.

Start with 1974. Mr. Greenspan was
Chair of President Ford’s Council of
Economic Advisers. As I discussed in
depth last week, in his zeal to fight in-
flation to cure the recession of 1974,
Mr. Greenspan prescribed the wrong
medicine. Unemployment skyrocketed,
and the recession got even worse.

This is how Jerry Terhorst, President
Ford’s press secretary, recounted it:

To be blunt about it, the President has lost
confidence in the ability of his economic ad-
visers to predict the economic future. This
fall, when he fashioned the anti-inflationary
package he presented Congress following the
series of economic summit meetings, Ford
relied heavily on the forecasts of his consult-
ants, including Economic Council Chairman
Alan Greenspan. They assured him that ris-
ing prices and production costs were the
prime enemy of a healthy America. He was
advised that while a recession lurked dis-
tantly on the horizon, it was not an immi-
nent prospect that would confront him im-
mediately.

Well, what happened? The recession
got worse, unemployment skyrocketed.
In two months, the unemployment rate
increased by 1.2 percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 15 minutes have expired.
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Mr. HARKIN. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield myself 4 addi-
tional minutes.

Greenspan’s prognosis of the Nation’s
economic ills in the 1970’s did not com-
port with what happened, the same
way in the 1980’s. And I submit for the
RECORD an article that appeared in In-
vestors Business Daily called ‘‘Green-
span’s Rotten Record.”

Let us take a look again at what hap-
pened to growth during the period of
time of former Chairman Volcker. We
see growth of 6, 3.3, 4.4. coming out of
the recession in the early 1980’s. Now,
Mr. Volcker had a 2.5 percent growth
rate average, but he had a 13 percent
inflation rate facing him when he came
in. He brought inflation down in half
and yet he had still had a 2.5 percent
growth during his term even while he
brought inflation down in half.

Mr. Greenspan comes in. The real
growth during his period of time has
been 2.2 percent. Inflation was only 4.1
percent when he came in. It has come
down to 3.2 percent—a very small de-
crease in inflation and yet very low
growth. That is what we are talking
about, the low growth rate. And again,
it has to do with Mr. Greenspan’s ra-
tionale, what his mindset is.

Last year, I believe it came out, per-
haps in an unguarded moment. I do not
know. I will read from the hearing
record so the record is straight. I have
told people before that Mr. Greenspan
was in favor of going back on the gold
standard and people tell me that is not
right. Well, I do not know if it is right
or not. I can only take Mr. Greenspan
at his own words.

Last year, 1 year ago, not 20 years
ago, last year, Senator SARBANES says:

All right. Now, my next question is, is it
your intention that the report of this hear-
ing should be that Greenspan recommends a
return to the gold standard?

Mr. GREENSPAN. I've been recommending
that for years. There’s nothing new about
that.

Senator SARBANES. Okay. So, you’d like
that. You want to reaffirm that position.

Mr. GREENSPAN. I have always held that
system of price stability, which would come
from any form of credible type of non-infla-
tionary environment, would be very bene-
ficial to financial system.

Senator SARBANES. And you think we
should go on to the gold standard.

Mr. GREENSPAN. I, personally, would prefer
it. That would probably mean that there is
one vote in FOMC for that, but it is mine.

Again, Mr. Greenspan would like to
go back on the gold standard. I would
like to see how many people would
stand here on the Senate floor and de-
fend this and say we ought to go back
to the gold standard. Maybe a few. But
that is where Mr. Greenspan is coming
from.

Last, Mr. President, it is not just me
and a few others on our side. I ask
unanimous consent a series of quotes
from business leaders on Fed policy be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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QUOTES FROM BUSINESS LEADERS ON THE FED
POLICIES

“We don’t see a connection between the
numbers out there and what we feel in our
business. There is absolutely no inflation.
There’s no pricing power at all.”’—John
Welch, Jr., chairman, General Electric.

‘“There’s no sign of pricing pressure any-
where This economy can grow more
than 2 or 2%%, and we ought to let it do
it.”—John Welch, Jr., chairman, General
Electric.

“This fixation of the Fed on 2.5% gross-do-
mestic-product growth doesn’t reflect the
enormous productivity gains of the past five
years and the fact that with the information
age, you can do things faster, better, and
smarter. I don’t know if the rate of growth
we could sustain without inflation is 3%,
3.5% or 4%, but I think we need to see if we
can grow the economy at a reasonable fash-
ion.”—Tracy O’Rourke (male), CEO of
Varian Associates.

“This is the most disappointing recovery
we have ever seen . . . Each time we try to
do a little better than 2.5% growth, we get
slapped down by tight monetary policy. The
recovery is lackluster and it shouldn’t be.”—
Kent ‘Oz Nelson, CEO of United Parcel
Service (UPS).

“I believe very strongly that the Fed
should be leaning more toward growth, and
not be so concerned with the threat of infla-
tion. . .”—Dana Mead, CEO, Tenneco Inc.

“I would rather err on the side of stimu-
lating the economy and growth rather than
dragging it.”’—Dana Mead, CEO, Tenneco
Inc.

“There was a time when 2.8% would have
been considered a modest rate of growth;
today it is considered dangerously robust.
Most corporate leaders don’t agree with this
notion of dragging the anchor just as soon as
the economy has wind behind it. They under-
stand how we can sustain high growth based
on muscular productivity improvements
they are generating in their own busi-
nesses.”’—Felix Rohatyn.

“‘Inflation is not a threat in the United
States. Nor is it for the foreseeable future. It
has been remarkably flat and will remain so
unless the Fed or the markets begin spurring
inflation with high interest rates. The old
domestic indicators, while perhaps impor-
tant in gauging certain narrow trends, no
longer determine the broader inflation out-
look.”—James Robinson, former CEO of
American Express.

‘“Inflation has begun to recede, despite the
unemployment rate remaining below earlier
estimates of the NAIRU. The Fed misinter-
prets the low unemployment rate as an indi-
cation that the economy is operating at full
potential and grudgingly lowers its implicit
assumption of the natural rate; in contrast,
I believe the low unemployment rate has oc-
curred as business investment and produc-
tivity gains have raised potential output and
capacity, while restrictive monetary policy
has constrained demand. That suggests infla-
tion will decline further.” Mickey Levy,
Chief Economist, NationsBank Capital Mar-
kets, Inc.

““Monetary policy in this country is con-
trolled by bond traders who live in highrises
and are completely out of touch with re-
ality.” Jerry Jasinowski, president, Nat’l
Association of Manufacturers

“Growth in the 2 percent range is unac-
ceptably low, because the economy can sus-
tain higher levels of growth without infla-
tion. The long-run growth rate consistent
with stable inflation is as high as 2.8 percent,
using the new chain-weighted GDP meas-
ure.” Jerry Jasinowski, President, Nat’l As-
sociation of Manufacturers

“Economists are fighting a nuclear war
with conventional weapons. My concern is
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that we are using data and statistics and
rules of thumb that come from a different
business environment than now exists.”” Rob-
ert Cizik, chairman and chief executive, Coo-
per Industries

““At the Fed, the attitude is to avoid infla-
tion at all costs. But out in the real econ-
omy, our people are concerned about the
cost—the lost jobs, the lost profits and so on,
which over time can be considerable.” Mar-
tin Regalia, chief economist, Chamber of
Commerce

‘“...the No. 1 objective should be
growth, not [containing] inflation.”” Bernard
Schwartz, chairman and CEO of Loral Cor-
poration

“The economy clearly has the brakes on
now and shouldn’t.””—Joseph Schell, senior
managing director of Montgomery Securi-
ties.

Mr. HARKIN. Some have been stated
before by Senator DORGAN and Senator
CONRAD:

‘“We don’t see a connection between the
numbers out there and what we feel in our
business. There is absolutely no inflation.
There’s no pricing power at all.”—John
Welch, Jr., chairman, General Electric.

“There’s no sign of pricing pressure any-
where .. This economy can grow more
than 2 or 2%%, and we ought to let it do
it.”’—John Welch, Jr., chairman, General
Electric.

““This is the most disappointing recovery
we have ever seen . . . Each time we try to
do a little better than 2.5% growth, we get
slapped down by tight monetary policy. The
recovery is lackluster and it shouldn’t be.”’—
Kent “0z” Nelson, CEO of United Parcel
Service (UPS).

“Inflation is not a threat in the United
States. Nor is it for the foreseeable future. It
has been remarkably flat and will remain so
unless the Fed or the markets begin spurring
inflation with high interest rates. The old
domestic indicators, while perhaps impor-
tant in gauging certain narrow trends, no
longer determine the broader inflation out-
look.”—James Robinson, former CEO of
American Express.

““At the Fed, the attitude is to avoid infla-
tion at all costs. But out in the real econ-
omy, our people are concerned about the
cost—the lost jobs, the lost profits and so on,
which over time can be considerable.”’—Mar-
tin Regalia, chief economist, Chamber of
Commerce.

‘. . . the No. 1 objective should be growth,
not [containing] inflation.”—Bernard
Schwartz, chairman and CEO of Loral Cor-
poration.

‘““The economy clearly has the brakes on
now and shouldn’t.””—Joseph Schell, senior
managing director of Montgomery Securi-
ties.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to support confirmation of Alan
Greenspan’s nomination to serve an-
other term as Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board of Governors. Although
I have not always been completely
agreeable with his policies, I think
that, generally, he has struck the prop-
er balance in monetary policy in order
to stabilize prices and encourage
growth short-term growth. In fact,
combined with the President’s deficit
reduction program, Chairman Green-
span’s policies helped the Nation out of
its last recession.

When we consider this nomination,
we must realize that the most relevant
indicator of Chairman Greenspan’s ac-
complishment is the success of the
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economy. Because of the number of fac-
tors and variables involved in eco-
nomic theory, we can stand and debate
individual arguments almost endlessly.
However, we cannot ignore the fact
that the economy has exploded, while
inflation has stabilized at its lowest
rate in more than a decade. In fact, the
combined unemployment and inflation
rate is lower than it has been since
1968. This did not occur without leader-
ship, and Chairman Greenspan and
President Clinton deserve our applause.

One of the reasons for economic im-
provement is the recent deficit reduc-
tion package. The deficit is an issue I
have taken very seriously over the
years. When I came to the U.S. Senate,
the first bill I introduced was a con-
stitutional balanced budget amend-
ment, and I have supported it ever
since. Indeed, I believe that addressing
the deficit, and other fiscal problems,
is the only way to cure the Nation’s
economy in the long term.

Although I had reservations, and
frankly I believe we can and should do
more in the area of deficit reduction, I
supported the President’s 1993 budget
package. This measure is among the
most important fiscal steps the Con-
gress has taken in the past decade. In
fact, to wuse Chairman Greenspan’s
words, this reduction was: ‘““An unques-
tioned factor in contributing to the im-
provement in economic activity that
occurred thereafter.”

This improvement resulted in the
creation of 9.7 million new jobs, the
vast majority of which are in the pri-
vate sector. The last few years have
seen more construction job growth
than any period since the early fifties,
and more auto job growth than any pe-
riod since the early sixties. Further,
the unemployment rate has dropped to
5.6 percent—far less than the rate dur-
ing the early eighties. It is a testament
to the importance of a declining annual
deficit and movement toward a bal-
anced budget.

However, due to the complexity of
our economy, I do not believe that the
President’s deficit reduction alone
caused all of these improvements. Ac-
cording to prevailing economic theory,
monetary policy is a more potent fac-
tor in the short-term growth of em-
ployment and gross domestic product
than fiscal policy. Therefore Alan
Greenspan does deserve a certain
amount of recognition for his recession
policies. Maybe it is a credit to Chair-
man Greenspan, however, that he has
shown restraint; he has not failed to
appreciate the consequences of easing
his monetary policy.

When the Federal Reserve Board de-
cides to embrace an expansive policy,
the economy will grow for a while.
However, a greater supply of money
leads to a lesser demand, or inflation.
In the long term, improvements are
countered by higher costs and prices,
and the economy will again equalize at
a reduced level, with higher inflation.
In this way, the end result is a nega-
tion of the apparent gain. Therefore,
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monetary policy must strike the prop-
er balance between expansion and
tightening. I think Alan Greenspan has
always appreciated the importance of
this fundamental concept, and he has
acted cautiously to enact such a bal-
ance.

When the country fell into a reces-
sion in 1990, Chairman Greenspan engi-
neered a response to the crisis by initi-
ating a series of interest rate cuts from
late 1990 to late 1991, keeping rates low
through 1993. Under his direction, the
Fed cut the discount rate in half; this
was the lowest rate since 1962. In fact,
real short-term interest rates were
near zero.

Chairman Greenspan said these re-
ductions were necessary to spur eco-
nomic growth, and growth did follow.
His judgment has thus far been sound.

However, Mr. Greenspan rightly be-
lieves that the Federal Reserve’s most
important goal is price stability. It is
perhaps this fact which has most fueled
his critics.

The harshest criticism Chairman
Greenspan has endured came in 1994,
when he raised interest rates seven
times. Politicians and financial mar-
kets concerned about continuing
growth argued that Greenspan was an
alarmist. Critics maintained that the
boon had been insufficient to cause any
serious inflation.

Even if we disagree, I think we must
admit that his precautions have proved
reasonable. Although economic growth
has slowed, Chairman Greenspan has
managed to stabilize inflation at its
lowest rate in more than a decade. He
has also lowered interest rates again to
adjust for +this slowed economic
growth.

I would like to add that I do under-
stand some of my colleagues reserva-
tions about Greenspan’s tight mone-
tary policy. High interest rates have
been a difficult obstacle to many
Americans—individuals and businesses.
In fact, they are closely tied to the Na-
tion’s housing markets. They therefore
affect homeowners, and they can dam-
age financial institutions, particularly
savings and loans. They have severely
hurt such large businesses as Chrysler
and Lockheed, and notably, they can
have a terrible effect on small entre-
preneurs, especially farmers, for whom
I have a particular concern.

However, I think it is always impor-
tant to keep things in persecutive.

We might understand Mr. Green-
span’s record better if we consider his
predecessor’s efforts to reduce a stag-
gering inflation during the early 1980’s.
Success came after the imposition of a
seriously unpopular, tight monetary
policy—a policy which concerned me
greatly.

When Paul Volcker took control of
the Board in 1979, he convinced the
Federal Open Market Committee to
emphasize control of the money
supply’s growth, and to pay less atten-
tion to interest rates. Although he was
ultimately successful in bringing down
inflation, his policy, in part, caused in-
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terest rates to pass 20 percent in 1981.
That was quite a cost. It hurt home-
owners and businesses across the coun-
try.

In fact, I became particularly con-
cerned about the effects of these rates
of farmers, many of whom were dev-
astated by the overhead of high-inter-
est loans. I fought to reschedule farm
loans especially to ameliorate the
pains suffered by small, family farm-
ers.

But at the time, I said that the Fed
should not be condemned in its policy,
it should be assisted by administration
and Congress alike in seeking equitable
remedies to fighting inflation. Infla-
tionary controls are, after all, the
Fed’s most important concern. Instead
of reactivity, I believed the Congress
had to emphasize tax incentives, and
most important, work to balance its
budget.

This idea has not changed in 15 years,
I still believe that we must not be reac-
tive. We must also remember Chairman
Greenspan’s tenture has been much
less intense than Volcker’s. Rather
than raging total war on inflation, he
has only had to act preventatively. The
country is doing well, and we should
not condemn the Fed—nor the man—
now as we should not have condemned
them then.

Instead, the Congress must work to
resolve its own fiscal dilemmas. As I
have always believed, we, and those
who follow, must work toward an en-
actment of sound policies that include,
perhaps foremost, spending within our
limits.

Further, it absolutely should be con-
sidered that, although it is independent
of the Congress and the President,
Greenspan does not dictate absolutely
over the Fed. Instead, he must achieve
a consensus at the Federal Open Mar-
ket Committee votes. In this regard, he
has been called a genius; almost every
vote during his chairmanship has been
unanimous. Apparently Greenspan’s
colleagues also consider his judgment
sound.

Mr. President, I Dbelieve that we
should recognize Chairman Greenspan’s
successes and acknowledge that he has
done some good things for the Amer-
ican economy. His efforts contributed
to an enormous recovery, and he kept
inflation down during the rebound, as
it his most important goal.

Much to his credit, I think President
Clinton recognizes Chairman Green-
span’s qualities, and I think he had
some good reasons to nominate him to
another term. Perhaps the President’s
wisdom has once again led him to un-
derstand that moderation is the route
to sound policy. He did not shy away
from selecting a man lauded by Presi-
dents Bush and Reagan when he be-
lieved it was the right thing to do.

Mr. President, I believe the Senate
should concur with President Clinton’s
finding that Chairman Greenspan has
done a good job and confirm his nomi-
nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.
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Mr. MACK. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from New Jersey, Senator
LAUTENBERG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
want to first say that few here have
more of my respect and friendship than
the distinguished Senator from Iowa.
We rarely disagree. When we do, some-
times it is a fairly forceful disagree-
ment. This is not in any way to chal-
lenge some of the observations that the
Senator from Iowa has made about
growth. I believe that more growth
would be advisable, would be very help-
ful right now. But I support the nomi-
nation of Alan Greenspan to be Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve in his next
term because I think what we have is
pretty darned good when you look at
the results, and we see indications of it
every day, about how good this econ-
omy is relative to where we might have
been in terms of measuring the eco-
nomic growth and inflation at the
same time.

Inflation is under control. It does not
take much, in this former business-
man’s view, to trigger off a round of in-
flationary growth that we would not
like to see in this country of ours.

When I see in today’s papers, the
Washington Post: Labor shortage may
be slowing economy, not enough people
applying for jobs, bonuses being offered
to get people to apply for jobs. It does
not say that we are overburdened by
unemployment.

Any unemployment is terrible in a
society. But when you compare what is
happening in the United States to,
now, the European market, we are al-
most less than half of where they are.
And inflation is very carefully con-
trolled.

Look at the response of what I may
say are the knowledgeables, the stock
markets. The market keeps growing.
Investors think there is value there yet
to be realized. We have a very com-
fortable view, in terms of mortgages, in
terms of money. If there is a shortage,
it is because much of the money supply
that is out there is being absorbed by
Federal debt, and we are all determined
to work to reduce that.

But I know Alan Greenspan on a per-
sonal basis, which has little to do,
frankly, with whether or not I would
recommend him, except to say I know
him well. He served on the board of my
company, ADP, until he came to his
position as Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board. I used to hear Alan
Greenspan’s opinions about things. We
had other very distinguished business
people on our board—by the way, Re-
publicans more than Democrats; that
is just a coincidence; I wanted it the
other way, but it did not work that
way—distinguished business people
who would listen carefully to Alan
Greenspan’s views on things, to his
analy