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

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 4, 1999.

I hereby designate the Honorable STEVEN
C. LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tem-
pore on this day.

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

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Ronald F. Chris-
tian, Director, Lutheran Social Serv-
ices of Virginia, Fairfax, Virginia, of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God, in this moment of
quiet we are acknowledging Your pres-
ence in our lives and in our world.

Through the words of Your prophets
we are challenged in our deeds, for
surely shalom is our greatest need, jus-
tice must be our supreme passion, serv-
ice to our neighbor in need is every-
one’s responsibility, and gratitude for
Your many gifts Your only request.

So we pray, may our actions be mold-
ed by Your great love for all people.
May our lives be modeled after those
heroes and saints who so lived their
lives personal that sacrifice was not
too great a price to pay. May we com-
mit our actions to the great principles
of malice toward none and equality for
all. And, may we always be more ready
to give mercy than receive it, dem-
onstrate compassion than to be shown
it, and offer honor to another than to
seek it for ourselves.

Bless, we pray,
deeds. Amen.

our day and our

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. GIBBONS 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.

A $6.5 BILLION HOLE IN THE
GROUND

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, do you
know that the American taxpayers
have spent to date $6.5 billion over the
last 15 years?

You may think this money was spent
on new schools for our children, a bet-
ter military or a down payment to save
Social Security. Nope. Sorry.

You may hope the money was spent
to give tax cuts to hard working men
and women of this country or it was
spent on needy families to ensure peo-
ple move from government reliance
and to work with self respect. Sorry
again.

Mr. Speaker, this money was used for
nothing more than to dig a hole in the
ground, $6.5 billion dollars, and accord-
ing to the GAO, the Department of En-
ergy has spent more than $6.5 billion to
dig a hole large enough to bury the nu-
clear industry’s high level radioactive
garbage. Even more perplexing is that

they are over 12 years behind schedule
trying to fit a square peg in a round
hole.

Americans know that when you find
yourself in a hole, the first rule is to
put the shovel down and stop digging.

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R.
45 and let this money be spent on pro-
grams that actually benefit this coun-
try.

THE CHILDREN’S EDUCATION TAX
CREDIT ACT

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

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, at a
time when the education of our chil-
dren ranks as a top concern of the
American people and as a top priority
of the Congress, we need to look at the
innovative proposals that empower
parents to give their children the best
possible education. Rather than creat-
ing new Federal programs run by new
Federal bureaucrats, we need to put re-
sponsibility and resources in the hands
of our Nation’s parents.

Today the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROGAN) and | are introducing the
Children’s Education Tax Credit Act. It
provides American families with over
$150 billion in help in meeting the
unique educational needs of their chil-
dren.

Our proposal would create a $1,000
tax credit for elementary and second-
ary education expenses, including text-
books, tutoring, tuition, and other re-
sources children need to excel in
schools.

Too often today parents must make
tough choices within the family budget
and little extra that can be spent on
children’s education must instead go to
pay the bills. With this tax credit, par-
ents will have the means and the free-
dom to provide the unique support
their children need to learn at their
very best.
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Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
join the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROGAN) and me in making this tax
credit for American families a reality.

APPOINTMENT AS DIRECTOR OF
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of section
201(A)(2) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974,
Public Law 93-344, the Chair announces
that the Speaker and the President pro
tempore of the Senate on Wednesday,
February 3, 1999, did jointly appoint
Mr. Dan L. Crippen as director of the
Congressional Budget Office, effective
February 3, 1999, for the term of office
expiring on January 3, 2003.

MANDATES INFORMATION ACT OF
1999

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 36 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 36

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 350) to im-
prove congressional deliberation on proposed
Federal private sector mandates, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 4(a) of rule XIII or sec-
tion 306 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Rules. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be
in order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Rules now printed in the bill. Each section of
the committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. Points
of order against the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute for failure to
comply with section 306 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 are waived. During con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIIl. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
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rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
pending which I yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 36 is
an open rule providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 350, the Mandates Infor-
mation Act of 1999, a bill that will ex-
pand the prior 1995 Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act to improve congressional
deliberation and public awareness on
proposed private sector mandates.

H. Res. 36 is a wide open rule provid-
ing 1 hour of general debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Rules. The rule waives
points of order against consideration of
the bill for failure to comply with sec-
tion 306 of the Congressional Budget
Act prohibiting consideration of legis-
lation within the Committee on the
Budget’s jurisdiction unless reported
by the Committee on the Budget. The
bill also waives points of order against
consideration of the bill for failure to
comply with clause 4(a) of rule XIII re-
quiring a 3-day layover of the commit-
tee report.

The rule considers the amendment in
the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Rules,
now printed in the bill, as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment
which is considered as read. The rule
provides, further, that it waives points
of order against the amendment in the
nature of a substitute for failure to
comply with section 306 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act.

H. Res. 36 further allows the chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole to
accord priority in recognition to those
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD prior to their consideration.
The rule also allows the chairman of
the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone recorded votes and to reduce to 5
minutes the voting time on any post-
poned question, provided voting time
on the first in any series of questions is
not less than 15 minutes.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions, as is the right of the minority.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by explain-
ing exactly what this bill will do. First,
the bill amends the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act to require committee re-
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ports to include a statement from the
Congressional Budget Office estimating
the impact of private sector mandates
on consumers, workers and small busi-
nesses.

Second, if the CBO cannot prepare an
estimate, the bill allows a point of
order against consideration of the bill.

Third, if legislation contains a pri-
vate sector mandate the direct cost of
which exceeds $100 million, this bill
also allows a point of order against
consideration of the legislation. In
both cases the point of order triggers a
20-minute debate on the costs and ben-
efits of a legislative measure before the
House votes to continue.

The argument has been made that
this bill will result in delaying tactics.
Mr. Speaker, the current bill has been
in effect for over three years and the
point of order has been utilized seven
times, four times by Republicans and
three times by Democrats. That is a
pretty good balance.

Nonetheless, H.R. 350 constrains the
Chair from recognizing more than one
point of order with respect to a private
sector mandate for any bill, joint reso-
lution, amendment, motion or con-
ference report. The one vote limit per
legislative measure should provide suf-
ficient opportunity for Members to re-
ceive the best available information on
the cost of a bill.

Mr. Speaker, the intergovernmental
mandates legislation was one of the
first bills passed by the 104th Congress
and signed into law by President Clin-
ton. That law, designed to provide in-
formation about mandates on State
and local governments, passed the
House with 394 votes and has proven to
be quite useful in providing accurate
information during the course of floor
debate.

I chaired a joint hearing of the two
Committees on Rules subcommittees
on Tuesday in which we examined H.R.
350 and efforts to expand upon the 1995
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. We
have now had 3 full years to observe
how that law has worked, and it has
worked well. We heard from the acting
director of the congressional Commit-
tee on the Budget who stated that the
1995 act had been a useful tool in con-
gressional deliberation. The CBO direc-
tor said he had been doing mandates
estimates for years, but no one really
paid any attention to the costs until
we passed the 1995 mandates bill.

That is all the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act has done, and that is all
that this bill will do. It will force Mem-
bers to review reliable information
from the Congressional Budget Office.
This information has increased not
only Member consciousness of the costs
of legislation, but increased public
awareness, and that is why we are here
today. In an effort to make the original
unfunded mandates legislation a more
valuable information tool to advise
Members on private sector mandates,
the Mandates Information Act has been
introduced again in this Congress with
over 60 bipartisan cosponsors.
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H.R. 350 was referred to the Commit-
tee on Rules, and Committee on Rules
alone, because it is a procedures bill af-
fecting the internal workings of the
House and providing information to
Members of Congress. By compelling
CBO estimates and requiring a ques-
tion of consideration on the House
floor on certain legislation, this legis-
lation should serve as an effective tool
in increasing Congressional account-
ability by requiring Congress to be in-
formed fully of the effects of mandates
before enacting them into law.

During our hearing a 32-year-old
business owner who started his com-
pany when he was 19 years old testi-
fied, and | quote: “‘I know | would sleep
a little better at night knowing that
Congress was thinking seriously about
the cost impact of legislation on small
business owners.” That was all he was
asking, that his elected representatives
have some detailed information before
they vote.

The average American should be con-
cerned about these mandates as well.
The Committee on Rules heard from
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) in which he discussed his
concerns about the hidden e-rate tax
that resulted from the FCC’s interpre-
tation of the Telecommunications Act.
Mandates such as these which are not
debated on the House floor continue to
represent hidden taxes that consumers
are forced to pay through increased
prices or wages, reduced job opportuni-
ties and more red tape for businesses.
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It is likely that during the 20 minute
floor debate on the question of consid-
eration, the costs and impact of a man-
date will be highlighted, and an edu-
cated decision could be made about
whether to pass the costs on to the
U.S. consumer.

Mr. Speaker, the bill we have before
us today is almost identical to the
Condit-Portman Mandates Information
Act of 1998, with some technical
changes, such as additional findings
and some modifications due to recodifi-
cation. It is essentially the same bipar-
tisan bill that passed the House by a
vote of 279 to 132 in the last Congress.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 350 serves as a
speed bump to legislation that allows
Members time to debate the costs of a
bill. It is not a roadblock. We will have
ample time to discuss the merits of the
bill during general debate later this
morning.

This is a fair rule, and |1 urge my col-
leagues to support it so that we may
proceed with general debate and con-
sideration of the amendments and the
merits of this bipartisan bill.

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague for yielding me the cus-
tomary half hour, and | yield myself
such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, although the idea of an
unfunded mandates point of order is
somewhat controversial, this open rule
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will allow Members to make what
amendments they will, and this really
deserves our full support.

Unfunded mandates can have bad ef-
fects and they can have good effects.
They can cost private industries mil-
lions and millions of dollars, but they
can also help ensure the food supply is
safe for millions of Americans.

Each time Members of Congress vote
to impose a mandate, they should
know how much it will cost and how
much it will help. For that reason, |
support the idea behind this point of
order information; this information
never hurt anyone. But, Mr. Speaker,
my sentiments stop short of creating a
point of order, and | look forward to
discussing the issue further during the
general debate.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the Chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my very good friend from Atlanta, the
distinguished Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Rules and Organization
for yielding me this time. 1 want to
commend him for his tremendous work
on this legislation.

As the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER) noted, the Mandates Informa-
tion Act was reported by the Commit-
tee on Rules last year and overwhelm-
ingly approved in a bipartisan way by
this House. It addresses a clear bias
against the private sector in the way
we consider legislation subject to the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act, legis-
lation that was also reported by the
Committee on Rules in 1995, and, as
was said, overwhelmingly approved by
this House.

I also want to join, Mr. Speaker, in
congratulating my colleagues, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CONDIT)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN), for once again introducing
this legislation. | also want to com-
mend them for their bipartisan efforts
and their diligence in working with our
Committee on Rules to ensure that the
best possible bill was reported out by
our committee.

I agree with the sponsors that the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act does
not go far enough to discourage Con-
gress from imposing costly mandates
on the private sector. Such mandates
cost businesses, consumers and work-
ers about $700 billion annually, or
$7,000 per household. That is more than
a third the size of the entire Federal
budget.

These mandates are particularly bur-
densome on families attempting to
climb the economic ladder. Over the
next five years, Mr. Speaker, 3 million
people will move from welfare to pri-
vate sector payrolls. Small businesses
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will provide most of those jobs, yet the
imposition of new mandates upon ex-
isting burdens will reduce the re-
sources available to create these much-
needed jobs.

Mr. Speaker, it very important to
note that H.R. 350 does nothing, abso-
lutely nothing, to roll back some of the
unnecessary mandates that exist, nor
does it prevent in any way the imposi-
tion of additional mandates.

I would like to read now directly sec-
tion 2 of the bill, which reads as fol-
lows: ““The implementation of this Act
will enhance the awareness of prospec-
tive mandates on the private sector
without adversely affecting existing
environmental, public health, or safety
laws or regulations.”

Mr. Speaker, | want to read that
again, because | think it is very impor-
tant to note that as we proceed with
debate on this, that section 2 of the bill
states, ‘“The implementation of this
Act will enhance the awareness of pro-
spective mandates on the private sec-
tor without adversely affecting exist-
ing environmental, public health, or
safety laws or regulations.”

Mr. Speaker, in other words, H.R. 350
is a straightforward, common sense, bi-
partisan bill that will make Congress
more accountable by requiring more
deliberation and more information
when Federal mandates are proposed.

This is important because, in reality,
mandates are a hidden tax that con-
sumers are forced to pay through in-
creased prices, reduced job opportuni-
ties and more red tape for small busi-
nesses.

The procedures in H.R. 350 can in no
way be used as a roadblock to legisla-
tion. Rather, they are intended to
serve as a very small, smooth, speed
bump that will allow affected groups to
provide input to committees early in
the development stage of legislation on
more cost effective alternatives.

It is on this point that the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act has been so suc-
cessful. As Jim Blum of the Congres-
sional Budget Office noted in his testi-
mony before the Committee on Rules,
‘‘Before proposed legislation is marked
up, committee staffs and individual
Members are increasingly requesting
our analysis about whether the legisla-
tion would create new Federal man-
dates, and, if so, whether their costs
would exceed the thresholds set by the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. In
many instances, the Congressional
Budget Office is able to inform the
sponsor about the existence of a man-
date and provide informal guidance on
how the proposal might be restructured
to eliminate the mandate or reduce its
cost.”’

He goes on to say, ‘““That use of the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act early
in the legislative process may not in-
volve the law’s formal procedural hur-
dles, but it appears to have had an ef-
fect on the number and burden of inter-
governmental mandates in enacted leg-
islation.”

Mr. Speaker, this rule will allow us
to fully deliberate H.R. 350, and | am
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looking forward to engaging in a very
thoughtful debate on this legislation.
But | want to end with a very simple
message that was relayed to the Com-
mittee on Rules by Ryan Null, the
owner of Tristate Electronic Manufac-
turing in Hagerstown, Maryland.

He said,

I only ask that Congress, in its wisdom,
please remember that it is hard enough to be
an independent business owner. The laws
that you pass and the costs associated with
them have a profound effect on our bottom
line. I know I would sleep a little better at
night knowing that Congress was thinking
seriously about the cost impact of legisla-
tion on small business owners.

Mr. Speaker, with that, | urge adop-
tion of this rule and adoption of the
bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT).

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of this rule, but in strong
opposition to the underlying bill. | sup-
port the rule wholeheartedly because it
is an open rule, a rule that will allow
full, free and democratic debate; a rule
that will allow issues to be aired and
all points of view to be heard. That is
a way of doing business that all Mem-
bers can support and that the Amer-
ican people can be proud of.

My complaint about H.R. 350 is that
it would end precisely the kind of open
process that is governing its own con-
sideration. With H.R. 350, there would
never truly be an open rule again on a
bill that affects industry.

I am not exaggerating. An open rule
means unlimited debate on every
amendment. Yet, under H.R. 350, if any
private interest opposed a bill, a Mem-
ber could raise a point of order that
could limit debate to a mere 20 min-
utes, 10 minutes on each side. Raising
the point of order requires not a shred
of evidence, no evidence at all, just a
mere assertion. You can say, ‘‘| have
got a gut feeling,” or ““l have got a
hunch,”” and that would trigger a point
of order that would severely restrict
debate and terminate it after only 10
minutes of argument on each side of
the equation, 600 seconds. That is not a
very good idea.

The point of order is targeted at
shutting down debate on measures that
industry opposes, overriding whatever
time has been allocated by the Com-
mittee on Rules.

I think the Committee on Rules does
an outstanding job, and | want to com-
pliment my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Georgia, and the
distinguished new chairman, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER).
These gentlemen do us proud in that
Committee on Rules, and it is a pleas-
ure to come up and testify before you
and have the thoughtful deliberative
process that goes on up there.

I want that same thoughtful delib-
erative process here on the floor, not
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terminating debate after only 10 min-
utes, 600 seconds, on a wide ranging,
sweeping measure that is going to im-
pact a lot of people for a long time.

I will remind my colleagues again of
an example that | have used many
times of how this could work. In 1995 a
substitute was offered to the proposed
Clean Water Act, a very important bill
for America. The substitute was de-
feated, but the House had more than a
day-and-a-half of spirited debate, de-
bate that helped frame environmental
issues for the rest of the year, debate
that fully discussed the cost and bene-
fits of clean water legislation, debate
that aired every possible point of view.
And that is what we should do in the
people’s House, air every possible point
of view. We should encourage addi-
tional information, not restrict the
input of information.

Under H.R. 350, a Member opposed to
the substitute could have raised a
point of order that would have carried
the day and shut down debate after
only 20 minutes, 10 minutes on each
side, 600 seconds. Not a very good idea.

Would the American people have
been better served by a truncated de-
bate? Would more information have
been presented? Would any interested
party have had more time to get their
point of view across? Of course not.

The stated goal of this bill is to pro-
vide Congress with more information
on the cost of private mandates, and
that is a goal | support. But you cannot
provide the House with more informa-
tion by having less debate. It just does
not make sense.

Now, | know the sponsors of the bill
will argue that we cannot know for
sure that events back in 1995 would
have unfolded in just the way | out-
lined. But | ask them, if the point of
order would have not been raised
against a substitute in a very visible
debate in which industry is investing
time and money and has the votes to
shut down debate, then when would it
be used?

Mr. Speaker, | will save the rest of
my comments for general debate. | just
want to make one final point: The de-
bate over H.R. 350 is not about whether
Congress should pass this or that pri-
vate mandate. | do not like mandates,
and | find particularly distasteful un-
funded mandates. But this debate is
about whether we will have fair proce-
dures during debates over those man-
dates.

I think debate on private mandates
should be just as free, just as fair, just
as full, just as open and just as demo-
cratic as the debate we will have on
H.R. 350 itself.

I urge support for this well-crafted
open rule, and support for the amend-
ment that | will offer to repair H.R.
350.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Pursuant to House Resolution 36
and rule XVIII, the Chair declares the
House in the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill, H.R. 350.

O 1030
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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 350) to
improve congressional deliberation on
proposed Federal private sector man-
dates, and for other purposes, with Mr.
LATOURETTE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MoAK-
LEY) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LINDER).

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

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 350, the Mandates
Information Act of 1999, is a procedures
bill designed to make Congress more
accountable and provide Members with
the most factual information possible
before voting on legislation. This bill
was referred to the Subcommittee on
Rules and Organization of the House,
and as chairman of that subcommittee,
I am pleased to rise in strong support
of this important bipartisan reform
legislation.

Two of our colleagues, the gentleman
from California (Mr. CoNDIT) and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN)
were the main proponents four years
ago of the intergovernmental mandates
legislation that was one of the first
bills passed in the 104th Congress with
394 votes from both sides of the aisle.
Today, they both deserve great credit
for their tireless hard work to amend
that act in an effort to provide more
accurate information to Members dur-
ing the course of debate.

The intergovernmental mandates bill
provided a point of order for intergov-
ernmental mandates over $50 million.
This act has worked incredibly well.
My subcommittee heard testimony
from the director of the Congressional
Budget Committee who said that he
had been doing mandate estimates for
years, but nobody really paid attention
to them and to the costs until the 1995
mandates bill.

Now we have the opportunity to force
Members and committees to pay atten-
tion to the costs on businesses and con-
sumers. The bipartisan Condit-
Portman private mandates bill will
simply force Members to review reli-
able information from the CBO. By
compelling CBO estimates and requir-
ing a question of consideration on the
House floor on certain legislation, this
legislation should serve an effective
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role in increasing congressional ac-
countability by requiring Congress to
be informed fully of the effect of man-
dates before enacting them into law.

As | stated during the rule debate,
the bill we have before us today is al-
most identical to the bipartisan bill
that passed the House by a vote of 279
to 132 in the last Congress. And like
the 65 percent of the Members who sup-
ported this bill last year, H.R. 350 is
supported by the National Governors
Association, the Conference of Mayors,
the National Conference of State Leg-
islators, the National League of Cities,
the National Association of Counties,
the National Taxpayers Union, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, Citizens for a
Sound Economy, the National Federa-
tion of Independent Business, and the
American Farm Bureau. The list goes
on and on, a list which I will submit for
the RECORD.

SUPPORTERS OF H.R. 350, THE MANDATES

INFORMATION ACT

National Governors’ Association, National
Conference of State Legislatures, National
League of Cities, National Association of
Counties, National Taxpayers Union, U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, National Federation
of Independent Business, American Farm Bu-
reau, Small Business Legislative Council,
Citizens for a Sound Economy, National Res-
taurant Association, National Retail Federa-
tion, Small Business Survival Committee,
Associated Builders and Contractors, Amer-
ican Subcontractors Association, National
Association of the Self-Employed, National
Association of Manufacturers, National As-
sociation of Wholesaler-Distributors, Na-
tional Roofing Contractors Association,
American Dental Association, American
Rental Association, Food Distributors Inter-
national, National Association of Home-
builders, Conference of Mayors, Council of
State Governors and International Man-
agers.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this bipartisan
legislation.

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

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

I want to begin by saying that al-
though | support the idea behind this
legislation, | just cannot support the
point of order in this bill. Although I
agree that full disclosure of unfunded
mandates in the private sector is a
good idea and can help Members make
informed decisions, this point of order
is just not the way to do it.

While there are many situations in
which Federal mandates protect the
public, their monetary costs can be
very significant. | agree that Members
should know what they are getting
into before voting to impose these
mandates.

Scripps-Howard  Newspapers  still
carry the wise saying, ‘“Give light and
the people will find their own way.”’
Certainly, if we shed light on the im-
pact that our votes will have, the qual-
ity of legislation we pass will also ben-
efit. | believe there can be no harm in
Members understanding the full impact
their votes will have on State and local
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governments, private companies and
even individuals.

That having been said, Mr. Chair-
man, | have three main reservations to
this bill which will prevent me from
supporting it.

First, as | have said consistently
since the first unfunded mandates bill
was passed in the 104th Congress, it is
far too easy to abuse the point of order.
Informing Members is laudable, but
this unusual point of order is too sus-
ceptible to abuse. The majority can,
and has, used it to silence a motion to
recommit, and other legitimate amend-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, under this bill any
Member can raise a point of order, get
20 minutes of debate and a vote, re-
gardless of whether there is anything
even remotely resembling an unfunded
mandate in the bill.

My second objection, Mr. Chairman,
is the bill’s tilting the playing field
against some of our Nation’s finest
laws, laws to feed the hungry, protect
public safety, protect public health,
clean up pollution, enforce civil rights,
and even compel parents to support
their children. These laws have costs,
but they also provide enormous bene-
fits.

Both the Waxman and the Boehlert
amendments would help restore the
balance between providing information
about costs while keeping in mind the
benefits of the type of legislation.

My last objection, Mr. Chairman, is
the somewhat political position this
point of order takes on merits of tax
cuts and the demerits of spending, re-
gardless of whose taxes are being cut or
what is being spent. Mr. Chairman, a
bill is not necessarily bad because it re-
quires someone to spend money, and a
bill is not necessarily good because it
gives someone a tax cut.

For instance, Mr. Chairman, | think
requiring polluters to clean up their
act and stop dirtying our air and water
is a good idea, even if it imposes a bur-
den on some businesses. On the other
hand, | think granting a huge tax cut
to people making over $300,000 a year is
just not a good idea.

Under this point of order, a tax in-
crease is exempt from being considered
a mandate as long as it gives someone
somewhere a tax cut. Now, | want my
colleagues to listen closely to that.
Under this point of order, a tax in-
crease is exempt from being considered
a mandate as long as it gives someone
somewhere a tax cut.

For instance, if a bill imposes a gas
tax and uses the money to fix roads, it
is subject to a point of order. But if a
bill imposes a tax cut and uses the
money to give railroads a tax cut, it is
exempt.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this point
of order is well-intentioned, but as I
said, it could be too easily abused and
it takes too strong a stand against bills
that have the potential to do this coun-
try a great deal of good. | urge my col-
leagues to closely examine the point of
order scheme contained in the bill and
vote ‘“‘no’’ on the bill.
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Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE), a colleague on the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) for yielding time
to me.

At this time | rise in support of the
Mandates Information Act. Mr. Chair-
man, the State of Ohio has been very
active in the fight against unfunded
Federal mandates. Both Mayor
Lushutka of Columbus and former Ohio
Governor, now our colleague in the
other body, GEORGE VOINOVICH, fought
hard for the passage of the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995, which is
sponsored by yet another Ohioan (Mr.
PORTMAN).

I congratulate both the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CONDIT)
for their hard work which has brought
us here today to debate the merits of
extended protections against unfunded
mandates to the private sector.

While Ohio has been a leader in the
battle against the tremendous burdens
imposed on State and local govern-
ments by Federal laws, | know the
cries for relief that | have heard from
Ohio’s elected officials and business
owners are not unique to our State. |
am sure all of my colleagues have
heard the moans and groans of their
constituents every time Congress fig-
ures out a way to fix a problem, but
turns a blind eye to the real world
price tag.

We must remember that our actions
here have real consequences. When
Washington’s good ideas are enshrined
into law, America’s businessmen and
women have to spend real time and
real money out of their limited re-
sources to comply. And, to ensure that
their businesses stay afloat, these com-
panies have to adjust and offset these
new costs, which means higher prices
for consumers, lower wages for work-
ers, and less time on innovations that
make American businesses competi-
tive.

Given these serious consequences, it
seems reasonable to ask Congress to
pause for just a moment when we are
faced with broad-reaching legislation,
to focus on the costs and benefits be-
fore we move forward with the legisla-
tion.

That is what the Mandates Informa-
tion Act will force us to do. It is really
that simple. This bill does not prohibit
unfunded mandates on the private sec-
tor. It merely gives Congress a mecha-
nism through which we can acquire
more information, greater delibera-
tion, and increased accountability be-
fore we ask America’s consumers and
entrepreneurs to pick up the price tag.

Now, some of my colleagues have ex-
pressed concern about this bill’s im-
pact on environmental legislation. Let
us be clear. Nothing in this bill singles
out the environment for prejudicial
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treatment. This bill applies to all man-
dating legislation across the board, re-
gardless of topic, on an equal basis.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support informed debate and respon-
sive government. We should all stand
up for our constituents who are hard at
work creating jobs and moving our
economy forward by voting ‘‘yes’” on
this important bipartisan legislation,
the Mandates Information Act.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. REY-
NOLDS), a hew member of the Commit-
tee on Rules.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of H.R. 350, the Man-
dates Information Act of 1999.

Building on a very successful Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act of 1995,
H.R. 350 extends to small businesses
the same protections Congress offers to
State and local governments, that if
the Federal Government mandates it,
the Federal Government should pay for
it.

Throughout my career, | have been
somewhat of a crusader against un-
funded government mandates. As a
former county and State legislator, |
know too well the hidden and high
costs that mandates impose on our Na-
tion’s local governments. Small busi-
nesses as well have been impacted by
mandates that do not just increase the
cost of doing business. Consumers pay
a price through higher retail prices,
hinder production, and reduce job op-
portunities.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation’s small
businesses and farmers need this bill.
We have heard from the Mom and Pop
and Main Street businesses who have
pleaded with Congress to relieve them
from the burden of unfunded mandates,
to give them the opportunity to sur-
vive, grow, and create jobs and oppor-
tunity for the American people.

Mr. Chairman, | support this bill and
urge my colleagues to support our busi-
nesses, our workers and our consumers
by passing this legislation.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT).

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong opposition to H.R. 350.

Let me start by affirming that | sup-
port the goals of this bill. Those pur-
poses are laid out in section 3 of the
bill. They are, and this is from the ac-
tual text of the bill, providing more
complete information about the effects
of private mandates, ensuring focused
deliberation on those effects, and dis-
tinguishing between mandates that
harm consumers, workers and small
businesses and mandates that help
those groups.

How could one not support those
goals? I am being specific about the
stated purposes of the bill because |
will offer an amendment next week,
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and that is when we are going to con-
tinue deliberations, designed specifi-
cally to accomplish those goals. But
what | want to focus on today is why
H.R. 350 in its current form in many
ways is at odds with those goals, and
indeed at odds with fundamental no-
tions of fairness that should govern
this House.

H.R. 350 would undermine the fair-
ness of House procedures and fail to
achieve its goals because it is based on
numerous faulty assumptions.
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Let me enumerate some of them. The
bill assumes that radically reducing
the time to debate a bill or amendment
will somehow provide Congress with
more information. After all, the bill
creates a point of order designed to cut
off debate before it would end under
normal House procedures. | fail to see
how short debate will yield more infor-
mation.

The bill assumes that baseless asser-
tions, gut feelings, hunches, can pro-
vide useful information for congres-
sional decision-making. After all, H.R.
350 requires no evidence at all to raise
the point of order. A Member could
claim that a bill was going to cost in-
dustry a lot of money, even if the Con-
gressional Budget Office had deter-
mined otherwise.

So we are not going to be dealing
with the facts as presented by the Con-
gressional Budget Office if they do not
coincide with the opinion of the person
raising the point of order, we are going
to be dealing with his gut feeling, his
hunch; not a very good idea. | fail to
see how assertions that are not ground-
ed in evidence will improve debate.

The bill assumes that more informed
debate means that Congress should be
more concerned with costs than bene-
fits. After all, the only place the bill
mentions benefits is in one finding that
suggests that Congress has paid too
much attention to benefits. | fail to see
how favoring one side of the cost-bene-
fit ratio will improve our decisions.

The bill assumes that up to this
point, Congress has never fully consid-
ered or debated the potential cost of its
actions on industry. After all, that is
why proponents of H.R. 350 say it is
needed. Yet, look at the examples they
give, such as minimum wage. Has Con-
gress debated the minimum wage with-
out discussing its potential cost? Of
course not. | fail to see why we need to
solve a problem that simply does not
exist.

The bill assumes that up to this
point industry has not been able to get
its views heard on Capitol Hill. After
all, why else would H.R. 350 provide in-
dustry with a legislative tool that
would be denied to its consumers, com-
munities, and employees? | fail to see
any evidence that industry has not had
the commitment and personnel and fi-
nancial resources to get its point of
view heard.

That is as it should be. We should
consider industry’s point of view, but
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how about everybody else? What about
all those consumers that are impacted
by decisions that industry makes?

The bill assumes that it is fair to
skew House rules so those on one side
of an issue can stifle the voices on the
other side. After all, that is the effect
of the point of order. Those supporting
measures designed to protect the envi-
ronment, to protect health, to protect
safety, could have debate on their pro-
posals short-circuited by this new
point of order.

| fail to see why that is either fair or
necessary. No bill based on such faulty
assumptions should be passed by this
House. If we want to provide fuller and
more accurate information for congres-
sional debate and ensure that Congress
has more focused debate on costs, we
can do so without stifling debate, as
my amendment will demonstrate.

H.R. 350 in its current form will not
lead to more or better informed debate
in this House. Rather, it will cripple
our ability to fair, full, open, and
democratic debate. That is something
that should trouble every Member of
this body.

Remember, the issue here is not
whether to support a particular private
mandate, but whether we will have
open debate on private mandates. |
look forward to presenting my amend-
ment next week, and | urge my col-
leagues to oppose this bill in its cur-
rent form.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN) by way of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the very distinguished
leader of the Committee on Rules. As
he knows, | am proud of that circuitous
route to the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this legislation, and applaud the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CONDIT)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) for their work on this issue.

I was just speaking with the gen-
tleman from California about our joint
efforts more than 5 years ago to raise
the issue of unfunded Federal mandates
to the attention of this body. As one of
the first acts of the 104th Congress, we
passed the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act, which required a point of order on
such legislation. But at the time we
missed a golden opportunity to address
the issue of private sector mandates.

During the debate on the Unfunded
Mandate Reform Act, | offered an
amendment to include the private sec-
tor as part of CBO’s cost analysis in
the procedural point of order. Unfortu-
nately, as it was not part of the origi-
nal bill that had the new House leader-
ship’s blessing, and was not part of the
Republican Contract With America, |
think that is the only reason it was not
passed when it should have been as
part of the larger package of legisla-
tion.

| argued at the time that we were
creating a double standard between
mandates on the public sector and
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mandates on the private sector. The
line between the private and public sec-
tor is oftentimes very blurred. Private
companies now compete successfully to
offer services once provided exclusively
by State or local governments. Privat-
ization has been successful in the fields
of transportation, environmental serv-
ices, health services, education, water
and electric utilities.

Without today’s legislation we would
be perpetuating a procedural situation
where, under the House rules, we can
debate a Clean Air Act amendment or a
new medical waste disposal mandate’s
impact on a municipal power plant or
on a public hospital, but ignore its im-
pact on a private utility or privately-
owned hospital.

Mr. Chairman, there are more than
1,800 municipal, 900 rural electric co-
operatives, and 60 State power plants.
Should these power plants be treated
differently on a new Clean Air Act re-
quirement than the 220-plus investor-
owned electric power companies? That
does not make any sense.

Should we craft a Federal policy af-
fecting 16 million working Americans,
in other words, the 4% million that are
employed by State governments and
the 12 million local employees, without
knowing what the impact will be on
the 100 million workers employed in
the private sector? | do not think so.

With enactment of today’s legisla-
tion we will be closing this double
standard. We all need to be held ac-
countable for legislation we support or
oppose, regardless of whether it im-
poses a cost on the public or the pri-
vate sector. Today will help give Con-
gress the tools and the accountability
it needs to know the potential eco-
nomic impact of all the legislative pro-
posals on the private sector as well.

I would also want to express my ap-
preciation to the authors of this legis-
lation for including a provision making
a technical correction to the original
Unfunded Mandate Reform Act. This
provision addresses a problem we have
encountered with CBO’s scoring of
State and local mandates.

The correction is necessary because
CBO has determined that any new enti-
tlement program mandate is exempt
from the Unfunded Mandate Reform
Act’s point of order procedure if there
is sufficient flexibility within the enti-
tlement program to offset the new
mandate’s new State and local costs.

For example, on June 10 of 1996 CBO
ruled that a point of order would not
exist for a proposed cap on Federal
Medicaid contributions to States and
any other mandatory Federal aid pro-
grams except food stamps. The effect of
this interpretation was to exempt more
than two-thirds of all grant-in-aid, the
mandatory entitlement programs, from
coverage under the Unfunded Mandate
Reform Act.

What may appear to be an optional
Federal mandate program from CBO’s
perspective, such as expanding Medic-
aid coverage to pregnant women and
children, is not an optional program
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from the State’s perspective. The
States cannot cut back, and we would
not want them to cut back, programs
for pregnant women and children in
order to pay for some other program
that we newly mandate under the Med-
icaid program.

Section 5 of this bill would correct
this interpretation problem by adding
a few simple words to the Unfunded
Mandate Reform Act to clarify that
any cut or cap of safety net programs
constitutes an intergovernmental man-
date, unless State and local govern-
ments are given new or additional
flexibility and the authority to offset
that cut or cap.

This provision has been endorsed by
every one of the five major State and
local organizations. | am glad it is in-
cluded. | am glad this legislation is fi-
nally coming forth. It is important
that we treat the public and the public
sectors in a balanced, equitable man-
ner. | urge my colleagues to support
this legislation.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss), a colleague on the Commit-
tee on Rules.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, | thank my
distinguished colleague and friend from
Georgia for yielding time to me. | rise
in strong support of this effort to ex-
pand the accountability of our Federal
government, something all Americans
are interested in.

H.R. 350, the Mandates Information
Act, is based on the very simple yet
powerful truth that more information
is better than less in a democracy. We
have proposed this legislation in the
interest of making the public more
aware of what we do in this body, spe-
cifically in bringing light to the often
hidden costs of the laws that we pass.

We took a major step in this direc-
tion in 1995 when we implemented the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act,
UMRA, as it is known, requiring public
disclosure and debate on matters that
involve Federal mandates on State and
local governments.

At our Committee on Rules joint sub-
committee hearing on this bill a few
days ago, James Bloom presented the
Congressional Budget Office’s 1998 re-
port on UMRA, how it was going, re-
plete with information about the types
of mandates proposed and considered
by this Congress last year and the very
real cost consequences of those provi-
sions for State and local governments,
and there were some.

In my view, in that compendium of
information we got from CBO and in
CBO'’s analysis of our actions, it dem-
onstrates that UMRA is working as in-
tended. In other words, it is a good
piece of legislation. We have more in-
formation now than ever before, and
the public has a benchmark by which
to judge what it is we do and how much
it costs.

Now we are completing the UMRA
process, applying the same type of pro-
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cedural checklist and sunshine ac-
countability to matters involving man-
dates on the private sector. This bill is
good news for our small businesses and
for our entrepreneurs, and it is also
good news for consumers. It will help
the public and the Congress focus at-
tention on the question of cost, re-
minding us that for every good idea,
there can be, regrettably, unintended
and sometimes expensive negative con-
sequences that we should be aware of.
It arms all of us with more information
about the by-product of the actions we
take here in our legislation, and that is
good news for a democracy.

While | understand the concerns ex-
pressed by my good friend, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT)
with regard to this bill, | see this bill
as a positive contribution to the legis-
lative process, and | see it from the
perspective of the Committee on Rules,
where we deal with legislative process.

I believe this is a bill that will not

hamper our ability to pass good,
thoughtful, and deliberative, respon-
sible legislation. On the contrary, |

think it will focus on cost and account-
ability, which is something we care
about.

I commend the bipartisan sponsors of
this bill, especially the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. CoNDIT). | urge
support of this legislation. | do this in
good conscience as a sound environ-
mentalist from southwest Florida.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. WAXMAN), the ranking
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

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

Mr. Chairman, | want to take this op-
portunity to discuss an amendment
that | will offer to this legislation next
week. The Mandates Information Act
that is under consideration would cre-
ate a new procedural hurdle for Con-
gress when attempting to place any
new mandates on the private sector.
These new mandates could be increas-
ing the minimum wage, controlling
pollution, ensuring workers’ safety.
These are proposals that would be sub-
ject to this procedural step before we
enact any of these ideas.

Unfortunately, this legislation is not
balanced. It creates procedural protec-
tions against new requirements on
business, but offers no protections
against repealing existing require-
ments that serve important and popu-
lar public interest purposes.

I will offer an amendment which will
give the public interest the same pro-
cedural protections that are given to
industry. | will offer the defense of the
environment amendment, which is
based on H.R. 525, the Defense of the
Environment Act. | introduced H.R. 525
yesterday with the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. DICK GEPHARDT), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER), and 80 of our colleagues. The
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Defense of the Environment Act is sup-
ported by every major environmental
group.

The defense of the environment
amendment will simply ensure that the
Mandates Information Act offers the
same procedural protections for remov-
ing requirements that protect our envi-
ronment, the public health or safety,
as for consideration of new mandates
on the private sector. This is common
sense, and it addresses not just a theo-
retical problem but a very real, serious
problem with the way the Congress has
set environmental policy over the last
4 years.

During the last two Congresses, the
democratic process has been cir-
cumvented through the use of anti-en-
vironmental riders. These riders have
been attached to must-pass legislation,
and have often been enacted without
any serious debate or a separate vote.

O 1100

There are many examples of these
anti-environmental riders. From block-
ing the regulation of radioactive con-
taminants in drinking water to delay-
ing our efforts to clean up air pollution
in the national parks, riders have
touched upon every aspect of the envi-
ronment.

The Defense of the Environment
Amendment will ensure that we can
have appropriate debate and a separate
vote on these anti-environmental rid-
ers.

Let me give an example of why this
legislation should be balanced with the
addition of my amendment. If this leg-
islation were enacted tomorrow, there
would be a new procedural protection
to prevent Congress from requiring pol-
luters to tell the public more about
pollutants they are emitting into their
communities if that were being offered
sometime in legislation. However,
there would be no protections against
repealing the existing right to know re-
quirements.

I can understand why business would
support this approach, but it is not fair
to the American people. My amend-
ment is designed to help prevent these
stealth attacks on our environmental
laws. It would not offer protection
against every environmental rider, but
it is a sensible first step. It would pro-
tect our clean air laws, our clean water
laws, our toxic waste laws.

This amendment would not prohibit
Congress from repealing or amending
any environmental law. It places no
new burdens on business, State, or in-
dividual or Federal agency. It would
simply bring an informed debate and
accountability to the process.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question
that the American people want Con-
gress to protect public health and the
environment. The environment is just
as important as an unfunded mandate,
whether it be an unfunded mandate on
another government agency or an un-
funded mandate on private business.
These issues all ought to have the same
focus of attention that will allow us a
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chance to debate the issue and have a
separate vote.

Over the years, we have seen when
Congress legislates in a deliberate, col-
legial, bipartisan fashion, we are able
to enact public health and environ-
mental protections that work well and
are supported by both environmental
groups and by business.

I ask all my colleagues to support
this amendment and guarantee that
Congress does not unknowingly jeop-
ardize America’s public health and en-
vironment. They will not do so un-
knowingly if we at least can have a
chance to debate the issue and have a
separate vote before we proceed to do
something that is going to be anti-en-
vironmental without a chance to give a
focus of attention on it. That is no dif-
ferent than the opportunity to give a
spotlight on an issue that is an un-
funded mandate on American business.

I urge support of this amendment
when it comes up next week when the
bill is considered.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY), a new Member of
this body.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Georgia for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to express what
a great joy it is for me to come to the
well of the House for the first time and
speak in support of such important leg-
islation, on one that highlights our
commitment to keeping Federal man-
dates off the backs of our hardworking
citizens, one that promotes a more
open Congress that makes the most in-
formed decisions possible, and one that
raises the level of accountability of our
elected representatives for the man-
dates they impose on our business men
and women and on our local commu-
nities.

For these reasons, | rise in strong
support of the Mandates Information
Act and commend the bipartisan spon-
sors of this bill and the Committee on
Rules for bringing this legislation to
the floor today.

My past experience as a labor com-
missioner in New York State has
taught me the hard lessons and the
burdensome costs of regulations on
people and on jobs in my State. In 3
years of steadfast work in unraveling
the web of State regulations, we were
able to alleviate $1.7 billion in compli-
ance costs to New Yorkers, staggering
costs to businesses, farmers, and indi-
viduals that were never envisioned
when the regulations were first enacted
and that cost my State hundreds and
thousands of jobs.

Mr. Chairman, the same principles
apply here today. In the rush to
achieve the benefits of society envi-
sioned in all legislation, it is too easy
to ignore the cost of such mandates.

Let us not kid ourselves. These regu-
lations are hidden taxes on businesses
and individuals. We owe it to the citi-
zens to know in advance the hidden
costs to the public of any legislation
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before this Congress and to have an
honest, focused debate on those costs
before they are imposed on the Amer-
ican people. This bill ensures that hap-
pens.

I am proud to urge my colleagues’
support on this common sense bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California  (Mr.
DREIER), chairman of the Committee
on Rules.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, | would
simply like to rise and congratulate
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CoNDIT) and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN), my friends, once again,
as | did during the rules debate, for
their very fine work on this important
issue.

I, too, like my friend, the gentleman
from Sanibel, Florida (Mr. Goss), the
Vice Chairman of the Committee on
Rules, consider myself to be an envi-
ronmentalist, and | believe that we will
be able, as we move ahead with this
measure, to have a very fair and bal-
anced debate on environmental issues
as they come forward. That is the idea.

All we are doing with this measure is
we are triggering a process whereby
questions can be raised and a debate
can take place and then a decision will
be made by this institution which will,
again, as | said during both the Com-
mittee on Rules and during the debate
earlier, it will make all of us account-
able for whether or not we proceed
with the imposition of what could be a
very, very costly mandate.

We had some very interesting testi-
mony that took place up in the Com-
mittee on Rules, and | would like to
share a couple of quotes from the testi-
mony by Ryan Null, who is the owner
of Tristate Electronic Manufacturing. |
quoted him during the Committee on
Rules’ debate. | have just a couple of
other quotes that | would like to use,
and then we are looking forward anx-
iously to the great words of the movers
of this effort, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. CONDIT).

Mr. Null said in his testimony, ‘“The
government requirements that a small
business must comply with range from
retirement plans and OSHA require-
ments to ever changing environmental
regulations. While these regulations
may have originated with good inten-
tions, the costs of implementation for
a small business is truly overwhelming.
Federal mandates and regulations are a
constant hurdle for my business.”’

Mr. Chairman, he goes on to say
““Government mandates not only take
away valuable time and resources from
my small business, but ironically some
government regulations go so far as to
provide disincentives for my company
to grow. | find it hard to understand
how the lawmakers in a country who
pride itself on being the land of oppor-
tunity and free enterprise pass laws
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that are anti-growth and anti-business.
These government mandates seem to
defy common sense. For example, if the
Family and Medical Leave Act were to
apply for my business, we would be
weighed down by an unworkable ad-
ministrative and financial burden. Leg-
islative proposals in the past have pro-
posed to lower the small business ex-
emption to 25 employees. With the
threat of legislation that would expand
the Family and Medical Leave Act, |
feel as a protective measure | should
probably hold off hiring any new em-
ployees.”

There is very clear evidence, Mr.
Chairman, that the continued imposi-
tion of mandates without having this
institution be accountable are very
costly and, as Mr. Null said, anti-
growth and can jeopardize the future of
the small business sector of our econ-
omy.

So | hope very much that we will see
passage of this thoughtful measure and
we will look forward again to the con-
sideration of amendments next week.

But | want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER), my
colleagues on the Committee on Rules
who have come here, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS) espe-
cially, who made his maiden speech on
this issue, and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE)
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Goss) and others who have come for-
ward to work on behalf of it.

I look forward to seeing this biparti-
san measure being one of the first very
important items to come out of this
historic 106th Congress.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, |1
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CONDIT), a cosponsor of this legislation.

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

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, let me make a comment about the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN)
who has been very supportive and a
leader in the unfunded mandate issue,
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MoORAN) who spoke earlier who, from
the outset, has been committed to the
unfunded mandate issue.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
for his leadership and his patience with
us to craft a piece of legislation that is
bipartisan and hopefully will pass this
House and the other body.

Also to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) who has worked very hard
with us to craft this legislation. |
would also extend my thanks to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MoAKLEY) and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HALL) on the Committee on
Rules on our side of the aisle for allow-
ing us to be here today and for their
help and support to allow us to have
this debate.

Let me just say from the outset, H.R.
350, the Mandate Information Act of
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1999, this bill does not stop legislative
mandates. Let me repeat that. The bill
does not stop mandates. If this body
chooses to pass a mandate on local
business, small business, large busi-
ness, whoever, they can do so.

Let me tell my colleagues what this
bill does. It is really simple. All the
bill does is allow us to accumulate
more information for the Members of
this House, for us to ask that we do an
analysis by CBO of the cost of the man-
date. That is simply what it does. It al-
lows us to have more information so we
hopefully can make better decisions on
behalf of the people that we represent.

The other thing it does is it requires
us to have accountability for that deci-
sion. Time and time again, we pass
mandates, unfunded mandates sort of
in the dead of night. People do not
know what they cost, exactly what
they do, who they impact, or what the
consequences are. We know the cost.
Then we have to make the decision
whether or not the cost and the benefit
match up.

That is what this bill does. It is cost
benefit. It states what the cost is. It
gives us that information. It gives us
time to debate it. Then we have to
make the decision and be accountable
for whether or not we want to place
that mandate in effect, whether we
want to pass it legislatively and pass it
on to the consumer and to the business
that is affected.

So let me say that that is all it does.
For someone to get up here and say to
you that this stops the Clean Water
Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act or
the Clean Air Act or any of that stuff,
that is just not correct.

As a matter of fact, we passed an un-
funded mandate bill in 1996, 1995 that
took effect in 1996, on local and State
government. We have raised the point
of order seven times on this floor.
Some of those points of order and some
of those issues were quite controver-
sial.

Take the minimum wage. The wis-
dom of this House was we are going to
proceed with the mandate. Every time
the point of order has been brought up
on this floor, we have proceeded on
with the mandate. The House thought
in its wisdom that it was worth us con-
tinuing.

So for people to say it is going to
stop this legislation, that legislation,
that is not factually correct. The
record does not prove that. The man-
date bill in existence today does not
prove that.

We have proceeded, after a brief de-
bate and after more information, we
have proceeded on. We have gone on
and passed the mandate by this House.
So that is just not correct.

What the bill does is allow us to
make a point of order on a mandate
that exceeds $100 million, requires CBO
to do the accounting of that. That is
basically all this bill does.

O 1115

It also puts the private sector on an
even footing with local and State gov-
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ernment, and | think that is a good
thing for this House to do. It encour-
ages the committees to try to figure
out a way to mitigate the mandate. |
do not know what can be wrong with
any of that.

There is an argument that maybe
this will delay, be a delaying tactic, a
dilatory tactic or what have you. We
all know in this House if somebody
wants to delay or be dilatory, they can
do that. One can move to adjourn, can
do a variety of different things. This is
not the intent of this bill at all. The in-
tent of this bill is to provide Members
more information. More information.

Now, this bill comes out here under
an open rule. Next week we will have
some amendments to the bill. We
should have a good, healthy debate
about those amendments. That is the
fair and reasonable thing to do. Why
should we not have 20 minutes to de-
bate what the cost of an unfunded man-
date is on the private sector? Why
should we not do that? That provides
information to the Members. They can
make a better, informed decision on
behalf of the people that elect them. |
encourage my colleagues, Republicans
and Democrats both, to support this
bill. If a Member wants to support the
mandate after we have had the debate,
that is fine, they can do that. This does
not stop them from doing that, but
they should not be opposed to us find-
ing out what the cost is and the con-
sequences of the mandate as well as all
the other impacts that it has and pro-
viding more information to them-
selves.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to ask my col-
leagues to support this bill. It is a bi-
partisan piece of legislation. We have
worked it through. It is something that
did not just come up. We have worked
on this for a couple of years. | would
encourage all Members to support the
bill.

Thank you Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity
to be here today. My colleague Rep. RoB
PoORTMAN and | introduced the Mandate Infor-
mation Act of 1998 to follow up on the suc-
cess of the Unfunded Mandate Reform Act of
1995. This act has successfully focused more
attention on the fiscal impacts of legislation on
the public sector by raising awareness of un-
funded mandates on state and local govern-
ments.

This atmosphere of awareness has been
fostered by the point of order procedure estab-
lished under the Unfunded Mandate Reform
Act. Under this process, the Congressional
Budget Office estimates the costs of intergov-
ernmental mandates within a bill. If the costs
of the intergovernmental mandates exceed the
statutory threshold of $50 million, any member
may raise a point of order against the bill by
citing the offending provision of the bill.

The Unfunded Mandate Reform act also di-
rected the Congressional Budget Office to es-
timate the costs to the private sector. Esti-
mated costs to the private sector exceeding
the statutory threshold of $100 million were in-
cluded in a committee’s report accompanying
a reported bill. The bill before you today, the
Mandate Information Act of 1999, would ex-
tend a similar point of order procedure to the
private sector.
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Since the enactment of the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act in January of 1996, a point
of order against legislation exceeding the
intergovernmental threshold of $50 million has
been raised a total of seven times. Please
keep this number in mind, when opponents of
extending the same point of order procedure
to the private sector make claims that dilatory
ruin will fall upon the proceedings of the
House.

In fact, in response to criticism that the
Mandate information Act would open the door
to dilatory tactics from both sides of the aisle,
last year we agreed to limit the number of
points of order allowed to be raised against a
bill or amendment to one.

In addition to extending the point of order
procedure to the private sector, our bill will
also ask the Congressional Budget Office to
evaluate a bill's impact on consumer prices,
worker wages, worker benefits and employ-
ment opportunities. CBO is also directed to
assess the effect of the private sector man-
dates on the profitability of businesses with
100 or fewer employees. This will be important
additional analysis for members when the con-
gressional Budget office can make these as-
sessments.

Perhaps former Deputy Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, Mr. James Blum,
best described the practical impact of the bill
when he appeared before the Rules Commit-
tee last year. Mr. Blum stated, “From the
CBO's vantage point, UMRA has worked quite
well. Both the demand for and the supply of
information on the costs of federal mandates
have increased since the act took effect.
Moreover, committee staffs and individual
Members are increasingly requesting our opin-
ion before committee markups on whether
proposed legislation would create any new
federal mandates, and if so, whether their
costs would exceed the thresholds set by
UMRA. In many instances, CBO is able to in-
form the sponsor about the existence of a
mandate and provide informal guidance on
how the proposal might be restructured to ei-
ther eliminate the mandate or reduce its
costs.”

Basically, the implication has been an in-
creased consciousness of the costs of inter-
governmental mandates and fostered greater
collaborations between committees and CBO
on how to mitigate those costs. This, ladies
and gentlemen, is what the Mandates Informa-
tion Act is all about. More information is better.

Members, who do not have the luxury of sit-
ting on every committee and subcommittee
while legislation is being crafted, will be pro-
vided with additional information under the
provisions of this bill. Contrary to what some
critics claim, the premise of this bill is to get
more detailed information into the hands of
members and ultimately the voters. This
measure will ensure both costs and benefits
are weighed before consideration.

Some have claimed the Mandates Informa-
tion Act is silent on benefits. This is simply un-
true. These critics should think back to the en-
actment of the original Unfunded Mandate Re-
view Act of 1995 (Public Law 104-4). The act
specifically directs committees to include in
their reports accompanying a bill, “a quali-
tative, and if practicable, a quantitative as-
sessment of costs and benefits anticipated
from the Federal mandates (including the ef-
fects on health and safety and the protection
of the natural environment).”
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Another important provision of the Mandates
Information Act clarifies the interpretation of an
intergovernmental mandate when proposals to
change large entitlement programs are scored
by the Congressional Budget Office. Section
five of our bill makes this important change.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 350.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), a
cosponsor of this bill.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and for working with us, for
his patience and his good work here
today on the floor. | am pleased again
to join the gentleman from California
(Mr. CoNDIT) who is the lead sponsor of
this legislation. Last year, by a nearly
two-thirds bipartisan majority, this
House voted to support H.R. 3534, legis-
lation nearly identical to the bill that
we are talking about this morning,
H.R. 350. It is based, as the gentleman
from California just said, on a very
simple concept. That is, that we want
to provide more information and more
accountability to Congress as it consid-
ers unfunded mandates, which are real-
ly hidden taxes, this time on the pri-
vate sector.

About 3% years ago, 394 Members of
this House and 91 Senators voted to
pass the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act, also known as UMRA. We have
heard about UMRA this morning. That
is really the basis upon which we are
moving forward today.

UMRA ensured that for the first time
ever, before the House voted on legisla-
tion, the House would have three
things: One, new cost information on
the public sector; that is, mandates on
State and local government but also on
the private sector, on the information
side. And then, very importantly, with
regard to the public sector mandates;
that is, the mandates on State and
local government, there would also be
a separate debate on whether or not to
impose the mandate and a vote. Now,
that is the accountability measure in
the legislation. It does not mean we
never mandate on State and local gov-
ernment. In fact, since that time we
have mandated, but after considering
it. What it does mean is we get a lot
better legislation on the floor, legisla-
tion that is more cost effective, legisla-
tion that goes through the committee
process in a way that takes into ac-
count the costs of mandates. Commit-
tees end up either funding the man-
dates or they end up deciding the man-
dates have to be in the legislation and
that the other purposes of the legisla-
tion, the benefits outweigh those man-
dates so it goes to the floor, anyway. In
the end again we get more information,
we get separate debate and we get ac-
countability.

I think the most important point to
make this morning probably is that it
has worked. We have an excellent
record. | think even those few Members
of this body who chose to vote against
that bill 3% years ago would agree, it
has worked. We have not had the sce-
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narios played out that we have heard
about today that could possibly happen
with this new piece of legislation. The
practical impact has been to force com-
mittees to address the mandate issue
long before bills reach the House floor.

Let me give my colleagues one exam-
ple. The first time it came up was the
telecommunications bill. The telco bill
was in conference, the conferees were
poised to send to the floor a significant
new mandate on local government, on
our municipalities. The municipalities
caught wind of that. They came to the
unfunded mandate champions on the
floor of the House and there was a deci-
sion made to raise the point of order.
The conferees then took it upon them-
selves to work hard to come up with
language that solved the problem so
that when the legislation came to the
floor, there was not more acrimony,
there was less, because we had a better
bill on the floor. It was good for this
House, it was good for the institution,
and in the end it was good for the tax-
payers and the consumers. The process
worked.

In other cases like the minimum
wage increase, the point of order was
raised on the floor. In fact | think I
was the one that raised that point of
order, forcing debate over the mandate
and the costs that it imposed, signifi-
cant new costs on the private sector,
also the public sector. It was roundly
defeated, as | recall. But the point of
order, although it failed, did bring out
the information that the body needed
to hear. The same was true on the
Yucca Mountain bill. Some of my col-
leagues may remember that. The point
of order was raised. It was not passed,
but again the information was provided
to the Members.

UMRA has given State and local gov-
ernments a very valuable tool, to get
mandate information out, to get the
issue considered and addressed at the
committee level before it reaches the
floor, and if that fails, to ultimately
force a debate on the floor. But it is
also flexible enough to permit Con-
gress, as the gentleman from California
just said, to pass legislation that does
indeed impose new mandates when the
merits of the bill override the negative
impact of the mandates.

Unfortunately due to the political re-
alities of passing what was at that
time precedent-setting legislation a
few years ago, we were not able to offer
all the same procedural protections to
the private sector. | commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CONDIT)
and the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
ABRAHAM) who have led the efforts to
include the private sector. They have
put a lot of hard work into the bill and
they have taken what is the next log-
ical step, to offer not all but similar
protections to the private sector.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MoORAN) who was
speaking earlier today. He and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAviIS) have
been supportive of perfecting UMRA
through this legislation. They have
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done a great job of coming up with leg-
islation that State and local govern-
ments strongly support that makes
clear that when those State and local
governments are given new or ex-
panded authority to meet the pro-
grammatic responsibilities if addi-
tional costs were imposed on them
through entitlements reform, they
could indeed change the way they do
business. This is very important to
State and local government. We have
worked closely with them on that as-
pect of this legislation and | want to
thank them for their support.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN) made a great point earlier
today about privatization with regard
to the private sector side of this. Again
I want to thank him for his support not
just of perfecting UMRA but also of
this legislation, H.R. 350.

Let me just take a second to review
how these procedures work in the
House because we have had a lot of de-
bate this morning, but we need to back
up and talk about what it actually re-
sults in. Just as in the case of UMRA,
any Member can upon consideration of
legislation raise a point of order if
there is an unfunded mandate. That re-
sults in a 20-minute debate on the ques-
tion of whether the House should con-
tinue to consider the legislation not-
withstanding the unfunded mandate,
this time on the private sector. Again,
much more importantly, we believe the
possibility that this could occur will
force the committees to do their best
to minimize new mandates, to make
legislation more cost effective.

The process of this debate and vote is
a far more significant tool as UMRA
has already proven with the public sec-
tor mandates than simply requiring
the committees to include the CBO es-
timate in the committee report which
currently exists under UMRA. In fact,
on Tuesday, before the Committee on
Rules, CBO testified that since UMRA
was enacted, quote, demand and supply
for information about the costs of Fed-
eral mandates has increased, and in
many instances CBO has been able to
provide informal guidance on how the
proposal might be restructured to
eliminate the mandate or to reduce its
costs. Again that is the point. Ask
CBO, they will tell you, it has worked.

A lot of Members have talked this
morning who want to offer amend-
ments to in essence gut this bill and
have said that they are supportive of
reducing or eliminating mandates on
the public sector and reducing them on
the private sector. That is what this is
all about. We have reached that bal-
ance in this legislation over a couple of
year period, working with the Commit-
tee on Rules, the parliamentarian,
working with the committees, working
with the Congressional Budget Office.
This legislation creates the right in-
centive; that is, to address mandates
even before they reach the floor.

If the rule waives the point of order,
then a Member can raise a point of
order against the rule. That has been
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done. The House votes and that is it.
The rule can pass and the bill moves
forward without the ability to raise the
mandates question again with a point
of order on the bill. So once they had
that vote on the rule, that is all they
get, assuming the Committee on Rules
does waive the mandates point of
order.

There are a few differences between
UMRA, again the public sector bill, and
this new private sector bill that ought
to be focused on, each of these put in
place with the encouragement of the
Committee on Rules and others to en-
sure that the bill does not unneces-
sarily delay or cause other procedural
problems on the floor.

First, recognizing that there are like-
ly to be more private sector mandates,
the threshold is raised. It is doubled.
Under UMRA the threshold is $50 mil-
lion. Under this legislation it is $100
million.

Secondly, in order to address the con-
cern that the the point of order could
be dilatory, it permits only one point
of order.

Third, there is a net tax decrease
piece of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, let me just conclude
by saying that the purpose of this leg-
islation is for us to be able to legislate
better and with more accountability.
That means accountability to small
businesses and consumers who are im-
pacted, but it also means accountabil-
ity to those back home who care deeply
about legislation like the Clean Water
Act and others.

It is a good piece of legislation. I
urge my colleagues to support it.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chairman, | want
to express my opposition to H.R. 350. The
Mandates Information Act, if approved by Con-
gress would carry with it unwise and dan-
gerous consequences for the people of the
United States. The bill before the House
threatens the ability of Members of Congress
to protect our constituents from otherwise
avoidable harm.

This bill would derail our ability to provide
for adequate and affordable health care for
families, safe work places for working people,
and a clean environment for communities.

If passed, the Mandates Information Act
would require the Congressional Budget Office
to conduct a cost analysis on all legislation af-
fecting the private sector. While most Mem-
bers of Congress are certainly interested in
preventing undue and unfounded costs to
businesses and consumers, we should also be
certain to evaluate the benefits that legislation
will make in improving the lives of the public.
As Members of the House of Representatives
we have a responsibility to guarantee job safe-
ty, fair standards for consumers, health care
for families and a quality environment. The
Mandates Information Act completely ignores
benefits and thus would institutionalize a one-
sided tilt of the legislative process against fed-
eral mandates, regardless of any good they
would achieve.

The ability to protect the environment,
health and safety of all Americans is surely of
importance to the Members of the House. The
Mandates Information Act could cause delays
or even stop implementation of federal laws,
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simply because a point of order is raised
against them, based on estimates alone. This
is true even if those estimates are question-
able, if the cost is minimal given the size of
the industry affected, or if the benefits justify
the action.

| fear that with passage of H.R. 350 there
could be a day when crucial legislation like the
Patients’ Bill of Rights could be defeated with-
out adequate debate. Issues of importance to
our constituents deserve enough time for a fair
review and | contend that passage of the Man-
dates Information Act would prevent just that.

This bill has drawn much concern from my
constituents. H.R. 350 has also prompted or-
ganizations like OMB Watch, the United Auto
Workers and the AFL-CIO to speak out on be-
half of the working people and the families
they represent.

A bulletin | received from OMB Watch accu-
rately states “The point of order is the heart of
the problem. For those wishing to undermine
public protections, it allows them to say they
do not oppose the subject of the bill, such as
clean air or water or worker safety, and still
vote to Kkill it by voting against the mandate
that is created. It is a dangerous backdoor.”

OMB Watch goes on to say that: “support-
ers (of H.R. 350) claim they just want con-
gress to consider the costs of laws they im-
pose. Surely Members of Congress are pre-
sented enough information from all sides to
adequately  consider  costs-and-benefts—
(which this bill does not address)—when cast-
ing a vote.”

The United Auto Workers believes that: “the
provision creating a point of order against pri-
vate sector mandates in excess of $100 mil-
lion is totally one-sided, and would have the
effect of establishing a new procedural hurdle
that would make it easier to block important
protections for workplace health and safety.”
The UAW makes a valid observation that
“H.R. 350 only focuses on cost impact of leg-
islation, while ignoring the cost savings or
benefits that may be provided to workers and
society as a whole.”

The American Federation of Labor and Con-
gress of Industrial Organizations submits that:
“H.R. 350 puts at risk laws with substantial
benefits to society. While completely ignoring
benefits of health and safety or environmental
legislation.”

Mr. Chairman, | share the concern of the
many individuals and organizations who have
been moved to contact me in opposition to the
Mandates Information Act. | urge Members to
consider the risk we would be taking with pas-
sage, and that they join in opposing this bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BE-
REUTER) having assumed the chair, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 350) to improve congres-
sional deliberation on proposed Federal
private sector mandates, and for other
purposes, had come to no resolution
thereon.
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the majority leader to inquire about
next week’s schedule.

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
from California for yielding.

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES “‘BILLY’’ MALRY

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, before |
discuss the schedule, | would like to
make a statement on behalf of the
House as a tribute to Charles “‘Billy”’
Malry, one of our doorkeepers.

Mr. Speaker, the House of Represent-
atives lost a much loved and dedicated
employee on Tuesday, January 19, 1999,
with the passing of Charles “Billy”
Malry, Sr.

Bill, an employee of the House for 33
years, was the Reading Room attend-
ant with the Office of the Clerk. He was
working in the Democrat Cloakroom
just after the President’s State of the
Union address when he suffered a heart
attack. Bill received immediate treat-
ment from the House physician and
others but sadly he never recovered.

From his station in the Speaker’s
lobby just off the House floor, Bill al-
ways greeted Members, staff and pages
as they entered the Chamber. He could
bring a smile to your face with his
warm and glowing personality. His fa-
vorite hobbies were music and photog-
raphy. He was a special man who loved
to have a good time and enjoyed enter-
taining people.

Bill was born in Greer, South Caro-
lina, on May 6, 1936, to Frances Malry
Allen and the late Toy Frank Barton.
At the age of 10, he began working
after school at the ““O” Street Market
and continued there until he joined the
United States Army. He began his em-
ployment at the Capitol on November
1, 1966. Few have had so long a career
here.

Bill was the proud father of five chil-
dren and nine grandchildren and leaves
behind a host of family and friends. At
his Homegoing Service on January 28
at the Temple Church of God and
Christ in Washington, D.C., the sanc-
tuary was filled by those who came to
say good-bye to their friend. Many
stood and spoke from the heart of their
love for him and how much he would be
missed.

His family wrote a special poem in
his memory entitled “We Will Miss
You.”” 1 commend it to Members’ read-
ing. We will indeed miss our friend Bill
Malry.

He that dwelleth in the secret place of the
most High shall abide under the shadow of the
Almighty.—PSALMS 91:1

“WE WILL MISS You’ CHARLES “‘BILLY”’

MALRY
We didn’t have a chance to say good-bye to
ou

WhenyGod called your name there was noth-
ing that you could do

There was no time to greet the Senators and
Congressmen and call them all by
name

No time to shake their hands and share that
warm big smile
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No time to grab your camcorder to set up for
another shot

But you left us with so many memories that
we’ll keep dear to our hearts

God spared your life just long enough to do
what you loved best

To go to work and listen to President Clin-
ton’s last State of the Union Address

Billy, you’ve been a blessing to us May you
now rest in peace and hear the Heav-
enly Angels sing

So long—until we meet again

WE WILL MISS YOU!

The Family, January 1999

Mr. Speaker, | would also like to
take this time to announce we have
concluded legislative business for the
week.

The House will next meet on Monday,
February 8 at 2 p.m. for a pro forma
session. Of course there will be no leg-
islative business and no votes on that
day.

On Tuesday, February 9, the House
will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning
hour and 2 p.m. for legislative business.
Votes are expected after 5 p.m. on
Tuesday.

On Tuesday, February 9, we will con-
sider a number of bills under suspen-
sion of the rules, a list of which will be
distributed to Members’ offices this
afternoon.

On Wednesday, February 10 and
throughout the balance of the week,
the House will meet at 10 a.m. to con-
sider the following legislation:

H.R. 350, the Mandates Information
Act;

H.R. 391, the Small Business Paper-
work Reduction Act Amendments of
1999;

H.R. 437, a bill to provide for a chief
financial officer in the Executive Office
of the President; and

H.R. 436, to reduce waste, fraud and
error in government programs.
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We expect to conclude legislative
business for the week by 2 p.m. on Fri-
day, February 12.

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | would like to ask the
majority leader, looking at this sched-
ule, it appears that it is not necessary
to be here next Friday, and | need to
clarify whether we will definitely vote
this coming Friday or not.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for his inquiry. The gen-
tleman, being from California, of
course, is concerned about that. As has
been the case so often, we have Mem-
bers who see this legislation who have
a desire to have their opportunity for
their amendments to be entertained on
the floor, and as has happened on occa-
sions in the past work has gone more
expeditious than we thought would be
necessary. So we will monitor that as
the week goes.

We do believe, in all full consider-
ation of the interest of these Members,
we must be prepared to keep that
schedule. If, however, we should see
evidence that the schedule can be
changed or abbreviated, we will let the
gentleman and others, the rest of the
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body, know, as soon as we can early in
the week.

Mr. CONDIT. | thank the majority
leader.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
FEBRUARY 8, 1999

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
FEBRUARY 9, 1999

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, February 8,
1999, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, February 9, for morning hour
debates.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask

unanimous 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.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS FOR THE
106TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the
requirement of clause 2(a) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, | sub-
mit herewith the rules of the Committee on
Ways and Means for the 106th Congress for
printing in the RECORD at this point. These
rules were adopted by the committee in open
session on January 6, 1999.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS FOR THE 106 TH CONGRESS

Rule Xl of the Rules of the House of Rep-

resentatives, provides in part:

*** 1. (a)(1)(A) Except as provided in sub-
division (B), the Rules of the House are the
rules of its committees and subcommittees
so far as applicable.
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(B) A motion to recess from day to day,
and a motion to dispense with the first read-
ing (in full) of a bill or resolution, if printed
copies are available, each shall be privileged
in committees and subcommittees and shall
be decided without debate.

(2) Each subcommittee is a part of its com-
mittee and is subject to the authority and
direction of that committee and to its rules,
so far as applicable. * * *

* * * 2. (a)(1) Each standing committee
shall adopt written rules governing its proce-
dure.

Such rules—

(A) shall be adopted in a meeting that is
open to the public unless the committee, in
open session and with a quorum present, de-
termines by record vote that all or part of
the meeting on that day shall be closed to
the public;

(B) may not be inconsistent with the Rules
of the House or with those provisions of law
having the force and effect of Rules of the
House * * *.

In accordance with the foregoing, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, on January 6,
1999, adopted the following as the Rules of
the Committee for the 106th Congress.

A. GENERAL
Rule 1. Application of Rules

Except where the terms ‘‘full Committee”’
and ‘“‘Subcommittee” are specifically re-
ferred to, the following rules shall apply to
the Committee on Ways and Means and its
Subcommittees as well as to the respective
Chairmen.

Rule 2. Meeting Date and Quorums

The regular meeting day of the Committee
on Ways and Means shall be on the second
Wednesday of each month while the House is
in session. However, the Committee shall not
meet on the regularly scheduled meeting day
if there is no business to be considered.

A majority of the Committee constitutes a
quorum for business; provided however, that
two Members shall constitute a quorum at
any regularly scheduled hearing called for
the purpose of taking testimony and receiv-
ing evidence. In establishing a quorum for
purposes of a public hearing, every effort
shall be made to secure the presence of at
least one Member each from the majority
and the minority.

The Chairman of the Committee may call
and convene, as he considers necessary, addi-
tional meetings of the Committee for the
consideration of any bill or resolution pend-
ing before the Committee or for the conduct
of other Committee business. The Commit-
tee shall meet pursuant to the call of the
Chair.

Rule 3. Committee Budget

For each Congress, the Chairman, in con-
sultation with the Majority Members of the
Committee, shall prepare a preliminary
budget. Such budget shall include necessary
amounts for staff personnel, travel, inves-
tigation, and other expenses of the Commit-
tee. After consultation with the Minority
Members, the Chairman shall include an
amount budgeted by Minority Members for
staff under their direction and supervision.
Thereafter, the Chairman shall combine such
proposals into a consolidated Committee
budget, and shall present the same to the
Committee for its approval or other action.
The Chairman shall take whatever action is
necessary to have the budget as finally ap-
proved by the Committee duly authorized by
the House. After said budget shall have been
adopted, no substantial change shall be made
in such budget unless approved by the Com-
mittee.

Rule 4. Publication of Committee Documents

Any Committee or Subcommittee print,
document, or similar material prepared for
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public distribution shall either be approved
by the Committee or Subcommittee prior to
distribution and opportunity afforded for the
inclusion of supplemental, minority or addi-
tional views, or such document shall contain
on its cover the following disclaimer:

Prepared for the use of Members of the
Committee on Ways and Means by members
of its staff. This document has not been offi-
cially approved by the Committee and may
not reflect the views of its Members.

Any such print, document, or other mate-
rial not officially approved by the Commit-
tee or Subcommittee shall not include the
names of its Members, other than the name
of the full Committee Chairman or Sub-
committee Chairman under whose authority
the document is released. Any such docu-
ment shall be made available to the full
Committee Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member not less than 3 calendar days (ex-
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holi-
days) prior to its public release.

The requirements of this rule shall apply
only to the publication of policy-oriented,
analytical documents, and not to the publi-
cation of public hearings, legislative docu-
ments, documents which are administrative
in nature or reports which are required to be
submitted to the Committee under public
law. The appropriate characterization of a
document subject to this rule shall be deter-
mined after consultation with the Minority.

Rule 5. Official Travel

Consistent with the primary expense reso-
lution and such additional expense resolu-
tion as may have been approved, the provi-
sions of this rule shall govern official travel
of Committee Members and Committee staff.
Official travel to be reimbursed from funds
set aside for the full Committee for any
Member or any committee staff member
shall be paid only upon the prior authoriza-
tion of the Chairman. Official travel may be
authorized by the Chairman for any Member
and any committee staff member in connec-
tion with the attendance of hearings con-
ducted by the Committee, its Subcommit-
tees, or any other Committee or Subcommit-
tee of the Congress on matters relevant to
the general jurisdiction of the Committee,
and meetings, conferences, facility inspec-
tions, and investigations which involve ac-
tivities or subject matter relevant to the
general jurisdiction of the Committee. Be-
fore such authorization is given, there shall
be submitted to the Chairman in writing the
following:

(1) The purpose of the official travel;

(2) The dates during which the official
travel is to be made and the date or dates of
the event for which the official travel is
being made;

(3) The location of the event for which the
official travel is to be made; and

(4) The names of Members and Committee
staff seeking authorization.

In the case of official travel of Members
and staff of a Subcommittee to hearings,
meetings, conferences, facility inspections
and investigations involving activities or
subject matter under the jurisdiction of such
Subcommittee to be paid for out of funds al-
located to such Subcommittee, prior author-
ization must be obtained from the Sub-
committee Chairman and the full Committee
Chairman. Such prior authorization shall be
given by the Chairman only upon the rep-
resentation by the applicable Subcommittee
Chairman in writing setting forth those
items enumerated above.

Within 60 days of the conclusion of any of-
ficial travel authorized under this rule, there
shall be submitted to the full Committee
Chairman a written report covering the in-
formation gained as a result of the hearing,
meeting, conference, facility inspection or
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investigation attended pursuant to such offi-
cial travel.

Rule 6. Availability of Committee Records
and Publications

The records of the Committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration
shall be made available for public use in ac-
cordance with Rule VII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives. The Chairman
shall notify the Ranking Minority Member
of any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or
clause 4(b) of the rule, to withhold a record
otherwise available, and the matter shall be
presented to the Committee for a determina-
tion on the written request of any Member of
the Committee. The Committee shall, to the
maximum extent feasible, make its publica-
tions available in electronic form.

B. SUBCOMMITTEES

Rule 7. Subcommittee Ratios and
Jurisdiction

All matters referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means involving revenue meas-
ures, except those revenue measures referred
to Subcommittees under paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4,
or 5, shall be considered by the full Commit-
tee and not in Subcommittee. There shall be
five standing Subcommittees as follows: a
Subcommittee on Trade; a Subcommittee on
Oversight; a Subcommittee on Health; a Sub-
committee on Social Security; and a Sub-
committee on Human Resources. The ratio
of Republicans to Democrats on any Sub-
committee of the Committee shall be con-
sistent with the ratio of Republicans to
Democrats on the full Committee.

The jurisdiction of each Subcommittee
shall be:

1. The Subcommittee on Trade shall consist
of 15 Members, 9 of whom shall be Repub-
licans and 6 of whom shall be Democrats.

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Trade shall include bills and matters re-
ferred to the Committee on Ways and Means
which relate to customs and customs admin-
istration including tariff and import fee
structure, classification, valuation of and
special rules applying to imports, and special
tariff provisions and procedures which relate
to customs operation affecting exports and
imports; import trade matters, including im-
port impact, industry relief from injurious
imports, adjustment assistance and pro-
grams to encourage competitive responses to
imports, unfair import practices including
antidumping and countervailing duty provi-
sions, and import policy which relates to de-
pendence on foreign sources of supply; com-
modity agreements and reciprocal trade
agreements including multilateral and bilat-
eral trade negotiations and implementation
of agreements involving tariff and nontariff
trade barriers to and distortions of inter-
national trade; international rules, organiza-
tions and institutional aspects of inter-
national trade agreements; budget author-
izations for the U.S. Customs Service, the
U.S. International Trade Commission, and
the U.S. Trade Representative; and special
trade-related problems involving market ac-
cess, competitive conditions of specific in-
dustries, export policy and promotion, access
to materials in short supply, bilateral trade
relations including trade with developing
countries, operations of multinational cor-
porations, and trade with nonmarket econo-
mies.

2. The Subcommittee on Oversight shall
consist of 13 Members, 8 of whom shall be Re-
publicans and 5 of whom shall be Democrats.

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Oversight shall include all matters within
the scope of the full Committee’s jurisdic-
tion but shall be limited to existing law.
Said oversight jurisdiction shall not be ex-
clusive but shall be concurrent with that of
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the other Subcommittees. With respect to
matters involving the Internal Revenue Code
and other revenue issues, said concurrent ju-
risdiction shall be shared with the full Com-
mittee. Before undertaking any investiga-
tion or hearing, the Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Oversight shall confer with
the Chairman of the full Committee and the
Chairman of any other Subcommittee having
jurisdiction.

3. The Subcommittee on Health shall con-
sist of 13 Members, 8 of whom shall be Re-
publicans and 5 of whom shall be Democrats.

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Health shall include bills and matters re-
ferred to the Committee on Ways and Means
which relate to programs providing pay-
ments (from any source) for health care,
health delivery systems, or health research.
More specifically, the jurisdiction of the
Subcommittee on Health shall include bills
and matters which relate to the health care
programs of the Social Security Act (includ-
ing titles V, Xl (Part B), XVIII, and XIX
thereof) and, concurrent with the full Com-
mittee, tax credit and deduction provisions
of the Internal Revenue Code dealing with
health insurance premiums and health care
costs.

4. The Subcommittee on Social Security
shall consist of 13 Members, 8 of whom shall
be Republicans and 5 of whom shall be Demo-
crats.

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Social Security shall include bills and mat-
ters referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means which relate to the Federal Old-Age,
Survivors’ and Disability Insurance System,
the Railroad Retirement System, and em-
ployment taxes and trust fund operations re-
lating to those systems. More specifically,
the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on So-
cial Security shall include bills and matters
involving title Il of the Social Security Act
and Chapter 22 of the Internal Revenue Code
(the Railroad Retirement Tax Act), as well
as provisions in title VIl and title XI of the
Act relating to procedure and administration
involving the Old-Age, Survivors’ and Dis-
ability Insurance System.

5. The Subcommittee on Human Resources
shall consist of 13 Members, 8 of whom shall
be Republicans and 5 of whom shall be Demo-
crats.

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Human Resources shall include bills and
matters referred to the Committee on Ways
and Means which relate to the public assist-
ance provisions of the Social Security Act
including welfare reform, supplemental secu-
rity income, aid to families with dependent
children, social services, child support, eligi-
bility of welfare recipients for food stamps,
and low-income energy assistance. More spe-
cifically, the jurisdiction of the Subcommit-
tee on Human Resources shall include bills
and matters relating to titles I, 1V, VI, X,
X1V, XVI, XVII, XX and related provisions of
titles VII and Xl of the Social Security Act.

The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Human Resources shall also include bills and
matters referred to the Committee on Ways
and Means which relate to the Federal-State
system of unemployment compensation, and
the financing thereof, including the pro-
grams for extended and emergency benefits.
More specifically, the jurisdiction of the
Subcommittee on Human Resources shall
also include all bills and matters pertaining
to the programs of unemployment compensa-
tion under titles 111, IX and XII of the Social
Security Act, Chapters 23 and 23A of the In-
ternal Revenue Code, the Federal-State Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of
1970, the Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1974, and provisions relating
thereto.
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Rule 8. Ex-Officio Members of Subcommittees

The Chairman of the full Committee and
the Ranking Minority Member may sit as ex-
officio Members of all Subcommittees. They
may be counted for purposes of assisting in
the establishment of a quorum for a Sub-
committee. However, their absence shall not
count against the establishment of a quorum
by the regular Members of the Subcommit-
tee. Ex-officio Members shall neither vote in
the Subcommittee nor be taken into consid-
eration for purposes of determining the ratio
of the Subcommittee.

Rule 9. Subcommittee Meetings

Insofar as practicable, meetings of the full
Committee and its Subcommittees shall not
conflict. Subcommittee Chairmen shall set
meeting dates after consultation with the
Chairman of the full Committee and other
Subcommittee Chairmen with a view toward
avoiding, wherever possible, simultaneous
scheduling of full Committee and Sub-
committee meetings or hearings.

Rule 10. Reference of Legislation and
Subcommittee Reports

Except for bills or measures retained by
the Chairman of the full Committee for full
Committee consideration, every bill or other
measure referred to the Committee shall be
referred by the Chairman of the full Commit-
tee to the appropriate Subcommittee in a
timely manner. A Subcommittee shall, with-
in 3 legislative days of the referral, acknowl-
edge same to the full Committee.

After a measure has been pending in a Sub-
committee for a reasonable period of time,
the Chairman of the full Committee may
make a request in writing to the Sub-
committee that the Subcommittee forthwith
report the measure to the full Committee
with its recommendations. If within 7 legis-
lative days after the Chairman’s written re-
quest, the Subcommittee has not so reported
the measure, then there shall be in order in
the full Committee a motion to discharge
the Subcommittee from further consider-
ation of the measure. If such motion is ap-
proved by a majority vote of the full Com-
mittee, the measure may thereafter be con-
sidered only by the full Committee.

No measure reported by a Subcommittee
shall be considered by the full Committee
unless it has been presented to all Members
of the full Committee at least 2 legislative
days prior to the full Committee’s meeting,
together with a comparison with present
law, a section-by-section analysis of the pro-
posed change, a section-by-section justifica-
tion, and a draft statement of the budget ef-
fects of the measure that is consistent with
the requirements for reported measures
under clause 3(d)(2) of Rule XIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives.

Rule 11. Recommendation for Appointment of
Conferees

Whenever in the legislative process it be-
comes necessary to appoint conferees, the
Chairman of the full Committee shall rec-
ommend to the Speaker as conferees the
names of those Committee Members as the
Chairman may designate. In making rec-
ommendations of Minority Members as con-
ferees, the Chairman shall consult with the
Ranking Minority Member of the Commit-
tee.

C. HEARINGS
Rule 12. Witnesses

In order to assure the most productive use
of the limited time available to question
hearing witnesses, a witness who is sched-
uled to appear before the full Committee or
a Subcommittee shall file with the Clerk of
the Committee at least 48 hours in advance
of his appearance a written statement of his
proposed testimony. In addition, all wit-
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nesses shall comply with formatting require-
ments as specified by the Committee and the
Rules of the House. Failure to comply with
the 48-hour rule may result in a witness
being denied the opportunity to testify in
person. Failure to comply with the for-
matting requirements may result in a wit-
ness’ statement being rejected for inclusion
in the published hearing record. In addition
to the requirements of clause 2(g)(4) of Rule
XI, of the Rules of the House, regarding in-
formation required of public witnesses, a
witness shall limit his oral presentation to a
summary of his position and shall provide
sufficient copies of his written statement to
the Clerk for distribution to Members, staff
and news media.

A witness appearing at a public hearing, or
submitting a statement for the record of a
public hearing, or submitting written com-
ments in response to a published request for
comments by the Committee must include
on his statement or submission a list of all
clients, persons, or organizations on whose
behalf the witness appears. Oral testimony
and statements for the record, or written
comments in response to a request for com-
ments by the Committee, will be accepted
only from citizens of the United States or
corporations or associations organized under
the laws of one of the 50 States of the United
States or the District of Columbia, unless
otherwise directed by the Chairman of the
full Committee or Subcommittee involved.
Written statements from noncitizens may be
considered for acceptance in the record if
transmitted to the Committee in writing by
Members of Congress.

Rule 13. Questioning of Witnesses

Committee Members may question wit-
nesses only when recognized by the Chair-
man for that purpose. All Members shall be
limited to 5 minutes on the initial round of
questioning. In questioning witnesses under
the 5-minute rule, the Chairman and the
Ranking Minority Member shall be recog-
nized first after which Members who are in
attendance at the beginning of a hearing will
be recognized in the order of their seniority
on the Committee. Other Members shall be
recognized in the order of their appearance
at the hearing. In recognizing Members to
question witnesses, the Chairman may take
into consideration the ratio of Majority
Members to Minority Members and the num-
ber of Majority and Minority Members
present and shall apportion the recognition
for questioning in such a manner as not to
disadvantage Members of the majority.

Rule 14. Subpoena Power

The power to authorize and issue subpoe-
nas is delegated to the Chairman of the full
Committee, as provided for under clause
2(m)(3)(A)(i) of Rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

Rule 15. Records of Hearings

An accurate stenographic record shall be
kept of all testimony taken at a public hear-
ing. The staff shall transmit to a witness the
transcript of his testimony for correction
and immediate return to the Committee of-
fices. Only changes in the interest of clarity,
accuracy and corrections in transcribing er-
rors will be permitted. Changes which sub-
stantially alter the actual testimony will
not be permitted. Members shall correct
their own testimony and return transcripts
as soon as possible after receipt thereof. The
Chairman of the full Committee may order
the printing of a hearing without the correc-
tions of a witness or Member if he deter-
mines that a reasonable time has been af-
forded to make corrections and that further
delay would impede the consideration of the
legislation or other measure which is the
subject of the hearing.
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Rule 16. Broadcasting of Hearings

The provisions of clause 4(f) of Rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives
are specifically made a part of these rules by
reference. In addition, the following policy
shall apply to media coverage of any meet-
ing of the full Committee or a Subcommit-
tee:

1. An appropriate area of the Committee’s
hearing room will be designated for members
of the media and their equipment.

2. No interviews will be allowed in the
Committee room while the Committee is in
session. Individual interviews must take
place before the gavel falls for the convening
of a meeting or after the gavel falls for ad-
journment.

3. Day-to-day notification of the next day’s
electronic coverage shall be provided by the
media to the Chairman of the full Commit-
tee through the chief counsel or some other
appropriate designee.

4. Still photography during a Committee
meeting will not be permitted to disrupt the
proceedings or block the vision of Commit-
tee Members or witnesses.

5. Klieg lights will be permitted to illu-
minate the hearing room only during the
first 15 minutes following the Chairman’s
initial calling of the Committee to order.

6. Further conditions may be specified by
the Chairman.

D. MARKUPS

Rule 17. Reconsideration of Previous Vote

When an amendment or other matter has
been disposed of, it shall be in order for any
Member of the prevailing side, on the same
or next day on which a quorum of the Com-
mittee is present, to move the reconsider-
ation thereof, and such motion shall take
precedence over all other questions except
the consideration of a motion to adjourn.

Rule 18. Previous Question

The Chairman shall not recognize a Mem-
ber for the purpose of moving the previous
question unless the Member has first advised
the Chair and the Committee that this is the
purpose for which recognition is being
sought.

Rule 19. Official Transcripts of Markups and
Other Committee Meetings

An official stenographic transcript shall be
kept accurately reflecting all markups and
other meetings of the full Committee and
the Subcommittees, whether they be open or
closed to the public. This official transcript,
marked as ‘‘uncorrected,” shall be available
for inspection by the public (except for meet-
ings closed pursuant to clause 2(g)(1) of Rule
X1 of the Rules of the House), by Members of
the House, or by Members of the Committee
together with their staffs, during normal
business hours in the full Committee or Sub-
committee office under such controls as the
Chairman of the full Committee deems nec-
essary. Official transcripts shall not be re-
moved from the Committee or Subcommit-
tee office. If, however, (1) in the drafting of
a Committee or Subcommittee decision, the
Office of the House Legislative Counsel or (2)
in the preparation of a Committee report,
the Chief of Staff of the Joint Committee on
Taxation determines (in consultation with
appropriate majority and minority commit-
tee staff) that it is necessary to review the
official transcript of a markup, such tran-
script may be released upon the signature
and to the custody of an appropriate com-
mittee staff person. Such transcript shall be
returned immediately after its review in the
drafting session.

The official transcript of a markup or
Committee meeting other than a public
hearing shall not be published or distributed
to the public in any way except by a major-
ity vote of the Committee. Before any public
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release of the uncorrected transcript, Mem-
bers must be given a reasonable opportunity
to correct their remarks. In instances in
which a stenographic transcript is kept of a
conference committee proceeding, all of the
requirements of this rule shall likewise be
observed.
Rule 20. Publication of Decisions and
Legislative Language

A press release describing any tentative or
final decision made by the full Committee or
a Subcommittee on legislation under consid-
eration shall be made available to each
Member of the Committee as soon as pos-
sible, but no later than the next day. How-
ever, the legislative draft of any tentative or
final decision of the full Committee or a
Subcommittee shall not be publicly released
until such draft is made available to each
Member of the Committee.

E. STAFF
Rule 21. Supervision of Committee Staff

The staff of the Committee shall be under
the general supervision and direction of the
Chairman of the full Committee except as
provided in clause 9 of Rule X of the Rules of
the House of Representatives concerning
Committee expenses and staff.

Pursuant to clause 6(d) of Rule X of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, the
Chairman of the full Committee, from the
funds made available for the appointment of
Committee staff pursuant to primary and ad-
ditional expense resolutions, shall ensure
that each Subcommittee receives sufficient
staff to carry out its responsibilities under
the rules of the Committee, and that the mi-
nority party is fairly treated in the appoint-
ment of such staff.

Rule 22. Staff Honoraria, Speaking
Engagements, and Unofficial Travel

This rule shall apply to all majority and
minority staff of the Committee and its Sub-
committees.

a. Honoraria.—Under no circumstances
shall a staff person accept the offer of an
honorarium. This prohibition includes the
direction of an honorarium to a charity.

b. Speaking engagements and unofficial trav-
el.—

(1) Advance approval required.—In the case
of all speaking engagements, fact-finding
trips, and other unofficial travel, a staff per-
son must receive approval by the full Com-
mittee Chairman (or, in the case of the mi-
nority staff, from the Ranking Minority
Member) at least 7 calendar days prior to the
event.

(2) Request for approval.—A request for ap-
proval must be submitted in writing to the
full Committee Chairman (or, where appro-
priate, the Ranking Minority Member) in
connection with each speaking engagement,
fact-finding trip, or other unofficial travel.
Such request must contain the following in-
formation:

(a) the name of the sponsoring organiza-
tion and a general description of such orga-
nization (nonprofit organization, trade asso-
ciation, etc.);

(b) the nature of the event, including any
relevant information regarding attendees at
such event;

(c) in the case of a speaking engagement,
the subject of the speech and duration of
staff travel, if any; and

(d) in the case of a fact-finding trip or
international travel, a description of the pro-
posed itinerary and proposed agenda of sub-
stantive issues to be discussed, as well as a
justification of the relevance and importance
of the fact-finding trip or international trav-
el to the staff member’s official duties.

(3) Reasonable travel and lodging expenses.—
After receipt of the advance approval de-
scribed in (1) above, a staff person may ac-
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cept reimbursement by an appropriate spon-
soring organization of reasonable travel and
lodging expenses associated with a speaking
engagement, fact-finding trip, or inter-
national travel related to official duties, pro-
vided such reimbursement is consistent with
the Rules of the House of Representatives.
(In lieu of reimbursement after the event,
expenses may be paid directly by an appro-
priate sponsoring organization.) The reason-
able travel and lodging expenses of a spouse
(but not children) may be reimbursed (or di-
rectly paid) by an appropriate sponsoring or-
ganization consistent with the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

(4) Trip summary and report.—In the case of
any reimbursement or direct payment asso-
ciated with a fact-finding trip or inter-
national travel, a staff person must submit,
within 60 days after such trip, a report sum-
marizing the trip and listing all expenses re-
imbursed or directly paid by the sponsoring
organization. This information shall be sub-
mitted to the Chairman (or, in the case of
the minority staff, to the Ranking Minority
Member).

c. Waiver.—The Chairman (or, where appro-
priate, the Ranking Minority Member) may
waive the application of section (b) of this
rule upon a showing of good cause.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE FOR THE 106TH CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHuU-
STER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to rule Xl, clause 2(a) of the Rules
of the House, enclosed are the rules of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure for the 106th Congress.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
(Adopted January 7, 1999)

RULE I. GENERAL PROVISIONS

(a) Applicability of House Rules.—(1) The
Rules of the House are the rules of the Com-
mittee and its subcommittees so far as appli-
cable, except that a motion to recess from
day to day, and a motion to dispense with
the first reading (in full) of a bill or resolu-
tion, if printed copies are available, are non-
debatable privileged motions in the Commit-
tee and its subcommittees.

(2) Each subcommittee is part of the Com-
mittee, and is subject to the authority and
direction of the Committee and its rules so
far as applicable.

(3) Rule Xl of the Rules of the House,
which pertains entirely to Committee proce-
dure, is incorporated and made a part of the
rules of the Committee to the extent appli-
cable.

(b) Authority to Conduct Investigations.—
The Committee is authorized at any time to
conduct such investigations and studies as it
may consider necessary or appropriate in the
exercise of its responsibilities under Rule X
of the Rules of the House and (subject to the
adoption of expense resolutions as required
by Rule X, clause 6 of the Rules of the House)
to incur expenses (including travel expenses)
in connection therewith.

(c) Authority to Print.—The Committee is
authorized to have printed and bound testi-
mony and other data presented at hearings
held by the Committee. All costs of steno-
graphic services and transcripts in connec-
tion with any meeting or hearing of the
Committee shall be paid from applicable ac-
counts of the House described in clause
1(h)(1) of Rule X of the Rules of the House.
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(d) Activities Report.—(1) The Committee
shall submit to the House, not later than
January 2 of each odd-numbered year, a re-
port on the activities of the Committee
under Rules X and Xl of the Rules of the
House during the Congress ending on Janu-
ary 3 of such year.

(2) Such report shall include separate sec-
tions summarizing the legislative and over-
sight activities of the Committee during
that Congress.

(3) The oversight section of such report
shall include a summary of the oversight
plans submitted by the Committee pursuant
to clause 2(d) of Rule X of the Rules of the
House, a summary of the actions taken and
recommendations made with respect to each
such plan, and a summary of any additional
oversight activities undertaken by the Com-
mittee, and any recommendations made or
actions taken thereon.

(e) Publication of Rules.—The Committee’s
rules shall be published in the Congressional
Record not later than 30 days after the Com-
mittee is elected in each odd-numbered year.

RULE Il. REGULAR, ADDITIONAL AND SPECIAL

MEETINGS

(a) Regular Meetings.—Regular meetings
of the Committee shall be held on the first
Wednesday of every month to transact its
business unless such day is a holiday, or the
House is in recess or is adjourned, in which
case the Chairman shall determine the regu-
lar meeting day of the Committee for that
month. The Chairman shall give each mem-
ber of the Committee, as far in advance of
the day of the regular meeting as the cir-
cumstances make practicable, a written no-
tice of such meeting and the matters to be
considered at such meeting. If the Chairman
believes that the Committee will not be con-
sidering any bill or resolution before the full
Committee and that there is no other busi-
ness to be transacted at a regular meeting,
the meeting may be canceled or it may be
deferred until such time as, in the judgment
of the Chairman, there may be matters
which require the Committee’s consider-
ation. This paragraph shall not apply to
meetings of any subcommittee.

(b) Additional Meetings.—The Chairman
may call and convene, as he or she considers
necessary, additional meetings of the Com-
mittee for the consideration of any bill or
resolution pending before the Committee or
for the conduct of other committee business.
The Committee shall meet for such purpose
pursuant to the call of the Chairman.

(c) Special Meetings.—If at least three
members of the Committee desire that a spe-
cial meeting of the Committee be called by
the Chairman, those members may file in the
offices of the Committee their written re-
quest to the Chairman for that special meet-
ing. Such request shall specify the measure
or matter to be considered. Immediately
upon the filing of the request, the clerk of
the Committee shall notify the Chairman of
the filing of the request. If, within three cal-
endar days after the filing of the request, the
Chairman does not call the requested special
meeting to be held within seven calendar
days after the filing of the request, a major-
ity of the members of the Committee may
file in the offices of the Committee their
written notice that a special meeting of the
Committee will be held, specifying the date
and hour thereof, and the measure or matter
to be considered at that special meeting. The
Committee shall meet on that date and hour.
Immediately upon the filing of the notice,
the clerk of the Committee shall notify all
members of the Committee that such meet-
ing will be held and inform them of its date
and hour and the measure or matter to be
considered; and only the measure or matter
specified in that notice may be considered at
that special meeting.
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(d) Vice Chairman.—The Committee shall
appoint a vice chairman of the Committee
and of each subcommittee. If the Chairman
of the Committee or subcommittee is not
present at any meeting of the Committee or
subcommittee, as the case may be, the vice
chairman shall preside. If the vice chairman
is not present, the ranking member of the
majority party on the Committee or sub-
committee who is present shall preside at
that meeting.

(e) Prohibition on Sitting During Joint
Session.—The Committee may not sit during
a joint session of the House and Senate or
during a recess when a joint meeting of the
House and Senate is in progress.

(f) Addressing the Committee.—(1) A Com-
mittee member may address the Committee
or a subcommittee on any bill, motion, or
other matter under consideration or may
question a witness at a hearing—

(A) only when recognized by the Chairman
for that purpose; and

(B) subject to subparagraphs (2) and (3),
only for five minutes until such time as each
member of the Committee or subcommittee
who so desires has had an opportunity to ad-
dress the Committee or subcommittee or
question the witness. A member shall be lim-
ited in his or her remarks to the subject
matter under consideration. The Chairman
shall enforce this subparagraph.

(2) The Chairman of the Committee or a
subcommittee, with the concurrence of the
ranking minority member, or the Committee
or subcommittee by motion, may permit a
specified number of its members to question
a witness for longer than five minutes. The
time for extended questioning of a witness
under this subdivision shall be equal for the
majority party and minority party and may
not exceed one hour in the aggregate.

(3) The Chairman of the Committee or a
subcommittee, with the concurrence of the
ranking minority member, or the Committee
or subcommittee by motion, may permit
committee staff for its majority and minor-
ity party members to question a witness for
equal specified periods. The time for ex-
tended questioning of a witness under this
subdivision shall be equal for the majority
party and minority party and may not ex-
ceed one hour in the aggregate.

(4) Nothing in subparagraph (2) or (3) af-
fects the right of a member (other than a
member designated under subparagraph (2))
to question a witness for five minutes in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (1)(B) after the
questioning permitted under subparagraph
(2) or (3).

(g) Meetings to Begin Promptly.—Each
meeting or hearing of the Committee shall
begin promptly at the time so stipulated in
the public announcement of the meeting or
hearing.

RULE 1Il. OPEN MEETINGS AND HEARINGS;
BROADCASTING

(a) Open Meetings.—Each meeting for the
transaction of business, including the mark-
up of legislation, and each hearing of the
Committee or a subcommittee shall be open
to the public, except as provided by clause
2(g) of Rule XI of the Rules of the House.

(b) Broadcasting.—Whenever a meeting for
the transaction of business, including the
markup of legislation, or a hearing is open to
the public, that meeting or hearing shall be
open to coverage by television, radio, and
still photography in accordance with clause 4
of Rule XI of the Rules of the House.

RULE IV. RECORDS AND RECORD VOTES

(a) Keeping of Records.—The Committee
shall keep a complete record of all Commit-
tee action which shall include—

(1) in the case of any meeting or hearing
transcripts, a substantially verbatim ac-
count of remarks actually made during the
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proceedings, subject only to technical, gram-
matical and typographical corrections au-
thorized by the person making the remarks
involved, and

(2) a record of the votes on any question on
which a record vote is demanded. The result
of each such record vote shall be made avail-
able by the Committee for inspection by the
public at reasonable times in the offices of
the Committee. Information so available for
public inspection shall include a description
of the amendment, motion, order, or other
proposition and the name of each member
voting for and each member voting against
such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition, and the names of those members
present but not voting. A record vote may be
demanded by one-fifth of the members
present.

(b) Property of the House.—AIll Committee
hearings, records, data, charts, and files
shall be kept separate and distinct from the
congressional office records of the member
serving as Chairman of the Committee; and
such records shall be the property of the
House and all members of the House shall
have access thereto.

(c) Availability of Archived Records.—The
records of the Committee at the National Ar-
chives and Records Administration shall be
made available for public use in accordance
with Rule VII of the Rules of the House. The
Chairman shall notify the ranking minority
member of the Committee of any decision,
pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or clause 4(b) of
such rule, to withhold a record otherwise
available, and the matter shall be presented
to the Committee for a determination on
written request of any member of the Com-
mittee.

RULE V. POWER TO SIT AND ACT; SUBPOENA

POWER

(a) Authority To Sit and Act.—For the pur-
pose of carrying out any of its functions and
duties under Rules X and XI of the Rules of
the House, the Committee and each of its
subcommittees, is authorized (subject to
paragraph (b)(1) of this rule)—

(1) to sit and act at such times and places
within the United States whether the House
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned
and to hold such hearings, and

(2) to require, by subpoena or otherwise,
the attendance and testimony of such wit-
nesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memorandums, pa-
pers, and documents, as it deems necessary.
The Chairman of the Committee, or any
member designated by the Chairman, may
administer oaths to any witness.

(b) Issuance of Subpoenas.—(1) A subpoena
may be issued by the Committee or sub-
committee under paragraph (a)(2) in the con-
duct of any investigation or activity or se-
ries of investigations or activities, only
when authorized by a majority of the mem-
bers voting, a majority being present. Such
authorized subpoenas shall be signed by the
Chairman of the Committee or by any mem-
ber designated by the Committee. If a spe-
cific request for a subpoena has not been pre-
viously rejected by either the Committee or
subcommittee, the Chairman of the Commit-
tee, after consultation with the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee, may au-
thorize and issue a subpoena under para-
graph (a)(2) in the conduct of any investiga-
tion or activity or series of investigations or
activities, and such subpoena shall for all
purposes be deemed a subpoena issued by the
Committee. As soon as practicable after a
subpoena is issued under this rule, the Chair-
man shall notify all members of the Commit-
tee of such action.

(2) Compliance with any subpoena issued
by the Committee or subcommittee under
paragraph (a)(2) may be enforced only as au-
thorized or directed by the House.
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(c) Expenses of Subpoenaed Witnesses.—
Each witness who has been subpoenaed, upon
the completion of his or her testimony be-
fore the Committee or any subcommittee,
may report to the offices of the Committee,
and there sign appropriate vouchers for trav-
el allowances and attendance fees. If hear-
ings are held in cities other than Washing-
ton, DC, the witness may contact the coun-
sel of the Committee, or his or her represent-
ative, before leaving the hearing room.

RULE VI. QUORUMS

(a) Working Quorum.—One-third of the
members of the Committee or a subcommit-
tee shall constitute a quorum for taking any
action other than the closing of a meeting
pursuant to clauses 2(g) and 2(k)(5) of Rule
X1 of the Rules of the House, the authorizing
of a subpoena pursuant to paragraph (b) of
Committee Rule V, the reporting of a meas-
ure or recommendation pursuant to para-
graph (b)(1) of Committee Rule VIII, and the
actions described in paragraphs (b), (c) and
(d) of this rule.

(b) Quorum for Reporting.—A majority of
the members of the Committee or a sub-
committee shall constitute a quorum for the
reporting of a measure or recommendation.

(c) Approval of Certain Matters.—A major-
ity of the members of the Committee or a
subcommittee shall constitute a quorum for
approval of a resolution concerning any of
the following actions:

(1) A prospectus for construction, alter-
ation, purchase or acquisition of a public
building or the lease of space as required by
section 7 of the Public Buildings Act of 1959.

(2) Survey investigation of a proposed
project for navigation, flood control, and
other purposes by the Corps of Engineers
(section 4 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of
March 4, 1913, 33 U.S.C. 542).

(3) Construction of a water resources devel-
opment project by the Corps of Engineers
with an estimated Federal cost not exceed-
ing $15,000,000 (section 201 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1965).

(4) Deletion of water quality storage in a
Federal reservoir project where the benefits
attributable to water quality are 15 percent
or more but not greater than 25 percent of
the total project benefits (section 65 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1974).

(5) Authorization of a Natural Resources
Conservation Service watershed project in-
volving any single structure of more than
4,000 acre feet of total capacity (section 2 of
P.L. 566, 83rd Congress).

(d) Quorum for Taking Testimony.—Two
members of the Committee or subcommittee
shall constitute a quorum for the purpose of
taking testimony and receiving evidence.

RULE VII. HEARING PROCEDURES

(a) Announcement.—The Chairman, in the
case of a hearing to be conducted by the
Committee, and the appropriate subcommit-
tee chairman, in the case of a hearing to be
conducted by a subcommittee, shall make
public announcement of the date, place, and
subject matter of such hearing at least one
week before the hearing. If the Chairman or
the appropriate subcommittee chairman, as
the case may be, with the concurrence of the
ranking minority member of the Committee
or subcommittee as appropriate, determines
there is good cause to begin the hearing
sooner, or if the Committee or subcommittee
so determines by majority vote, a quorum
being present for the transaction of business,
the Chairman shall make the announcement
at the earliest possible date. The clerk of the
Committee shall promptly notify the Daily
Digest Clerk of the Congressional Record and
shall promptly enter the appropriate infor-
mation into the Committee scheduling serv-
ice of the House Information Resources as
soon as possible after such public announce-
ment is made.
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(b) Written Statement; Oral Testimony.—
So far as practicable, each witness who is to
appear before the Committee or a sub-
committee shall file with the clerk of the
Committee or subcommittee, at least two
working days before the day of his or her ap-
pearance, a written statement of proposed
testimony and shall limit his or her oral
presentation to a summary of the written
statement.

(c) Minority Witnesses.—When any hearing
is conducted by the Committee or any sub-
committee upon any measure or matter, the
minority party members on the Committee
or subcommittee shall be entitled, upon re-
quest to the Chairman by a majority of those
minority members before the completion of
such hearing, to call witnesses selected by
the minority to testify with respect to that
measure or matter during at least one day of
hearing thereon.

(d) Summary of Subject Matter.—Upon an-
nouncement of a hearing, to the extent prac-
ticable, the Committee shall make available
immediately to all members of the Commit-
tee a concise summary of the subject matter
(including legislative reports and other ma-
terial) under consideration. In addition, upon
announcement of a hearing and subsequently
as they are received, the Chairman shall
make available to the members of the Com-
mittee any official reports from departments
and agencies on such matter.

(e) Questioning of Witnesses.—The ques-
tioning of witnesses in Committee and sub-
committee hearings shall be initiated by the
Chairman, followed by the ranking minority
member and all other members alternating
between the majority and minority parties.
In recognizing members to question wit-
nesses in this fashion, the Chairman shall
take into consideration the ratio of the ma-
jority to minority members present and
shall establish the order of recognition for
questioning in such a manner as not to dis-
advantage the members of the majority nor
the members of the minority. The Chairman
may accomplish this by recognizing two ma-
jority members for each minority member
recognized.

() Investigative Hearings.—(1) Clause 2(k)
of Rule XI of the Rules of the House (relating
to additional rules for investigative hear-
ings) applies to investigative hearings of the
Committee and its subcommittees.

(2) A subcommittee may not begin a major
investigation without approval of a majority
of such subcommittee.

RULE VIIl. PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING BILLS

AND RESOLUTIONS

(a) Filing of Reports.—(1) The Chairman of
the Committee shall report promptly to the
House any measure or matter approved by
the Committee and take necessary steps to
bring the measure or matter to a vote.

(2) The report of the Committee on a meas-
ure or matter which has been approved by
the Committee shall be filed within seven
calendar days (exclusive of days on which
the House is not in session) after the day on
which there has been filed with the clerk of
the Committee a written request, signed by
a majority of the members of the Commit-
tee, for the reporting of that measure or
matter. Upon the filing of any such request,
the clerk of the Committee shall transmit
immediately to the Chairman of the Com-
mittee notice of the filing of that request.

(b) Quorum; Record Votes.—(1) No meas-
ure, matter or recommendation shall be re-
ported from the Committee unless a major-
ity of the Committee was actually present.

(2) With respect to each record vote on a
motion to report any measure or matter of a
public character, and on any amendment of-
fered to the measure or matter, the total
number of votes cast for and against, and the
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names of those members voting for and
against, shall be included in the Committee
report on the measure or matter.

(c) Required Matters.—The report of the
Committee on a measure or matter which
has been approved by the Committee shall
include the items required to be included by
clauses 2(c) and 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of
the House.

(d) Additional Views.—If, at the time of ap-
proval of any measure or matter by the Com-
mittee, any member of the Committee gives
notice of intention to file supplemental, mi-
nority, or additional views, that member
shall be entitled to not less than two addi-
tional calendar days after the day of such
notice (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal holidays) in which to file such views in
accordance with clause 2(1) of Rule XI of the
Rules of the House.

(e)(1) Approval of Committee Views.—All
Committee and subcommittee prints, re-
ports, documents, or other materials, not
otherwise provided for under this rule, that
purport to express publicly the views of the
Committee or any of its subcommittees or
members of the Committee or its sub-
committees shall be approved by the Com-
mittee or the subcommittee prior to printing
and distribution and any member shall be
given an opportunity to have views included
as part of such material prior to printing, re-
lease and distribution in accordance with
paragraph (d) of this rule.

(2) A Committee or subcommittee docu-
ment containing views other than those of
members of the Committee or subcommittee
shall not be published without approval of
the Committee or subcommittee.

RULE IX. OVERSIGHT

(@) Purpose.—The Committee shall carry
out oversight responsibilities as provided in
this rule in order to assist the House in—

(1) its analysis, appraisal, and evaluation
of (A) the application, administration, exe-
cution, and effectiveness of the laws enacted
by the Congress, or (B) conditions and cir-
cumstances which may indicate the neces-
sity or desirability of enacting new or addi-
tional legislation, and

(2) its formulation, consideration, and en-
actment of such modifications or changes in
those laws, and of such additional legisla-
tion, as may be necessary or appropriate.

(b) Oversight Plan.—Not later than Feb-
ruary 15 of the first session of each Congress,
the Committee shall adopt its oversight
plans for that Congress in accordance with
clause 2(d)(1) of Rule X of the Rules of the
House.

(c) Review of Laws and Programs.—The
Committee and the appropriate subcommit-
tees shall cooperatively review and study, on
a continuing basis, the application, adminis-
tration, execution, and effectiveness of those
laws, or parts of laws, the subject matter of
which is within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee, and the organization and operation
of the Federal agencies and entities having
responsibilities in or for the administration
and execution thereof, in order to determine
whether such laws and the programs there-
under are being implemented and carried out
in accordance with the intent of the Con-
gress and whether such programs should be
continued, curtailed, or eliminated. In addi-
tion, the Committee and the appropriate
subcommittees shall cooperatively review
and study any conditions or circumstances
which may indicate the necessity or desir-
ability of enacting new or additional legisla-
tion within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee (whether or not any bill or resolution has
been introduced with respect thereto), and
shall on a continuing basis undertake future
research and forecasting on matters within
the jurisdiction of the Committee.
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(d) Review of Tax Policies.—The Commit-
tee and the appropriate subcommittees shall
cooperatively review and study on a continu-
ing basis the impact or probable impact of
tax policies affecting subjects within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee.

RULE X. REVIEW OF CONTINUING PROGRAMS;

BUDGET ACT PROVISIONS

(a) Ensuring Annual Appropriations.—The
Committee shall, in its consideration of all
bills and joint resolutions of a public char-
acter within its jurisdiction, ensure that ap-
propriations for continuing programs and ac-
tivities of the Federal Government and the
District of Columbia government will be
made annually to the maximum extent fea-
sible and consistent with the nature, require-
ments, and objectives of the programs and
activities involved. For the purposes of this
paragraph, a Government agency includes
the organizational units of government list-
ed in clause 7(d) of Rule XIII of the Rules of
the House.

(b) Review of Multi-Year Appropriations.—
The Committee shall review, from time to
time, each continuing program within its ju-
risdiction for which appropriations are not
made annually in order to ascertain whether
such program could be modified so that ap-
propriations therefore would be made annu-
ally.

(c) Views and Estimates.—The Committee
shall, on or before February 25 of each year,
submit to the Committee on the Budget (1)
its views and estimates with respect to all
matters to be set forth in the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for the ensuing fiscal
year which are within its jurisdiction or
functions, and (2) an estimate of the total
amount of new budget authority, and budget
outlays resulting therefrom, to be provided
or authorized in all bills and resolutions
within its jurisdiction which it intends to be
effective during that fiscal year.

(d) Budget Allocations.—As soon as prac-
ticable after a concurrent resolution on the
Budget for any fiscal year is agreed to, the
Committee (after consulting with the appro-
priate committee or committees of the Sen-
ate) shall subdivide any allocations made to
it in the joint explanatory statement accom-
panying the conference report on such reso-
lution, and promptly report such subdivi-
sions to the House, in the manner provided
by section 302 or section 602 (in the case of
fiscal years 1991 through 1995) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974.

(e) Reconciliation.—Whenever the Commit-
tee is directed in a concurrent resolution on
the budget to determine and recommend
changes in laws, bills, or resolutions under
the reconciliation process, it shall promptly
make such determination and recommenda-
tions, and report a reconciliation bill or res-
olution (or both) to the House or submit such
recommendations to the Committee on the
Budget, in accordance with the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974.

RULE XI. COMMITTEE BUDGETS

(a) Biennial Budget.—The Chairman, in
consultation with the chairman of each sub-
committee, the majority members of the
Committee and the minority members of the
Committee, shall, for each Congress, prepare
a consolidated Committee budget. Such
budget shall include necessary amounts for
staff personnel, necessary travel, investiga-
tion, and other expenses of the Committee.

(b) Additional Expenses.—Authorization
for the payment of additional or unforessen
Committee expenses may be procured by one
or more additional expense resolutions proc-
essed in the same manner as set out herein.

(c) Travel Requests.—The Chairman or any
chairman of a subcommittee may initiate
necessary travel requests as provided in
Committee Rule XIII within the limits of the
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consolidated budget as approved by the
House and the Chairman may execute nec-
essary vouchers thereof.

(d) Monthly Reports.—Once monthly, the
Chairman shall submit to the Committee on
House Administration, in writing, a full and
detailed accounting of all expenditures made
during the period since the last such ac-
counting from the amount budgeted to the
Committee. Such report shall show the
amount and purpose of such expenditure and
the budget to which such expenditure is at-
tributed. A copy of such monthly report
shall be available in the Committee office for
review by members of the Committee.

RULE XII. COMMITTEE STAFF

(a) Appointment by Chairman.—The Chair-
man shall appoint and determine the remu-
neration of, and may remove, the employees
of the Committee not assigned to the minor-
ity. The staff of the Committee not assigned
to the minority shall be under the general
supervision and direction of the Chairman,
who shall establish and assign the duties and
responsibilities of such staff members and
delegate such authority as he or she deter-
mines appropriate.

(b) Appointment by Ranking Minority
Member.—The ranking minority member of
the Committee shall appoint and determine
the remuneration of, and may remove, the
staff assigned to the minority within the
budget approved for such purposes. The staff
assigned to the monority shall be under the
general supervision and direction of the
ranking minority member of the Committee
who may delegate such authority as he or
she determines appropriate.

(c) Intention Regarding Staff.—It is in-
tended that the skills and experience of all
members of the Committee staff shall be
available to all members of the Committee.

RULE XIIl. TRAVEL OF MEMBERS AND STAFF

(a) Approval.—Consistent with the primary
expense resolution and such additional ex-
pense resolutions as may have been ap-
proved, the provisions of this rule shall gov-
ern travel of Committee members and staff.
Travel to be reimbursed from funds set aside
for the Committee for any member or any
staff member shall be paid only upon the
prior authorization of the Chairman. Travel
shall be authorized by the Chairman for any
member and any staff member in connection
with the attendance of hearings conducted
by the Committee or any subcommittee and
meetings, conferences, and investigations
which involve activities or subject matter
under the general jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee. Before such authorization is given
there shall be submitted to the Chairman in
writing the following:

(1) the purpose of the travel;

(2) the dates during which the travel is to
be made and the date or dates of the event
for which the travel is being made;

(3) the location of the event for which the
travel is to be made;

(4) the names of members and staff seeking
authorization.

(b) Subcommittee Travel.—In the case of
travel of members and staff of a subcommit-
tee to hearings, meetings, conferences, and
investigations involving activities or subject
matter under the legislative assignment of
such subcommittee, prior authorization
must be obtained from the subcommittee
chairman and the Chairman. Such prior au-
thorization shall be given by the Chairman
only upon the representation by the chair-
man of such subcommittee in writing setting
forth those items enumerated in subpara-
graphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) of paragraph (a)
and that there has been a compliance where
applicable with Committee Rule VII.

(c) Travel Outside the United States.—(1)
In the case of travel outside the United
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States of members and staff of the Commit-
tee or of a subcommittee for the purpose of
conducting hearings, investigations, studies,
or attending meetings and conferences in-
volving activities or subject matter under
the legislative assignment of the Committee
or pertinent subcommittee, prior authoriza-
tion must be obtained from the Chairman,
or, in the case of a subcommittee from the
subcommittee chairman and the Chairman.
Before such authorization is given there
shall be submitted to the Chairman, in writ-
ing, a request for such authorization. Each
request, which shall be filed in a manner
that allows for a reasonable period of time
for review before such travel is scheduled to
begin, shall include the following:

(A) the purpose of the travel;

(B) the dates during which the travel will
occur;

(C) the names of the countries to be visited
and the length of time to be spent in each;

(D) an agenda of anticipated activities for
each country for which travel is authorized
together with a description of the purpose to
be served and the areas of Committee juris-
diction involved; and

(E) the names of members and staff for
whom authorization is sought.

(2) Requests for travel outside the United
States may be initiated by the Chairman or
the chairman of a subcommittee (except that
individuals may submit a request to the
Chairman for the purpose of attending a con-
ference or meeting) and shall be limited to
members and permanent employees of the
Committee.

(3) At the conclusion of any hearing, inves-
tigation, study, meeting or conference for
which travel has been authorized pursuant to
this rule, each staff member involved in such
travel shall submit a written report to the
Chairman covering the activities and other
pertinent observations or information gained
as a result of such travel.

(d) Applicability of Laws, Rules, Policies.—
Members and staff of the Committee per-
forming authorized travel on official busi-
ness shall be governed by applicable laws,
resolutions, or regulations of the House and
of the Committee on House Administration
pertaining to such travel, and by the travel
policy of the Committee as set forth in the
Committee Travel Manual.

RULE XIV. ESTABLISHMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEES;
SIZE AND PARTY RATIOS; CONFERENCE COM-
MITTEES

(a) Establishment.—There shall be 6 stand-
ing subcommittees. These subcommittees,
with the following sizes (including delegates)
and majority/minority ratios are:

(1) Subcommittee on Aviation (50 Mem-
bers: 28 Majority and 22 Minority)

(2) Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Mar-
itime Transportation (9 Members: 5 Majority
and 4 Minority)

(38) Subcommittee on Economic Develop-
ment, Public Buildings, Hazardous Materials
and Pipeline Transportation (10 Members: 6
Majority and 4 Minority)

(4) Subcommittee on Ground Transpor-
tation (50 Members: 28 Majority and 22 Mi-
nority)

(5) Subcommittee on Oversight, Investiga-
tions and Emergency Management (9 Mem-
bers: 5 Majority and 4 Minority)

(6) Subcommittee on Water Resources and
Environment (36 Members: 20 Majority and
16 Minority)

(b) Ex Officio Members.—The Chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee shall serve as ex officio voting mem-
bers on each subcommittee.

(c) Ratios.—On each subcommittee there
shall be a ratio of majority party members
to minority party members which shall be no
less favorable to the majority party than the
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ratio for the full Committee. In calculating
the ratio of majority party members to mi-
nority party members, there shall be in-
cluded the ex officio members of the sub-
committees.

(d) Conferees.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee shall recommend to the Speaker as
conferees the names of those members (1) of
the majority party selected by the Chairman
and (2) of the minority party selected by the
ranking minority member of the Committee.
Recommendations of conferees to the Speak-
er shall provide a ratio of majority party
members to minority party members which
shall be no less favorable to the majority
party than the ratio for the Committee.

RULE XV. POWERS AND DUTIES OF
SUBCOMMITTEE

(a) Authority to Sit.—Each subcommittee
is authorized to meet, hold hearings, receive
evidence, and report to the full Committee
on all matters referred to it or under its ju-
risdiction. Subcommittee chairmen shall set
dates for hearings and meetings of their re-
spective subcommittees after consultation
with the Chairman and other subcommittee
chairmen with a view toward avoiding simul-
taneous scheduling of full Committee and
subcommittee meetings or hearings when-
ever possible.

(b) Disclaimer.—AIll Committee or sub-
committee reports printed pursuant to legis-
lative study or investigation and not ap-
proved by a majority vote of the Committee
or subcommittee, as appropriate, shall con-
tain the following disclaimer on the cover of
such report: “This report has not been offi-
cially adopted by the Committee on (or per-
tinent subcommittee thereof) and may not
therefore necessarily reflect the views of its
members.”’

(c) Consideration by Committee.—Each
bill, resolution, or other matter favorably re-
ported by a subcommittee shall automati-
cally be placed upon the agenda of the Com-
mittee. Any such matter reported by a sub-
committee shall not be considered by the
Committee unless it has been delivered to
the offices of all members of the Committee
at least 48 hours before the meeting, unless
the Chairman determines that the matter is
of such urgency that it should be given early
consideration. Where practicable, such mat-
ters shall be accompanied by a comparison
with present law and a section-by-section
analysis.

RULE XVI. REFERRAL OF LEGISLATION TO
SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) General Requirement.—Except where
the Chairman of the Committee determines,
in consultation with the majority members
of the Committee, that consideration is to be
by the full Committee, each bill, resolution,
investigation, or other matter which relates
to a subject listed under the jurisdiction of
any subcommittee established in Rule XIV
referred to or initiated by the full Commit-
tee shall be referred by the Chairman to all
subcommittees of appropriate jurisdiction
within two weeks. All bills shall be referred
to the subcommittee of proper jurisdiction
without regard to whether the author is or is
not a member of the subcommittee.

(b) Recall from Subcommittee.—A bill, res-
olution, or other matter referred to a sub-
committee in accordance with this rule may
be recalled therefrom at any time by a vote
of a majority of the members of the Commit-
tee voting, a quorum being present, for the
Committee’s direct consideration or for ref-
erence to another subcommittee.

(c) Multiple Referrals.—In carrying out
this rule with respect to any matter, the
Chairman may refer the matter simulta-
neously to two or more subcommittees for
concurrent consideration or for consider-
ation in sequence (subject to appropriate
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time limitations in the case of any sub-
committee after the first), or divide the mat-
ter into two or more parts (reflecting dif-
ferent subjects and jurisdictions) and refer
each such part to a different subcommittee,
or make such other provisions as he or she
considers appropriate.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS FOR THE
106TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. STUMP) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to rule
Xl, clause 2(a) of the Rules of the House, en-
closed are the rules of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs for the 106th Congress.

COMMITTEE RULES OF PROCEDURE

FOR THE 106TH CONGRESS
(Adopted February 3, 1999)
RULE 1—APPLICABILITY OF HOUSE RULES

The Rules of the House are the rules of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and its sub-
committees so far as applicable, except that
a motion to recess from day to day is a privi-
leged motion in Committees and subcommit-
tees. Each subcommittee of the Committee
is a part of the Committee and is subject to
the authority and direction of the Commit-
tee and to its rules so far as applicable.

RULE 2—COMMITTEE MEETINGS AND HEARINGS
REGULAR AND ADDITIONAL MEETINGS

(a)(1) The regular meeting day for the
Committee shall be at 10 a.m. on the second
Wednesday of each month in such place as
the Chairman may designate. However, the
Chairman may dispense with a regular
Wednesday meeting of the Committee.

(2)(A) The Chairman of the Committee
may call and convene, as he considers nec-
essary, additional meetings of the Commit-
tee for the consideration of any bill or reso-
lution pending before the Committee or for
the conduct of other Committee business.
The Committee shall meet for such purpose
pursuant to the call of the Chairman.

(B) The Chairman shall notify each mem-
ber of the Committee of the agenda of each
regular and additional meeting of the Com-
mittee at least 24 hours before the time of
the meeting, except under circumstances the
Chairman determines to be of an emergency
nature. Under such circumstances, the
Chairman shall make an effort to consult the
ranking minority member, or in such mem-
ber’s absence, the next ranking minority
party member of the Committee.

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT

(b)(1) The Chairman, in the case of a hear-
ing to be conducted by the Committee, and
the subcommittee Chairman, in the case of a
hearing to be conducted by a subcommittee,
shall make public announcement of the date,
place, and subject matter of any hearing to
be conducted on any measure or matter at
least one week before the commencement of
that hearing unless the Committee or the
subcommittee determines that there is good
cause to begin the hearing at an earlier date.
In the latter event, the Chairman or the sub-
committee Chairman, as the case may be,
shall consult with the ranking minority
member and make such public announce-
ment at the earliest possible date. The clerk
of the Committee shall promptly notify the
Daily Clerk of the Congressional Record and
the Committee scheduling service of the
House Information Resources as soon as pos-
sible after such public announcement is
made.
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(2) Meetings and hearings of the Commit-
tee and each of its subcommittees shall be
open to the public unless closed in accord-
ance with clause 2(g) of House rule XI.

QUORUM AND ROLLCALLS

(©)1) A majority of the members of the
Committee shall constitute a quorum for
business and a majority of the members of
any subcommittee shall constitute a quorum
thereof for business, except that two mem-
bers shall constitute a quorum for the pur-
pose of taking testimony and receiving evi-
dence.

(2) No measure or recommendation shall be
reported to the House of Representatives un-
less a majority of the Committee was actu-
ally present.

(3) There shall be kept in writing a record
of the proceedings of the Committee and
each of its subcommittees, including a
record of the votes on any question on which
a recorded vote is demanded. The result of
each such record vote shall be made avail-
able by the Committee for inspection by the
public at reasonable times in the offices of
the Committee. Information so available for
public inspection shall include a description
of the amendment, motion, order or other
proposition and the name of each member
voting for and each member voting against
such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition, and the names of those members
present but not voting.

(4) A record vote may be demanded by one-
fifth of the members present or, in the appar-
ent absence of a quorum, by any one mem-
ber. With respect to any record vote on any
motion to amend or report, the total number
of votes cast for and against, and the names
of those members voting for and against,
shall be included in the report of the Com-
mittee on the bill or resolution.

(5) No vote by any member of the Commit-
tee or a subcommittee with respect to any
measure or matter may be cast by proxy.

CALLING AND INTERROGATING WITNESSES

(d)(1) Committee and subcommittee mem-
bers may question witnesses only when they
have been recognized by the Chairman of the
Committee or subcommittee for that pur-
pose, and only for a 5-minute period until all
members present have had an opportunity to
question a witness. The 5-minute period for
questioning a witness by any one member
may be extended only with the unanimous
consent of all members present. The ques-
tioning of witnesses in both Committee and
subcommittee hearings shall be initiated by
the Chairman, followed by the ranking mi-
nority party member and all other members
alternating between the majority and minor-
ity. Except as otherwise announced by the
Chairman at the beginning of a hearing,
members who are present at the start of the
hearing will be recognized before other mem-
bers who arrive after the hearing has begun.
In recognizing members to question wit-
nesses in this fashion, the Chairman shall
take into consideration the ratio of the ma-
jority to minority members present and
shall establish the order of recognition for
questioning in such a manner as not to dis-
advantage the members of the majority.

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of para-
graph (1) regarding the 5-minute rule, the
Chairman after consultation with the rank-
ing minority member may designate an
equal number of members of the Committee
or subcommittee majority and minority
party to question a witness for a period not
longer than 30 minutes. In no event shall the
Chairman allow a member to question a wit-
ness for an extended period under this rule
until all members present have had the op-
portunity to ask questions under the 5-
minute rule. The Chairman after consulta-
tion with the ranking minority member may
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permit Committee staff for its majority and
minority party members to question a wit-
ness for equal specified periods of time.

(3) So far as practicable: (A) each witness
who is to appear before the Committee or a
subcommittee shall file with the clerk of the
Committee, at least 48 hours in advance of
the appearance of the witness, a written
statement of the testimony of the witness
and shall limit any oral presentation to a
summary of the written statement; and (B)
each witness appearing in a non-govern-
mental capacity shall include with the writ-
ten statement of proposed testimony a cur-
riculum vitae and a disclosure of the amount
and source (by agency and program) of any
Federal grant (or subgrant thereof) or con-
tact (or subcontract thereof) received during
the current fiscal year or either of the two
preceding fiscal years.

(4) When a hearing is conducted by the
Committee or a subcommittee on any meas-
ure or matter, the minority party members
on the Committee shall be entitled, upon re-
quest to the Chairman of a majority of those
minority members before the completion of
the hearing, to call witnesses selected by the
minority to testify with respect to that
measure or matter during at least one day of
the hearing thereon.

MEDIA COVERAGE OF PROCEEDINGS

(e) Any meeting of the Committee or its
subcommittees that is open to the public
shall be open to coverage by radio, tele-
vision, and still photography in accordance
with the provisions of clause 4 of House rule
XI.

SUBPOENAS

(f) Pursuant to clause 2(m) of House rule
Xl, a subpoena may be authorized and issued
by the Committee or a subcommittee in the
conduct of any investigation or series of in-
vestigations or activities, only when author-
ized by a majority of the members voting, a
majority being present.

RULE 3—GENERAL OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITY

(a) In order to assist the House in:

(1) Its analysis, appraisal, evaluation of (A)
the application, administration, execution,
and effectiveness of the laws enacted by the
Congress, or (B) conditions and cir-
cumstances which may indicate the neces-
sity or desirability of enacting new or addi-
tional legislation, and

(2) its formulation, consideration and en-
actment of such modifications or changes in
those laws, and of such additional legisla-
tion, as may be necessary or appropriate, the
Committee and its various subcommittees,
consistent with their jurisdiction as set
forth in Rule 4, shall have oversight respon-
sibilities as provided in subsection (b).

(b)(1) The Committee and its subcommit-
tees shall review and study, on a continuing
basis, the applications, administration, exe-
cution, and effectiveness of those laws, or
parts of laws, the subject matter of which is
within the jurisdiction of the Committee or
subcommittee, and the organization and op-
eration of the Federal agencies and entities
having responsibilities in or for the adminis-
tration and execution thereof, in order to de-
termine whether such laws and the programs
thereunder are being implemented and car-
ried out in accordance with the intent of the
Congress and whether such programs should
be continued, curtailed, or eliminated.

(2) In addition, the Committee and its sub-
committees shall review and study any con-
ditions or circumstances which may indicate
the necessity or desirability of enacting new
or additional legislation within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee or subcommittee
(whether or not any bill or resolution has
been introduced with respect thereto), and
shall on a continuing basis undertake future
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research and forecasting on matters within
the jurisdiction of the Committee or sub-
committee.

(3) Not later than February 15 of the first
session of a Congress, the Committee shall
meet in open session, with a quorum present,
to adopt its oversight plans for that Con-
gress for submission to the Committee on
House Administration and the Committee on
Government Reform, in accordance with the
provisions of clause 2(d) of House rule X.

RULE 4—SUBCOMMITTEES

ESTABLISHMENT AND JURISDICTION OF
SUBCOMMITTEES

(a)(1) There shall be three subcommittees
of the Committee as follows:

(A) Subcommittee on Health, which shall
have legislative, oversight and investigative
jurisdiction over veterans’ hospitals, medical
care, and treatment of veterans.

(B) Subcommittee on Benefits, which shall
have legislative, oversight and investigative
jurisdiction over compensation, general and
special pensions of all the wars of the United
States, life insurance issued by the Govern-
ment on account of service in the Armed
Forces, cemeteries of the United States in
which veterans of any war or conflict are or
may be buried, whether in the United States
or abroad, except cemeteries administered
by the Secretary of the Interior, burial bene-
fits, education of veterans, vocational reha-
bilitation, veterans’ housing programs, read-
justment of servicemen to civilian life, and
soldiers’ and sailors’ civil relief.

(C) Subcommittee on Oversight and Inves-
tigations, which shall have authority over
matters that are referred to the subcommit-
tee by the Chairman of the full Committee
for investigation and appropriate rec-
ommendations. Provided, however, That the
operations of the Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations shall in no way
limit the responsibility of the other sub-
committees on the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs for carrying out their oversight du-
ties. This subcommittee shall not have legis-
lative jurisdiction and no bills or resolutions
shall be referred to it.

In addition, each subcommittee shall have
responsibility for such other measures or
matters as the Chairman refers to it.

(2) Any vacancy in the membership of a
subcommittee shall not affect the power of
the remaining members to execute the func-
tions of that subcommittee.

REFERRAL TO SUBCOMMITTEES

(b)(1) The Chairman of the Committee may
refer a measure or matter, which is within
the general responsibility of more than one
of the subcommittees of the Committee, as
the Chairman deems appropriate.

(2) In referring any measure or matter to a
subcommittee, the Chairman of the Commit-
tee may specify a date by which the sub-
committee shall report thereon to the Com-
mittee.

POWERS AND DUTIES

(c)(1) Each subcommittee is authorized to
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and
report to the full Committee on all matters
referred to it or under its jurisdiction. Sub-
committee chairmen shall set dates for hear-
ings and meetings of their respective sub-
committees after consultation with the
Chairman of the Committee and other sub-
committee chairmen with a view toward
avoiding simultaneous scheduling of Com-
mittee and subcommittee meetings or hear-
ings whenever possible.

(2) Whenever a subcommittee has ordered a
bill, resolution, or other matter to be re-
ported to the Committee, the Chairman of
the subcommittee reporting the bill, resolu-
tion, or matter to the full Committee, or any
member authorized by the subcommittee to
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do so shall notify the Chairman and the
ranking minority party member of the Com-
mittee of the Subcommittee’s action.

(3) A member of the Committee who is not
a member of a particular subcommittee may
sit with the subcommittee during any of its
meetings and hearings, but shall not have
authority to vote, cannot be counted for a
quorum, and cannot raise a point of order at
the meeting or hearing.

(4) Each subcommittee of the Committee
shall provide the Committee with copies of
such records of votes taken in the sub-
committee and such other records with re-
spect to the subcommittee as the Chairman
of the Committee deems necessary for the
Committee to comply with all rules and reg-
ulations of the House.

RULE 5—TRANSCRIPTS AND RECORDS

(@)(1) There shall be a transcript made of
each regular and additional meeting and
hearing of the Committee and its sub-
committees. Any such transcript shall be a
substantially verbatim account of remarks
actually made during the proceedings, sub-
ject only to technical, grammatical, and ty-
pographical corrections authorized by the
person making the remarks involved.

(2) The Committee shall keep a record of
all actions of the Committee and each of its
subcommittees. The record shall contain all
information required by clause 2(e)(1) of
House rule X1 and shall be available for pub-
lic inspection at reasonable times in the of-
fices of the Committee.

(3) The records of the Committee at the
National Archives and Records Administra-
tion shall be made available for public use in
accordance with House rule VII. The Chair-
man shall notify the ranking minority mem-
ber of any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3)
or clause 4(b) of the rule, to withhold a
record otherwise available, and the matter
shall be presented to the Committee for a de-
termination on written request of any mem-
ber of the Committee.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
SMALL BUSINESS FOR THE 106TH
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE.
Under a previous order of the House,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TAL-
ENT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to rule
Xl, clause 2(a) of the Rules of the House, en-
closed are the rules of the Committee on
Small Business for the 106th Congress.
RULES AND PROCEDURES OF THE COMMITTEE

ON SMALL BuUSINESs U.S. HOUSE OF REP-

RESENTATIVES, 106TH CONGRESS

1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

The Rules of the House of Representatives,
and in particular the committee rules enu-
merated in rule Xl, are the rules of the Com-
mittee on Small Business to the extent ap-
plicable and by this reference are incor-
porated. Each subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Small Business (hereinafter referred
to as the ““committee’”) is a part of the com-
mittee and is subject to the authority and
direction of the committee, and to its rules
to the extent applicable.

2. REFERRAL OF BILLS BY CHAIRMAN

Unless retained for consideration by the
full committee, all legislation and other
matters referred to the committee shall be
referred by the Chairman to the subcommit-
tee of appropriate jurisdiction within 2
weeks. Where the subject matter of the refer-
ral involves the jurisdiction of more than
one subcommittee or does not fall within
any previously assigned jurisdictions, the
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Chairman shall refer the matter as he may
deem advisable.

3. DATE OF MEETING

The regular meeting date of the committee
shall be the second Thursday of every month
when the House is in session. A regular
meeting of the committee may be dispensed
with if, in the judgment of the Chairman,
there is no need for the meeting. Additional
meetings may be called by the Chairman as
he may deem necessary or at the request of
a majority of the members of the committee
in accordance with clause 2(c) of rule Xl of
the House.

At least 3 days notice of such an additional
meeting shall be given unless the Chairman
determines that there is good cause to call
the meeting on less notice.

The determination of the business to be
considered at each meeting shall be made by
the Chairman subject to clause 2(c) of rule
X1 of the House.

A regularly scheduled meeting need not be
held if there is no business to be considered
or, upon at least 3 days notice, it may be set
for a different date.

4. ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS

Unless the Chairman, with the concurrence
of the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by majority vote, determines that
there is good cause to begin a hearing at an
earlier date, public announcement shall be
made of the date, place and subject matter of
any hearing to be conducted by the commit-
tee at least 1 week before the commence-
ment of that hearing.

5. MEETINGS AND HEARINGS OPEN TO THE
PUBLIC

(A) Meetings

Each meeting of the committee or its sub-
committees for the transaction of business,
including the markup of legislation, shall be
open to the public, including the radio, tele-
vision and still photography coverage, except
as provided by clause 4 of rule Xl of the
House, except when the committee or sub-
committee, in open session and with a ma-
jority present, determines by record vote
that all or part of the remainder of the meet-
ing on that day shall be closed to the public
because disclosure of matters to be consid-
ered would endanger national security,
would compromise sensitive law enforcement
information, or would tend to defame, de-
grade or incriminate any person or otherwise
would violate any law or rule of the House;
Provided, however, that no person other
than members of the committee, and such
congressional staff and such executive
branch representatives as they may author-
ize, shall be present in any business meeting
or markup session which has been closed to
the public.
(B) Hearings

Each hearing conducted by the committee
or its subcommittees shall be open to the
public, including radio, television and still
photography coverage, except when the com-
mittee or subcommittee, in open session and
with a majority present, determines by
record vote that all or part of the remainder
of the hearing on that day shall be closed to
the public because disclosure of testimony,
evidence or other matters to be considered
would endanger the national security, would
compromise sensitive law enforcement infor-
mation, or would violate any law or rule of
the House; Provided, however, that the com-
mittee or subcommittee may by the same
procedure vote to close one subsequent day
of hearings. Notwithstanding the require-
ments of the preceding sentence, a majority
of those present, there being in attendance
the requisite number required under the
rules of the committee to be present for the
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purpose of taking testimony, (i) may vote to
close the hearing for the sole purpose of dis-
cussing whether testimony or evidence to be
received would endanger the national secu-
rity, would compromise sensitive law en-
forcement information, or violate clause
2(k)(5) of rule Xl of the House; or (ii) may
vote to close the hearing, as provided in
clause 2(k)(5) of rule XI of the House.

No member of the House may be excluded
from non-participatory attendance at any
hearing of the committee or any subcommit-
tee, unless the House of Representatives
shall by majority vote authorize the com-
mittee or subcommittee, for purposes of a
particular series of hearings on a particular
article of legislation or on a particular sub-
ject of investigation, to close its hearing to
members by the same procedures designated
for closing hearings to the public.

6. WITNESSES
(A) Statement of Witnesses

Each witness shall file with the commit-
tee, 48 hours in advance of his or her appear-
ance, 100 copies of his or her written state-
ment of proposed testimony, and shall limit
the oral presentation at such appearance to
a brief summary of his or her views.

Each witness shall also submit to the com-
mittee on the day of the hearing a copy of
his or her final prepared statement on a 3.5’
computer diskette in Word or a similar for-
mat.

The committee will provide public access
to its printed materials, including the pro-
posed testimony of witnesses, in electronic
form.

(B) Interrogation of Witnesses

The right to interrogate witnesses before
the committee or any of its subcommittees
shall alternate between the majority mem-
bers and the minority members. In recogniz-
ing members to question witnesses, the
Chairman may take into consideration the
ratio of majority and minority members
present.

7. SUBPOENAS

A subpoena may be authorized and issued
by the Chairman of the committee in the
conduct of any investigation or series of in-
vestigations or activities to require the at-
tendance and testimony of such witness and
the production of such books, records, cor-
respondence, memoranda, papers and docu-
ments as he deems necessary. The ranking
minority member shall be promptly notified
of the issuance of such a subpoena.

Such a subpoena may be authorized and
issued by the chairman of a subcommittee
with the approval of a majority of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee and the approval of
the Chairman of the committee.

8. QUORUM

No measure or recommendation shall be
reported unless a majority of the committee
was actually present. For purposes of taking
testimony or receiving evidence, two mem-
bers shall constitute a quorum. For all other
purposes, one-third of the members shall
constitute a quorum.

9. AMENDMENTS DURING MARK-UP

Any amendment offered to any pending
legislation before the committee must be
made available in written form when re-
quested by any member of the committee. If
such amendment is not available in written
form when requested, the Chairman shall
allow an appropriate period for the provision
thereof.

10. PROXIES
No vote by any member of the committee
or any of its subcommittees with respect to
any measure or matter may be cast by
proxy.
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11. NUMBER AND JURISDICTION OF
SUBCOMMITTEES

There will be five subcommittees as fol-
lows:

Empowerment (five Republicans and four
Democrats)

Government Programs and Oversight (five
Republicans and four Democrats)

Regulatory Reform and Paperwork Reduc-
tion (five Republicans and four Democrats)

Rural Enterprises, Business Opportunities
and Special Small Business Problems (five
Republicans and four Democrats)

Tax, Finance and Exports (five Repub-
licans and four Democrats)

During the 106th Congress, the Chairman
and ranking minority member shall be ex
officio members of all subcommittees, with-
out vote, and the full committee shall have
the authority to conduct oversight of all
areas of the committee’s jurisdiction.

In addition to conducting oversight in the
area of their respective jurisdiction, each
subcommittee shall have the following juris-
diction:

EMPOWERMENT

Promotion of business growth and opportu-
nities in economically depressed areas.

Oversight and investigative authority over
regulations and licensing policies that im-
pact small businesses located in high risk
communities.

General oversight of programs targeted to-
ward urban relief.

GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS AND OVERSIGHT

Small Business Act, Small Business Invest-
ment Act, and related legislation.

Federal Government programs that are de-
signed to assist business generally.

Small Business Innovation Research pro-
gram.

Participation of small business in Federal
procurement and Government contracts.

Opportunities for minority and women-
owned businesses, including the SBA’s 8(a)
program.

Oversight and investigative authority gen-
erally.

REGULATORY REFORM AND PAPERWORK
REDUCTION

Oversight and investigative authority over
the regulatory and paperwork policies of all
Federal departments and agencies.

Regulatory Flexibility Act.

Paperwork Reduction Act.

Competition policy generally.

RURAL ENTERPRISES, BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES
AND SPECIAL SMALL BUSINESS PROBLEMS

Promotion of business growth and opportu-
nities in rural areas.

Oversight and investigative authority over
agricultural issues that impact small busi-
nesses.

General promotion of business opportuni-
ties.

Oversight and investigative authority over
novel issues of special concern to small busi-
ness.

TAX, FINANCE AND EXPORTS

Tax policy and its impact on small busi-
ness.

Access to capital and finance issues gen-
erally.

Export opportunities and promotion.

12. COMMITTEE STAFF
(A) Majority Staff

The employees of the committee, except
those assigned to the minority as provided
below, shall be appointed and assigned, and
may be removed by the Chairman. Their re-
muneration shall be fixed by the Chairman,
and they shall be under the general super-
vision and direction of the Chairman.

(B) Minority Staff

The employees of the committee assigned
to the minority shall be appointed and as-
signed, and their remuneration determined,
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as the ranking minority member of the com-
mittee shall determine.
(C) Subcommittee Staff

The Chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the full committee shall endeavor to
ensure that sufficient staff is made available
to each subcommittee to carry out its re-
sponsibilities under the rules of the commit-
tee.

13. POWERS AND DUTIES OF SUBCOMMITTEES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
to the full committee on all matters referred
to it. Subcommittee chairmen shall set
meeting and hearing dates after consultation
with the Chairman of the full committee.
Meetings and hearings of subcommittees
shall not be scheduled to occur simulta-
neously with meetings or hearings of the full
committee.

14. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

(A) Investigative Hearings

The report of any subcommittee on a mat-
ter which was the topic of a study of inves-
tigation shall include a statement concern-
ing the subject of the study or investigation,
the findings and conclusions, and rec-
ommendations for corrective action, if any,
together with such other material as the
subcommittee deems appropriate.

Such proposed reports shall first be ap-
proved by a majority of the subcommittee
members. After such approval has been se-
cured, the proposed report shall be sent to
each member of the full committee for his or
her supplemental, minority, or additional
views.

Any such views shall be in writing and
signed by the member and filed with the
clerk of the full committee within 5 calendar
days (excluding Saturdays Sundays, and
legal holidays) from the date of the trans-
mittal of the proposed report to the mem-
bers. Transmittal of the proposed report to
members shall be by hand delivery to the
members’ offices.

After the expiration of such 5 calendar
days, the report may be filed as a House re-
port.

(B) End of Congress
Each subcommittee shall submit to the
full committee, not later that November 15
of each even-numbered year, a report on the
activities of the subcommittee during the
Congress.
15. RECORDS

The committee shall keep a complete
record of all actions which shall include a
record of the votes on any question on which
a record vote is demanded. The result of each
subcommittee record vote, together with a
description of the matter voted upon, shall
promptly be made available to the full com-
mittee. A record of such votes shall be made
available for inspection by the public at rea-
sonable times in the offices of the commit-
tee.

The committee shall keep a complete
record of all committee and subcommittee
activity which, in the case of any meeting or
hearing transcript, shall include a substan-
tially verbatim account of remarks actually
made during the proceedings, subject only to
technical, grammatical, and typographical
corrections authorized by the person making
the remarks involved.

The records of the committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration
shall be made available in accordance with
rule VIl of the Rules of the House. The
Chairman of the full committee shall notify
the ranking minority member of the full
committee of any decision, pursuant to
clause 3(b)(3) or clause 4(b) of rule VII of the
House, to withhold a record otherwise avail-
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able, and the matter shall be presented to
the committee for a determination of the
written request of any member of the com-
mittee.
16. ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED OR SENSITIVE
INFORMATION

Access to classified or sensitive informa-
tion supplied to the committee and attend-
ance at closed sessions of the committee or
its subcommittees shall be limited to mem-
bers and necessary committee staff and sten-
ographic reporters who have appropriate se-
curity clearance when the Chairman deter-
mines that such access or attendance is es-
sential to the functioning of the committee.

The procedures to be followed in granting
access to those hearings, records, data,
charts, and files of the committee which in-
volve classified information or information
deemed to be sensitive shall be as follows:

(a) Only Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives and specifically designated com-
mittee staff of the Committee on Small
Business may have access to such informa-
tion.

(b) Members who desire to read materials
that are in the possession of the committee
should notify the clerk of the committee.

(c) The clerk will maintain an accurate ac-
cess log which identifies the circumstances
surrounding access to the information, with-
out revealing the material examined.

(d) If the material desired to be reviewed is
material which the committee or sub-
committee deems to be sensitive enough to
require special handling, before receiving ac-
cess to such information, individuals will be
required to sign an access information sheet
acknowledging such access and that the indi-
vidual has read and understands the proce-
dures under which access is being granted.

(e) Material provided for review under this
rule shall not be removed from a specified
room within the committee offices.

(f) Individuals reviewing materials under
this rule shall make certain that the mate-
rials are returned to the proper custodian.

(9) No reproductions or recordings may be
made of any portion of such materials.

(h) The contents of such information shall
not be divulged to any person in any way,
form, shape, or manner, and shall not be dis-
cussed with any person who has not received
the information in an authorized manner.

(i) When not being examined in the manner
described herein, such information will be
kept in secure safes or locked file cabinets in
the committee offices.

(J) These procedures only address access to
information the committee or a subcommit-
tee deems to be sensitive enough to require
special treatment.

(k) If a member of the House of Represent-
atives believes that certain sensitive infor-
mation should not be restricted as to dis-
semination or use, the member may petition
the committee or subcommittee to so rule.
With respect to information and materials
provided to the committee by the executive
branch, the classification of information and
materials as determined by the executive
branch shall prevail unless affirmatively
changed by the committee or the sub-
committee involved, after consultation with
the appropriate executive agencies.

(I) Other materials in the possession of the
committee are to be handled in accordance
with the normal practices and traditions of
the committee.

17. OTHER PROCEDURES

The Chairman of the full committee may
establish such other procedures and take
such actions as may be necessary to carry
out the foregoing rules or to facilitate the ef-
fective operation of the committee.

The committee may not be committed to
any expense whatever without the prior ap-
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proval of the Chairman of the full commit-
tee.
18. AMENDMENTS TO COMMITTEE RULES

The rules of the committee may be modi-
fied, amended or repealed by a majority of
the members, at a meeting specifically
called for such purpose, but only if written
notice of the proposed change has been pro-
vided to each such member at least 3 days
before the time of the meeting.

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM FOR THE
106TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to rule
Xl clause 2(a) of the Rules of the House of
Representatives of the 106th Congress, | am
requesting that the new Rules of the Commit-
tee on Government Reform be printed in their
entirety in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for
today.

I. RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM
U.S. House of Representatives
106th Congress

Rule XI, clause 1(a)(1)(A) of the House of
Representatives provides:

Except as provided in subdivision (B), the
Rules of the House are the rules of its com-
mittees and subcommittees so far as applica-
ble.

(B) A motion to recess from day to day,
and a motion to dispense with the first read-
ing (in full) of a bill or resolution, if printed
copies are available, each shall be privileged
in committees and subcommittees and shall
be decided without debate.

Rule XI, clause 2(a)(1) of the House of Rep-
resentatives provides, in part:

Each standing committee shall adopt writ-
ten rules governing its procedures. * * *

In accordance with this, the Committee on
Government Reform, on February 3, 1999,
adopted the rules of the committee:

Rule 1.—Application of Rules

Except where the terms “‘full committee”
and ‘“‘subcommittee’ are specifically referred
to, the following rules shall apply to the
Committee on Government Reform and its
subcommittees as well as to the respective
chairmen.

[See House Rule XI, 1.]
Rule 2.—Meetings

The regular meetings of the full committee
shall be held on the second Tuesday of each
month at 10 a.m., when the House is in ses-
sion. The chairman is authorized to dispense
with a regular meeting or to change the date
thereof, and to call and convene additional
meetings, when circumstances warrant. A
special meeting of the committee may be re-
quested by members of the committee fol-
lowing the provisions of House Rule XI,
clause 2(c)(2). Subcommittees shall meet at
the call of the subcommittee chairmen.
Every member of the committee or the ap-
propriate subcommittee, unless prevented by
unusual circumstances, shall be provided
with a memorandum at least three calendar
days before each meeting or hearing explain-
ing (1) the purpose of the meeting or hearing;
and (2) the names, titles, background and
reasons for appearance of any witnesses. The
ranking minority member shall be respon-
sible for providing the same information on
witnesses whom the minority may request.
[See House Rule XI, 2(b).]

Rule 3.—Quorums

A majority of the members of the commit-

tee shall form a quorum, except that two
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members shall constitute a quorum for tak-
ing testimony and receiving evidence, and
one-third of the members shall form a
quorum for taking any action other than the
reporting of a measure or recommendation.
If the chairman is not present at any meet-
ing of the committee or subcommittee, the
ranking member of the majority party on
the committee or subcommittee who is
present shall preside at that meeting.

[See House Rule XI, 2(h).]

Rule 4.—Committee Reports

Bills and resolutions approved by the com-
mittee shall be reported by the chairman fol-
lowing House Rule XIlI1, clauses 2-4.

A proposed report shall not be considered
in subcommittee or full committee unless
the proposed report has been available to the
members of such subcommittee or full com-
mittee for at least three calendar days (ex-
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holi-
days, unless the House is in session on such
days) before consideration of such proposed
report in subcommittee or full committee.
Any report will be considered as read if
available to the members at least 24 hours
before consideration, excluding Saturdays,
Sundays, and legal holidays unless the House
is in session on such days. If hearings have
been held on the matter reported upon, every
reasonable effort shall be made to have such
hearings available to the members of the
subcommittee or full committee before the
consideration of the proposed report in such
subcommittee or full committee. Every in-
vestigative report shall be approved by a ma-
jority vote of the committee at a meeting at
which a quorum is present.

Supplemental, minority, or additional
views may be filed following House Rule XI,
clause 2(I) and Rule XIlII, clause 3(a)(1). The
time allowed for filing such views shall be
three calendar days, beginning on the day of
notice, but excluding Saturdays, Sundays,
and legal holidays (unless the House is in
session on such a day), unless the committee
agrees to a different time, but agreement on
a shorter time shall require the concurrence
of each member seeking to file such views.

An investigative or oversight report may
be filed after sine die adjournment of the last
regular session of Congress, provided that if
a member gives timely notice of intention to
file supplemental, minority or additional
views, that member shall be entitled to not
less that seven calendar days in which to
submit such views for inclusion with the re-
port.

Only those reports approved by a majority
vote of the committee may be ordered print-
ed, unless otherwise required by the Rules of
the House of Representatives.

Rule 5.—Proxy Votes

In accordance with the Rules of the House
of Representatives, members may not vote
by proxy on any measure or matter before
the committee or any subcommittee.

[See House Rule XI, 2(f).]
Rule 6.—Record Votes

A record vote of the members may be had
upon the request of any member upon ap-
proval of a one-fifth vote.

[See House Rule XI, 2(e).]
Rule 7.—Record of Committee Actions

The committee staff shall maintain in the
committee offices a complete record of com-
mittee actions from the current Congress in-
cluding a record of the rollcall votes taken
at committee business meetings. The origi-
nal records, or true copies thereof, as appro-
priate, shall be available for public inspec-
tion whenever the committee offices are
open for public business. The staff shall as-
sure that such original records are preserved
with no unauthorized alteration, additions,
or defacement.
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[See House Rule XI, 2(e).]
Rule 8.—Subcommittees; Referrals

There shall be eight subcommittees with
appropriate party ratios that shall have
fixed jurisdictions. Bills, resolutions, and
other matters shall be referred by the chair-
man to subcommittees within two weeks for
consideration or investigation in accordance
with their fixed jurisdictions. Where the sub-
ject matter of the referral involves the juris-
diction of more than one subcommittee or
does not fall within any previously assigned
jurisdiction, the chairman shall refer the
matter as he may deem advisable. Bills, res-
olutions, and other matters referred to sub-
committees may be reassigned by the chair-
man when, in his judgement, the subcommit-
tee is not able to complete its work or can-
not reach agreement therein. In a sub-
committee having an even number of mem-
bers, if there is a tie vote with all members
voting on any measure, the measure shall be
placed on the agenda for full committee con-
sideration as if it had been ordered reported
by the subcommittee without recommenda-
tion. This provision shall not preclude fur-
ther action on the measure by the sub-
committee.

[See House Rule XI, 1(a)(2).]
Rule 9.—Ex Officio Members

The chairman and the ranking minority
member of the committee shall be ex officio
members of all subcommittees. They are au-
thorized to vote on subcommittee matters;
but, unless they are regular members of the
subcommittee, they shall not be counted in
determining a subcommittee quorum other
than a quorum for taking testimony.

Rule 10.—Staff

Except as otherwise provided by House
Rule X, clauses 6, 7 and 9, the chairman of
the full committee shall have the authority
to hire and discharge employees of the pro-
fessional and clerical staff of the full com-
mittee and of subcommittees.

Rule 11.—Staff Direction

Except as otherwise provided by House
Rule X, clauses 6, 7 and 9, the staff of the
committee shall be subject to the direction
of the chairman of the full committee and
shall perform such duties as he may assign.

Rule 12.—Hearing Dates and Witnesses

The chairman of the full committee will
announce the date, place, and subject matter
of all hearings at least one week before the
commencement of any hearings, unless he
determines, with the concurrence of the
ranking minority member, or the committee
determines by a vote, that there is good
cause to begin such hearings sooner. So that
the chairman of the full committee may co-
ordinate the committee facilities and hear-
ings plans, each subcommittee chairman
shall notify him of any hearing plans at least
two weeks before the date of commencement
of hearings, including the date, place, sub-
ject matter, and the names of witnesses,
willing and unwilling, who would be called to
testify, including, to the extent he is advised
thereof, witnesses whom the minority mem-
bers may request. The minority members
shall supply the names of witnesses they in-
tend to call to the chairman of the full com-
mittee or subcommittee at the earliest pos-
sible date. Witnesses appearing before the
committee shall so far as practicable, submit
written statements at least 24 hours before
their appearance and, when appearing in a
non-governmental capacity, provide a cur-
riculum vitae and a listing of any Federal
Government grants and contracts received in
the previous fiscal year.

[See House Rules Xl, 2 (9)(3), (9)4), (j) and
(k)1
Rule 13.—Open Meetings

Meetings for the transaction of business

and hearings of the committee shall be open
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to the public or closed in accordance with
Rule XI of the House of Representatives.
[See House Rules XI, 2 (g) and (k).]

Rule 14.—Five-Minute Rule

(1) A committee member may question a
witness only when recognized by the chair-
man for that purpose. In accordance with
House Rule XI, clause 2(j)(2), each committee
member may request up to five minutes to
question a witness until each member who so
desires has had such opportunity. Until all
such requests have been satisfied, the chair-
man shall, so far as practicable, recognize al-
ternately based on seniority of those major-
ity and minority members present at the
time the hearing was called to order and oth-
ers based on their arrival at the hearing.
After that, additional time may be extended
at the direction of the chairman.

(2) The chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by motion, may permit an equal num-
ber of majority and minority members to
question a witness for a specified, total pe-
riod that is equal for each side and not
longer than thirty minutes for each side.

(3) The chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, or the com-
mittee by motion, may permit committee
staff of the majority and minority to ques-
tion a witness for a specified, total period
that is equal for each side and not longer
than thirty minutes for each side.

(4) Nothing in paragraph (2) or (3) affects
the rights of a Member (other than a Member
designated under paragraph (2)) to question a
witness for 5 minutes in accordance with
paragraph (1) after the questioning per-
mitted under paragraph (2) or (3). In any ex-
tended questioning permitted under para-
graph (2) or (3), the chairman shall deter-
mine how to allocate the time permitted for
extended questioning by majority members
or majority committee staff and the ranking
minority member shall determine how to al-
locate the time permitted for extended ques-
tioning by minority members or minority
committee staff. The chairman or the rank-
ing minority member, as applicable, may al-
locate the time for any extended questioning
permitted to staff under paragraph (3) to
members.

Rule 15.—Investigative Hearing Procedures

Investigative hearings shall be conducted
according to the procedures in House Rule
XlI, clause 2(k). All questions put to wit-
nesses before the committee shall be rel-
evant to the subject matter before the com-
mittee for consideration, and the chairman
shall rule on the relevance of any questions
put to the witnesses.

Rule 16.—Stenographic Record

A stenographic record of all testimony
shall be kept of public hearings and shall be
made available on such conditions as the
chairman may prescribe.

Rule 17.—Audio and Visual Coverage of

Committee Proceedings

An open meeting or hearing of the commit-
tee or a subcommittee may be covered, in
whole or in part, by television broadcast,
radio broadcast, and still photography, or by
any such methods of coverage, unless closed
subject to the provisions of House Rule XI,
clause 4.

Rule 18.—Additional Duties of Chairman
The chairman of the full committee shall:
(a) Make available to other committees

the findings and recommendations resulting
from the investigations of the committee or
its subcommittees as required by House Rule
X, clause 4(c)(2);

(b) Direct such review and studies on the
impact or probable impact of tax policies af-
fecting subjects within the committee’s ju-
risdiction as required by House Rule X,
clause 2(c);
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(c) Submit to the Committee on the Budg-
et views and estimates required by House
Rule X, clause 4(f), and to file reports with
the House as required by the Congressional
Budget Act;

(d) Authorize and issue subpoenas as pro-
vided in House Rule Xl, clause 2(m), in the
conduct of any investigation or activity or
series of investigations or activities within
the jurisdiction of the committee;

(e) Prepare, after consultation with sub-
committee chairmen and the minority, a
budget for the committee which shall in-
clude an adequate budget for the subcommit-
tees to discharge their responsibilities;

(f) Make any necessary technical and con-
forming changes to legislation reported by
the committee upon unanimous consent; and

(g9) Will designate a vice chairman from the
majority party.

Rule 19.—Commemorative Stamps

The committee has adopted the policy that
the determination of the subject matter of
commemorative stamps properly is for con-
sideration by the Postmaster General and
that the committee will not give consider-
ation to legislative proposals for the
issuance of commemorative stamps. It is
suggested that recommendations for the
issuance of commemorative stamps be sub-
mitted to the Postmaster General.

Il. SELECTED RULES OF THE HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES
A. 1. Powers and Duties of the Committee—
Rule X of the House

House Rule X provides for the organization
of standing committees. The first paragraph
of clause 1 of Rule X and subdivision (h)
thereof reads as follows:

ORGANIZATION OF COMMITTEES
Committees and their legislative jurisdictions

1. There shall be in the House the following
standing committees, each of which shall
have the jurisdiction and related functions
assigned by this clause and clauses 2, 3, and
4. All bills, resolutions, and other matters
relating to subjects within the jurisdiction
of the standing committees listed in this
clause shall be referred to those committees,
in accordance with clause 2 of rule XIlI, as
follows:

* * * * *

(h) Committee on Government Reform.

(1) Federal civil service, including inter-
governmental personnel; and the status of
officers and employees of the United States,
including their compensation, classification,
and retirement.

(2) Municipal affairs of the District of Co-
lumbia in general (other than appropria-
tions).

(3) Federal paperwork reduction.

(4) Government management and account-
ing measures generally.

(5) Holidays and celebrations.

(6) Overall economy, efficiency, and man-
agement of government operations and ac-
tivities, including Federal procurement.

(7) National archives.

(8) Population and demography generally,
including the Census.

(9) Postal service generally,
transportation of the mails.

(10) Public information and records.

(11) Relationship of the Federal Govern-
ment to the States and municipalities gen-
erally.

(12) Reorganizations in
branch of the Government.

2. General Oversight Responsibilities—Rule
X, Clauses 2 and 3 of the House

Clause 2 of Rule X relates to general over-
sight responsibilities. Paragraphs (a), (b), (c),
(d), and (e) of clause 2 read as follows:

2. (a) The various standing committees
shall have general oversight responsibilities

including

the executive
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as provided in paragraph (b) in order to as-
sist the House in—

(1) its analysis, appraisal, and evaluation
of—

(A) the application, administration, execu-
tion, and effectiveness of Federal laws; and

(B) conditions and circumstances that may
indicate the necessity or desirability of en-
acting new or additional legislation; and

(2) its formulation, consideration, and en-
actment of changes in Federal laws, and of
such additional legislation as may be nec-
essary or appropriate.

(b)(1) In order to determine whether laws
and programs addressing subjects within the
jurisdiction of a committee are being imple-
mented and carried out in accordance with
the intent of Congress and whether they
should be continued, curtailed, or elimi-
nated, each standing committee (other than
the Committee on Appropriations) shall re-
view and study on a continuing basis—

(A) the application, administration, execu-
tion, and effectiveness of laws and programs
addressing subjects within its jurisdiction;

(B) the organization and operation of Fed-
eral agencies and entities having responsibil-
ities for the administration and execution of
laws and programs addressing subjects with-
in its jurisdiction;

(C) any conditions or circumstances that
may indicate the necessity or desirability of
enacting new or additional legislation ad-
dressing subjects within its jurisdiction
(whether or not a bill or resolution has been
introduced with respect thereto); and

(D) future research and forecasting on sub-
jects within its jurisdiction.

(2) Each committee to which subparagraph
(1) applies having more than 20 members
shall establish an oversight subcommittee,
or require its subcommittees to conduct
oversight in their respective jurisdictions, to
assist in carrying out its responsibilities
under this clause. The establishment of an
oversight subcommittee does not limit the
responsibility of a subcommittee with legis-
lative jurisdiction in carrying out its over-
sight responsibilities.

(c) Each standing committee shall review
and study on a continuing basis the impact
or probable impact of tax policies affecting
subjects within its jurisdiction as described
in clauses 1 and 3.

(d)(1) Not later than February 15 of the
first session of a Congress, each standing
committee shall, in a meeting that is open to
the public and with a quorum present, adopt
its oversight plan for that Congress. Such
plan shall be submitted simultaneously to
the Committee on Government Reform and
to the Committee on House Administration.
In developing its plan each committee shall,
to the maximum extent feasible—

(A) consult with other committees that
have jurisdiction over the same or related
laws, programs, or agencies within its juris-
diction with the objective of ensuring maxi-
mum coordination and cooperation among
committees when conducting reviews of such
laws, programs, or agencies and include in
its plan an explanation of steps that have
been or will be taken to ensure such coordi-
nation and cooperation;

(B) give priority consideration to including
in its plan the review of those laws, pro-
grams, or agencies operating under perma-
nent budget authority or permanent statu-
tory authority; and

(C) have a view toward ensuring that all
significant laws, programs, or agencies with-
in its jurisdiction are subject to review every
10 years.

(2) Not later than March 31 in the first ses-
sion of a Congress, after consultation with
the Speaker, the Majority Leader, and the
Minority Leader, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform shall report to the House the
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oversight plans submitted by committees to-
gether with any recommendations that it, or
the House leadership group described above,
may make to ensure the most effective co-
ordination of oversight plans and otherwise
to achieve the objectives of this clause.

(e) The Speaker, with the approval of the
House, may appoint special ad hoc oversight
committees for the purpose of reviewing spe-
cific matters within the jurisdiction of two
or more standing committees.

Special oversight functions

Clause 3 of Rule X also relates to oversight

functions. Paragraph (e) reads as follows:

* * * * *

(e) The Committee on Government Reform
shall review and study on a continuing basis
the operation of Government activities at all
levels with a view to determining their econ-
omy and efficiency.

3. Additional Functions of Committees—Rule
X, Clauses 4, 6 and 7 of the House

Clause 4 of Rule X relates to additional
functions of committees and committee
budgets. Paragraphs (a)(2), (c) and (f) of
clause 4 and clauses 6 and 7 read as follows:

4. (a)

* * * * *

(2) Pursuant to section 401(b)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, when a com-
mittee reports a bill or joint resolution that
provides new entitlement authority as de-
fined in section 3(9) of that Act, and enact-
ment of the bill or joint resolution, as re-
ported, would cause a breach of the commit-
tee’s pertinent allocation of new budget au-
thority under section 302(a) of that Act, the
bill or joint resolution may be referred to
the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to report it with recommenda-
tions (which may include an amendment
limiting the total amount of new entitle-
ment authority provided in the bill or joint
resolution). If the Committee on Appropria-
tions fails to report a bill or joint resolution
so referred within 15 calendar days (not
counting any day on which the House is not
in session), the committee automatically
shall be discharged from consideration of the
bill or joint resolution, and the bill or joint
resolution shall be placed on the appropriate
calendar.

* * * * *

(c)(1) The Committee on Government Re-
form shall—

(A) receive and examine reports of the
Comptroller General of the United States
and submit to the House such recommenda-
tions as it considers necessary or desirable in
connection with the subject matter of the re-
ports;

(B) evaluate the effects of laws enacted to
reorganize the legislative and executive
branches of the Government; and

(C) study intergovernmental relationships
between the United States and the States
and municipalities and between the United
States and international organizations of
which the United States is a member.

(2) In addition to its duties under subpara-
graph (1), the Committee on Government Re-
form may at any time conduct investiga-
tions of any matter without regard to clause
1, 2, 3, or this clause conferring jurisdiction
over the matter to another standing commit-
tee. The findings and recommendations of
the committee in such an investigation shall
be made available to any other standing
committee having jurisdiction over the mat-
ter involved and shall be included in the re-
port of any such other committee when re-
quired by clause 3(c)(4) of rule XIII.

* * * * *
Budget Act responsibilities

(f)(1) Each standing committee shall sub-
mit to the Committee on the Budget not
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later than six weeks after the President sub-
mits his budget, or at such time as the Com-
mittee on the Budget may request—

(A) its views and estimates with respect to
all matters to be set forth in the concurrent
resolution on the budget for the ensuing fis-
cal year that are within its jurisdiction or
functions; and

(B) an estimate of the total amounts of
new budget authority, and budget outlays re-
sulting therefrom, to be provided or author-
ized in all bills and resolutions within its ju-
risdiction that it intends to be effective dur-
ing that fiscal year.

(2) The views and estimates submitted by
the Committee on Ways and Means under
subparagraph (1) shall include a specific rec-
ommendation, made after holding public
hearings, as to the appropriate level of the
public debt that should be set forth in the
concurrent resolution on the budget and
serve as the basis for an increase or decrease
in the statutory limit on such debt under the
procedures provided by rule XXII1I.

Expense resolutions

6. (&) Whenever a committee, commission,
or other entity (other than the Committee
on Appropriations) is granted authorization
for the payment of its expenses (including
staff salaries) for a Congress, such authoriza-
tion initially shall be procured by one pri-
mary expense resolution reported by the
Committee on House Administration. A pri-
mary expense resolution may include a re-
serve fund for unanticipated expenses of
committees. An amount from such a reserve
fund may be allocated to a committee only
by the approval of the Committee on House
Administration. A primary expense resolu-
tion reported to the House may not be con-
sidered in the House unless a printed report
thereon was available on the previous cal-
endar day. For the information of the House,
such report shall—

(1) state the total amount of the funds to
be provided to the committee, commission,
or other entity under the primary expense
resolution for all anticipated activities and
programs of the committee, commission, or
other entity; and

(2) to the extent practicable, contain such
general statements regarding the estimated
foreseeable expenditures for the respective
anticipated activities and programs of the
committee, commission, or other entity as
may be appropriate to provide the House
with basic estimates of the expenditures con-
templated by the primary expense resolu-
tion.

(b) After the date of adoption by the House
of a primary expense resolution for a com-
mittee, commission, or other entity for a
Congress, authorization for the payment of
additional expenses (including staff salaries)
in that Congress may be procured by one or
more supplemental expense resolutions re-
ported by the Committee on House Adminis-
tration, as necessary. A supplemental ex-
pense resolution reported to the House may
not be considered in the House unless a
printed report thereon was available on the
previous calendar day. For the information
of the House, such report shall—

(1) state the total amount of additional
funds to be provided to the committee, com-
mission, or other entity under the supple-
mental expense resolution and the purposes
for which those additional funds are avail-
able; and

(2) state the reasons for the failure to pro-
cure the additional funds for the committee,
commission, or other entity by means of the
primary expense resolution.

(c) The preceding provisions of this clause
do not apply to—

(1) a resolution providing for the payment
from committee salary and expense accounts
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of the House of sums necessary to pay com-
pensation for staff services performed for, or
to pay other expenses of, a committee, com-
mission, or other entity at any time after
the beginning of an odd-numbered year and
before the date of adoption by the House of
the primary expense resolution described in
paragraph (a) for that year; or

(2) a resolution providing each of the
standing committees in a Congress addi-
tional office equipment, airmail and special-
delivery postage stamps, supplies, staff per-
sonnel, or any other specific item for the op-
eration of the standing committees, and con-
taining an authorization for the payment
from committee salary and expense accounts
of the House of the expenses of any of the
foregoing items provided by that resolution,
subject to and until enactment of the provi-
sions of the resolution as permanent law.

(d) From the funds made available for the
appointment of committee staff by a pri-
mary or additional expense resolution, the
chairman of each committee shall ensure
that sufficient staff is made available to
each subcommittee to carry out its respon-
sibilities under the rules of the committee
and that the minority party is treated fairly
in the appointment of such staff.

(e) Funds authorized for a committee
under this clause and clauses 7 and 8 are for
expenses incurred in the activities of the
committee.

Interim funding

7. (a) For the period beginning at noon on
January 3 and ending at midnight on March
31 in each odd-numbered year, such sums as
may be necessary shall be paid out of the
committee salary and expense accounts of
the House for continuance of necessary in-
vestigations and studies by—

(1) each standing and select committee es-
tablished by these rules; and

(2) except as specified in paragraph (b),
each select committee established by resolu-
tion.

(b) In the case of the first session of a Con-
gress, amounts shall be made available under
this paragraph for a select committee estab-
lished by resolution in the preceding Con-
gress only if—

(1) a resolution proposing to reestablish
such select committee is introduced in the
present Congress; and

(2) the House has not adopted a resolution
of the preceding Congress providing for ter-
mination of funding for investigations and
studies by such select committee.

(c) Each committee described in paragraph
(a) shall be entitled for each month during
the period specified in paragraph (a) to 9 per-
cent (or such lesser percentage as may be de-
termined by the Committee on House Ad-
ministration) of the total annualized amount
made available under expense resolutions for
such committee in the preceding session of
Congress.

(d) Payments under this paragraph shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the commit-
tee involved, signed by the chairman of the
committee, except as provided in paragraph
(e), and approved by the Committee on House
Administration.

(e) Notwithstanding any provision of law,
rule of the House, or other authority, from
noon on January 3 of the first session of a
Congress until the election by the House of
the committee concerned in that Congress,
payments under this paragraph shall be
made on vouchers signed by—

(1) the member of the committee who
served as chairman of the committee at the
expiration of the preceding Congress; or

(2) if the chairman is not a Member, Dele-
gate, or Resident Commissioner in the
present Congress, then the ranking member
of the committee as it was constituted at the
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expiration of the preceding Congress who is a
member of the majority party in the present
Congress.

(f)(1) The authority of a committee to
incur expenses under this paragraph shall ex-
pire upon adoption by the House of a pri-
mary expense resolution for the committee.

(2) Amounts made available under this
paragraph shall be expended in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

(3) This clause shall be effective only inso-
far as it is not inconsistent with a resolution
reported by the Committee on House Admin-
istration and adopted by the House after the
adoption of these rules.

Travel

8. (a) Local currencies owned by the United
States shall be made available to the com-
mittee and its employees engaged in carry-
ing out their official duties outside the
United States or its territories or posses-
sions. Appropriated funds, including those
authorized under this clause and clauses 6
and 8, may not be expended for the purpose
of defraying expenses of members of a com-
mittee or its employees in a country where
local currencies are available for this pur-
pose.

(b) The following conditions shall apply
with respect to travel outside the United
States or its territories or possessions:

(1) A member or employee of a committee
may not receive or expend local currencies
for subsistence in a country for a day at a
rate in excess of the maximum per diem set
forth in applicable Federal law.

(2) A member or employee shall be reim-
bursed for his expenses for a day at the lesser
of—

(A) the per diem set forth in applicable
Federal law; or

(B) the actual, unreimbursed expenses
(other than for transportation) he incurred
during that day.

(3) Each member or employee of a commit-
tee shall make to the chairman of the com-
mittee an itemized report showing the dates
each country was visited, the amount of per
diem furnished, the cost of transportation
furnished, and funds expended for any other
official purpose and shall summarize in these
categories the total foreign currencies or ap-
propriated funds expended. Each report shall
be filed with the chairman of the committee
not later than 60 days following the comple-
tion of travel for use in complying with re-
porting requirements in applicable Federal
law and shall be open for public inspection.

(©)1) In carrying out the activities of a
committee outside the United States in a
country where local currencies are unavail-
able, a member or employee of a committee
may not receive reimbursement for expenses
(other than for transportation) in excess of
the maximum per diem set forth in applica-
ble Federal law.

(2) A member or employee shall be reim-
bursed for his expenses for a day, at the less-
er of—

(A) the per diem set forth in applicable
Federal law; or

(B) the actual unreimbursed expenses
(other than for transportation) he incurred
during that day.

(3) A member or employee of a committee
may not receive reimbursement for the cost
of any transportation in connection with
travel outside the United States unless the
member or employee actually paid for the
transportation.

(d) The restrictions respecting travel out-
side the United States set forth in paragraph
(c) also shall apply to travel outside the
United States by a Member, Delegate, Resi-
dent Commissioner, officer, or employee of
the House authorized under any standing
rule.
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Committee staffs

9. (a)(1) Subject to subparagraph (2) and
paragraph (f), each standing committee may
appoint, by majority vote, not more than 30
professional staff members to be com-
pensated from the funds provided for the ap-
pointment of committee staff by primary
and additional expense resolutions. Each
professional staff member appointed under
this subparagraph shall be assigned to the
chairman and the ranking minority member
of the committee, as the committee consid-
ers advisable.

(2) Subject to paragraph (f) whenever a ma-
jority of the minority party members of a
standing committee (other than the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct or
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence) so request, not more than 10 persons
(or one-third of the total professional com-
mittee staff appointed under this clause,
whichever is fewer) may be selected, by ma-
jority vote of the minority party members,
for appointment by the committee as profes-
sional staff members under subparagraph (1).
The committee shall appoint persons so se-
lected whose character and qualifications
are acceptable to a majority of the commit-
tee. If the committee determines that the
character and qualifications of a person so
selected are unacceptable, a majority of the
minority party members may select another
person for appointment by the committee to
the professional staff until such appointment
is made. Each professional staff member ap-
pointed under this subparagraph shall be as-
signed to such committee business as the mi-
nority party members of the committee con-
sider advisable.

(b)(1) The professional staff members of
each standing committee—

(A) may not engage in any work other than
committee business during congressional
working hours; and

(B) may not be assigned a duty other than
one pertaining to committee business.

(2) Subparagraph (1) does not apply to staff
designated by a committee as ‘‘associate’’ or
“‘shared” staff who are not paid exclusively
by the committee, provided that the chair-
man certifies that the compensation paid by
the committee for any such staff is commen-
surate with the work performed for the com-
mittee in accordance with clause 8 of rule
XXIV.

(3) The use of any ‘“‘associate’ or ‘‘shared”
staff by a committee shall be subject to the
review of, and to any terms, conditions, or
limitations established by, the Committee
on House Administration in connection with
the reporting of any primary or additional
expense resolution.

(4) This paragraph does not apply to the
Committee on Appropriations.

(c) Each employee on the professional or
investigative staff of a standing committee
shall be entitled to pay at a single gross per
annum rate, to be fixed by the chairman and
that does not exceed the maximum rate of
pay as in effect from time to time under ap-
plicable provisions of law.

(d) Subject to appropriations hereby au-
thorized, the Committee on Appropriations
may appoint by majority vote such staff as
it determines to be necessary (in addition to
the clerk of the committee and assistants for
the minority). The staff appointed under this
paragraph, other than minority assistants,
shall possess such qualifications as the com-
mittee may prescribe.

(e) A committee may not appoint to its
staff an expert or other personnel detailed or
assigned from a department or agency of the
Government except with the written permis-
sion of the Committee on House Administra-
tion.

(f) If a request for the appointment of a mi-
nority professional staff member under para-
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graph (a) is made when no vacancy exists for
such an appointment, the committee never-
theless may appoint under paragraph (a) a
person selected by the minority and accept-
able to the committee. A person so appointed
shall serve as an additional member of the
professional staff of the committee until
such a vacancy occurs (other than a vacancy
in the position of head of the professional
staff, by whatever title designated), at which
time that person is considered as appointed
to that vacancy. Such a person shall be paid
from the applicable accounts of the House
described in clause 1(i)(1) of rule X. If such a
vacancy occurs on the professional staff
when seven or more persons have been so ap-
pointed who are eligible to fill that vacancy,
a majority of the minority party members
shall designate which of those persons shall
fill the vacancy.

(9) Each staff member appointed pursuant
to a request by minority party members
under paragraph (a), and each staff member
appointed to assist minority members of a
committee pursuant to an expense resolution
described in paragraph (a) of clause 6, shall
be accorded equitable treatment with re-
spect to the fixing of the rate of pay, the as-
signment of work facilities, and the acces-
sibility of committee records.

(h) Paragraph (a) may not be construed to
authorize the appointment of additional pro-
fessional staff members of a committee pur-
suant to a request under paragraph (a) by the
minority party members of that committee
if 10 or more professional staff members pro-
vided for in paragraph (a)(1) who are satisfac-
tory to a majority of the minority party
members are otherwise assigned to assist the
minority party members.

(i) Notwithstanding paragraph (a)(2), a
committee may employ nonpartisan staff, in
lieu of or in addition to committee staff des-
ignated exclusively for the majority or mi-
nority party, by an affirmative vote of a ma-
jority of the members of the majority party
and of a majority of the members of the mi-
nority party.

B. Procedure for Committees and Unfinished
Business—Rule Xl of the House

Clauses 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 of Rule Xl are set
out below.
In general

1. (a)(1)(A) Except as provided in subdivi-
sion (B), the Rules of the House are the rules
of its committees and subcommittees so far
as applicable.

(B) A motion to recess from day to day,
and a motion to dispense with the first read-
ing (in full) of a bill or resolution, if printed
copies are available, each shall be privileged
in committees and subcommittees and shall
be decided without debate.

(2) Each subcommittee is a part of its com-
mittee and is subject to the authority and
direction of that committee and to its rules,
so far as applicable.

(b)(1) Each committee may conduct at any
time such investigations and studies as it
considers necessary or appropriate in the ex-
ercise of its responsibilities under rule X.
Subject to the adoption of expense resolu-
tions as required by clause 6 of rule X, each
committee may incur expenses, including
travel expenses, in connection with such in-
vestigations and studies.

(2) A proposed investigative or oversight
report shall be considered as read in commit-
tee if it has been available to the members
for at least 24 hours (excluding Saturdays,
Sundays, or legal holidays except when the
House is in session on such a day).

(3) A report of an investigation or study
conducted jointly by more than one commit-
tee may be filed jointly, provided that each
of the committees complies independently
with all requirements for approval and filing
of the report.
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(4) After an adjournment sine die of the
last regular session of a Congress, an inves-
tigative or oversight report may be filed
with the Clerk at any time, provided that a
member who gives timely notice of intention
to file supplemental, minority, or additional
views shall be entitled to not less than seven
calendar days in which to submit such views
for inclusion in the report.

(c) Each committee may have printed and
bound such testimony and other data as may
be presented at hearings held by the commit-
tee or its subcommittees. All costs of steno-
graphic services and transcripts in connec-
tion with a meeting or hearing of a commit-
tee shall be paid from the applicable ac-
counts of the House described in clause 1(i)(1)
of rule X.

(d)(1) Each committee shall submit to the
House not later than January 2 of each odd-
numbered year a report on the activities of
that committee under this rule and rule X
during the Congress ending at noon on Janu-
ary 3 of such year.

(2) Such report shall include separate sec-
tions summarizing the legislative and over-
sight activities of that committee during
that Congress.

(3) The oversight section of such report
shall include a summary of the oversight
plans submitted by the committee under
clause 2(d) of rule X, a summary of the ac-
tions taken and recommendations made with
respect to each such plan, a summary of any
additional oversight activities undertaken
by that committee, and any recommenda-
tions made or actions taken thereon.

(4) After an adjournment sine die of the
last regular session of a Congress, the chair-
man of a committee may file an activities
report under subparagraph (1) with the Clerk
at any time and without approval of the
committee, provided that—

(A) a copy of the report has been available
to each member of the committee for at
least seven calendar days; and

(B) the report includes any supplemental,
minority, or additional views submitted by a
member of the committee.

Adoption of written rules

2. (a)(1) Each standing committee shall
adopt written rules governing its procedure.
Such rules—

(A) shall be adopted in a meeting that is
open to the public unless the committee, in
open session and with a quorum present, de-
termines by record vote that all or part of
the meeting on that day shall be closed to
the public;

(B) may not be inconsistent with the Rules
of the House or with those provisions of law
having the force and effect of Rules of the
House; and

(C) shall in any event incorporate all of the
succeeding provisions of this clause to the
extent applicable.

(2) Each committee shall submit its rules
for publication in the Congressional Record
not later than 30 days after the committee is
elected in each odd-numbered year.

Regular meeting days

(b) Each standing committee shall estab-
lish regular meeting days for the conduct of
its business, which shall be not less frequent
than monthly. Each such committee shall
meet for the consideration of a bill or resolu-
tion pending before the committee or the
transaction of other committee business on
all regular meeting days fixed by the com-
mittee unless otherwise provided by written
rule adopted by the committee.

Additional and special meetings

(c)(1) The chairman of each standing com-
mittee may call and convene, as he considers
necessary, additional and special meetings of
the committee for the consideration of a bill
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or resolution pending before the committee
or for the conduct of other committee busi-
ness, subject to such rules as the committee
may adopt. The committee shall meet for
such purpose under that call of the chair-
man.

(2) Three or more members of a standing
committee may file in the offices of the com-
mittee a written request that the chairman
call a special meeting of the committee.
Such request shall specify the measure or
matter to be considered. Immediately upon
the filing of the request, the clerk of the
committee shall notify the chairman of the
filing of the request. If the chairman does
not call the requested special meeting within
three calendar days after the filing of the re-
quest (to be held within seven calendar days
after the filing of the request) a majority of
the members of the committee may file in
the offices of the committee their written
notice that a special meeting of the commit-
tee will be held. The written notice shall
specify the date and hour of the special
meeting and the measure or matter to be
considered. The committee shall meet on
that date and hour. Immediately upon the
filing of the notice, the clerk of the commit-
tee shall notify all members of the commit-
tee that such special meeting will be held
and inform them of its date and hour and the
measure or matter to be considered. Only the
measure or matter specified in that notice
may be considered at that special meeting.
Temporary absence of chairman

(d) A member of the majority party on
each standing committee or subcommittee
thereof shall be designated by the chairman
of the full committee as the vice chairman of
the committee or subcommittee, as the case
may be, and shall preside during the absence
of the chairman from any meeting. If the
chairman and vice chairman of a committee
or subcommittee are not present at any
meeting of the committee or subcommittee,
the ranking majority member who is present
shall preside at that meeting.

Committee records

(e)(1)(A) Each committee shall keep a com-
plete record of all committee action which
shall include—

(i) in the case of a meeting or hearing tran-
script, a substantially verbatim account of
remarks actually made during the proceed-
ings, subject only to technical, grammatical,
and typographical corrections authorized by
the person making the remarks involved;
and

(i) a record of the votes on any question
on which a record vote is demanded.

(B)(i) Except as provided in subdivision
(B)(ii) and subject to paragraph (k)(7), the re-
sult of each such record vote shall be made
available by the committee for inspection by
the public at reasonable times in its offices.
Information so available for public inspec-
tion shall include a description of the
amendment, motion, order, or other propo-
sition, the name of each member voting for
and each member voting against such
amendment, motion, order, or proposition,
and the names of those members of the com-
mittee present but not voting.

(ii) The result of any record vote taken in
executive session in the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct may not be
made available for inspection by the public
without an affirmative vote of a majority of
the members of the committee.

(2)(A) Except as provided in subdivision
(B), all committee hearings, records, data,
charts, and files shall be kept separate and
distinct from the congressional office
records of the member serving as its chair-
man. Such records shall be the property of
the House, and each Member, Delegate, and
the Resident Commissioner shall have access
thereto.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(B) A Member, Delegate, or Resident Com-
missioner, other than members of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct,
may not have access to the records of that
committee respecting the conduct of a Mem-
ber, Delegate, Resident Commissioner, offi-
cer, or employee of the House without the
specific prior permission of that committee.

(3) Each committee shall include in its
rules standards for availability of records of
the committee delivered to the Archivist of
the United States under rule VII. Such
standards shall specify procedures for orders
of the committee under clause 3(b)(3) and
clause 4(b) of rule VII, including a require-
ment that nonavailability of a record for a
period longer than the period otherwise ap-
plicable under that rule shall be approved by
vote of the committee.

(4) Each committee shall make its publica-
tions available in electronic form to the
maximum extent feasible.

Prohibition against proxy voting

(f) A vote by a member of a committee or
subcommittee with respect to any measure
or matter may not be cast by proxy.

Open meetings and hearings

(9)(1) Each meeting for the transaction of
business, including the markup of legisla-
tion, by a standing committee or sub-
committee thereof (other than the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct or its
subcommittee) shall be open to the public,
including to radio, television, and still pho-
tography coverage, except when the commit-
tee or subcommittee, in open session and
with a majority present, determines by
record vote that all or part of the remainder
of the meeting on that day shall be in execu-
tive session because disclosure of matters to
be considered would endanger national secu-
rity, would compromise sensitive law en-
forcement information, would tend to de-
fame, degrade, or incriminate any person, or
otherwise would violate a law or rule of the
House. Persons, other than members of the
committee and such noncommittee Mem-
bers, Delegates, Resident Commissioner,
congressional staff, or departmental rep-
resentatives as the committee may author-
ize, may not be present at a business or
markup session that is held in executive ses-
sion. This subparagraph does not apply to
open committee hearings, which are gov-
erned by clause 4(a)(1) of rule X or by sub-
paragraph (2).

(2)(A) Each hearing conducted by a com-
mittee or subcommittee (other than the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
or its subcommittees) shall be open to the
public, including to radio, television, and
still photography coverage, except when the
committee or subcommittee, in open session
and with a majority present, determines by
record vote that all or part of the remainder
of that hearing on that day shall be closed to
the public because disclosure of testimony,
evidence, or other matters to be considered
would endanger national security, would
compromise sensitive law enforcement infor-
mation, or would violate a law or rule of the
House.

(B) Notwithstanding the requirements of
subdivision (A), in the presence of the num-
ber of members required under the rules of
the committee for the purpose of taking tes-
timony, a majority of those present may—

(i) agree to close the hearing for the sole
purpose of discussing whether testimony or
evidence to be received would endanger na-
tional security, would compromise sensitive
law enforcement information, or would vio-
late clause 2(k)(5); or

(ii) agree to close the hearing as provided
in clause 2(k)(5).

(C) A Member, Delegate, or Resident Com-
missioner may not be excluded from

H447

nonparticipatory attendance at a hearing of
a committee or subcommittee (other than
the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct or its subcommittees) unless the House
by majority vote authorizes a particular
committee or subcommittee, for purposes of
a particular series of hearings on a particu-
lar article of legislation or on a particular
subject of investigation, to close its hearings
to Members, Delegates, and the Resident
Commissioner by the same procedures speci-
fied in this subparagraph for closing hearings
to the public.

(D) The committee or subcommittee may
vote by the same procedure described in this
subparagraph to close one subsequent day of
hearing, except that the Committee on Ap-
propriations, the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence, and the subcommittees
thereof, may vote by the same procedure to
close up to five additional, consecutive days
of hearings.

(3) The chairman of each committee (other
than the Committee on Rules) shall make
public announcement of the date, place, and
subject matter of a committee hearing at
least one week before the commencement of
the hearing. If the chairman of the commit-
tee, with the concurrence of the ranking mi-
nority member, determines that there is
good cause to begin a hearing sooner, or if
the committee so determines by majority
vote in the presence of the number of mem-
bers required under the rules of the commit-
tee for the transaction of business, the chair-
man shall make the announcement at the
earliest possible date. An announcement
made under this subparagraph shall be pub-
lished promptly in the Daily Digest and
made available in electronic form.

(4) Each committee shall, to the greatest
extent practicable, require witnesses who ap-
pear before it to submit in advance written
statements of proposed testimony and to
limit their initial presentations to the com-
mittee to brief summaries thereof. In the
case of a witness appearing in a nongovern-
mental capacity, a written statement of pro-
posed testimony shall include a curriculum
vitae and a disclosure of the amount and
source (by agency and program) of each Fed-
eral grant (or subgrant thereof) or contract
(or subcontract thereof) received during the
current fiscal year or either of the two pre-
vious fiscal years by the witness or by an en-
tity represented by the witness.

(5)(A) Except as provided in subdivision
(B), a point of order does not lie with respect
to a measure reported by a committee on the
ground that hearings on such measure were
not conducted in accordance with this
clause.

(B) A point of order on the ground de-
scribed in subdivision (A) may be made by a
member of the committee that reported the
measure if such point of order was timely
made and improperly disposed of in the com-
mittee.

(6) This paragraph does not apply to hear-
ings of the Committee on Appropriations
under clause 4(a)(1) of rule X.

Quorum requirements

(h)(1) A measure or recommendation may
not be reported by a committee unless a ma-
jority of the committee is actually present.

(2) Each committee may fix the number of
its members to constitute a quorum for tak-
ing testimony and receiving evidence, which
may not be less than two.

(3) Each committee (other than the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the Committee on
the Budget, and the Committee on Ways and
Means) may fix the number of its members
to constitute a quorum for taking any action
other than the reporting of a measure or rec-
ommendation, which may not be less than
one-third of the members.
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Limitation on committee sittings

(i) A committee may not sit during a joint
session of the House and Senate or during a
recess when a joint meeting of the House and
Senate is in progress.

Calling and questioning of witnesses

(J)(1) Whenever a hearing is conducted by a
committee on a measure or matter, the mi-
nority members of the committee shall be
entitled, upon request to the chairman by a
majority of them before the completion of
the hearing, to call witnesses selected by the
minority to testify with respect to that
measure or matter during at least one day of
hearing thereon.

(2)(A) Subject to subdivisions (B) and (C),
each committee shall apply the five-minute
rule during the questioning of witnesses in a
hearing until such time as each member of
the committee who so desires has had an op-
portunity to question each witness.

(B) A committee may adopt a rule or mo-
tion permitting a specified number of its
members to question a witness for longer
than five minutes. The time for extended
questioning of a witness under this subdivi-
sion shall be equal for the majority party
and the minority party and may not exceed
one hour in the aggregate.

(C) A committee may adopt a rule or mo-
tion permitting committee staff for its ma-
jority and minority party members to ques-
tion a witness for equal specified periods.
The time for extended questioning of a wit-
ness under this subdivision shall be equal for
the majority party and the minority party
and may not exceed one hour in the aggre-
gate.

Investigative hearing procedures

(k)(1) The chairman at an investigative
hearing shall announce in an opening state-
ment the subject of the investigation.

(2) A copy of the committee rules and of
this clause shall be made available to each
witness.

(3) Witnesses at investigative hearings may
be accompanied by their own counsel for the
purpose of advising them concerning their
constitutional rights.

(4) The chairman may punish breaches of
order and decorum, and of professional ethics
on the part of counsel, by censure and exclu-
sion from the hearings; and the committee
may cite the offender to the House for con-
tempt.

(5) Whenever it is asserted that the evi-
dence or testimony at an investigative hear-
ing may tend to defame, degrade, or incrimi-
nate any person—

(A) notwithstanding paragraph (g)(2), such
testimony or evidence shall be presented in
executive session if, in the presence of the
number of members required under the rules
of the committee for the purpose of taking
testimony, the committee determines by
vote of a majority of those present that such
evidence or testimony may tend to defame,
degrade, or incriminate any person; and

(B) the committee shall proceed to receive
such testimony in open session only if the
committee, a majority being present, deter-
mines that such evidence or testimony will
not tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate
any person.

In either case the committee shall afford
such person an opportunity voluntarily to
appear as a witness, and receive and dispose
of requests from such person to subpoena ad-
ditional witnesses.

(6) Except as provided in subparagraph (5),
the chairman shall receive and the commit-
tee shall dispose of requests to subpoena ad-
ditional witnesses.

(7) Evidence or testimony taken in execu-
tive session, and proceedings conducted in
executive session, may be released or used in
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public sessions only when authorized by the
committee, a majority being present.

(8) In the discretion of the committee, wit-
nesses may submit brief and pertinent sworn
statements in writing for inclusion in the
record. The committee is the sole judge of
the pertinence of testimony and evidence ad-
duced at its hearing.

(9) A witness may obtain a transcript copy
of his testimony given at a public session or,
if given at an executive session, when au-
thorized by the committee.

Supplemental, minority, or additional views

(I) If at the time of approval of a measure
or matter by a committee (other than the
Committee on Rules) a member of the com-
mittee gives notice of intention to file sup-
plemental, minority, or additional views for
inclusion in the report to the House thereon,
that member shall be entitled to not less
than two additional calendar days after the
day of such notice (excluding Saturdays,
Sundays, and legal holidays except when the
House is in session on such a day) to file such
views, in writing and signed by that member,
with the clerk of the committee.

Power to sit and act; subpoena power

(m)(1) For the purpose of carrying out any
of its functions and duties under this rule
and rule X (including any matters referred to
it under clause 2 of rule XlII), a committee or
subcommittee is authorized (subject to sub-
paragraph (2)(A))—

(A) to sit and act at such times and places
within the United States, whether the House
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned,
and to hold such hearings as it considers nec-
essary; and

(B) to require, by subpoena or otherwise,
the attendance and testimony of such wit-
nesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers,
and documents as it considers necessary.

(2) The chairman of the committee, or a
member designated by the chairman, may
administer oaths to witnesses.

(3)(A)(i) Except as provided in subdivision
(A)(ii), a subpoena may be authorized and
issued by a committee or subcommittee
under subparagraph (1)(B) in the conduct of
an investigation or series of investigations
or activities only when authorized by the
committee or subcommittee, a majority
being present. The power to authorize and
issue subpoenas under subparagraph (1)(B)
may be delegated to the chairman of the
committee under such rules and under such
limitations as the committee may prescribe.
Authorized subpoenas shall be signed by the
chairman of the committee or by a member
designated by the committee.

(ii) In the case of a subcommittee of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
a subpoena may be authorized and issued
only by an affirmative vote of a majority of
its members.

(B) A subpoena duces tecum may specify
terms of return other than at a meeting or
hearing of the committee or subcommittee
authorizing the subpoena.

(C) Compliance with a subpoena issued by
a committee or subcommittee under sub-
paragraph (1)(B) may be enforced only as au-
thorized or directed by the House.

* * * * *

Audio and visual coverage of committee pro-
ceedings

4. (a) The purpose of this clause is to pro-
vide a means, in conformity with acceptable
standards of dignity, propriety, and deco-
rum, by which committee hearings or com-
mittee meetings that are open to the public
may be covered by audio and visual means—

(1) for the education, enlightenment, and
information of the general public, on the
basis of accurate and impartial news cov-
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erage, regarding the operations, procedures,
and practices of the House as a legislative
and representative body, and regarding the
measures, public issues, and other matters
before the House and its committees, the
consideration thereof, and the action taken
thereon; and

(2) for the development of the perspective
and understanding of the general public with
respect to the role and function of the House
under the Constitution as an institution of
the Federal Government.

(b) In addition, it is the intent of this
clause that radio and television tapes and
television film of any coverage under this
clause may not be used, or made available
for use, as partisan political campaign mate-
rial to promote or oppose the candidacy of
any person for elective public office.

(c) It is, further, the intent of this clause
that the general conduct of each meeting
(whether of a hearing or otherwise) covered
under authority of this clause by audio or
visual means, and the personal behavior of
the committee members and staff, other
Government officials and personnel, wit-
nesses, television, radio, and press media
personnel, and the general public at the
hearing or other meeting, shall be in strict
conformity with and observance of the ac-
ceptable standards of dignity, propriety,
courtesy, and decorum traditionally ob-
served by the House in its operations, and
may not be such as to—

(1) distort the objects and purposes of the
hearing or other meeting or the activities of
committee members in connection with that
hearing or meeting or in connection with the
general work of the committee or of the
House; or

(2) cast discredit or dishonor on the House,
the committee, or a Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner or bring the House,
the committee, or a Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner into disrepute.

(d) The coverage of committee hearings
and meetings by audio and visual means
shall be permitted and conducted only in
strict conformity with the purposes, provi-
sions, and requirements of this clause.

(e) Whenever a hearing or meeting con-
ducted by a committee or subcommittee is
open to the public, those proceedings shall be
open to coverage by audio and visual means.
A committee or subcommittee chairman
may not limit the number of television or
still cameras to fewer than two representa-
tives from each medium (except for legiti-
mate space or safety considerations, in
which case pool coverage shall be author-
ized).

(f)) Each committee shall adopt written
rules to govern its implementation of this
clause. Such rules shall contain provisions to
the following effect:

(1) If audio or visual coverage of the hear-
ing or meeting is to be presented to the pub-
lic as live coverage, that coverage shall be
conducted and presented without commer-
cial sponsorship.

(2) The allocation among the television
media of the positions or the number of tele-
vision cameras permitted by a committee or
subcommittee chairman in a hearing or
meeting room shall be in accordance with
fair and equitable procedures devised by the
Executive Committee of the Radio and Tele-
vision Correspondents’ Galleries.

(3) Television cameras shall be placed so as
not to obstruct in any way the space between
a witness giving evidence or testimony and
any member of the committee or the visi-
bility of that witness and that member to
each other.

(4) Television cameras shall operate from
fixed positions but may not be placed in posi-
tions that obstruct unnecessarily the cov-
erage of the hearing or meeting by the other
media.
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(5) Equipment necessary for coverage by
the television and radio media may not be
installed in, or removed from, the hearing or
meeting room while the committee is in ses-
sion.

(6)(A) Except as provided in subdivision
(B), floodlights, spotlights, strobelights, and
flashguns may not be used in providing any
method of coverage of the hearing or meet-
ing.

(B) The television media may install addi-
tional lighting in a hearing or meeting room,
without cost to the Government, in order to
raise the ambient lighting level in a hearing
or meeting room to the lowest level nec-
essary to provide adequate television cov-
erage of a hearing or meeting at the current
state of the art of television coverage.

(7) In the allocation of the number of still
photographers permitted by a committee or
subcommittee chairman in a hearing or
meeting room, preference shall be given to
photographers from Associated Press Photos
and United Press International
Newspictures. If requests are made by more
of the media than will be permitted by a
committee or subcommittee chairman for
coverage of a hearing or meeting by still
photography, that coverage shall be per-
mitted on the basis of a fair and equitable
pool arrangement devised by the Standing
Committee of Press Photographers.

(8) Photographers may not position them-
selves between the witness table and the
members of the committee at any time dur-
ing the course of a hearing or meeting.

(9) Photographers may not place them-
selves in positions that obstruct unneces-
sarily the coverage of the hearing by the
other media.

(10) Personnel providing coverage by the
television and radio media shall be currently
accredited to the Radio and Television Cor-
respondents’ Galleries.

(11) Personnel providing coverage by still
photography shall be currently accredited to
the Press Photographers’ Gallery.

(12) Personnel providing coverage by the
television and radio media and by still pho-
tography shall conduct themselves and their
coverage activities in an orderly and unob-
trusive manner.

Pay of witnesses

5. Witnesses appearing before the House or
any of its committees shall be paid the same
per diem rate as established, authorized, and
regulated by the Committee on House Ad-
ministration for Members, Delegates, the
Resident Commissioner, and employees of
the House, plus actual expenses of travel to
or from the place of examination. Such per
diem may not be paid when a witness has
been summoned at the place of examination.
C. Filing and Printing of Reports—Rule XII1,

Clauses 2, 3 and 4 of the House

2. (a)(1) Except as provided in subparagraph
(2), all reports of committees (other than
those filed from the floor as privileged) shall
be delivered to the Clerk for printing and ref-
erence to the proper calendar under the di-
rection of the Speaker in accordance with
clause 1. The title or subject of each report
shall be entered on the Journal and printed
in the Congressional Record.

(2) A bill or resolution reported adversely
shall be laid on the table unless a committee
to which the bill or resolution was referred
requests at the time of the report its referral
to an appropriate calendar under clause 1 or
unless, within three days thereafter, a Mem-
ber, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner
makes such a request.

(b)(1) 1t shall be the duty of the chairman
of each committee to report or cause to be
reported promptly to the House a measure or
matter approved by the committee and to
take or cause to be taken steps necessary to
bring the measure or matter to a vote.
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(2) In any event, the report of a committee
on a measure that has been approved by the
committee shall be filed within seven cal-
endar days (exclusive of days on which the
House is not in session) after the day on
which a written request for the filing of the
report, signed by a majority of the members
of the committee, has been filed with the
clerk of the committee. The clerk of the
committee shall immediately notify the
chairman of the filing of such a request. This
subparagraph does not apply to a report of
the Committee on Rules with respect to a
rule, joint rule, or order of business of the
House, or to the reporting of a resolution of
inquiry addressed to the head of an executive
department.

(c) All supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views filed under clause 2(l) of rule XI
by one or more members of a committee
shall be included in, and shall be a part of,
the report filed by the committee with re-
spect to a measure or matter. When time
guaranteed by clause 2(l) of rule Xl has ex-
pired (or, if sooner, when all separate views
have been received), the committee may ar-
range to file its report with the Clerk not
later than one hour after the expiration of
such time. This clause and provisions of
clause 2(I) of rule Xl do not preclude the im-
mediate filing or printing of a committee re-
port in the absence of a timely request for
the opportunity to file supplemental, minor-
ity, or additional views as provided in clause
2(1) of rule XI.

Content of reports

3. (a)(1) Except as provided in subparagraph
(2), the report of a committee on a measure
or matter shall be printed in a single volume
that—

(A) shall include all supplemental, minor-
ity, or additional views that have been sub-
mitted by the time of the filing of the report;
and

(B) shall bear on its cover a recital that
any such supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views (and any material submitted
under paragraph (c)(3) or (4)) are included as
part of the report.

(2) A committee may file a supplemental
report for the correction of a technical error
in its previous report on a measure or mat-
ter.

(b) With respect to each record vote on a
motion to report a measure or matter of a
public nature, and on any amendment of-
fered to the measure or matter, the total
number of votes cast for and against, and the
names of members voting for and against,
shall be included in the committee report.
The preceding sentence does not apply to
votes taken in executive session by the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct.

(c) The report of a committee on a measure
that has been approved by the committee
shall include, separately set out and clearly
identified, the following:

(1) Oversight findings and recommenda-
tions under clause 2(b)(1) of rule X.

(2) The statement required by section
308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, except that an estimate of new budget
authority shall include, when practicable, a
comparison of the total estimated funding
level for the relevant programs to the appro-
priate levels under current law.

(3) An estimate and comparison prepared
by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office under section 402 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 if timely submitted to the
committee before the filing of the report.

(4) A summary of oversight findings and
recommendations by the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform under clause 4(c)(2) of rule
X if such findings and recommendations have
been submitted to the reporting committee
in time to allow it to consider such findings
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and recommendations during its delibera-
tions on the measure.

(d) Each report of a committee on a public
bill or public joint resolution shall contain
the following:

(1) A statement citing the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitution to
enact the law proposed by the bill or joint
resolution.

(2)(A) An estimate by the committee of the
costs that would be incurred in carrying out
the bill or joint resolution in the fiscal year
in which it is reported and in each of the five
fiscal years following that fiscal year (or for
the authorized duration of any program au-
thorized by the bill or joint resolution if less
than five years);

(B) A comparison of the estimate of costs
described in subdivision (A) made by the
committee with any estimate of such costs
made by a Government agency and submit-
ted to such committee; and

(C) When practicable, a comparison of the
total estimated funding level for the rel-
evant programs with the appropriate levels
under current law.

(3)(A) In subparagraph (2) the term *““Gov-
ernment agency” includes any department,
agency, establishment, wholly owned Gov-
ernment corporation, or instrumentality of
the Federal Government or the government
of the District of Columbia.

(B) Subparagraph (2) does not apply to the
Committee on Appropriations, the Commit-
tee on House Administration, the Committee
on Rules, or the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, and does not apply when a
cost estimate and comparison prepared by
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice under section 402 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 has been included in the
report under paragraph (c)(3).

(e)(1) Whenever a committee reports a bill
or joint resolution proposing to repeal or
amend a statute or part thereof, it shall in-
clude in its report or in an accompanying
document—

(A) the text of a statute or part thereof
that is proposed to be repealed; and

(B) a comparative print of any part of the
bill or joint resolution proposing to amend
the statute and of the statute or part thereof
proposed to be amended, showing by appro-
priate typographical devices the omissions
and insertions proposed.

(2) If a committee reports a bill or joint
resolution proposing to repeal or amend a
statute or part thereof with a recommenda-
tion that the bill or joint resolution be
amended, the comparative print required by
subparagraph (1) shall reflect the changes in
existing law proposed to be made by the bill
or joint resolution as proposed to be amend-
ed.

* * * * *

Availability of reports

4. (a)(1) Except as specified in subpara-
graph (2), it shall not be in order to consider
in the House a measure or matter reported
by a committee until the third calendar day
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, or legal holi-
days except when the House is in session on
such a day) on which each report of a com-
mittee on that measure or matter has been
available to Members, Delegates, and the
Resident Commissioner.

(2) Subparagraph (1) does not apply to—

(A) a resolution providing a rule, joint
rule, or order of business reported by the
Committee on Rules considered under clause
6;

(B) a resolution providing amounts from
the applicable accounts described in clause
1(i)(1) of rule X reported by the Committee
on House Administration considered under
clause 6 of rule X;
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(C) a resolution presenting a question of
the privileges of the House reported by any
committee;

(D) a measure for the declaration of war, or
the declaration of a national emergency, by
Congress; and

(E) a measure providing for the disapproval
of a decision, determination, or action by a
Government agency that would become, or
continue to be, effective unless disapproved
or otherwise invalidated by one or both
Houses of Congress. In this subdivision the
term ““Government agency’’ includes any de-
partment, agency, establishment, wholly
owned Government corporation, or instru-
mentality of the Federal Government or of
the government of the District of Columbia.

(b) A committee that reports a measure or
matter shall make every reasonable effort to
have its hearings thereon (if any) printed
and available for distribution to Members,
Delegates, and the Resident Commissioner
before the consideration of the measure or
matter in the House.

(c) A general appropriation bill reported by
the Committee on Appropriations may not
be considered in the House until the third
calendar day (excluding Saturdays, Sundays,
and legal holidays except when the House is
in session on such a day) on which printed
hearings of the Committee on Appropria-
tions thereon have been available to Mem-
bers, Delegates, and the Resident Commis-
sioner.

I1l. SELECTED MATTERS OF INTEREST
A. 5 U.S.C. Sec. 2954. Information to
Committees of Congress on Request

An Executive agency, on request of the
Committee on Government Operations of the
House of Representatives, or of any seven
members thereof, or on request of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations of the
Senate, or any five members thereof, shall
submit any information requested of it relat-
ing to any matter within the jurisdiction of
the committee.

B. 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1505. Obstruction of Pro-
ceedings Before Departments, Agencies,
and Committees
Whoever, with intent to avoid, evade, pre-

vent, or obstruct compliance, in whole or in
part, with any civil investigative demand
duly and properly made under the Antitrust
Civil Process Act, willfully withholds, mis-
represents, removes from any place, con-
ceals, covers up, destroys, mutilates, alters,
or by other means falsifies any documentary
material, answers to written interrogatories,
or oral testimony, which is the subject of
such demand; or attempts to do so or solicits
another to do so; or

Whoever corruptly, or by threats or force,
or by any threatening letter or communica-
tion influences, obstructs, or impedes or en-
deavors to influence, obstruct, or impede the
due and proper administration of the law
under which any pending proceeding is being
had before any department or agency of the
United States, or the due and proper exercise
of the power or inquiry under which any in-
quiry or investigation is being had by either
House, or any committee or either House or
any joint committee of the Congress—

Shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.

C. 31 U.S.C. Sec. 712. Investigating the Use of

Public Money
The Comptroller General shall—

* * * * * * *

(3) analyze expenditures of each executive
agency the Comptroller General believes will
help Congress decide whether public money
has been used and expended economically
and efficiently;

(4) make an investigation and report or-
dered by either House of Congress or a com-
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mittee of Congress having jurisdiction over
revenue, appropriations, or expenditures; and

(5) give a committee of Congress having ju-
risdiction over revenue, appropriations, or
expenditures the help and information the
committee requests.

D. 31 U.S.C. Sec. 719. Comptroller General
Reports

*

* * * * * *

(e) The Comptroller General shall report
on analyses carried out under section 712(3)
of this title to the Committees on Govern-
mental Affairs and Appropriations of the
Senate, the Committees on Government Op-
erations and Appropriations of the House,
and the committees with jurisdiction over
legislation related to the operation of each
executive agency.!

* * * * * * *

(i) On request of a committee of Congress,
the Comptroller General shall explain to dis-
cuss with the committee or committee staff
a report the Comptroller General makes that
would help the committee—

(1) evaluate a program or activity of an
agency within the jurisdiction of the com-
mittee; or

(2) in its consideration of proposed legisla-
tion.

E. 31 U.S.C. Sec. 717. Evaluating Programs
and Activities of the United States Govern-
ment

* * * * * * *

(d)(1) On request of a committee of Con-
gress, the Comptroller General shall help the
committee to—

(A) develop a statement of legislative goals
and ways to assess and report program per-
formance related to the goals, including rec-
ommended ways to assess performance, in-
formation to be reported, responsibility for
reporting, frequency of reports, and feasibil-
ity of pilot testing; and

(B) assess program evaluations prepared by
and for an agency.

(2) On request of a member of Congress, the
Comptroller General shall give the member a
copy of the material the Comptroller Gen-
eral compiles in carrying out this subsection
that has been released by the committee for
which the material was compiled.

F. 31 U.S.C. Sec. 1113. Congressional
Information

(a)(1) When requested by a committee of
Congress having jurisdiction over receipts or
appropriations, the President shall provide
the committee with assistance and informa-
tion.

(2) When requested by a committee of Con-
gress, additional information related to the
amount of an appropriation originally re-
quested by an Office of Inspector General
shall be submitted to the committee.

(b) When requested by a committee of Con-
gress, by the Comptroller General, or by the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office,
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, and
the head of each executive agency shall—

(1) provide information on the location and
kind of available fiscal, budget, and program
information;

(2) to the extent practicable, prepare sum-
mary tables of that fiscal, budget, and pro-
gram information and related information of
the committee, the Comptroller General, or
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice considers necessary; and

(3) provide a program evaluation carried
out or commissioned by an executive agency.

1For other requirements which relate to General
Accounting Office reports to Congress and which af-
fect the committee, see secs. 232 and 236 of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-
150).

February 4, 1999

(c) In cooperation with the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office, the Secretary,
and the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the Comptroller General
shall—

(1) establish and maintain a current direc-
tory of sources of, and information systems
for, fiscal, budget, and program information
and a brief description of the contents of
each source and system;

(2) when requested, provide assistance to
committees of Congress and members of Con-
gress in obtaining information from the
sources in the directory; and

(3) when requested, provide assistance to
committees and the extent practicable, to
members of Congress in evaluating the infor-
mation from the sources in the directory;
and

(d) To the extent they consider necessary,
the Comptroller General and the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office individually
or jointly shall establish and maintain a file
of information to meet recurring needs of
Congress for fiscal, budget, and program in-
formation to carry out this section and sec-
tions 717 and 1112 of this title. The file shall
include information on budget requests, con-
gressional authorizations to obligations and
expenditures. The Comptroller General and
the Director shall maintain the file and an
index so that it is easier for the committees
and agencies of Congress to use the file and
index through data processing and commu-
nications techniques.

(e)(1) The Comptroller General shall—

(A) carry out a continuing program to
identify the needs of committees and mem-
bers of Congress for fiscal budget, and pro-
gram information to carry out this section
and section 1112 of this title;

(B) assist committees of Congress in devel-
oping their information needs;

(C) monitor recurring reporting require-
ments of Congress and committees; and

(D) make recommendations to Congress
and committees for changes and improve-
ments in those reporting requirements to
meet information needs identified by the
Comptroller General, to improve their use-
fulness to congressional users, and to elimi-
nate unnecessary reporting.

(2) Before September 2 of each year, the
Comptroller General shall report to Congress
on—

(A) the needs identified under paragraph
(1)(A) of this subsection;

(B) the relationship of those needs to exist-
ing reporting requirements;

(C) the extent to which reporting by the
executive branch of the United States Gov-
ernment currently meets the identified
needs;

(D) the changes to standard classifications
necessary to meet congressional needs;

(E) activities, progress, and results of the
program of the Comptroller General under
paragraph (1)(B)-(D) of this subsection; and

(F) progress of the executive branch in the
prior year.

(3) Before March 2 of each year, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget
and the Secretary shall report to Congress
on plans for meeting the needs identified
under paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection,
including—

(A) plans for carrying out changes to clas-
sifications to meet information needs of Con-
gress;

(B) the status of information systems in
the prior year; and

(C) the use of standard classifications.
(Public Law 97-258, Sept. 13, 1982, 96 Stat. 914;

Public Law 97-452, §1(3), Jan. 12, 1983, 96 Stat.
2467.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. COYNE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. COYNE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

THE CHINA MARKET ACCESS AND
EXPORT OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF
1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, last
week, U.S. trade negotiators once
again met with their Chinese counter-
parts in an attempt to discuss China’s
accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion, the WTO. Unfortunately, but also
predictably, these talks did not
produce any significant breakthroughs.
The Chinese repeated their same old,
unsatisfactory demands while offering
only minimal concessions.

Though the Washington, D.C. rumor
mill and so-called conventional wisdom
are predicting that the forthcoming
Sino-American meeting between Presi-
dent Clinton and Chinese Premier Zhu
Rongji will showcase an agreement for
China’s WTO accession, the United
States and China remain so far apart
on so many trade issues that this Mem-
ber is doubtful that a complete and
commercially viable agreement can be
reached in such a short time frame.

Instead, the President and the Pre-
mier will be faced with China continu-
ing to have a huge and growing trade
surplus with the United States. The
record $60 billion trade deficit with
China in 1998 represents a 15.5 percent
increase over the 1997 level. Now as the
trade deficit with China is averaging
more than $1 billion per week, under
current trends the projected trade defi-
cit for 1999 could exceed $70 billion. It
is also clear that the American exports
will continue to face new and growing
problems of access to the Chinese mar-
kets.

It seems to this Member that the un-
derlying problem remains that China
already enjoys, without making any
real concessions, the low tariff benefit
of normal trade with the United
States. From the Chinese perspective,
why should they change?

Recognizing that China gets a free
ride into U.S. markets without giving
U.S. exporters similar, fair treatment,
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EwING), the distinguished
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING) and this Member have again in-
troduced legislation that gives Amer-
ican trade negotiators the tools needed
to pry open China’s markets as we did
last Congress on May 22, 1997.

This legislation, the China Market
Access and Export Opportunities Act,
requires that China either make an ac-
ceptable offer to join the World Trade
Organization or face snap-back tariffs.
That is a reasonable approach to nego-
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tiations that are stymied and a U.S.
trade deficit that is rapidly growing
and unsustainable.

The Bereuter-Ewing-Pickering legis-
lation will help induce China’s leaders
to comply with the world trade rules
by eliminating our annual normal
trade relations review when China ac-
cedes to the WTO. No longer will the
President have to waive or certify that
China meets Jackson-Vanik require-
ments. China, under this legislation,
will receive normal trade status rou-
tinely unless either the Congress or the
President use other existing authori-
ties to raise tariffs on China’s goods.
As a result, this action will eliminate
Beijing’s contention that China could
make all of the structural and trade
liberalization changes necessary to
join the WTO only to have the U.S.
Congress continue its annual and in-
creasingly contentious NTR reviews.

The China Market Access and Export
Opportunities Act requires the Presi-
dent to first determine if China is,
quote, not according adequate trade
benefits, close quote, as defined in ex-
isting law to the United States; and
second, if China is not taking adequate
steps to become a WTO member by
January 1, 2001. This is also the date by
which the current bilateral U.S. trade
agreement must be renewed. If the
President makes a negative conclusion
on either of these two findings, then
the President shall announce the impo-
sition of snap-back tariffs on China
within 6 months of that determination.
In imposing the snap-back tariffs, the
President has wide discretion to deter-
mine both the amount of the tariff and
on which categories of products the
snap-back tariffs will be imposed. How-
ever, under no circumstances can the
President exceed the legislation’s snap-
back tariff ceiling which is the pre-
Uruguay round MFN tariff rate; in
other words, the Column 1 tariff rates
in effect on December 31, 1994.

A study by the Congressional Re-
search Service estimates an additional
$325 million in tariff revenue would be
generated for the U.S. Treasury if the
President were to utilize his full snap-
back authority, for example, on just
the top 25 Chinese exports to the
United States. This estimate, based
upon 1995 figures, is not adjusted to re-
flect any downward demand for the
products due to the increased tariff.

The President would be required
under this legislation to terminate the
imposed snap-back tariffs on China on
the date China becomes a WTO member
or on the date the President deter-
mines that China is according adequate
trade benefits to the United States and
making significant steps to become a
WTO member, whichever is earlier. The
President also will be able to modify
any of the snap-back tariffs upward
within the cap or downward in response
to Chinese actions or inactions as long
as the appropriate congressional com-
mittees are notified.

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge my colleagues to
support and cosponsor the Bereuter-
Ewing-Pickering legislation.
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Because the China Market Access and Ex-
port Opportunities Act proposes tariffs averag-
ing from 4% to 7% rather than the average
44% tariff increase which would result if NTR
is revoked, our proposal is realistic and en-
forceable and Beijing will have strong motive
to move to WTO membership and reciprocally
open their markets. Currently, China’s leaders
in effect ignore Congress’ annual threat to re-
voke NTR because they know we will not im-
pose such draconian tariffs on U.S. imports.
China knows that the impact of such severe
import duties on economies of important U.S.
partners like Hong Kong and Taiwan would be
excessively damaging. By giving the President
the flexibility to vary and modify these tariffs
within the statutorily imposed level, our “scal-
pel-like” snap-back mechanism-rather than the
“meat axe” approach of the annual NTR proc-
ess-greatly increases the United States Trade
Representative’s ability to negotiate accept-
able terms for China’s accession to the WTO.
It is a realistic carrot-and-stick approach.

Mr. Speaker, China’s desire to join the
World Trade Organization represents an his-
toric opportunity for the United States to level
the playing field for U.S. companies, workers
and farmers to sell their products in China.
However, this opportunity will be lost if the
U.S. Congress and the Administration do not
agree on a responsible strategy to coax China
into that organization after it has met eligibility
standards. The China Market Access and Ex-
port Opportunities Act is a tough but reason-
able way to pressure Beijing to eliminate those
trade barriers and structural impediments
which currently stand between China and its
membership in the WTO. The economic and
trade liberalization reforms in China which this
legislation promotes will reduce our enormous
and ever-growing bilateral trade deficit and
benefit American workers and consumers
while stimulating the most positive forces of
political and social change in China. It is a
win-win approach which this Member encour-
ages his colleagues to support by supporting
the Bereuter-Ewing-Pickering legislation being
introduced today.

LEGISLATION TO AWARD A CON-
GRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL TO
ROSA PARKS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
offer legislation to award a Congressional
Gold Medal to Rosa Parks.

Rosa Parks is the Mother of America’s Civil
Rights movement. Her quiet courage that day
in Montgomery, Alabama, touched off a new
American revolution that opened new doors of
opportunity and brought equality for all Ameri-
cans close to a reality.

In 1955, Rosa Parks touched off the bus
boycott in Montgomery, Alabama, when she
was arrested for refusing to yield her seat at
the front of the bus to a white man. Bone-
weary from a long day at work, Rosa Parks
was on her way home. The only seat available
on the bus was in the “white” section. Out-
raged by her arrest, the black community in
Montgomery launched a bus boycott demand-
ing racial integration of the bus system.

The bus boycott introduced Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. to America as a civil rights lead-
er. Led by Dr. King, African-Americans took
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car-pools to their destinations in Montgomery
and pushed the bus system to the brink of fi-
nancial ruin. After months of running nearly-
empty buses, Montgomery relented and
agreed to integrate the system. For the first
time bus riders, no matter what their color,
could sit anywhere they wanted.

The movement sparked in Montgomery cul-
minated in the Civil Rights Act, the Voting
Rights Act and a new affirmation of the equal
rights promised to all Americans by the Con-
stitution.

The quiet courage of Rosa Parks changed
the course of American history and came to
symbolize the power of non-violent protest. In
the 44 years since that cold winter Montgom-
ery day, the Nation has derived immense ben-
efit from her leadership and that of those she
inspired. Rosa Parks continues to dedicate her
life to the cause of universal human rights and
has become a living icon for freedom in Amer-
ica.
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My legislation will authorize the President to
award Rosa Parks a gold medal, on behalf of
Congress. It will authorize the U.S. Mint to
strike and sell duplicates to the public.

Today is Rosa Parks’ 86th birthday. It is
time for Congress and the entire nation to join
me in recognizing Rosa Parks’ significant and
historic contributions to American society. Feb-
ruary is Black History month. This is the time
for us to finally give Rosa Parks the recogni-
tion she has so long deserved.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CoNDIT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. COYNE, for 5 minutes, today.

e
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Ms. CARSON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, today.
SHUSTER, for 5 minutes, today.
STumP, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ARCHER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TALENT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON for Indiana for 5 minutes
today.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 40 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Feb-
ruary 8, 1999, at 2 p.m.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports and amended reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel dur-
ing the third and fourth quarters of 1998 by Committees of the House of Representatives, as well as consolidated report
of foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for speaker-authorized official travel during third quarter of 1998, pursuant

to Public Law 95-384, are as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Diane Roark 8/19  Asia 267.27 267.27
Commercial airfare 1,183.74 1,183.74
Patrick Murray 8/23  Europe 1,928.00 1,928.00
Commercial airfare 5,251.57 5,251.57
Merrell Morehead 8/23  Europe 1,928.00 1,928.00
Commercial airfare 5,251.57 5,251.57
William MCFarland ...........ccoovevveevverernnississinninns 8/23  Europe 1,928.00 1,928.00
Commercial airfare 5,251.57 5,251.57
Cathering EDEBIWEIN .......coovevvirevvreniiecissiessissiesiiens 8/20 8/31  Europe 2,916.00 2,916.00
Commercial airfare 4,838.86 4,838.86
Elizabeth Larson 8/24 9/4 Europe 3,062.00 3,062.00
Commercial airfare 6,329.15 6,329.15
Committee total .........iiiiiiiiiiiisiiins o 12,029.27 ..o 28,106.46 40,135,73

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

PORTER J. GOSS, Chairman, Nov. 12, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival  Departure

Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
Countn U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
y Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES

Please note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

BOB SMITH, Chairman, Jan. 28, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN SEPT. 30, AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
TIMOthy PELEISON ......ovoeurvvverevsrereieerreieenessseseiinns 10/22 10/26  Canada 42250 422.50
Commercial irfare ... e 835.15 835.15
James W. Dyer 1172 11/4 Czech Republic 464.00 464.00
11/4 11/6 Switzerland 858.00 858.00
Commercial airfare ... v 5432.86 5,432.86
Valerie L. BaldWin ......ccccoovereemereineneisereieeneinens 1172 11/4 Czech Republic 464.00 464.00
11/4 11/6 Switzerland 858.00 858.00
11/6 11/8 Italy 578.00 578.00
Commercial airfare ... v 5,941.86 5,941.86
John Shank 1172 11/4 United Kingdom 630.00 630.00
11/4 11/6 Switzerland 572.00 572.00
11/6 11710 Italy 1,445.00 1,445.00
Commercial airfare 6,253.50 6,253.50
John J. Zi i 17 11711 ltaly 1,017.00 1,017.00
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN SEPT. 30, AND DEC. 31, 1998—

Continued
Date Per diem?* Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Commercial airfare 5,127.17 5,127.17
James T. Walsh 11/29 12/2 India 867.00 867.00
12/2 1217 Nepal 1,344.00 1,344.00
Commercial airfare 2,307.00 2,307.00
Ci ittee total 9,519.50 s 25,897.54 35,417.04
Committee on Appropriations, Surveys and Inves-
tigations Staff:
T.. Booth 11/6 11/10  Bahrain 63250 i 5569.84 ... 25121 6,453.55
11/10 11/11  United Arab EMIrates ........iiies covvevvvvsvcsenenens 228.00 228.00
11/11 11/14  Saudi Arabia 711.25 71125
11/14 11/16  Bahrain 392.00 392.00
NH. Gardner ... 12/3 12/5 China 71750 i 934154 . 2344 e 10,082.48
12/6 12/10  Australia 695.50 695.50
12/11 12/11  Japan 184.50 184.50
M.0. Glynn 11/13 11/18  Italy 114125 .. 5747.02 oo 122.00 ..o 7,010.27
11/18 11/20  Turkey 236.25 236.25
11/20 11/21  The Netherlands 231.00 231.00
R.D. Green un 11/21  Germany 2,549.75 .. 5,242.89 26.40 7,819.04
C.LHAUVET o 12/3 12/5 China 71750 .. 9,341.54 73.57 10,132.61
12/6 12/10  Australia 695.50 695.50
12/11 12/11  Japan 184.50 184.50
W.C. Hersman ... 117 11/18  ltaly 2,052.00 .. 5,636.97 32.00 7,720.97
11/18 11/20  Turkey 236.25 236.25
11/20 11/21  The Netherlands 231.00 231.00
T.E. Hobbs 11/13 11/18  Italy 1,058.75 .. 5494.74 42.88 6,596.37
RA. Jaxel 17 11/18 ItaIK 2,052.00 .. 5,636.97 102.95 7,791.92
11/18 11/20  Turkey 236.25 236.25
11/20 11/21  The Netherlands 231.00 231.00
DK. Lutz 11/6 11/10  Bahrain 632.50 .. 593184 ..o 21801 i 6,782.35
11710 11/11  United Arab EMIrates .........cooommmiiiies wovvsssensiiinnns 228.00 228.00
1111 11/14  Saudi Arabia 711.25 711.25
1114 11/16  Bahrain 441.00 441.00
HP. MeDONald .......vvvvvvvvicvcvvciviviisiinieninens 12/3 12/5  China 71750 e 934154 .. 130.64 ... 10,189.68
12/6 12/10  Australia 695.50 695.50
1211 12/11  Japan 184.50 184.50
R.H. Pearre un 11/15  Italy 134225 .. 5227.15 132.79 6,702.19
R.J. Reitwiesner 11/6 11/10  Bahrain 63250 .. 5,569.84 230.21 6,432.55
11710 11/11  United Arab EMIrates .........ccoommmmviiies wovvsnsesvsiinnns 228.00 228.00
1111 11/14  Saudi Arabia 711.25 711.25
1114 11/16  Bahrain 392.00 392.00
F.R. Stevens . 17 11/21  Germany 2,807.50 5,496.84 195.20 8,499.54
R.W. Vandergri 12/3 12/5 China 71750 .. 9,341.54 281.06 10,340.10
12/6 12/10  Australia 695.50 695.50
1211 12/11  Japan 184.50 184.50
TP WYMAN oo 12/3 12/5 China 71750 s 934154 28712 i 10,306.16
12/6 12/10  Australia 695.50 695.50
1211 12/11  Japan 184.50 184.50
Committee total ..........ociiiiiiiiiciiisiinns e 28,330.00 .o 102,261.80  ..ccoocvccccrcen. 210948 ... 13270428

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILL YOUNG, Chairman, Jan. 28, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BANKING, AND FINANCIAL SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND

DEC. 31, 1998
Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Ellen Kuo 11/29 12/4  Brazil 1,453.00 oo 1,990.00 3,443.00
Committee total 1,453.00 oo 1,990.00 3,443.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JIM LEACH, Chairman, Jan. 28, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JOHN R. KASICH, Chairman, Jan. 28, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT.1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Peter DEUSCH ..........cocvvvvvvvvvvivviiiiviviiiiiiieees 12/11 12/15  Israel 2,648.00 2,648.00
Committee total 2,648.00 2,648.00

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
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2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
TOM BLILEY, Chairman, Jan. 19, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1, AND DEC.

31, 1998
Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILL GOODLING, Chairman, Feb. 1, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILL THOMAS, Chairman, Feb. 1, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Visit to Ukraine and Russia, Nov. 7-13, 1998:
Mr. David J. Trachtenberg .............ccoueevvevees 1177 11/10  Ukraine 1,140.00 1,140.00
11/10 11/13  Russia 873.00 873.00
Commercial airfare 5,333.07 5,333.07
Visit to Korea, Nov. 18-21, 1998:
Hon. Gene Taylor ........cccoeevomervivserinecriines 11/18 11/21  Korea 786.00 786.00
Commercial airfare 3,736.00 3,736.00
Mr. Dudley L. Tademy ......cccovervemereeerrirnennns 11/18 11/21  Korea 786.00 786.00
Commercial airfare 3,736.00 3,736.00
Visit to Nicaragua and Honduras, Nov. 29-Dec. 1,
1998:
Hon. Solomon P. Otiz ......cvvvvrevivereiecriieenns 11/29 12/1 Nicaragua 440.21 440.21
12/1 12/1 Honduras
Visit to Germany, Nov. 30-Dec. 5, 1998:
Ms. Mieke Y. EOyang ............cveviviiiininees 11/30 12/5 Germany 1,250.00 1,250.00
Commercial airfare 3,839.55 3,839.55
Visit to the United Kingdom, Belgium, Russia and
Czech Republic, Nov. 30-Dec. 10, 1998:
Hon. Ike SKelton ..........cccovvvvvvvevevciiiviiiiiiienees 11/30 1212 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Hon. Neil Abercrombie ........cccccvvveriricriines 11/30 12/2 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Hon. Loretta Sanchez .........cvvvevirevvienes 11/30 12/2 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Hon. Adam Smith . 11/30 12/2 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Hon. Vic Snyder ... 11/30 12/2 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Thomas P. Glakas .........cccooevvermeviineeriinene 11/30 12/2 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Dudley L. Tademy ......cccormvveemevrvserirserienes 11/30 12/2 United Kingdom 730.00 730.00
12/2 12/4 Belgium 458.00 458.00
12/4 12/8 Russia 1,498.00 1,498.00
12/8 12/10  Czech Republic 564.00 564.00
Visit to Panama, Dec. 6-8, 1998:
Mr. Christain P. ZU ....coocvvviiisennsriicsssnsnins 12/6 12/8 Panama 243.00 243.00
Commercial airfare 1,126.50 1,126.50
Visit to Belgium, Germany, Bosnia and Macedonia,
Dec. 10-15, 1998:
Hon. Ellen 0. TAUSChEr .....c..overvvvmereverrriiiennns 12/10 12/10  Belgium
12/10 12/11  Germany 113.00 113.00
12/11 12/14  Bosnia 1,053.00 1,053.00
12/14 12/15  Macedonia 175.00 175.00
Commercial airfare 4,693.93 4,693.93
Mr. William H. Natter ........cocmereineeriinennns 12/10 12/10  Belgium
12/10 12/11  Germany 113.00 113.00
12/11 12/14  Bosnia 1,053.00 1,053.00
12/14 12/15  Macedonia 175.00 175.00
Commercial airfare 4,693.93 4,693.93
C i total 30,950.21 i 27,158.98 58,109.19

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
FLOYD SPENCE, Chairman, Jan. 29, 1999.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998
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Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
HoN. David DIEIET .ovveeoeueecveeerssmseereesseseerenennens 12/3 127 New Zealand 865.000 3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 3 774.00
Hon. Tony P. Hall .....ooovvvecerncniscnens 11/7 11/15  S. Korea, N. Korea, Japan ... 1,492.00 5,716.00 7,208.00
C i total 313100 s 5,716.00 8,847.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3Military air transportation.

JERRY SOLOMON, Chairman, Dec. 31, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival D Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
vl eparture currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Phil Kiko 11/13 11/17  New Zealand 1,070.00 ... 1,936.00 3,006.00
11/17 11/21  Antarctica
11/21 11/22 New Zealand
William Stiles 11/14 11/17  New Zealand 875.00 .o 2,394.67 3,269.67
11/17 11/21  Antarctica
11/21 12/01  New Zealand
Steve Eule 11/14 11/17  New Zealand 875.00 ..o 2,376.00 3,251.00
11/17 11/21  Antarctica
11/21 11/22 New Zealand
Hon. George E. Brown, Jr ......coccconvevvvnnerierneninns 12/5 12/13  Mexico 1,919.00 515.90 2,434.90
Michael Quear 12/5 12/13  Mexico 1,919.00 551.70 2,470.70
Myndii Gottlieb 12/6 12/12  Mexico 1,422.00 713.94 2,135.94
Committee total 8,080.00 ..coooccisciinenn 8,488.21 16,568.21

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., Chairman, Dec. 21, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JIM TALENT, Chairman, Feb. 2, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employes Arival D Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

iva eparture currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or UsS.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Philip Crane ... 12/3 1217 New Zealand 865.00 (3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Hon. Wally HErger ........coccvmmmmeerererismscenreisisenes 1213 127 New Zealand 865.00 3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Hon. Nancy L. JohnSon ... 1213 1217 New Zealand 865.00 (3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Hon. Jennifer DUNN «....coovvvvvevevevevvviiiiisisisisisisnness 123 1217 New Zealand 865.00 (3) 865.00
1217 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Hon. Karen ThUrman ... 1213 127 New Zealand 865.00 3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Hon. Chris SMIth ..o 12/3 1217 New Zealand 865.00 (3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Meredith Broadbent .............c.ooemviiimnnersiciriinenins 12/3 1217 New Zealand 865.00 3) 865.00
1217 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Angela Ellard 12/3 127 New Zealand 865.00 3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Karen Humbel 12/3 1217 New Zealand 865.00 (3) 865.00
12/7 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
Donna Thiessen 12/3 1217 New Zealand 865.00 3) 865.00
1217 12/12  Australia 774.00 (3) 774.00
CODE EXPENSE .cvvvvevrvuvrrvreerssmrennesssssseernneene 1217 12/12  Australia 8,434.00 8,434.00
1217 12/12  Australia 15,414.00 15,414.00
Committee total 16,390.00 ... 8,434.00 15,414.00 40,238.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.
BILL ARCHER, Chairman, Jan. 28, 1999.
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AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY AND BRITISH-AMERICAN PARLIAMENTARY GROUP,
EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 8 AND NOV. 15, 1998

Date Per diem?* Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

Hon. DOUQG BETEULET ......ouuvevercririreiercrisieeniseeneinns 11/8 11/13  Scotland 1,810.00
1113 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,905.00

Hon. Tim Bliley 11/8 11/13  Scotland 1,810.00
11/13 11/15  England 730.00 2,540.00

Hon. Sherwood Boehlert .........ccoocevvvcivvennnniiiiiiisenns 1118 11/13  Scotland 1,810.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,905.00

Hon. Roy Blunt 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
1113 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Herb Bateman .............ciiiiiiiiiiisincee 11710 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Vernon Ehlers 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Joel Hefley 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Paul GIllMOr ... 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Scott MCGINNIS .......vvvvvvvisnnnnvciivsssenniiiinenene 11710 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

HOn. OWEN PICKEE ....vocvecveceeciereee e 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/13 11/15  England 730.00 1,816.00

Hon. Ralph Regula .........ccccovevvriverevmncronecriisee. 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Marge Roukema .................iiiiveisisininnenss 11710 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. Floyd SPence ........cooccevevirmmmeeereervvmnsernrerinenee 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00

Hon. John Tanner .. 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
1113 11/15  England 730.00 1,816.00

Hon. Robert Wise .......cccoourvvvvivisnnnnvciiivsssenssiiininn. 11710 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11113 11/15  England 730.00 1,816.00

Susan Olson 11/8 11/13  Scotland 1,810.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,905.00

Jo Weber 11/8 11/12  Scotland 1,448.00
11/12 11/16  England 1,460.00 2,908.00
Mike Ennis 11/10 11/14  Scotland 1,448.00 1,448.00

Robin Evans 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00
11/13 11/16  England 1,095.00 2,181.00
Linda Pedigo 11/10 11/14  Scotland 1,448.00 1,448.00
David Goldston 11/10 11/13  Scotland 1,086.00 1,086.00
Bob King 11/10 11/14  Scotland 1,448.00 1,448.00
Brent Parker 11/12 11/16  England 1,460.00 1,460.00
Total 48,311.00 48,311.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
DOUG BEREUTER, Jan. 5, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO ARGENTINA, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 1 AND NOV. 16, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

Hon. Joe Barton 11/10 11/13  Argentina 479.00 1,606.50 2,085.50
Hon. Ken Calvert 11/8 11/13  Argentina 753.00 4,555.50 5,308.50
Hon. John Dingell .. . 11/10 11/12  Argentina 237.00 3,893.50 4,130.50
Hon. Jo Ann Emerson .. . 116 11/13  Argentina 753.00 4,124.50 4,877.50
Hon. Ron Klink 11/10 11/13  Argentina 479.00 1,449.50 1,928.50
Hon. Joe Knollenberg . . 11/8 11/15  Argentina 753.00 4,047.50 4,800.50
Hon. Dennis Kucinich 17 11/13  Argentina 890.00 2,292.50 3,182.50
Hon. F. James Sensenbrenner 11/7 11/13  Argentina 890.00 4,367.50 5,257.50
Hon. Peter DeFazio ... 11/10 11/14  Argentina 479.00 5,843.50 6,322.50
Alssondra Campaigne 11/14  Argentina 616.00 1,605.50 2,221.50
Robert Hood 11/14  Argentina 479.00 4,319.50 4,798.50
Dennis Fitzgibbons 11/13  Argentina 616.00 4,367.50 4,983.50
Mark Kirk 11/14  Argentina 616.00 7,923.50 8,539.50
Kyle Mulhall 11/13  Argentina 616.00 1,217.50 1,833.50
Todd Schultz 11/13  Argentina 890.00 4,367.50 5,257.50
Catherine VanWay ... 117 11/16  Argentina 890.00 4,124.50 5,014.50
Harlan Watson un 11/14  Argentina 1,986.00 4,367.50 6,353.50

C i total 12,422.00 oo 64,473.00 76,895.00

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr., Dec. 10, 1998.

AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO ARGENTINA, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 1 AND NOV. 16,

1998
Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Joe Barton 11/10 11/13  Argentina 479.00 1,606.50 2,085.50
Hon. Ken Calvert 11/8 11/13  Argentina 753.00 4,555.50 5,308.50
Hon. Jo AN EMEISON ...oouvcvveeerereaerereesieeerensssnnnens 11/6 11/13  Argentina 753.00 4,124.50 4,877.50
Hon. Ron Klink 11710 11/13  Argentina 479.00 1,449.50 1,928.50
Hon. Joe Knollenberg . .18 11/15  Argentina 753.00 4,047.50 4,800.50
Hon. Dennis Kucinich 11/7 11/13  Argentina 890.00 2,292.50 3,182.50
Hon. F. James Sensenbrenner 17 11/13  Argentina 890.00 4,367.50 5,257.50
Hon. Peter DeFazio ..... 11710 11/14  Argentina 479.00 5,843.50 6,322.50
Alssondra Campaigne 11/14  Argentina 616.00 1,605.00 2,221.00
Robert Hood 11/14  Argentina 479.00 4,319.50 4,798.50
Dennis Fitzgibbons ... 11/13  Argentina 616.00 4,367.50 4,983.50
Mark Kirk 11/14  Argentina 616.00 7,923.50 8,539.50
Kyle Mulhall 11/13  Argentina 616.00 1,217.50 1,833.50
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AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO ARGENTINA, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 1 AND NOV. 16,
1998—Continued

Date Per diem?* Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Todd Schultz 117 11/13  Argentina 890.00 4,367.50 5,257.50
Catherine VanWay ........cvomverreeerinssnsreensnssnes 117 11/16  Argentina 890.00 4,124.50 5,014.50
Harlan Watson 11/1 11/14  Argentina 1,986.00 4,367.50 6,353.50
C ittee Total 12,185.00 .o 60,579.50 72,764.50

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals. . . .
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Ur., Dec. 10, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO LEBANON, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 21 AND NOV. 25, 1998

Date Per diem?® Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Ray LaHood . L1122 11/25  Lebanon 250.00 3 250.00
Hon. Nick Rahall 11/22 11/25  Lebanon 250.00 3 250.00
Diane Liesman 11/22 11/25  Lebanon 250.00 3 250.00
Total 750.00 750.00

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals. ) . .
21f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.

RAY LAHOOD, Dec. 16, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO SOUTH KOREA, NORTH KOREA, AND JAPAN, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 5 AND

NOV. 15, 1998
Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Deborah DEYOUNG vveeeeveuereveessmmmrreresssernreesessenens 11/6 11/15  South Korea, North Korea, Japan ......... oo 1,492.00 .o 5,581.00 7,073.00
Total 1,492.00 .o 5,581.00 7,073.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
TONY P. HALL, Dec. 18, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO RUSSIA, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 8 AND NOV. 12, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Kristan Mack 11/9 11/12  Russia 965.00 v 135.00 1,100.00
Total 965.00 v 135.00 1,100.00

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
KRISTAN MACK, Dec. 8, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL TO NICARAGUA, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 29 AND DEC. 1, 1998

Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. S010mON OFtiz ........euvveveerrnecerevrisnscrrreineneee 11/29 1211 Nicaragua 187.50 187.50
Committee total 187.50 187.50

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
CASS BALLENGER, Dec. 10, 1998.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO KUWAIT, TAIWAN, AND THE PHILIPPINES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 30 AND

DEC. 11, 1998
Date Per diem? Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arival  Denarture Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Albert Santoci 11/30 12/2 Kuwait 676.00 676.00
12/2 12/5 Taiwan 1,180.00 1,180.00
12/5 12/11  Philippines 804.00 804.00
Committee Total 2,660.00 2,660.00

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
ALBERT M. SANTOCI, Jan. 10, 1999.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

334. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Force Management Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
on Department of Defense actions to imple-
ment a demonstration project for uniform
funding of morale, welfare, and recreation
activities; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

335. A letter from the Vice Chair, Export-
Import Bank, transmitting a statement on
the following transaction involving U.S. ex-
ports to Ireland; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

336. A letter from the General Counsel,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Final Rule: Requirements for Child-Resist-
ant Packaging; Minoxidil Preparations With
More Than 14 mg of Minoxidil Per Package—
received January 27, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

337. A letter from the General Counsel,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Poison Prevention Packaging Requirements;
Exemption of Sucraid—received January 27,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

338. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Temporary Ex-
emption From Motor Vehicle Safety Stand-
ards; Bumper Standard [Docket No. NHTSA-
99-4993] (RIN: 2127-AH51) received January
25, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

339. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Implemen-
tation of the Subscriber Carrier Selection
Changes Provisions of the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996 [CC Docket No. 94-129] re-
ceived January 19, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

340. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Cus-
tody of Investment Company Assets Outside
the United States [Release Nos. 1C-23670; 1S-
1179; File No. S7-23-95] (RIN: 3235-AE98) re-
ceived January 29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

341. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

342. A letter from the Comptroller General,
General Accounting Office, transmitting List
of all reports issued or released by the GAO
in November 1998, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
719(h); to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

343. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee For Purchase From People Who
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Procurement
List Additions and Deletions—received Feb-
ruary 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

344. A letter from the Director, Informa-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant
to the Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity
Act, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the
Committee on Government Reform.
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345. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors, United States Postal Service,
transmitting the annual report regarding the
compliance of the Board of Governors of the
United States Postal Service with the Gov-
ernment in the Sunshine Act, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

346. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Montana
Regulatory Program and Abandoned Mine
Land Reclamation Plan [SPATS No. MT-017-
FOR] received January 14, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

347. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Montana
Regulatory Program and Abandoned Mine
Land Reclamation Plan [SPATS No. MT-017-
FOR] received January 14, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

348. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revocation of
Class E Airspace, Revision of Class D Air-
space; Torrance, CA [Airspace Docket No. 98-
AWP-34] received January 25, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

349. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Realignment of
Federal Airways and Jet Routes; TX [Air-
space Docket No. 98-ASW-30] received Janu-
ary 25, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

350. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revision of
Class E Airspace; Monroe, LA [Airspace
Docket No. 98-ASW-55] received January 25,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

351. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revision of
Class E Airspace; San Antonio, TX [Airspace
Docket No. 98-ASW-54] received January 25,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

352. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Maquoketa, IA [Airspace
Docket No. 98-ACE-50] received January 25,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

353. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Belle Plaine, IA [Airspace
Docket No. 98-ACE-51] received January 25,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

354. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Fokker Model F.28 Mark 0070 and
0100 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98-NM-276-
AD; Amendment 39-11004; AD 99-02-12] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received January 25, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

355. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
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the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 98-NM-140-AD; Amend-
ment 39-11003; AD 99-02-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received January 25, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

356. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Branch, Customs Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Land Border Carrier Ini-
tiative Program [T.D. 99-2] (RIN: 1515-AC16)
received January 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

357. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Notice and Oppor-
tunity for Hearing upon Filing of Notice of
Lien [TD 8810] (RIN: 1545-AW77) received
January 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

358. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Notice and Oppor-
tunity for Hearing before Levy [TD 8809]
(RIN: 1545-AWT76) received January 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

359. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Employee Stock
Ownership Plans; Section 411(d)(6) Protected
Benefits (Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997); Quali-
fied Retirement Plan Benefits [TD 8806]
(RIN: 1545-AV94) received January 7, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. HEFLEY, MRSs.
FOWLER, MsS. GRANGER, Mr. SAXTON,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. WATTs of Okla-
homa, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
MURTHA, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. HOYER, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. HUNTER,
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. Cox of California,
Mr. Dicks, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. JoNES of North Carolina,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
EVERETT, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. BATEMAN,
Mr. REYES, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. GiB-
BONS, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
CoNDIT, Mr. LEwis of California, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. TAN-
NER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. BERRY, and Mr. HiLL of Indiana):

H.R. 4. A bill to declare it to be the policy
of the United States to deploy a national
missile defense; referred to the Committee
on Armed Services, and in addition to the
Committee on International Relations, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
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By Mr. CHABOT:

H.R. 570. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deadline for
contributions to education individual retire-
ment accounts for a taxable year to the due
date for filing the return for the taxable
year; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PAUL.:

H.R. 571. A bill to prohibit Federal pay-
ments to any business, institution, or orga-
nization that engages in human cloning or
human cloning techniques; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. KLECZKA:

H.R. 572. A bill to remove any doubt that
split-dollar insurance arrangements are an
unwarranted tax avoidance scheme and are
prohibited under current law; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. CARSON (for herself, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma, Mr. SHows, Mr. HORN, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. Powm-
EROY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. EDWARDS,
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
DixoN, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. FORD, Mr.
WEYGAND, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. MEEKS
of New York, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. Vis-
CLOSKY, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. LEE, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr.
FROST, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. ScoTT, Mr. RUSH, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs.
MEeek of Florida, Mr. STARK, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
REYES, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. LAMPSON,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Ms.  SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mrs. JoNEs of Ohio, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Ms. CHRISTIAN-CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. HiLL of Indiana, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. BRowN of Ohio, Mr. McGOVERN,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Mr. CLAY, Mr. DAvis of II-
linois, Mr. JAcksoN of Illinois, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SoN of Texas, Mr. LEwIs of Georgia,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Mr. OLVER, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Mr. STUPAK, Ms.

DELAURO, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
ALLEN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.

DELAHUNT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. SKEL-
TON, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and Mr.
SNYDER):

H.R. 573. A bill to authorize the President
to award a gold medal on behalf of the Con-
gress to Rosa Parks in recognition of her
contributions to the Nation; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. POMBO (for himself, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. NORwooD, and Mr.
COBURN):

H.R. 574. A bill to require peer review of
scientific data used in support of Federal
regulations, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Government Reform, and in
addition to the Committee on Science, for a
period 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. BAKER:

H.R. 575. A bill to provide that certain reg-
ulations proposed by the Comptroller of the
Currency, the Director of the Office of Thrift
Supervision, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, and the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation relating to
“Know Your Customer’ practices of finan-
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cial institutions shall not take effect; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. BENTSEN:

H.R. 576. A bill to amend title 4, United
States Code, to add the Martin Luther King,
Jr. holiday to the list of days on which the
flag should especially be displayed; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr.
EWING, and Mr. PICKERING):

H.R. 577. A bill to encourage the People’s
Republic of China to join the World Trade
Organization by removing China from title
IV of the Trade Act of 1974 upon its accession
to the World Trade Organization and to pro-
vide a more effective remedy for inadequate
trade benefits extended by the People’s Re-
public of China to the United States; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CONDIT:

H.R. 578. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act to provide
for the conveyance of real property acquired
under such Act to schools and nonprofit or-
ganizations involved in teaching young peo-
ple to be farmers; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. CONDIT:

H.R. 579. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
income tax for the purchase and installation
of agricultural water conservation systems;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CRANE:

H.R. 580. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to apply the capital gains
tax rates to capital gains earned by des-
ignated settlement funds; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. CUBIN:

H.R. 581. A bill to provide for the retention
of the name of the geologic formation known
as ““Devils Tower’ at the Devils Tower Na-
tional Monument in the State of Wyoming;
to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia (for himself,
Mr. MoRAN of Virginia, Mrs.
MORELLA, and Mr. HOYER):

H.R. 582. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for more equitable
policies relating to overtime pay for Federal
employees; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia:

H.R. 583. A bill to provide that the provi-
sions of subchapter Ill of chapter 83 and
chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code, that
apply with respect to law enforcement offi-
cers be made applicable with respect to As-
sistant United States Attorneys; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 584. A bill to authorize and request
the President to award the Medal of Honor
posthumously to Brevet Brigadier General
Strong Vincent for his actions in the defense
of Little Round Top at the Battle of Gettys-
burg, July 2, 1863; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 585. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the work oppor-
tunity credit against the alternative mini-
mum tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 586. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
income tax for taxpayers with certain per-
sons requiring custodial care in their house-
holds; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 587. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the tax on vac-
cines to 25 cents per dose; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 588. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to permit private edu-
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cational institutions to maintain qualified
tuition programs which are comparable to
qualified State tuition programs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 589. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the special deduc-
tion for the living expenses of Members of
Congress to $1; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. LARGENT, Ms. RIVERS,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. HOSTETTLER, and
Mr. GOODE):

H.R. 590. A bill to eliminate automatic pay
adjustments for Members of Congress; to the
Committee on House Administration, and in
addition to the Committee on Government
Reform, 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. FOSSELLA (for himself, Mr.
BLILEY, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. SWEENEY):

H.R. 591. A bill to provide funds to States
to establish and administer periodic teacher
testing and merit pay programs for elemen-
tary and secondary school teachers; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. FOSSELLA:

H.R. 592. A bill to redesignate Great Kills

Park in the Gateway National Recreation

Area as ‘“World War Il Veterans Park at
Great Kills**; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. GILCHREST:

H.R. 593. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit
nonparty multicandidate political commit-
tee contributions in elections for Federal of-
fice; to the Committee on House Administra-
tion.

By Mr. GILCHREST:

H.R. 594. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit can-
didates for election to the House of Rep-
resentatives from accepting contributions
from individuals who do not reside in the dis-
trict the candidate seeks to represent; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. BORsKI, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. DAvVIS
of Illinois, Mr. EVANS, Ms. LEE, Mr.
LiPINSKI, Mr. MeEeks of New York,
Mr. RUSH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SHows, and Mr. TOWNS):

H.R. 595. A bill to establish a program to
assist homeowners experiencing unavoidable,
temporary difficulty making payments on
mortgages insured under the National Hous-
ing Act; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

By Mr. LAHOOD:

H.R. 596. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to prevent certain types of mail
matter from being sent by a Member of the
House of Representatives as part of a mass
mailing; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration, and in addition to the Committee
on Government Reform, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (for
herself, Mr. COBURN, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. CHRISTIAN-
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
FORD, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. STARK, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. FROST,
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Mrs. JoNES of Ohio, Mr. BALDAcCI,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.

NORTON, and Mr. DIXON):

H.R. 597. A bill to allow postal patrons to
contribute to funding for AIDS research and
education through the voluntary purchase of
certain specially issued United States post-
age stamps; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. OXLEY (for himself,
STEARNS, and Mr. HALL of Texas):

H.R. 598. A bill to require the Federal Com-
munications Commission to eliminate from
its regulations the restrictions on the cross-
ownership of broadcasting stations and news-
papers; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. FATTAH:

H.R. 599. A bill to amend the Consumer
Credit Protection Act to make it unlawful to
require a credit card as a condition for doing
business; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

By Mr. ROGAN (for himself, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma, Ms. DuNN of Washington,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. NORwWOOD, and Mr.
FORBES):

H.R. 600. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a refundable credit
for education expenses; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, Mr. UNDERwWOOD, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr.
NORWOOD):

H.R. 601. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to change the effective date for
paid-up coverage under the military Sur-
vivor Benefit Plan from October 1, 2008, to
October 1, 2003; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. SCARBOROUGH (for himself
and Mr. MIcA):

H.R. 602. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for the establishment
of a program under which long-term care in-
surance may be obtained by Federal employ-
ees and annuitants; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. SHERWOOD:

H.R. 603. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to clarify the application of the
Act popularly known as the ‘““Death on the
High Seas Act‘* to aviation incidents; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. STUMP (for himself and Mr.
EVANS):

H.R. 604. A bill to amend the charter of the
AMVETS organization; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. STUMP (for himself and Mr.
EVANS):

H.R. 605. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve retirement authori-
ties applicable to judges of the United States
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. STUMP (for himself and Mr.
EvANS) (both by request):

H.R. 606. A bill to amend titles 5, 10, and 38,
United States Code, to make improvements
in benefits and services for members and vet-
erans of the United States Armed Forces rec-
ommended by the Congressional Commission
on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition
Assistance, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Armed Services,
and Government Reform, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

Mr.
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By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. MAT-
Sul, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
FoOLEY, and Mr. MCKEON):

H.R. 607. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to treat distributions from
publicly traded partnerships as qualifying in-
come of regulated investment companies,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:

H.R. 608. A bill to require the Inspector
General of the Department of Defense to con-
duct an audit of purchases of military cloth-
ing and related items during fiscal year 1998
by certain military installations of the
Armey, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. WALDEN:

H.R. 609. A bill to amend the Export Apple
and Pear Act to limit the applicability of the
Act to apples; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. WEYGAND:

H.R. 610. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to permit the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to waive
recoupment of Federal government Medicaid
claims to tobacco-related State settlements
if the State uses the funds only for programs
to reduce smoking and for public health pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. WEYGAND (for himself, Mr.
SHows, Mr. PAuL, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, Mr. UNDERwWOOD, Mr. McCoL-
LUM, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr.
ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 611. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow self-employed in-
dividuals to deduct the full cost of their
health insurance; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. WEYGAND (for himself, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Mr. FORD, Mr. BALDACCI, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. GREEN of Texas, and
Mr. SMITH of Washington):

H.R. 612. A bill to protect the public, espe-
cially seniors, against telemarketing fraud,
including fraud over the Internet, and to au-
thorize an educational campaign to improve
senior citizens’ ability to protect themselves
against telemarketing fraud; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LAHOOD (for himself and Mr.
WISE):

H.J. Res. 23. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
UnitedStates to abolish the electoral college
and to provide for the direct popular election
of the President and Vice President of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. SALMON (for himself, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. DELAY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. RoTHmMan, Mr. FORBES,
Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
LAzio of New York, Mr. LEwis of
Georgia, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. BRADY of

Texas, Mr. HORN, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
WATTs of Oklahoma, Mr. FROST, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr.  ANDREWS, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr.  SCHAFFER, Mr.
HOLDEN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.

PALLONE, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. CRANE, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. TALENT, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. KASICH,
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Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. WOLF, Mr. SISISKY,

Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHows, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. GOOD-
LING, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.

WELLER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BLUNT,
Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. DIAz-
BALART, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. CUBIN,

Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. CALVERT,
Mr. CooK, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.

CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. KNOLLENBERG,
Mr. REYNOLDS, and Ms. NORTON):

H. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing congressional opposition to the
unilateraldeclaration of a Palestinian state
and urging the President to assert clearly
United States opposition to such a unilateral
declaration of statehood; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania:

H. Con. Res. 25. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that a
postage stamp should be issued in honor of
the United States Masters Swimming pro-
gram; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. CONDIT (for himself, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. PomBO, Mr.
EWING, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington,
Mr. HERGER, and Mr. MATSUI):

H. Res. 39. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the canned fruit subsidy regime of the Euro-
pean Union is a bilateral trade concern of
high priority, for which prompt corrective
action is needed; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LAHOOD:

H. Res. 40. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing reduction of the public debt; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

By Mrs. MYRICK:

H. Res. 41. A resolution honoring the
women who served the United States in mili-
tary capacities during World War Il and rec-
ognizing that these women contributed vi-
tally to the victory of the United States and
the Allies in the war; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 17: Mr. SKELTON and Mr. JOHN.

H.R. 19: Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
GoODE, and Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.

H.R. 21: Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
FoLEY, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. DICKEY, and
Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 36: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. HAsTINGS of Florida, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. BRoOwN of Florida,
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. SANCHEZ,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 70: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. McKEON, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
RAHALL, and Mrs. EMERSON.

H.R. 89: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. HAYWORTH, and
Mr. CANNON.

H.R. 109: Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. WEYGAND.

H.R. 116: Mr. HOEFFEL and Mr. TAYLOR of

Mississippi.
H.R. 133: Mr. SKEEN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. KLECzZKA, Mr.
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WALSH, Mr. FrRosT, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. SHOwS, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. SUNUNU,
Mr. HILLIARD, and Mr. HAYWORTH.

H.R. 152: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.

MATSUI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
BROWN of California, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. YouNnG of Alaska, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
METCALF, Ms. STAVENOW, Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 157: Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 175: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
FoLEY, Ms. DEGETTE, and Mr. HULSHOF.

H.R. 192: Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 202: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. METCALF,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, and Mr. NEY.

H.R. 206: Mr. HOYER and Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 271: Mr. SmiTH of Washington.
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H.R. 330: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. PomMBO, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. TANCREDO,
Mr. SWEENEY, and Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 355: Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Ms. PrRYCE of Ohio, Mr. SisIsKY,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. KASICH, Ms. CARSON,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. CALVERT, and Mrs.
EMERSON.

H.R. 357: Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. CLAY, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 382: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,

Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms.
LEE, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. GONzALEZ, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, and Ms. SANCHEZ.

H.R. 392: Ms. EsHoOO, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
FROST, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
RANGEL, Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.

HILLIARD, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 417: Mr. DEFAZI0 and Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 423: Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 443: Mr. SABO, Mr. VENTO, Mr. McNuUL-
TY, Mrs. KELLY, and Mr. SAWYER.
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H.R. 455: Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. SAWYER, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 483: Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 530: Mr. Lucas of Oklahoma, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. LINDER, and Mr.
GOODLING.

H.R. 541: Mr. LUTHER, Mr. LANTOS, Ms.
DEGETTE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. ALLEN,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. MALONE of Connecticut,
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. BALDAcCI, and Mr.
WEYGAND.

H.R. 548: Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.J. Res. 9: Mr. Goss, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. LAHoOOD,
Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. LUTHER.

H. Con. Res. 5: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. BROwWN of Ohio, Mr.
CRAMER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. SHows, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Mr. BENTSEN, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Ms. ESHOO, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LANTOS, and
Mr. KUYKENDALL.

H. Con. Res. 6: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. KING of
New York, Mr. WoLF, and Mr. LIPINSKI.



United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 145

WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1999

No. 20

The Senate met at 1:03 p.m. and was
called to order by the Chief Justice of
the United States.

———————

TRIAL OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON
CLINTON, PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senate
will convene as a Court of Impeach-
ment. The Chaplain will offer a prayer.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious God, these days here in the
Senate are filled with crucial issues,
differences on solutions, and eventu-
ally a vital vote in the impeachment
trial. We begin this day’s session with
the question You asked King Solomon,
“Ask! What shall I give You?” We
empathize with Solomon’s response. He
asked for an ‘‘understanding heart.”
We are moved by the more precise
translation of the Hebrew words for
“understanding heart,”” meaning ‘‘a
hearing heart.”

Solomon wanted to hear a word from
You, Lord, for the perplexities he
faced. He longed for the gift of wisdom
so he could have answers and direction
for his people. We are moved by Your
response, ‘‘See, I have given you a wise
and listening heart.”

I pray for nothing less as Your an-
swer for the women and men of this
Senate. Help them to listen to Your
guidance and grant them wisdom for
their decisions. All through our history
as a Nation, You have made good men
and women great when they humbled
themselves, confessed their need for
Your wisdom, and listened intently to
You. Speak Lord; we need to hear Your
voice. We are listening. Amen.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senators
will be seated. The Sergeant at Arms
will make the proclamation.

The Sergeant at Arms, James W.
Ziglar, made proclamation as follows:

Hear ye! Hear ye! Hear ye! All persons are
commanded to keep silent, on pain of impris-
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onment, while the Senate of the United
States is sitting for the trial of the articles
of impeachment exhibited by the House of
Representatives against William Jefferson
Clinton, President of the United States.
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The CHIEF JUSTICE. If there is no
objection, the Journal of proceedings of
the trial are approved to date.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chief Jus-
tice.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, if I
could take just a moment to outline
how the proceedings will go this after-
noon, I think that would answer any
questions that Senators may have. We
will, of course, continue with the con-
sideration of articles of impeachment.
I am not aware of any objections made
during the depositions which require
motions to resolve. Therefore, I believe
the House managers are prepared to go
forward with a motion that would have
three parts. The first would allow for
the introduction of the depositions into
evidence. The second would call
Monica Lewinsky as a witness. And the
third part would allow for a presen-
tation period by the parties for not to
extend beyond 6 hours. This motion
would be debated by the House man-
agers and the White House counsel for
not to exceed 2 hours.

In addition, it is my understanding
that Senator DASCHLE intends to offer
a motion that would provide for going
directly to the articles of impeachment
for a vote.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice,
will the majority leader yield?

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield to the
minority leader, Senator DASCHLE.

Mr. DASCHLE. The motion would
allow for closing arguments, final de-
liberations, and then the motions on
the two articles.

Mr. LOTT. Having said that, Mr.
Chief Justice, in order for the man-
agers to prepare debate for the mo-
tions, I ask unanimous consent that

the House managers and the White
House counsel be allowed to make ref-
erence to oral depositions during this
debate on pending motions.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there any
objection? In the absence of objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Consequently, four votes,
then, would occur in the 4 p.m. time-
frame today with respect to these four
motions.

We will take at least one break—
maybe two—between now and then,
and that would determine exactly when
that series of votes would occur—once
we begin the process of offering and de-
bating the motions. And we will make
a determination as to exactly when
those provisions would occur.

In addition, if the motion for addi-
tional presentation time is agreed to
by the Senate, it would be my inten-
tion to adjourn the trial after today’s
deliberations over until Saturday for
the parties to make their preparations,
then to present their presentations of
evidence on Saturday, and the trial
would then resume on Monday at 12
noon for the closing arguments of the
parties.

Again, I remind all of my colleagues
to please remain standing at their
desks when the Chief Justice enters the
Chamber and leaves the Chamber.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. I believe we are ready to pro-
ceed, Mr. Chief Justice.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM.

MOTION FOR ADMISSION OF EVIDENCE, APPEAR-

ANCE OF WITNESSES, AND PRESENTATION OF
EVIDENCE

Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chief
Justice, I have a motion to deliver to
the Senate.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will
read the motion:

The legislative clerk read as follows:

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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MOTION OF THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES FOR THE ADMISSION OF
EVIDENCE, THE APPEARANCE OF WITNESSES,
AND THE PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE
Now comes the United States House of

Representatives, by and through its duly au-

thorized Managers, and respectfully submits

to the United States Senate its motion for
the admission of evidence, the appearance of
witnesses, and the presentation of evidence
in connection with the Impeachment Trial of

William Jefferson Clinton, President of the

United States.

The House moves that the transcriptions
and videotapes of the oral depositions taken
pursuant to S. Res. 30, from the point that
each witness is sworn to testify under oath
to the end of any direct response to the last
question posed by a party, be admitted into
evidence.

The House further moves that the Senate
authorize and issue a subpoena for the ap-
pearance of Monica S. Lewinsky before the
Senate for a period of time not to exceed
eight hours, and in connection with the ex-
amination of that witness, the House re-
quests that either party be able to examine
the witness as if that witness were declared
adverse, that counsel for the President and
counsel for the House Managers be able to
participate in the examination of that wit-
ness, and that the House be entitled to re-
serve a portion of its examination time to re-
examine the witness following any examina-
tion by the President.

The House further moves that the parties
be permitted to present before the Senate,
for a period of time not to exceed a total of
six hours, equally divided, all or portions of
the parts of the videotapes of the oral deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal admitted
into evidence, and that the House be entitled
to reserve a portion of its presentation time.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. I understand that the
pending motion is divisible, and as is
my right, I ask that the motion be di-
vided in the following manner: The
first paragraph be considered division
I; the second paragraph be considered
division II; and the final paragraph be
considered division IIT.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. It will be di-
vided in the manner indicated by the
majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there any
objection? In the absence of objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I iden-
tified this as the first paragraph to be
considered division I. Actually, that
should be the second paragraph would
be division I, the third paragraph divi-
sion II, and the fourth paragraph would
be division III. I want that clarifica-
tion.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. That will be
the order.

Mr. LOTT. Also, so that both sides
will understand, the motion—there is
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one motion, but we have divided it into
three parts so there will only be 2
hours equally divided, one on each side;
not 2 hours equally divided on each one
of the three divisions. We had one clar-
ification I believe we have cleared up,
and I believe now we are ready to hear
from the managers, Mr. Chief Justice.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Very well. The
Chair recognizes Mr. Manager McCOL-
LUM.

Mr. Manager MCcCCOLLUM. Thank
you, Mr. Chief Justice.

As the first one up here today, I have
to fiddle with the microphone, I guess;
it is sort of like testing. I apologize.

Mr. Chief Justice and Members of the
Senate, what we have presented to you
today is a three-part motion, as Mr.
LoTT has described it, and as you have
heard read to you. We would like very
much, as we always have, to have all
the witnesses we want presented here
live, as we would normally have in a
trial, as the House has always believed
that it should have.

We came before you a few days ago
recognizing the reality of that and
went forward with your procedures to
request not 5, not 6, not 12, but 3 wit-
nesses be deposed so that we might be
able to, in the discovery process you
have allowed us, gain the depositions of
those three witnesses. Today we are be-
fore you with motions, first, to enter
those depositions and the video record-
ings of those depositions into evidence
formally for your consideration be-
cause they have now been accom-
plished; secondly, to request that you
provide us with the opportunity to ex-
amine Monica Lewinsky live here as a
witness on the floor of the Senate, and
for you to allow us to present the other
two depositions to you in some format;
and, if you do not allow us the permis-
sion to have Ms. Lewinsky live here to
examine as a witness, to allow us to
present any or all portions of the depo-
sitions of all three of them.

Now, I think that it is eminently fair
that we be allowed to present at least
one witness live to you, the central
witness in the cast of this entire pro-
ceeding, and that is Monica Lewinsky.
I am not here to argue all of that. My
principal discussion with you is going
to be on the part dealing with just ad-
mitting these into evidence, and then
my colleagues, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. ROGAN are going
to present some complementary discus-
sion about the entire motion as we go
through this.

But in the context of all of this I
think we have to recognize a couple of
things. One is that live witnesses are
preferable whether you have deposi-
tions or not. These were discovery
depositions. We would have liked to
have asked for all of them to be live.
We were recognizing reality by coming
down to one today, and the reasons are
fairly straightforward. Some of you
have had the privilege, and I am sure
you have availed yourself of the oppor-
tunity, to look at the videotapes of
these depositions, and you see that
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they are, indeed, what most deposi-
tions are. They are discovery. They
have long pauses in them. They are not
at all like it would be in a trial itself;
you don’t have the opportunity to fully
see or explore with the witness the de-
meanor, the temperament, the spon-
taneity, all of those things that you
normally get with an exchange. You
have the camera simply focused on the
witness. You don’t get to have the
interaction you get in a courtroom.

And remember, again, that we are
dealing here first with your deter-
mining whether or not the President
committed the crimes of perjury and
obstruction of justice and then the
question of whether or not he should be
removed from office. So I believe and
we believe as House managers that you
should at least let us have Monica
Lewinsky here live for both of those
reasons.

I also want to make comments spe-
cifically about just admitting these
into evidence. There are two obvious
reasons why, beyond the question of
whether a witness should appear live or
whether we should use portions of
them in whatever fashion to present to
you, they certainly should be part of
the record. It seems self-evident. It is
part of what you gave us as the proce-
dure to do, and it would seem to me
that it should be a mere formality for
me to ask, but I cannot assume any-
thing—we certainly do not—that we let
these depositions into evidence, and
there are two reasons why.

One is the historical basis for this.
There has to be a record, not only for
you but for the public and for history,
of the entire proceeding. There is evi-
dence in these depositions that needs
to be a part of the official record, and
that evidence is not just the cold tran-
script, but it is also the videotape with
all of the limited, albeit not satisfac-
tory, portion of it that you can see and
observe. HEspecially if you were to con-
clude we weren’t going to have any live
witness here or were not going to allow
us to present these depositions, you
certainly should allow the depositions
to be part of the record and the video-
tape part of it. It is evidence. It is to be
examined. It seems self-evident.

But the second point is, as you are
going to hear more from my colleagues
in just a moment, there is new evi-
dence in these depositions. There is
new factual record information that
needs to be here for you to decide the
guilt or innocence question of the per-
jury and obstruction of justice charge.

One illustration I would give you—
and I am sure my colleagues will give
you plenty more—one of them deals
with the gift question. We have talked
about it a lot out here. If you recall
with regard to the question of the gifts,
the issue is did the President obstruct
justice? Did he decide in the Jones
case, in the Jones Court, as a part of
his course of conduct of trying to keep
from the Court the nature of his rela-
tionship with Monica Lewinsky to keep
the gifts hidden?
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There is new information in the depo-
sition relative to what happened on the
day those gifts were supposedly ex-
changed between Monica Lewinsky and
Betty Currie, about the telephone call.
Again, I am not going into the details
of that. I will leave that for my col-
leagues who took the depositions. They
can tell you about it. The point is you
could enumerate—and they will—new
evidence. There is significant relevant
new evidence from the Vernon Jordan
deposition and from the Sidney
Blumenthal deposition. So just on the
record alone, just to put the deposi-
tions into the Record, there can be
nothing complete about this trial if we
don’t at least do that. At least do that.

And so with that in mind, having said
that and urging you to do that, I will
yield to Mr. Manager BRYANT at this
point in time.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager BRYANT.

Mr. Manager BRYANT. Mr. Chief
Justice, distinguished colleagues and
Senators, I would encourage each of
you to consider calling Monica
Lewinsky as the one live witness in
this proceeding. Ms. Lewinsky con-
tinues to be, in her own way, an im-
pressive witness. As I spoke to you ear-
lier, she does have a story to tell. After
all, no one knows more about the ma-
jority of the allegations against the
President other than, of course, the
President himself.

At her deposition, she appeared to be
a different Monica Lewinsky than the
Monica Lewinsky whom I had met a
week earlier. Unlike before, she was
not open to discussion or fully respon-
sive to fair inquiry. She didn’t volun-
teer her story. She didn’t tell her
story. Rather, she was very guarded in
each response and almost protective.
Her words were carefully chosen and
relatively few. At times, the concepts
that she discussed had the familiar
ring of another key witness to these
proceedings, such as ‘‘it wasn’t a lie”
or ‘“‘wasn’t false,” it was ‘‘misleading
or incomplete.” “Truth is what one be-
lieves it is and may be different for dif-
ferent people.” ‘“Truth depends on the
circumstances.”

As we progressed through her deposi-
tion Monday, I felt more and more like
one of the characters in the classic
movie ‘“Witness For The Prosecution.”
I was Charles Laughton. Ms. Lewinsky
was Marlene Dietrich. And the Presi-
dent was Tyrone Power. If you are fa-
miliar with this movie, you will under-
stand, and if you aren’t, you should see
the movie.

However, there was and there still re-
mains truth in her testimony. Some-
times, though, just like the President,
and now Ms. Lewinsky, it is the literal
truth only, the most restricted and
stretched definition one could reach.
And we all know that the law frowns
upon manipulations such as this to
avoid telling the complete truth. Her
testimony is clearly tinted, some
might even say tainted, by a mixture
of her continued admiration for the
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President, her desire to protect him,
and her own personal views of right
and wrong.

And she was well represented in the
deposition by some of Washington’s
finest defense attorneys who had thor-
oughly prepared her for all questions,
as they should have, as well as being
present throughout the deposition to
assist her. In fact, the Senator in
charge of this particular deposition had
to warn these counsel not to coach and
not to whisper to her while she was at-
tempting to answer the questions.

If you have seen this deposition, you
have witnessed an effective effort by a
loyal supporter of the President to pro-
vide the very minimum of truth in
order to be consistent with her own
grand jury testimony, which is legally
necessary for her to fulfill the terms of
her immunity agreement.

On the perjury article of impeach-
ment, she reaffirmed the specific facts
which happened between her and the
President on more than one occasion,
including November 15, 1995, their first
encounter, when the President’s con-
duct fit squarely within the four cor-
ners of the term ‘‘sexual relationship”
as defined in the Jones lawsuit, and
this is in opposition to the President’s
own sworn testimony of denial. But
this is one of the clearest examples of
the President’s guilt of this charge of
perjury. It is not about this twisted
definition the President assigned to the
term ‘‘sexual relations.” Rather, it is
his word against her word as to wheth-
er this specific conduct occurred. Even
under his own reading of this defini-
tion, he agrees that that specific con-
duct, if it occurred, would make him
guilty of sexual relations within that
definition. But he simply says I did not
do that; she says you did do that—a
“‘he said/she said’ case.

But this is why it is important for
you to be able to see Ms. Lewinsky in
person. In the deposition you will ob-
serve her as having to affirm her prior
testimony. She had to affirm her prior
testimony because that was what was
in the grand jury, and because of this,
she could not back away at all on her
testimony. She couldn’t bend it here or
there, she couldn’t shade it in the
President’s favor. So what you have is
a person, who you may well conclude is
still wanting to help the President,
having to admit to testimony that
would do damage to the President, a
very difficult situation for her. But,
yet, this same difficulty lends this por-
tion of her testimony great credibility.

With respect to the other article of
impeachment on obstruction of justice,
her credibility is again bolstered by her
reluctance to do legal harm to this
President. In the end, though, she does
admit that he called her early one
morning in December of 1997—actually
it was 2 o’clock in the morning—and
told her that she was on the witness
list. And he told her that she might be
able to file an affidavit to avoid testi-
fying. And he told her that she could
always use the story that she was
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bringing papers to him, or coming up
to see Ms. Currie.

Now, we know that she did not carry
papers to him on these visits other
than personal, private notes from her
to him. And Ms. Lewinsky indicated in
the deposition that she didn’t carry
him official papers, although she did
pass along this cover story —of car-
rying papers—to her attorney, Mr. Car-
ter. She testified also that she dis-
cussed the draft affidavit with Mr. Jor-
dan, changes were made, she offered
the President the opportunity to re-
view it, he declined, and, according to
Ms. Lewinsky, he never suggested any
way that she could file a truthful affi-
davit, sufficient to skirt—avoid having
to testify. This, in spite of his answer
to this Senate where he told you that
he might have had a way for her to file
a truthful affidavit and still avoid tes-
tifying in the Jones case.

Yes, you can parse the words and you
can use legal gymnastics, but you can-
not get around the filing of a false affi-
davit in an effort to avoid appearing in
the Jones case and possibly providing
damaging testimony against the Presi-
dent.

Ms. Lewinsky confirmed positively
that Ms. Currie initiated a telephone
call to her on December 28, 1997, stat-
ing words—and this is about the gifts—
“I understand you have something for
me.”” Then Ms. Currie drove over to Ms.
Lewinsky’s home and picked up the
box of gifts.

Now, remember, this occurred on the
heels of Ms. Lewinsky’s conversation
with the President that very morning
about what she might do with the gifts.
Now, the only—the only explanation is
that the President is directly involved,
himself, in the obstruction of justice
by telling Ms. Currie, who otherwise
knew nothing about this earlier con-
versation, to retrieve these items from
Ms. Lewinsky. Ms. Lewinsky said there
was no doubt that Ms. Currie initiated
the call to retrieve the gifts.

Also recall that the President’s testi-
mony from his side was that this con-
versation occurred earlier in the day
with Ms. Lewinsky but that he had told
her she would have to turn over what-
ever gifts that she had. Now, with that
advice from the President, it would be
totally illogical for Ms. Lewinsky to
have then called Ms. Currie that same
day and ask her to come pick up and
hold these gifts. By calling Ms. Currie,
Ms. Lewinsky would have been going
against the direct instruction of the
President to surrender any and all
gifts. The facts, the logic, and common
sense tell us all that the President’s
version is not true and that he ob-
structed justice here.

Ms. Lewinsky also testified at the
deposition about the job at Revlon and
obtaining a job offer within 2 days of
signing the affidavit. She also denied
that she was a stalker, as the President
had described her in a conversation
with Mr. Blumenthal in January of
1998. She also denied that she threat-
ened the President or attempted to
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threaten the President into having an
affair. She denied that he rebuffed her
on the occasion of their first encounter
on November 15, 1995. Again, all false
statements that the President made to
Mr. Blumenthal about her, with knowl-
edge that Mr. Blumenthal would be tes-
tifying in a grand jury, thereby ob-
structing justice.

Now, the former lawyers and judges
among us are familiar with what is
called the best evidence rule. Stated
simply, the court always prefers the
best available evidence to be used. In-
person testimony is better than a video
deposition, which itself is better than
the written transcript of a deposition.
When all three forms of testimony are
available, as they are in this situation,
the court will most often require the
witness to testify in person over the
video deposition or over the written
transcript of the deposition.

In closing, I know we all want to
work within the Senate rules and we
all want to ensure that these pro-
ceedings are concluded in a constitu-
tional fashion by the end of next week.
It is with this in mind that we propose
that Ms. Lewinsky be called as a live
witness, the only person called to tes-
tify in person, and, further, that we use
the two depositions, the video deposi-
tions of Mr. Jordan and Mr.
Blumenthal, in lieu of their personal
attendance. In the event the Senate
does not call Ms. Lewinsky, we also
ask that we be permitted to use all or
portions of her deposition, just as we
would the other two depositions.

And finally, several Senators have
sent out a letter to the President invit-
ing him to come here and to provide
his testimony, if he so chooses. In the
event he should accept, Ms. Lewinsky,
likewise, should be afforded the same
opportunity. They continue to be the
two most important and essential wit-
nesses for you and the American people
to hear in order to finally—finally—re-
solve this matter.

Permit us all to return to our dis-
tricts, and you to your States, and tell
our constituents that we considered
the full and complete case, including
live witnesses and, in your case, made
your vote accordingly.

At this time, I yield to my colleague
from Arkansas, Mr. HUTCHINSON.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON.

Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. Thank
you, Mr. Chief Justice.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate,
in an effort to be helpful, I have asked
the pages to distribute to you some ex-
hibits that I will be referring to as I
consider the testimony that we are pre-
senting to you.

There are two aspects to an impeach-
ment trial. There is the truth-seeking
responsibility, which is the trial, in my
judgment, and then there is the conclu-
sion, the judgment, the verdict, the
conviction or the acquittal. If you look
at those two phases of a trial, the lat-
ter is totally your responsibility. We
leave that completely in your judg-
ment.
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But the first responsibility of the
factfinding of the truth-seeking en-
deavor, I feel some responsibility in
that regard. Hopefully, our presen-
tation is helpful in seeking the truth. I
know, as Mr. BRYANT mentioned, that
we all want to bring this matter to a
conclusion. We want to see the end of
this story. We want to have a final
chapter in this national drama. I un-
derstand that and agree with that. But
let’s not, because we are in a hurry to
get to the judgment phase, let’s not let
that detract, let’s not let that short-
change, nor diminish the importance of
the presentation and consideration of
the facts, and that is what I think is
very important as we consider this mo-
tion that is before us.

It is my responsibility to talk about
Mr. Vernon Jordan—and the need for
your consideration of his testimony—
whom we recently deposed. I deposed
Mr. Vernon Jordan, Jr., and I rec-
ommend that that be received in evi-
dence as part of the Senate record.

I took this deposition under the able
guidance of Senator THOMPSON and
Senator DoDD. The questioning took
place over almost 3 hours with numer-
ous and extraneous objections on be-
half of the President’s lawyers, most of
which were resolved.

I believe that the testimony of Mr.
Jordan goes to the key element in the
obstruction of justice article, and even
though it is just one element that we
are dealing with, it is a very important
element because it goes to the connec-
tion between the job search, the benefit
provided to a witness, and the solicited
false testimony from that witness.

I believe the testimony of Mr. Jordan
is dramatic in that it shows the control
and direction of the President of the
United States in the effort to obstruct
justice. I believe the testimony of Mr.
Jordan provides new evidence sup-
porting the charges of obstruction and

verifying the credibility of Ms.
Lewinsky.
The testimony, in addition, is the

most clear discussion of the facts re-
flecting Mr. Jordan’s actions in behalf
of the President and the President’s di-
rection and control of the activities of
Mr. Jordan, and therefore they support
the allegations under the articles of
impeachment. Let me make the case
for you.

If you have the President of the
United States personally directing the
effort to obtain a job for Ms. Lewinsky,
which is a benefit to a witness, and si-
multaneously Ms. Lewinsky is under
subpoena as a witness in the case, and
thirdly, in addition, the President is
suggesting means to that witness to
avoid truthful testimony, as evidenced
by the December 17 conversation and
the suggestion of the affidavit, the con-
clusion is that you have a corrupt at-
tempt to impede the administration of
justice and the seeking of truth and
the facts in the civil rights case.

Now, let me go to the testimony of
Mr. Jordan. Has that been distributed
now? Good. Let me give a caveat here,
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particularly to my colleagues, the
counselors for the President, that this
summary of the portions of the testi-
mony of Mr. Jordan are based upon my
handwritten notes. So, please don’t
blow it up in a chart if there is some
discrepancy. I believe this is, in good
faith, accurate, but I did not have a
copy of the transcript. I was required
to go to the Senate Chamber and actu-
ally take notes in order to prepare this.

There are a number of areas that I
think are relevant and new informa-
tion and are very important for your
consideration. Let me just touch upon
five areas.

The first one is the job search and
Mr. Jordan being an agent of the Presi-
dent. In the deposition, Mr. Jordan tes-
tified that:

There is no question but that through
Betty Currie I was acting on behalf of the
President to get Ms. Lewinsky a job.

He goes on to say:

I interpreted [the request, referring from
Betty Currie] it as a request from the Presi-
dent.

Then he testified:

There was no question that he asked me to
help [referring to the President] and that he
asked others to help. I think that is clear
from everybody’s grand jury testimony.

So the question is as to whether the
information, the request, came from
Betty Currie or whether it came di-
rectly from the President, there is no
question but that Mr. Jordan was act-
ing at the request of the President of
the United States and no one else. In
fact, he goes on to say:

The fact is I was running the job search,
not Ms. Lewinsky, and therefore, the compa-
nies that she brought or listed were not of
interest to me. I knew where I would need to
call.

This is very important. There has
been a reference, ‘“Well, he was simply
getting a job referral, making a refer-
ral for routine employment interview
by this person, Ms. Lewinsky.”” But, in
fact, it is clear that Mr. Jordan knew
whom he wanted to contact. He was
running the job search as he testified

to.

Then he testified:

Question: You’re acting in behalf of the
President when you are trying to get Ms.
Lewinsky a job and you were in control of
the job search?

The answer is:

Yes.

So that is one area, and it is impor-
tant to establish that he was an agent
for the President.

Secondly, there was a witness list
that came out December 5. The Presi-
dent knew about it, at the latest, on
December 6, and yet he had two meet-
ings with Mr. Jordan, on December 7
and December 11. In neither one of
those meetings was it disclosed to Mr.
Jordan that Monica Lewinsky was a
witness. I am referring to the second
page of the exhibits I have handed you
in which Mr. Jordan testified to that
effect:

Question: And on either of these conversa-
tions that I've referenced, that you had with
the President after the witness list came
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out, your conversation on 12/7 and your con-
versation sometime after the 11th, did the
President tell you that Ms. Monica Lewinsky
was on the witness list in the Jones case?

Answer: He did not.

Question: Would you have expected the
President to tell you if he had any reason to
believe that Ms. Lewinsky would be called as
a witness in the Paula Jones case?

Answer: That would have been helpful.

Question: So it would have been helpful
and it was something you would have ex-
pected?

Answer: Yes.

Even though it would have been help-
ful, he would have expected the Presi-
dent to tell him the information, it was
not disclosed to him. The materiality,
the relevance, of that is that you have
the President controlling a job search,
knowing this is a witness in which we
are trying to provide a benefit for, and
yet the person he is directing to get
the job for Ms. Lewinsky, he fails to
tell Mr. Jordan the key fact that she
is, in fact, a witness, an adverse wit-
ness in that case. I think that is an im-
portant area of his testimony.

The third area, keeping the President
informed—very clear testimony about
the development of the job search, the
Lewinsky affidavit that was being pre-
pared, and the fact that it was signed.
On the third page I have provided to
you, Mr. Jordan’s testimony:

I was keeping him [the President] informed
about what was going on and so I told him.

He goes on further to say:

He [referring to the President] was obvi-
ously interested in it.

Then the question, I believe, was:

What did you tell the President when the
affidavit was signed?

And his answer:

Mr. President, she signed the affidavit, she
signed the affidavit.

So was there any connection between
the job benefit that was provided and
the affidavit that was signed in ref-
erence to her testimony? Clearly, it
was something the President not only
directed the job search, but he was
clearly interested, obviously con-
cerned, receiving regular reports about
the affidavit.

Then the fourth area is the informa-
tion at the Park Hyatt that was devel-
oped. To lay the stage for this—and I
will do this very briefly—if you look at
page 4, you see the previous testimony
of Mr. Jordan before the grand jury in
March. At that time, the question was
asked of him:

Did you ever have breakfast or any meal,
for that matter, with Monica Lewinsky at
the Park Hyatt?

His answer was:

No.

It was not equivocally, it was indubi-
tably no.

And he was further asked, and he tes-
tified:

I’'ve never had breakfast with Monica
Lewinsky.

And then on page 5 he goes on, in the
May 28 grand jury testimony:

Did you at any time have any kind of a
meal at the Park Hyatt with Monica
Lewinsky?
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His answer was:

No.

So that sets the stage, because in Ms.
Lewinsky’s testimony, as evidenced by
page 6 of your exhibits, she testified in
August, after the last time Mr. Jordan
testified, very clearly about this meet-
ing on December 31 at the Park Hyatt
with Mr. Jordan where they had break-
fast. And the discussion was about
Linda Tripp. And then the discussion
went to the notes from the President,
and she said, ‘“No, [it was] notes from
me to the President.” And Mr. Jordan
told her, according to her testimony,
“Go home and make sure they’re not
there.”” That is Ms. Lewinsky’s testi-
mony.

It was important to ask Mr. Jordan
about this. And I assumed that we, of
course, would get simply a denial,
sticking with the previous grand jury
testimony, that unequivocally, no,
that meeting never happened: we never
had breakfast at the Hyatt.

On page 7, you will notice that Ms.
Lewinsky, in her testimony, specifi-
cally identified even what they had for
breakfast. And so the investigation re-
quired us to go out and get the receipt
at the Park Hyatt, which is page 8. And
the receipt showed that there was a
charge on December 31 by Mr. Jordan
that included every item for breakfast,
that corroborated the testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky as to her memory; that is,
the omelette they had for breakfast.

And so it is tightening here. The evi-
dence is becoming more clear, un-
equivocally, that this meeting oc-
curred. And so we had to ask this of
Mr. Jordan. And this is page 9. And, of
course, I presented the Park Hyatt re-
ceipt, I presented the testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky, and his testimony, which is
page 9:

It is clear, based on the evidence here, that
I was at the Park Hyatt on Dec 31st. So I do
not deny, despite my testimony before the
grand jury, that on [December] 31 that I was
there with Ms. Lewinsky, but I did testify
before the Grand Jury that I did not remem-
ber having a breakfast with her on that date
and that was the truth.

But what amazed me was, as you go
through the questions with him, all of
a sudden he remembered the breakfast
but all of a sudden he remembered the
conversation in which he before said it
never happened at all. And his testi-
mony was, when asked about the notes:

I am certain that Ms. Lewinsky talked to
me about [the] notes.

And so I think there are a number of
relevant points here. First of all, you
reflect back on the testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky in this same deposition in
which she was asked the question, get-
ting Mr. Jordan’s approval was basi-
cally the same as getting the Presi-
dent’s approval? Her answer: Yes.

And so that is how Ms. Lewinsky
viewed this. And this is what was told
to her at this meeting at the Park
Hyatt. It goes to credibility, it goes to
what happened, it goes to the obstruc-
tion of justice. It is extraordinarily rel-
evant. It is new information. It is what
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was developed because this Senate
granted us the opportunity to take this
further deposition of Mr. Jordan and
the other witnesses.

And there are other, you know—the
fifth point is that the testimony goes
to the interconnection between the job
help and the testimony that was being
solicited from Ms. Lewinsky.

So why is the presentation nec-
essary? Some of you might even think,
“Well, thank you very much for that
explanation you have given to us. Now
we have all the facts. Let’s go on and
vote.” Well, I do think there is some
merit. First of all, this is not all. There
is much more there. I just have a mo-
ment to develop a portion of Mr. Jor-
dan’s testimony that I believe is help-
ful, but, secondly, it tells a story that
has never been told before.

Now, I went and saw the videotape
and I was underwhelmed by my ques-
tioning, because it is just not the same.
I thought we had a dynamic exchange.
But then I saw it on videotape and I am
nowhere to be found. You get to look
at Mr. Jordan, a distinguished gen-
tleman. But it is still helpful not with-
standing the difficulty of a video pres-
entation. I respectfully request this
body to develop the facts fully, to hear
the testimony of Mr. Jordan, to allow
him to explain this that tells the story,
start to finish, on this one aspect of ob-
struction of justice that is critical to
your determination. And so I would
ask your concurrence in the approval
of the motion that has been offered to
you, and at this time I yield to Man-
ager ROGAN.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager ROGAN.

Mr. Manager ROGAN. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, Members of the Senate, yesterday,
along with Mr. Manager GRAHAM, I had
the privilege of conducting the deposi-
tion of Sidney Blumenthal, assistant to
the President. That deposition was pre-
sided over by the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania and the junior Senator
from North Carolina. And on behalf of
the House managers, and I am also sure
the White House counsel, we thank
them for the able job that they did.

This deposition must be played for
Members of the U.S. Senate, and if one
Senator has failed to personally sit
through this deposition—and every
deposition—that Senator is not
equipped to render a verdict on the im-
peachment trial of the President of the
United States.

Now, I will address very briefly just a
couple of the reasons why I believe Mr.
Blumenthal’s deposition warrants
being played before this body. But to
do it, it needs to be put in perspective.
Remember what the President of the
United States testified to on the day he
was sworn in as a witness before the
grand jury. He said that in dealing
with his aides, he knew there was a po-
tential that they could become wit-
nesses before the grand jury, and that
is why he told them the truth. That is
the President’s own word: the ‘“‘truth.”
Mr. Blumenthal’s deposition paints a
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totally different picture and gives a
terribly different interpretation of
what the President was doing in pass-
ing along false stories to his aides.

Now, we have been treated to a num-
ber of euphemisms by the distinguished
White House counsel during their pres-
entation as to what the President was
doing during his grand jury. They de-
scribed his testimony as ‘“‘maddening.”
They have described his testimony as
“misleading” and ‘‘unfortunate.” But
the one thing they have never de-
scribed it as is a lie.

Mr. Blumenthal gave a totally dif-
ferent take on that. Because he testi-
fied under oath that, upon reflection,
he believes the President was not mad-
dening to him, the President lied to
him. And he testified so for a very good
reason.

Remember, Sidney Blumenthal testi-
fied three times before the grand jury
in 1998. He testified in February and
twice in June. But that testimony was
in a vacuum because each time he tes-
tified before the grand jury we were
still in a national state of, at least pre-
sumptively, believing that the Presi-
dent had told the truth. The President
had made an emphatic denial as to the
Monica Lewinsky story. There was no
physical evidence presented to the FBI
lab at the time Mr. Blumenthal testi-
fied. And Monica Lewinsky was not co-
operating with the grand jury. So we
know that certain questions were not
asked of him during his grand jury tes-
timony because of the status of the
facts as we thought they were. But Mr.
Blumenthal shed some incredible new
light on the testimony that we re-
ceived yesterday from him.

He said, first of all: After I was sub-
poenaed, but before I testified before
the grand jury, once in February and
twice in June—with the President
knowing he was about to become a wit-
ness before the grand jury, a criminal
grand jury investigation—the Presi-
dent never came to him and said, ‘“Mr.
Blumenthal, before you go and provide
information in a criminal grand jury
investigation, I need to recant the false
stories I told you about my relation-
ship with Monica Lewinsky.”

And he testified about those false
stories. He corroborated his own testi-
mony from earlier proceedings. You
will recall from the record that the day
the Monica Lewinsky story broke in
the national press Mr. Blumenthal was
called to the Oval Office by the Presi-
dent. The door was closed. They were
alone. And this is what the President
told Sidney Blumenthal about the rev-
elations that were breaking that day
on the national press wire:

He said, ‘““Monica Lewinsky came at me
and made a sexual demand on me.”

The President said he rebuffed her.
He said:

I've gone down that road before, I've
caused pain for a lot of people and I'm not
going to do that again.

The President said Monica Lewinsky
threatened him:

She said that she would tell people they’d
had an affair, that she was known as the
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stalker among her [colleagues], and that she
hated it and if she had an affair or said she
had an affair then she wouldn’t be the stalk-
er any more.

And the testimony goes on. You are
all familiar with it at this point.

The President of the United States
allowed his aide to appear three times
before a Federal grand jury conducting
a criminal investigation, and never
once did the President of the United
States inform that aide before pro-
viding that information to the inves-
tigatory body—never once—asked or
told the aide that that was false infor-
mation. Mr. Blumenthal’s testimony
demonstrates that the President of the
United States used a White House aide
as a conduit for false information be-
fore the grand jury in a criminal inves-
tigation.

I just want to make one other brief
point before I close this presentation
because I think it needs to be said. I
am in no position to lecture any of the
distinguished Members of this body on
what the founders intended in drafting
the Constitution. I believe all of us in
this room have an abiding respect for
that. But there are a couple of points
that need to be made. I believe there is
a reason the founders drafted a docu-
ment that allows us the opportunity in
every trial proceeding in America to
confront and cross-examine live wit-
nesses. It is because that gives the
trier of fact the opportunity to gauge
the credibility and the demeanor of the
witnesses. We have discussed that at
length during these proceedings.

But one thing we haven’t discussed
and one thing that I think is impor-
tant—not from the House managers’
perspective, but from the perspective
of history and the history that will be
written on the ultimate verdict in this
case—and that is the idea of open
trials. There is a reason why the found-
ers looked askance on the concept of
secret trials and closed trials. There is
a reason why in every courtroom
across the land trials are open. They
are open. It is an open process. The
light of truth is allowed to be shown on
the courtroom and from the courtroom
because we don’t trust the credibility
of a verdict if it is done in secret. What
would be the verdict on this proceeding
if the judgment of this body is based
upon testimony and witnesses, on vid-
eotapes, locked in a room somewhere,
available only to the triers of fact
without the public being privy to what
was made available?

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate,
I would urge you, not for the sake of
the managers and not for the sake of
the presentation of the case, but for
the sake of this body and for the ver-
dict of history that will be written, to
please allow this to be a public trial in
the real sense. If the witnesses will not
be brought here live before the Senate,
please allow the doors of the Senate to
be open so that the testimony upon
which each of you must base your ver-
dict will be made available not only to
all 100 Senators, but will be made
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available to those who will make the
ultimate judgment as to the appro-
priateness of the verdict, the American
people.

Mr. Chief Justice, I yield to Mr. Man-
ager GRAHAM.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager GRAHAM.

Mr. Manager GRAHAM. Mr.
Justice, how much time?

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Your col-
leagues have consumed 37 minutes.

Mr. Manager GRAHAM. Ladies and
gentlemen of the Senate, not a whole
lot to add, but I would like to recognize
this thought: That we have learned a
great deal in these depositions. Thank
you for letting us have them. We didn’t
get everything we wanted—and I think
that is a fair statement—but who does
in life? But we do appreciate you giving
us the opportunity to explore the testi-
mony of these witnesses because I
think it would be helpful in setting the
historical record straight.

Mr. Blumenthal, to his credit, said
the President of the United States lied
to him. The President of the United
States did lie to him. The President of
the United States, in his grand jury
testimony, denied ever lying to me.
That should be historically significant
and should be legally significant. Mr.
Blumenthal, to his credit, said the
President of the United States tried to
paint himself as a victim to Ms.
Lewinsky. That would be legally and
historically relevant and it will mean a
lot in our arguments and it will be
something you should consider.

This has been a good exercise. Thank
you very much for letting us depose
these witnesses.

I was not at the other two deposi-
tions, but I was at Mr. Blumenthal’s
deposition, and I can assure you we
know more now about what the truth
is than before we started this process.
I hope at the end of the day it is our
desire to get to the truth that guides
us all. We are asking for one live wit-
ness, Ms. Lewinsky.

Let me tell you, I know how difficult
it is to want this to go on given where
everybody is at in the country. Trust
me, I want this to end as much as you
do. However, there is a signal we will
send if we don’t watch it. We will make
the independent counsel report the im-
peachment trial, and I am not so sure
that is what the statute was written
for.

The Kkey difference between the
House and the Senate is that the White
House never disputed the facts over in
the House. They never disputed the
facts. They called 15 witnesses to talk
about process and about the interpreta-
tions that you would want to put on
those facts. In their motion to the Sen-
ate, everything is in dispute. It is a to-
tally different ball game here. That is
why we need witnesses, ladies and gen-
tlemen, to clarify who said what, who
is being honest, who is not, and what
really did happen in this sordid tale.

Ms. Lewinsky comes before us be-
cause the allegations arise that the

Chief
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President of the United States, with an
intern, had an inappropriate workplace
sexual relationship that was discovered
in a lawsuit where he was a defendant.
This was not us or anyone else trying
to look into the President’s private life
for political reasons or any other rea-
son. It was a defendant in a lawsuit
asking to look at the behavior of that
defendant in the workplace, something
that goes on every day in courtrooms
throughout the country.

And is it uncomfortable? Yes, it is
uncomfortable. If you have ever tried a
sexual harassment case, an assault
case, Or a rape case, it is very much un-
comfortable to have to listen to these
things. But the reason that people are
asked to do what you are asked to do
by the House managers is that the
folks that are involved represented
themselves much better than lawyers
talking about what happened. And if
you find it uncomfortable listening to
Ms. Lewinsky, think how juries feel,
think how the victims feel, think how
somebody like Ms. Jones must feel not
to be able to tell the story of the per-
son they are suing.

That is a signal that is going to be
sent here that will be a devastating
and bad signal. If we can’t stomach it,
if we can’t stomach listening to inap-
propriate sexual conduct, why do we
put that burden on anyone else?

Give us this witness. We will do it in
a professional manner. We will focus on
the obstruction. We will try to do it in
a way not to demean the Senate. We
will try to do it in a way not to demean
Ms. Lewinsky. We will try to do it in a
way to get to the truth. Please give us
a chance to present our case in a per-
suasive fashion, because unlike the
House, everything is in dispute here.

Thank you very much. I reserve the
balance of my time.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The House
managers reserve the balance of their
time.

The Chair recognizes Counsel CRAIG.

Mr. Counsel CRAIG. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, ladies and gentlemen of the Sen-
ate, I have divided my presentation
into three parts that fortunately cor-
respond to the three parts of the mo-
tion that is before you today.

I would like, first, to argue against
admitting videotape evidence into the
record of this trial. Secondly, I would
like to argue against calling live wit-
nesses to this trial. And thirdly, I
would like to argue against the pro-
posed presentation of videotape and
deposition testimony for Saturday.

I sound rather negative. I don’t mean
to be negative. But we don’t find much
to recommend the three proposals that
the House managers have brought be-
fore you today.

Let me begin by saying that we sup-
port the idea of admitting written
transcripts of deposition testimony of
these three witnesses into the record of
this trial. But we believe that it would
be a terrible mistake and wholly redun-
dant to put the videotape testimony
into that record as well, particularly if
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that means releasing any of this
videotaped material to the public.

We can only call the Senate’s atten-
tion to section 206 of Senate Resolution
30, which instructs the Secretary of the
Senate ‘‘to maintain the videotaped
and transcribed records of the deposi-
tion as confidential proceedings of the
Senate.” That was the intention of the
Senate when you first passed Resolu-
tion 30. If this decision as proposed
today will result in overruling that
rule, if there is any risk or danger of a
wholesale, unconditional, and unlim-
ited release of these videotapes for the
public through the national media, just
as was done by the House of Represent-
atives when it released all the Starr
materials, we think it is a bad idea.

In retrospect, most people believe
that it was a mistake for the House to
release those materials—and those ma-
terials included videotaped grand jury
testimony—and we believe it would be
a mistake for the Senate, at the re-
quest of the House managers, to do the
same thing with these videotaped ma-
terials now. To release these video-
tapes generally to the public—which
will happen if they are put into the
record—inevitably will surely cause
consternation among those members of
the public, particularly parents who do
not choose to spend one more moment,
much less hours and even days, think-
ing about the President’s relationship
with Monica Lewinsky and explaining
it again to the children. Placing these
videotapes in the formal record of this
trial will be one step closer to releasing
the tapes to the public for immediate
broadcast. And if that release occurs, it
will produce an avalanche of unwel-
come deposition testimony into the
public domain.

The videotaped testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky, Mr. Jordan, and Mr.
Blumenthal will be forced, hour after
hour, unbidden and uninvited, into the
living rooms and family rooms of the
Nation. Make no mistake about what
would happen; we have seen it before.
We can expect to see the networks play
these tapes, wall-to-wall, nonstop, and
without interruption, over the air-
waves. This would be a repeat of what
happened when the case first came to
the House of Representatives. For the
Senate to decide to include the video-
tapes of this deposition testimony, as
opposed to the written transcripts in
the formal record of this trial, would
have the same effect and could result
in this kind of release. The picture,
voices, and words on these tapes would
flow directly and irreversibly into the
life of the Nation. In addition, these
videotapes will, no doubt, be edited and
excerpted and cut and spliced, and the
materials will not only be overused,
they will also be inevitably abused.

To take advantage of these wit-
nesses, I submit to you, in this way is
wrong—whether in the context of the
grand jury proceeding where confiden-
tiality is promised, or whether testi-
fying under subpoena in an impeach-
ment trial in the Senate. It is unfair to
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the witnesses, unfair to the public, un-
fair to the Senate and, we submit, un-
fair to the President as well.

We do not object to release of the
written transcripts of this testimony;
we support that release. And we believe
that that satisfies any reasonable re-
quirement of public access to the infor-
mation. The public’s right to know and
understand what is happening in this
impeachment trial would be respected.
But we should learn a lesson from
America’s experience in the House of
Representatives: More is not always
better.

It is not wise or right for the House
or the Senate to perform the function
of a mere conveyor belt simply and
automatically transmitting unfiltered
evidence into the public domain. It is
not wise or right to suspend judgment
and turn over for public viewing the
videotaped testimony of private wit-
nesses who are forced to appear and
testify under compulsion. It is simply
wrong to release videotapes of such tes-
timony for cable news networks or for
friends or foes to use as they want.
This, I submit, is profoundly unfair to
the witnesses.

One can only ask, who really benefits
from this kind of practice? Is it really
in the public interest for the Senate to
issue and serve a subpoena on private
individuals like Monica Lewinsky, or
Vernon Jordan, to summon these citi-
zens before the Senate to compel their
testimony before video cameras and
then to take that videotaped testi-
mony, without any consideration or
thought about the legitimate personal
concerns or interests of those wit-
nesses, and release those videotapes of
that testimony for the national media?
Is it really in Ms. Lewinsky’s interest
to do this, or in the interest of her fam-
ily or her future? Is it fair to Mr. Jor-
dan or to his family to subject him to
this kind of treatment? Is it really in
the Senate’s interest? Is it in the inter-
est of the Constitution, or the Presi-
dency, or of the American people to
have a videotape of Monica Lewinsky
readily available for all the world to
see and to hear?

What about those individuals who
are, in fact, truly innocent but who
will surely suffer if these videotapes
are released to the public for perma-
nent residence in the public domain?
What about the members of the Presi-
dent’s immediate family? How can the
Senate contemplate releasing Ms.
Lewinsky’s videotaped testimony, dis-
cussing her relationship with the Presi-
dent, without giving at least some
thought to the impact that this might
have on the members of that family?
You can be sure that the release of this
testimony and of this videotape will
only add to their agony, embarrass-
ment, and humiliation.

I only hope that those who purport to
be concerned about the moral damage
that can be attributed to the Presi-
dent’s conduct and example are equally
mindful of the hurt that will be in-
flicted on innocent people by the mere
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broadcasting of these videotapes and of
their existence in perpetuity in the
public record and the public domain.

We think it is perfectly appropriate
and, no doubt, helpful to many Sen-
ators and staffers to be able to watch
the deposition testimony of these three
witnesses on videotape as part of the
Senate’s trial proceeding, but that
function has now been satisfied. There
is no need for these tapes to be broad-
cast to the public. And the public
knows better than anyone. It is for
that precise reason that one suspects
that three-quarters of those polled, ac-
cording to a survey reported in yester-
day’s New York Times, oppose releas-
ing the videotaped testimony of Ms.
Lewinsky and Mr. Jordan and Mr.
Blumenthal to the public.

I urge you to not vote to place these
materials into the record of this trial
without giving careful consideration to
these interests and to these concerns.
These are not just the interests and
concerns of the President and the
members of his family. They are not
just the interests and concerns of these
three witnesses and the members of
their families. I think they are also the
interests and concerns of the American
people as well.

The bottom line, ladies and gentle-
men of the Senate, is simple: You do
not need these videotapes released to
do your constitutional duty, and the
people we all work for do not want
these videotapes released to them.
Please draw the line.

As for the issue of witnesses, we be-
lieve that there is no useful purpose
served by calling live witnesses to tes-
tify before the Senate in this trial.
Live witnesses will not advance the
factual record. We have known the
facts for many months. Nor will live
witnesses give us new insight into the
witnesses themselves. Sidney
Blumenthal’s fourth appearance,
Vernon Jordan’s seventh appearance,
and Monica Lewinsky’s twenty-third
appearance told us really very little
that was new. I take issue with the
presentation of the managers. Why
should we expect Mr. Blumenthal’s
fifth appearance, Mr. Jordan’s eighth
appearance, and Ms. Lewinsky’s twen-
ty-fourth appearance to add anything
more? Live witnesses will simply not
serve the interests of fairness. They
will not serve the interests of the
American people, and they will not
serve the interests of the Senate. In
fact, live testimony from these three
individuals—or from Ms. Lewinsky
alone—will be worse than an exercise
in redundancy and will be an exercise
in excess. It will only postpone the end
of the trial that nobody wants anymore
and that no one wants to prolong any
longer. There is every reason, finally
and at long last, to bring the trial to a
close. And calling live witnesses, I sub-
mit, will not be quick, and it will not
be easy. It will prevent the Senate
from keeping its pledge to bring this
trial to a conclusion by February 12.

Because live witnesses are unneces-
sary for the resolution of this matter,
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perhaps the most important question
for the Senate to consider and resolve
itself is whether calling live witnesses
might, in fact, tarnish the Senate as an
institution. This is a question that
only you can resolve, the Members of
the Senate. And you certainly need not
take instructions from me or from any
of us at this table on that subject. But
the question is worth asking: Will the
public’s respect for the Senate and for
the Members of this body be enhanced
by calling live witnesses? Does the Sen-
ate really feel a need or an obligation
or some requirement to bring Ms.
Lewinsky to sit here and testify in the
well of this historic Chamber?

The managers first argued that live
witnesses were necessary to resolve
conflicts of testimony, that the only
way to reconcile disparities and dif-
ferences in testimony was to bring in
live witnesses. Today we know that is
not true. You gave the managers an op-
portunity to resolve those conflicts and
find new facts. But most of the critical
conflicts that existed a week ago still
exist today.

Calling Monica Lewinsky to testify a
24th time is not likely to resolve those
conflicts. Then we were told that we
must look into the eyes of the wit-
nesses and observe their demeanor to
make a judgment as to credibility. But
you now have the opportunity to ob-
serve almost every major witness as he
or she testifies. Precious little is left to
the imagination or to guess or to ques-
tion the credibility, and you certainly
have a better chance of observing de-
meanor through the videotape than
you do with a witness here on the floor
of the Senate.

We are now given a third reason why
live witnesses are absolutely necessary
to this trial to go forward; that is to
“validate’ the testimony of these wit-
nesses.

According to Mr. Manager HYDE, the
depositions have been successful, but
“what we need now is to validate the
record that already exists under oath
about obstruction of justice and per-
jury.”

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate,
we on this side of the House have never
challenged that record. We have always
agreed that the witnesses said what the
record says they said, and that record
needs no further validation through
the live testimony of individual wit-
nesses.

Those of us who have made a career
of being lawyers and trying cases prob-
ably understand better than anyone
else why the House managers are so ad-
amant in their desire to call live wit-
nesses. It keeps the door open if only
for a few more days. As Mr. Kendall ob-
served last week, like Mr. Micawber in
David Copperfield, they hope against
hope that something may turn up.

As an abstract proposition, the im-
portance of live witnesses cannot be
disputed. They are important to pros-
ecutors who are trying to make a case.
They are important to defense lawyers
who are trying to defend a case. Trial
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lawyers know better than anyone that
live witnesses can make all the dif-
ference in a trial. There is just no dis-
puting that point.

But that abstract question is not the
real live question that the Senate has
before it today. The issue before the
Senate today is different. It is more
specifically whether these three wit-
nesses, each one of whom has testified
on multiple occasions under oath be-
fore the Federal grand jury, or have
been interviewed on multiple occasions
by lawyers and law enforcement offi-
cers, would have anything whatsoever
to add to this trial if they were to ap-
pear before you in person. The answer
to that question is clearly no.

The answer is no—not because Ms.
Lewinsky has already been interviewed
so many times and has testified so
many times, not because she was just
interviewed a few weekends ago, and
not because she appeared and answered
the House managers’ questions under
oath for many hours just 4 days ago.
The answer is no because if you watch
the videotape of her testimony, and if
you look at the videotape of the testi-
mony of Mr. Jordan and Mr.
Blumenthal, you realize and you know
deep in your bones that calling these
witnesses to testify personally before
you in the Senate in detail would sim-
ply be a massive waste of this Senate’s
time.

You already know the facts. You
have already read what they have had
to say on many different occasions.
And you have already seen and read
their most recent testimony under
oath. It simply can no longer be
credibly argued that you need testi-
mony from these witnesses to ‘‘flesh”
out the factual record or to resolve
conflicts or to fill in the evidentiary
gaps or to look the witnesses in the eye
and assess their credibility. All that
has been done many times before by
many lawyers before and by many law
enforcement officers many months ago.
And then it was done just recently
again by House managers as they took
their deposition testimony last week.

The Senate has given the managers
every opportunity to persuade the Sen-
ate and the Nation to see this case the
same way they see it. And the man-
agers have run a vigorous and ener-
getic campaign aimed at capturing the
Senate and changing American public
opinion. How many times do you know
of where the prosecutors base their
case on a multimillion-dollar criminal
investigation involving multiple inter-
rogations of witnesses, producing 60,000
pages of documents, generating 19
boxes of evidence, when the prosecu-
tors are allowed to go back to those
witnesses again and again and again in
an effort to maybe—somehow maybe—
in some way to make their case, cov-
ering the same territory, presenting
the same evidence, hour after hour? In
fact, in our view, the Senate has in-
dulged the managers. And despite the
misgivings of many Senators, the Sen-
ate has leaned over backwards to ac-
commodate the managers.
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We believe it is time for the Senate
to say it is time to vote. Given the
state of the record compiled by the Of-
fice of Independent Counsel, given the
discovery that has already been given
to the managers, the evidence is as it
is, and it is not likely to change in any
significant way. The moment of truth
can no longer be avoided, and the Sen-
ate should move to make the decision.

President Clinton is not guilty of
having committed high crimes and
misdemeanors. He should not be re-
moved from office. The Senate must
act now to end this impeachment trial
finally and for all time.

Finally, as to the proposed pro-
ceedings for Saturday, Senate Resolu-
tion 30 gives the House managers and
White House counsel an opportunity to
“make a presentation’ to the Senate
employing all or portions of the video-
tape of the deposition testimony. And
the final portion of the motion involves
a request that the parties be permitted
to present before the Senate for a pe-
riod of time not to exceed a total of 6
hours equally divided all or portions of
the parts of the videotapes of the oral
depositions of Ms. Lewinsky, Mr. Jor-
dan, and Sidney Blumenthal that have
been admitted into evidence.

We are convinced that such a presen-
tation would provide no new informa-
tion to the Senate and would only
serve to delay this trial and further
burden the service of the Senate.

We also believe that there is a poten-
tial for unfairness that lurks in the
process of excerpting and presenting
portions of individual videotape testi-
mony out of context. We remain com-
mitted to the notion that to be fair to
all sides, the videotapes, if they are
used, must be shown in their entirety
or shown not at all. And, above all, we
do not believe these videotapes should
be released to the public in any form
which would of course occur if they
were used as part of the presentation
on Saturday.

Senators have themselves been re-
viewing the videotaped deposition tes-
timony of the witnesses at great length
and in great detail over the past 4 days.
It appears to us that the Senate has
been very conscientious in carrying out
this assignment. And within a matter
of days, Senators will listen to final ar-
guments from each side.

Is there really a need for an inter-
mediate stage involving the playing of
videotape testimony of the very same
evidence? After conscientiously review-
ing the videotape testimony and read-
ing the transcripts of that testimony,
should Senators now be required to sit
and watch and listen to more of the
same? Such an exercise would only be
cumulative and causes us to ask what
the point would be. We just do not
think that additional presentations of
the same evidence that Senators have
been reviewing over the past few days
will be that helpful to the process.

Presumably, the House managers
seek to present a collection of
snippets—the greatest hits from the
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deposition testimony of Ms. Lewinsky,
Mr. Jordan, and Mr. Blumenthal. This
would be unfortunate because it would
require a full response from the White
House—presumably our own collection
of snippets aimed at putting the man-
agers’ excerpts into some kind of con-
text. This would be a dual of snippets
and excerpts, and presumably each side
in the course of the presentation would
conduct a guided tour for the Senate
through that evidence, although I must
say that the language of the motion
leaves that open to some doubt.

The language of the motion provides
no opportunity for argument, no oppor-
tunity for explanation, and simply
talks about playing a total of 6 hours
equally divided, all or portions of the
parts of the videotapes.

Is this the kind of way that your
time is best used in this enterprise? We
fully understand the House managers’
desire—and even share it—to highlight
and explain the importance of certain
testimony that came out of the deposi-
tions over the past few days. But in
truth, there are no bombshells in that
testimony. There is no dynamite.
There are no explosions. We believe
that highlighting, explaining, and call-
ing attention to those parts of that tes-
timony that are important can be done
with the transcripts, and the tran-
scripts more than satisfy the require-
ment that we see, or the need to con-
duct that function, carry out that func-
tion. That is what ordinary lawyers do
when they are trying cases or arguing
in front of a jury.

To the extent that the managers
wish to call attention to various as-
pects of the testimony, we think they
will have ample time to do so in the
course of their final argument. Tradi-
tionally, that is the time to do that,
during closing arguments, the time for
advocates in a trial to marshal their
evidence, to summarize and comment
on that evidence; and to allow the
managers to go through the deposition
testimony first would be tantamount
to giving the managers two closing ar-
guments.

In summary, Mr. Chief Justice, I
have a point of parliamentary inquiry I
would direct to the Chair having to do
with the first paragraph, the first sec-
tion of the proposed motion submitted
by the House managers. Is there any
way that the Senate can deal first with
the question, the first question being
bifurcated? Is there any way the Sen-
ate can bifurcate this first question
and a separate vote be taken first on
including the transcripts of the deposi-
tion testimony in the record of the
trial and, second, whether the video-
tapes should also be included in the
record?

The CHIEF JUSTICE. A preemptive
motion to that effect could be made by
any Senator.

Mr. Counsel CRAIG. Thank you.

RECESS

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority
leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I ask
unanimous consent that we take a 15-
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minute recess. I think we can address
that question during this recess.

There being no objection, at 2:22 p.m.
the Senate recessed until 2:44 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Chief Jus-
tice.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that there is time remaining for
arguments by the White House counsel,
and then at their conclusion, by the
House managers. After that, I will
make an attempt to explain to the Sen-
ate exactly what is in the motions, be-
cause there seems to be some degree of
question about that. Then we will be
prepared to have a series of votes at
that time. I still believe we should be
able to start that around 4 o’clock. I
yield the floor.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Craig.

Mr. Counsel CRAIG. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, we have completed our presen-
tation. Thank you.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The House
managers have 19 minutes remaining.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Manager
BRYANT.

Mr. Manager BRYANT. Mr. Chief
Justice, I will respond briefly, to be fol-
lowed by Mr. Manager McCOLLUM, who
will be followed by Mr. Manager
HUTCHINSON.

Let me first talk quickly about Mr.
Craig’s argument about disagreeing on
the admission of the video depositions.
He cited the House proceedings, and we
want to be clear as to our belief of our
position in the House in this process,
as the accusatory branch of the Gov-
ernment in this process, and I think
that is the case because we vote by a
majority vote, we chose to bring for-
ward the case that we felt established
the allegations of impeachment.

There was no conflict of evidence
brought forward from those House pro-
ceedings. This evidence was not chal-
lenged until we came to this body, the
appropriate body, for resolving the evi-
dence and trying the case, as you will.
That is evidenced by the constitutional
requirement that you must vote con-
viction based on two-thirds of your
body. But the actual conflict was not
presented until we arrived here in the
Senate. By allowing us to have this
procedure of taking depositions, we
have focused more clearly on resolving
those particular conflicts.

I might add also in response to Mr.
Craig’s statement that the Starr Re-
port was released out to the public and,
as a result of that, there may be danger
here in releasing these video deposi-
tions. But let me tell you about the
House vote on the Starr Report. Sev-
enty percent of the Democrats sup-
ported the release of those documents;
100 percent of the Democratic leader-
ship in the House supported the release
of those documents. So it was not just
one party over the other party that
threw these out to the public. It was a
decision that was a bipartisan decision
on the part of the House.
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I might add, that is not our interest
in doing this with video depositions.
We are open to your process, but we
must conclude by those who would
argue that perhaps you should open
your debate to the public, we don’t see
the consistency in trying to take a
very important part of the evidence in
this case and not opening that to the
public. So we are at your wishes. It is
our desire to make the presentation
using all or portions of these video
depositions and to use those as fully as
we would any other evidence.

With that said, I ask Mr. Manager
McCoLLuM to follow me.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager McCOLLUM.

Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. Thank you
very much, Mr. Chief Justice.

If you listen to the White House
counsel, the simple fact is, they don’t
want a public display in any form of
any testimony here in front of the Sen-
ate. They don’t want the public to have
an opportunity to have a public trial.

Now, maybe an impeachment trial is
not exactly the same as any other
trial, but in the history of the Senate,
it has been a basically open process, ex-
cept for the voting. It has been an op-
portunity for witnesses to come before
you. It has been an opportunity for
people to be heard. It has been an op-
portunity for the public to hear the
people who want to speak.

White House counsel didn’t just say,
“We don’t want live witnesses here.”
They said, ‘“We don’t want you to be
able to admit even into evidence the
videotape that might become public,
and we don’t want you to be able to
show any portion, or all even, of the
videotapes of the depositions that have
been taken.”

If a Republican had gotten up and
said that, we would have probably got-
ten hung on some political petard for
that. The reality is, the public has a
business here. This is a trial. I suggest
and submit to you, we need—you
need—the opportunity to hear these
witnesses one way or the other—pref-
erably Monica Lewinsky live. We need
to bring closure in this matter.

How can the public come to closure?
How can those who feel so emotionally,
as we know they do, around the coun-
try come to closure on this—which we
need for them to do as much as you
need to resolve and we need to have
you resolve the questions before you—
how can they come to closure? How can
we all come to closure without an op-
portunity for the public to participate,
in one way or another, in seeing the
credibility, judging the witnesses,
judging the truth of this?

Let me remind you, there is nothing
in these depositions that contains any
salacious material, so it has been con-
strained very delicately—nothing at all
that would be offensive to anybody.

In addition, think about this for a
minute. When it comes to calling
Monica Lewinsky live, when it comes
to letting the deposition be presented,
if you believe that the President did
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not break the law—not talking about
whether he should be removed from of-
fice—if you believe he did not break
the law, that he did not commit the
crimes of perjury and obstruction of
justice, that means you must have con-
cluded that Monica Lewinsky was not
telling the truth when she said about
the false affidavit, ‘I knew what he
meant,” when she said about the con-
cealment of the gifts, ‘“‘Betty called
me,” when she said about the nature of
their relationship, ‘It began the night
we met,”” and many other things.

You, I would submit, my colleagues
in the Senate, have a moral obligation
to allow Monica Lewinsky to come
here and be judged on her credibility,
not just by you but by the public, by
all of us, as a live witness. And cer-
tainly, barring that, you have an obli-
gation to have the credibility on the
issues of guilt or innocence of these
crimes be judged by everybody, at the
very least, by the presentation of these
videos in a public, open format here in
the Senate before everybody. And I
think it is a powerful question you
have to resolve.

And I would submit one last point.
For those of you who do believe the
President is guilty of these crimes, you
have an obligation to let the showing
of these depositions, or the presen-
tation preferably of Monica Lewinsky
live, so those who maybe don’t think
the same way you do have an oppor-
tunity for that credibility to be judged.
Only if the witnesses are present can
they be judged that way.

The most remarkable thing about the
White House presentation may have
been, just a moment ago, the admission
that normally in trials this is exactly
what happens. And I present to you the
suggestion, this is exactly what should
happen here today.

I yield to Manager HUTCHINSON.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Manager HUTCHINSON.

Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. Thank
you, Mr. Chief Justice.

Very briefly, I was asked to respond
to the last argument by counsel for the
President in regard to their objections
on the evidentiary presentation of 6
hours under the motion, which would
be, I believe, on Saturday. After 6 days
of opening statements in this trial, and
after 2 days of questions and answers,
and then we had, I believe, 2 days of
motion arguments, you have heard
from all the lawyers more than you
ever wanted to hear. And I don’t think
that it is too much to ask for 6 hours
of discussion of the evidentiary record
that was developed from the deposition
testimony. I think that is reasonable.

It’s been argued that, well, you know,
it is going to be snippets, it is going to
be a battle of snippets.

If this motion is passed, it will be in-
troduced into evidence, and each side
will have an opportunity to discuss
that evidence, to contrast it with other
individuals’ testimony, and to present
it in a fashion that is most understand-
able. It is equally divided; therefore,
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both sides can present their case. That
is how it is traditionally done. There is
nothing unusual about that. And cer-
tainly the White House defense lawyers
will be very vigilant in making sure
that it is fairly presented.

There was objection that was made—
and this is overlapping a little bit—as
to the public release of the video. Our
motion really goes to introducing into
evidence. It is up to you as to how that
evidence is handled. Customarily in a
trial, when something is entered into
evidence, that is released. But there
was concern expressed about the wit-
nesses, about Mr. Jordan and the fact
that he has testified and now it would
be made public. I recall the White
House defense lawyers, on this screen
over here, put Mr. Jordan’s video up
there for the world to see. I believe
they also brought in other witnesses on
video that was put out there for the
whole world to see. And so I think it is
a little bit late to come in and say that
that should not be subject to public
discussion.

And so I think that the motion that
is presented is reasonable, it is fair.
They say there is nothing of dynamite
or there is nothing explosive. Then if
that is the case, there should not be
any objection to the discussion and the
fair playing of that evidence. But in
fact much of this is due because it was
not developed after the President made
his grand jury appearance. Many of
these witnesses testified early. They
were not able to testify again after the
President’s grand jury testimony. So I
think there are new areas that have
certainly been developed.

With that, Mr. Chief Justice, I yield
back.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Will the House
managers yield back?

Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. Yes, Mr.
Chief Justice.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, then all
time has been yielded back on both
sides?

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Yes.

Mr. LOTT. We had expected this
would take a little bit longer. (Laugh-
ter.)

Mr. Chief Justice, I believe it would
be of interest to the Senators that we
give just a brief explanation of the mo-
tions. I believe Senator DASCHLE may
have an additional motion that he
would like to offer. So that we can
make sure he has had the time to pre-
pare that, and how we would go into
the voting procedure, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, very
briefly, I Dbelieve that Senator
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DASCHLE, or one of his Senators, will
have a peremptory motion that they
will offer, and it will be read by the
clerk; then there will be a vote on that.
And then there will be a vote on the 3
divisions that have been identified—
the 3 votes on the one motion—and
then I believe Senator DASCHLE will
also have a motion that will go
straight to debate and closing argu-
ments and the vote on the articles of
impeachment. Is that a correct recita-
tion?

I yield to Senator DASCHLE.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice, I
appreciate the Senator yielding. As I
understand it, Senator MURRAY’s mo-
tion will relate to the third motion,
which is, as I understand it, the motion
that allows for video excerpts to be
used. Her motion would restrict both
managers to transcripts, written tran-
scripts. I am not sure in which order
her motion should be offered, but since
it relates to the third one, perhaps it
would be in concert with that motion.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. This is the mo-
tion to debate and divide the third mo-
tion.

Mr. DASCHLE. That’s correct.

Mr. LOTT. We would vote on the first
paragraph, the second paragraph, and
then there would be a motion at that
point by Senator MURRAY and a vote on
that, and a vote then on the third divi-
sion, and then a vote on the articles of
impeachment itself.

VOTE ON DIVISION I

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The question is
on division I. The clerk will read Divi-
sion I.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The House moves that the transcriptions
and videotapes of the oral depositions taken
pursuant to Senate resolution 30 from the
point that each witness is sworn to testify
under oath to the end of any direct response
to the last question posed by a party be ad-
mitted into evidence.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and
nays are required.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 9]
[Subject: Division I of House managers
motion regarding admission of evidence]

YEAS—100
Abraham Craig Hollings
Akaka Crapo Hutchinson
Allard Daschle Hutchison
Ashcroft DeWine Inhofe
Baucus Dodd Inouye
Bayh Domenici Jeffords
Bennett Dorgan Johnson
Biden Durbin Kennedy
Bingaman Edwards Kerrey
Bond Enzi Kerry
Boxer Feingold Kohl
Breaux Feinstein Kyl
Brownback Fitzgerald Landrieu
Bryan Frist Lautenberg
Bunning Gorton Leahy
Burns Graham Levin
Byrd Gramm Lieberman
Campbell Grams Lincoln
Chafee Grassley Lott
Cleland Gregg Lugar
Cochran Hagel Mack
Collins Harkin McCain
Conrad Hatch McConnell
Coverdell Helms Mikulski
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Moynihan Santorum Thomas
Murkowski Sarbanes Thompson
Murray Schumer Thurmond
Nickles Sessions Torricelli
Reed Shelby Voinovich
Reid Smith (NH) Warner
Robb Smith (OR) Wellstone
Roberts Snowe

Rockefeller Specter Wyden
Roth Stevens

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote,
the yeas are 100, the nays are 0. Divi-
sion I of the motion is agreed to.

VOTE ON DIVISION II

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The next vote
will be on Division II of the motion.
The clerk will read Division II of the
motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Division II: The House further moves that
the Senate authorize and issue a subpoena
for the appearance of Monica S. Lewinsky
before the Senate for a period of time not to
exceed eight hours, and in connection with
the examination of that witness, the House
requests that either party be able to examine
the witness as if the witness were declared
adverse, that counsel for the President and
counsel for the House Managers be able to
participate in the examination of that wit-
ness, and that the House be entitled to re-
serve a portion of its examination time to re-
examine the witness following any examina-
tion by the President.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and
nays are automatic. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 30,
nays 70, as follow:

[Rollcall Vote No. 10]

[Subject: Division II of House managers

motion regarding appearance of witnesses]

YEAS—30
Abraham Frist Lugar
Ashcroft Gramm Mack
Bond Grams McCain
Bunning Hagel McConnell
Burns Hatch Murkowski
Cochran Helms Nickles
Craig Hutchinson Santorum
Crapo Inhofe Smith (NH)
DeWine Kyl Specter
Fitzgerald Lott Thompson
NAYS—T70
Akaka Enzi Moynihan
Allard Feingold Murray
Baucus Feinstein Reed
Bayh Gorton Reid
Bennett Graham Robb
Biden Grassley Roberts
Bingaman Gregg Rockefeller
Boxer Harkin
Breaux Hollings g:ﬁk})l anes
Brownback Hutchison
Schumer
Bryan Inouye .
Byrd Jeffords Sessions
Campbell Johnson Shelby
Chafee Kennedy Smith (OR)
Cleland Kerrey Snowe
Collins Kerry Stevens
Conrad Kohl Thomas
Coverdell Landrieu Thurmond
Daschle Lautenberg Torricelli
Dodd Leahy Voinovich
Domenici Levin Warner
Dorgan Lieberman Wellstone
Durbin Lincoln Wyden
Edwards Mikulski
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senate

will be in order.

On this vote, the yeas are 30, the
nays are 70. Division II of the motion is
not agreed to.

The Chair recognizes the Senator

from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY.
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MURRAY SUBSTITUTE FOR DIVISION IIT

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. Chief Justice, I
send a substitute for division IIT to the
desk.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will
report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, moves that the following shall be sub-
stituted for division III:

I move that the parties be permitted to
present before the Senate, for a period of
time not to exceed a total of six hours,
equally divided, all or portions of the parts
of the written transcriptions of the deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Very well.

The Parliamentarian advises me that
there are 2 hours of argument on this
motion. Who is the proponent?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
be yielded back.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

I think the clerk should read division
III, having read the proposed sub-
stitute.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The House further moves that the parties
be permitted to present before the Senate,
for a period of time not to exceed a total of
six hours, equally divided, all or portions of
the parts of the videotapes of the oral deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal admitted
into evidence, and that the House be entitled
to reserve a portion of its presentation time.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Now the clerk
will read the substitute again.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

I move that the parties be permitted to
present before the Senate for a period of
time not to exceed a total of six hours,
equally divided, all or portions of the parts
of the written transcriptions of the deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and
nays are automatic. The question is on
the substitute. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 27,
nays 73, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 11]
[Subject: Murray motion to substitute
division III of the House motion]

YEAS—27
Akaka Harkin Mikulski
Biden Inouye Murray
Bingaman Johnson Reed
Boxer Kennedy Reid
Campbell Kerrey Robb
Conrad Landrieu Rockefeller
Daschle Lautenberg Sarbanes
Dodd Levin Snowe
Dorgan Lincoln Torricelli

NAYS—T73
Abraham Byrd Enzi
Allard Chafee Feingold
Ashcroft Cleland Feinstein
Baucus Cochran Fitzgerald
Bayh Collins Frist
Bennett Coverdell Gorton
Bond Craig Graham
Breaux Crapo Gramm
Brownback DeWine Grams
Bryan Domenici Grassley
Bunning Durbin Gregg
Burns Edwards Hagel
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Hatch Lugar Smith (NH)
Helms Mack Smith (OR)
Hollings McCain Specter
Hutchinson McConnell Stevens
Hutchison Moynihan Thomas
Inhofe Murkowski Thompson
Iieffords gu;klis Thurmond
erry oberts : "
Kohl Roth omovich
Kyl Santorum Wellstone
Leahy Schumer
Lieberman Sessions Wyden
Lott Shelby

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote
the yeas are 27, the nays are 73, and the
motion is not agreed to.

VOTE ON DIVISION IIT

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The vote is
now on the division IIT of the motion.
The clerk will read division III.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Division III. The House further moves that
the parties be permitted to present before
the Senate, for a period of time not to exceed
a total of six hours, equally divided, all or
portions of the parts of the videotapes of the
oral depositions of Monica S. Lewinsky,
Vernon E. Jordan, Jr., and Sidney
Blumenthal admitted into evidence, and that
the House be entitled to reserve a portion of
its presentation time.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and
nays are automatic. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 62,
nays 38, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 12]
[Subject: Division IIT of the House managers
motion regarding presentation of evidence]

YEAS—62
Abraham Feingold McConnell
Allard Fitzgerald Moynihan
Ashcroft Frist Murkowski
Bennett Gorton Nickles
Bond Gramm Roberts
Breaux Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bryap Gregg Sessions
Bunning Hagel Shelb
Burns Hatch oy
Byrd Helm Smith (NH)

yr elms X

Campbell Hollings Smith (OR)
Chafee Hutchinson Specter
Cochran Hutchison Stevens
Collins Inhofe Thomas
Coverdell Kyl Thompson
Craig Lieberman Thurmond
Crapo Lott Voinovich
DeWine Lugar Warner
Domenici Mack Wellstone
Enzi McCain Wyden

NAYS—38
Akaka Feinstein Levin
Baucus Graham Lincoln
Bayh Harkin Mikulski
Biden Inouye Murray
Bingaman Jeffords Reed
Boxer Johnson Reid
Cleland Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller
Daschle Kerry Sarbanes
Dodd Kohl
Dorgan Landrieu Schumer
Durbin Lautenberg Snovx'fe .
Edwards Leahy Torricelli

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote,
the yeas are 62, the nays are 38. Divi-
sion III of the motion is agreed to.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the minority leader.

MOTION TO PROCEED TO CLOSING ARGUMENTS

Mr. DASCHLE. I send a motion to
the desk.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will
report the motion.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE] moves that the Senate now pro-
ceed to closing arguments; that there be 2
hours for the White House Counsel followed
by 2 hours for the House Managers; and that
at the conclusion of this time the Senate
proceed to vote, on each of the articles, with-
out intervening action, motion or debate, ex-
cept for deliberations, if so decided by the
Senate.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The minority
leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all time be yielded back.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. In the absence
of objection, it is so ordered. The yeas
and nays are automatic. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 13]
[Subject: Daschle motion to proceed to
closing arguments]

YEAS—44
Akaka Edwards Lieberman
Baucus Feinstein Lincoln
Bayh Graham Mikulski
Biden Harkin Moynihan
Bingaman Hollings Murray
Boxer Inouye Reed
Breaux Johnson Reid
Bryan Kennedy Robb
Byrd Kerrey Rockefeller
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl
Daschle Landrieu Schu.mer.
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Durbin Levin Wyden
NAYS—56
Abraham Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bunning Gregg Sessions
Burns Hagel
Campbell Hatch Sﬁlg (NH)
Chafee Helms Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchinson
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Coverdell Inhofe Specter
Craig Jeffords Stevens
Crapo Kyl Thomas
DeWine Lott Thompson
Domenici Lugar Thurmond
Enzi Mack Voinovich
Feingold McCain Warner

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote
the yeas are 44, the nays are 56, and the
motion is not agreed to.

The Chair recognizes the majority
leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that was the last of the motions
that had been offered.

I am ready to go to the closing script
unless there is some other motion
pending or to be offered.

Mr. Counsel RUFF. May I ask, Mr.
Chief Justice, for indulgence for just a
couple minutes to consult with my col-
leagues?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The CHIEF JUSTICE. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that it is in order for White House
counsel to offer a motion at this point.
If they wish to do so, then I believe
they could, then we would vote on that
motion.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. White House Counsel Ruff.

Mr. Counsel RUFF. Thank you, Mr.
Chief Justice.

MOTION TO PROVIDE WRITTEN NOTICE TO
COUNSEL

Mr. Counsel RUFF. Mr. Majority
Leader, I want to hand up to the desk
a brief motion dealing with the presen-
tation of videotape evidence on Satur-
day pursuant to the motion that has
just been voted on by the Senate. If I
may, I hand it up to the clerk.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will
read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Mr. Ruff moves that no later than 2:00 P.M.
on Friday, February 5, 1999, the Managers
shall provide written notice to counsel for
the President indicating the precise page and
line designations of any video excerpts from
the depositions of Monica Lewinsky, Vernon
Jordan or Sidney Blumenthal that they plan
to use during their three-hour presentation
on Saturday, or during their closing argu-
ment.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. There are 2
hours equally divided on the motion.

Mr. Counsel RUFF. Mr. Chief Justice,
we won’t use but a small percentage of
that. I will turn the matter over, if I
may, to my colleague, Mr. Kendall.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Counsel Kendall.

Mr. Counsel KENDALL. Thank you,
Mr. Chief Justice.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate,
House managers, I will be brief. This is
simply a procedural motion which I
think will make for a fairer hearing
and a more efficient use of the Senate’s
time on Saturday.

Fascinating though these depositions
are, I don’t think there is any need to
inflict them on you repeatedly. What
we are asking in this motion is simply
a procedure that would be normal in a
civil trial, and that is by a fair time to-
morrow for the House managers to des-
ignate the portions of the three deposi-
tions that they intend to use. That will
allow us not to repeat those portions,
and it will give us some fair chance to
organize our responsive presentation.

The burden is on the House man-
agers. I think this is not an extensive
set of transcripts. I think it can be eas-
ily done. You have all, many of you,
watched the depositions this week,
read the transcripts. So I think if we
can simply have this designation by 2
o’clock tomorrow, it will enable Satur-
day, perhaps, to be a shorter pro-
ceeding.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Counsel for
House managers? The Chair recognizes
Mr. Manager ROGAN.

Mr. Manager ROGAN. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, thank you.

I will imitate my colleague at the bar
Mr. Kendall’s brevity, if not his elo-
quence.
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I simply suggest this is somewhat a
unique opportunity that counsel is in-
viting the House managers to engage
in, to give counsel notice of page and
line of transcripts for the presentation
of evidence that we are going to make.
It is our prerogative to put on our evi-
dence; it is White House counsel’s op-
portunity to put on their evidence.
Asking us to choreograph that for
them and with them is something that
I am unfamiliar with, except for one
time.

I remember during my days as a
judge in California that a similar re-
quest was made for me, and a law clerk
pointed out to me language from one of
the late great justices of the California
Supreme Court, Otto Kaus. Apparently,
a similar request was made to Justice
Kaus to do the same thing in a case,
and Justice Kaus looked at the lawyer
making the request and he said, ‘I be-
lieve the appropriate legal response to
your request is that it is none of your
damn business what the other side is
going to put on.”

With that, Mr. Chief Justice, we will
yield back the balance of our time.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Mr. Kendall.

Mr. Counsel KENDALL. That philos-
ophy might want to be emulated at
some point by the drafters of the Fed-
eral Civil Rules, but it is not. In every
Federal civil trial, this procedure is
followed, the designation, the identi-
fying, and designating of deposition ex-
cerpts.

Again, I think it will make for a fair-
er and more efficient proceeding. I
don’t think trial by surprise has a
place here.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The vote is on
the motion.

The clerk will read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Mr. Ruff moves that no later than 2:00 P.M.
on Friday, February 5, 1999, the Managers
shall provide written notice to counsel for
the President indicating the precise page and
line designations of any video excerpts from
the depositions of Monica Lewinsky, Vernon
Jordan or Sidney Blumenthal that they plan
to use during their three-hour presentation
on Saturday, or during their closing argu-
ment.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chief Justice, may we
have order.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. I fully agree
with the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Would the clerk read that
again.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Let the Senate
remain in order and let the clerk read
the motion again.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Mr. Ruff moves that no later than 2:00 P.M.
on Friday, February 5, 1999, the Managers
shall provide written notice to counsel for
the President indicating the precise page and
line designations of any video excerpts from
the depositions of Monica Lewinsky, Vernon
Jordan or Sidney Blumenthal that they plan
to use during their three-hour presentation
on Saturday, or during their closing argu-
ment.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and
nays are automatic. The clerk will call
the roll.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

(Disturbance
leries.)

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Sergeant
at Arms will restore order to the gal-
lery.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 14]
[Subject: White House Counsels’ motion]

in the Visitors’ Gal-

YEAS—46

Akaka Feingold Lieberman
Baucus Feinstein Lincoln
Bayh Graham Mikulski
Biden Harkin Moynihan
Bingaman Hollings Murray
Boxer Inouye Reed
Breaux Jeffords Reid
Bryan Johnson Robb
Byrd Kennedy Rockefeller
Cleland Kerrey

Sarbanes
Conrad Kerry
Daschle Kohl Schumer
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden
Edwards Levin

NAYS—54

Abraham Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bunning Gregg Sessions
Burns Hagel Shelby
Campbell Hatch Smith (NH)
Chafee Helms Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchinson Snowe
Collins Hutchison Specter
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Kyl Thomas
Crapo Lott Thompson
DeWine Lugar Thurmond
Domenici Mack Voinovich
Enzi McCain Warner

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote,
the yeas are 46, the nays are 54. The
motion is rejected.

ORDERS FOR SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 6 AND

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1999

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that completes all the motions.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate completes its
business today, it stand in adjourn-
ment until 10 a.m. on Saturday, Feb-
ruary 6, and at 10 a.m. on Saturday,
immediately following the prayer, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the articles of impeachment. I further
ask consent that on Saturday there be
6 hours equally divided between the
House managers and White House
counsel for presentations. I further ask
that following those presentations on
Saturday, the Senate then adjourn
until 1 p.m. on Monday, February 8. I
finally ask consent that on Monday,
immediately following the prayer, the
Senate resume consideration of the ar-
ticles of impeachment, and there then
be 6 hours equally divided between the
managers and White House counsel for
final arguments.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. Chief Justice, re-
serving the right to object, and I shall
not, I ask the distinguished leader this.
We have had exhibits handed out today
to be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, referring to depositions which,
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I understand under rule XXIX, are still
confidential. Are those to be printed in
the RECORD?

Mr. LOTT. I will ask consent that
the transcripts of the depositions be
printed in the RECORD of today’s date.

Mr. LEAHY. The exhibits were hand-
ed out today in debate. Were they
handed out under rule XXIX?

Mr. LOTT. I believe we got approval
that they be used in the oral presen-
tations at the beginning of the session
today.

Mr. LEAHY. I withdraw any objec-
tion.

Mr. CHIEF JUSTICE. Objection has
been heard.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. Chief Justice, I
withdrew any objection.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senator
from Massachusetts, Mr. KERRY, is rec-
ognized.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. Chief Justice, re-
serving the right to object. I ask the
majority leader, is there an assumption
that if White House counsel were to
want sufficient time on Saturday in
order to be able to present video testi-
mony countering whatever surprise
video—and there may or may not be a
surprise —would they have time to be
able to provide that on Saturday—not
to carry over, but merely if they
choose to, to do that on Saturday?

Mr. LOTT. I am not sure I under-
stand the question, except that we will
come in at 10, and we will have 6 hours
equally divided. I presume that the
House would make a presentation first
and then the White House and then
close. There would be time during that
6-hour period for the White House to
use it as they see fit. Are you asking
that there would be some sort of break
so they would be able to consider that?

Mr. KERRY. Clearly, the purpose of
the trial and the purpose of this effort
is to have a fair presentation of evi-
dence. The Senate now having denied
notice to White House counsel of what
areas may be the subject of video, it
might be that the voice of the wit-
nesses themselves is the best response
to whatever it is that the House were
to present. If they were to decide——

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chief Justice,
I call for the regular order.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The regular
order has been called for. There is a
unanimous consent request pending. Is
there objection?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, briefly,
if I could say on behalf of my unani-
mous consent, and in brief response to
the question, we have all worked hard
and bent over backward trying to be
fair. I am sure if there is something
that would be needed on Saturday, it
would be carefully considered by both
sides.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. Chief Justice, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. GRAMM. A quorum is present.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority
leader has the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve it would be appropriate to go
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ahead and get this unanimous consent
agreement. We will continue to work
with both sides to try to make sure
there is a fair way to proceed on Satur-
day. We will have the remainder of
today and tomorrow to work on that.

So I would like to renew my unani-

mous consent request.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there objec-
tion?

Mr. BOND. Mr. Chief Justice, reserv-
ing the right to object. May I inquire of
the majority leader if that Saturday
time schedule gives both parties ade-
quate time to prepare for the presen-
tation of the evidence? Have both sides
agreed that they will be prepared?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, as best
I can respond to that, I just say that
hopefully both sides have had more
than adequate time allocated on Satur-
day. One of the reasons we are doing it
this way—Saturday instead of tomor-
row—is so both sides will have an op-
portunity to review everything and
hopefully communicate with each
other. We will do that Friday during
the day so that an orderly presentation
can be made by both sides on Saturday.
I believe we are seeing a problem here
where there may not be one.

But if one develops certainly we
would take it into consideration.

Mr. Chief Justice, I renew my re-
quest.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there objec-
tion? In the absence of objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I ask
unanimous consent that those parts of
the transcripts of the depositions ad-
mitted into evidence be printed in the
Congressional RECORD of today’s date.

I further ask consent that the deposi-
tion transcripts of Monica Lewinsky,
Vernon Jordan, and Sidney
Blumenthal, and the videotapes there-
of, be immediately released to the
managers on the part of the House and
the counsel to the President for the
purpose of preparing their presen-
tations, provided, however, that such
copies shall remain at all times under
the supervision of the Sergeant at
Arms to ensure compliance with the
confidentiality provisions of S. Res. 30.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. In the absence
of objection, it is so ordered.

The material follows:

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES SIT-
TING FOR THE TRIAL OF THE IMPEACHMENT
OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON, PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES
EXCERPTS OF VIDEO DEPOSITION OF MONICA S.

LEWINSKY

(Monday, February 1, 1999, Washington, D.C.)
SENATOR DeWINE: If not, I will now

swear the witness.

Ms. Lewinsky, will you raise your right
hand, please?

Whereupon, MONICA S. LEWINSKY was
called as a witness and, after having been
first duly sworn by Senator DeWine, was ex-
amined and testified as follows:

SENATOR DeWINE: The House Managers
may now begin your questioning.

MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Senator.

Good morning to all present.

EXAMINATION BY HOUSE MANAGERS
BY MR. BRYANT:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Q. Ms. Lewinsky, welcome back to Wash-
ington, and wanted to just gather a few of
our friends here to have this deposition now.
We do have quite a number of people present,
but we—in spite of the numbers, we do want
you to feel as comfortable as possible be-
cause I think we—everyone present today
has an interest in getting to the truth of this
matter, and so as best as you can, we would
appreciate your answers in a—in a truthful
and a fashion that you can recall. I know it’s
been a long time since some of these events
have occurred.

But for the record, would you state your
name once again, your full name?

A. Yes. Monica Samille Lewinsky.

Q. And you’re a—are you a resident of Cali-
fornia?

A. ’'m—I’'m not sure exactly where I'm a
resident now, but I—that’s where I'm living
right now.

Q. Okay. You—did you grow up there in
California?

A. Yes.

Q. ’'m not going to go into all that, but I
thought just a little bit of background here.

You went to college where?

A. Lewis and Clark, in Portland, Oregon.

Q. And you majored in—majored in?

A. Psychology.

Q. Tell me about your work history, brief-
ly, from the time you left college until, let’s
say, you started as an intern at the White
House.

A. Uh, I wasn’t working from the time I—

Q. Okay. Did you—

A. I graduated college in May of '95.

Q. Did you work part time there in—in Or-
egon with a—with a District Attorney—

A. Uh—

Q. —in his office somewhere?

A. During—I had an internship or a
practicum when I was in school. I had two
practicums, and one was at the public de-
fender’s office and the other was at the
Southeast Mental Health Network.

Q. And those were in Portland?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. What—you received a bachelor of
science in psychology?

A. Correct.

Q. Okay. As a part of your duties at the
Southeast Health Network, what did you—
what did you do in terms of working? Did
you have direct contact with people there,
patients?

A. Yes, I did. Um, they referred to them as
clients there and I worked in what was called
the Phoenix Club, which was a socialization
area for the clients to—really to just hang
out and, um, sort of work on their social
skills. So I—

Q. Okay. After your work there, you obvi-
ously had occasion to come to work at the
White House. How did—how did you come to
decide you wanted to come to Washington,
and in particular work at the White House?

A. There were a few different factors. My
mom’s side of the family had moved to Wash-
ington during my senior year of college and
I wanted—I wasn’t ready to go to graduate
school yet. So I wanted to get out of Port-
land, and a friend of our family’s had a
grandson who had had an internship at the
White House and had thought it might be
something I'd enjoy doing.

Q. Had you ever worked around—in politics
and campaigns or been very active?

A. No.

Q. You had to go through the normal appli-
cation process of submitting a written appli-
cation, references, and so forth to—to the
White House?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you do that while you were still in
Oregon, or were you already in D.C.?

A. No. The application process was while I
was a senior in college in Oregon.

February 4, 1999

Q. Had you ever been to Washington be-
fore?

A. Yes.

Q. Obviously, you were accepted, and you
started work when?

. July 10th, 1995.

. Where—where were you assigned?

. The Chief—

. Physically, where were you located?

. Oh, physically?

Yes.

Room 93 of the Old Executive Office
Building.

Q. Were you designated in any particular
manner in terms of—were all interns the
same, I guess would be my question?

A. Yes and no. We were all interns, but
there were a select group of interns who had
blue passes who worked in the White House
proper, and most of us worked in the Old Ex-
ecutive Office Building with a pink intern
pass.

Q. Now, can you explain to me the signifi-
cance of a pink pass versus a blue pass?

A. Sure.

Q. Okay. Is it—is it access?

A. Yes.

Q. To what?

A. A blue pass gives you access to any-
where in the White House and a pink intern
pass gives you access to the Old Executive
Office Building.

. Did interns have blue passes?

. Yes, some.

. Some did, and some had pink passes?

. Correct.

. And you had the pink?

. Correct.

. How long was your internship?

. It was from July ’til the end of August,
and then I stayed on for a little while until
the 2nd.

Q. Are most interns for the summertime—
you do part of the summer or the entire sum-
mer?

A. I believe there are interns all year-
round at the White House.

Q. Now, you as an intern, you are unpaid.

A. Correct.

Q. And tell—tell me how you came to, uh,
through your decisionmaking process, to
seek a paid position and stay in Washington.

A. Uh, there were several factors. One is I
came to enjoy being at the White House, and
I found it to be interesting. I was studying to
take the GREs, the entrance exam for grad-
uate school, and needed to get a job. So I—
since I had enjoyed my internship, my super-
visor at the time, Tracy Beckett, helped me
try and secure a position.

Q. Now, you mentioned the pink pass that
you had. So you were able to—I don’t want
to presume—you were able to get into the
White House on occasion even with a pink
pass?

A. The—do you mean the White House
proper, or—

Q. Yes, the White House—

A. —the complex?

Q. Yes. Let me be clear. When I—I tend to
say ‘“‘White House’—I mean the actual build-
ing itself. And I know perhaps you think of
the whole complex in terms of the whole—

A. I’'m sorry. Just to be clear—

Q. Yes.

A. —do you mean the West Wing and the
residence and—

Q. Right.

A. —the East Wing when you say the White
House?

Q. Right. The White House where the
President lives, and works, I guess, right.

A. I’'m sorry. Can you repeat the question?

Q. Yes, yes. I mean that White House. As
an intern, you had a pink pass that did allow
you to have access to that White House
where the President was on occasion?

A. No.

POPOPOP
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Q. Did not. Did you have—did you ever get
in there as an intern?

A. Yes.

Q. And under—under what circumstances?

A. It—

Q. Did you have to be accompanied by
someone, or—

A. Exactly; someone with a blue pass.

Q. So how did you—once you decided you
wanted to stay in Washington and find a pay-
ing job, you sought out some help from
friends there, people you knew, contacts, and
you were—you did—you were successful?

A. Correct.

Q. And you were hired where—where in the
White House?

A. In Legislative Affairs.

Q. Now, again, to educate me on this, in
that group, in that section, department, you
would have worked where, physically?

A. Physically, in the East Wing.

Q. Okay, and as an intern before, you
worked in the Old Executive Office Building?

A. Correct.

Q. But you moved about and occasionally
would go into the White House, if escorted?

A. Correct.

Q. It takes a while, but I'll get there with
you; I'll catch up.

When did you actually—what was your
first day on the job with the Legislative Af-
fairs, uh, group?

A. Um, first day on the job was sometime
after the furlough. I was hired right before
the furlough, but the paperwork hadn’t gone
through, so first day on the job was some
point after the furlough. I don’t remember
the exact date.

Q. So you remained, uh, on as an intern
during the furlough—

A. Correct.

Q. —the Government shutdown period.

A. Correct.

Q. And that was in November of 1995, some
date during that?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Um, tell me how you, um, began—
I guess the—the—we’re going to talk about a
relationship with the President. Uh, when
you first, uh, I guess, saw him, I think there
was some indication that you didn’t speak to
him maybe the first few times you saw him,
but you had some eye contact or sort of
smiles or—

A. I—I believe I've testified to that in the
grand jury pretty extensively.

Q. Uh-huh.

A. Is—is there something more specific?

Q. Well, again, I'm wanting to know times,
you know, how soon that occurred and sort
of what happened, you know, if you can—you
know, there are going to be occasions where
you—obviously, you testified extensively in
the grand jury, so you're going to obviously
repeat things today. We’re doing the deposi-
tion for the Senators to view, we believe, so
it’'s—

MR. CACHERIS: May I note an objection.
The Senators have the complete record, as
you know, Mr. Bryant, and she is standing
on her testimony that she has given on the
occasions that Mr. Stein alluded to at the in-
troduction of this deposition.

MR. BRYANT: Well, I appreciate that, but,
uh, if this is going to be the case, we don’t
even need the deposition, because we’re lim-
ited to the record and everything is in the
record. So I think, uh, to be fair, we're—
we’re obviously going to have to talk about,
uh, some things for 8 hours here, or else we
can go home.

THE WITNESS: Sounds good to me.

[Laughter.]

MR. BRYANT: I think we probably all
would like to do that.

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, are you ob-
jecting to the question?

MR. CACHERIS: Yes. I'm objecting to him
asking specific questions that are already in
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the record that—he has said they are limited
to the record, and so we accept his, his des-
ignation. We’re limited to the record.

SENATOR DeWINE: We’re going to go off
the record for just a moment.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’'re going off the
record at 9:37 a.m.

[Recess.]

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back
on the record at 9:45 a.m.

SENATOR DeWINE: We are now back on
the record.

The objection is noted, but it’s overruled,
and the witness is instructed to answer the
question.

Senator Leahy?

SENATOR LEAHY: And I had noted during
the break that obviously, the witness has 48
hours to correct her deposition, and would
also note that when somebody has testified
to some of these things 20 or more times that
it is not unusual to have some nuances dif-
ferent, and that could also be reflected in
time to correct her testimony.

And I had also noted when we were off the
record Mr. Manager Bryant’s comment on
January 26th, page S992 in the Congressional
Record, in which he said: “If our motion is
granted, I want to make this very, very
clear. At no point will we ask any questions
of Monica Lewinsky about her explicit sex-
ual relationship with the President, either in
deposition or, if we are permitted on the
floor of the Senate, they will not be asked.”

And I should add also, to be fair to Mr.
Bryant, another sentence in that: ‘“‘That, of
course, assumes that White House Counsel
does not enter into that discussion, and we
doubt that they would.”” Period, close quote.

SENATOR DeWINE: Let me just add some-
thing that I stated to counsel and to Ms.
Lewinsky off the record, and I think I will
briefly repeat it, and that is that counsel is
entitled to an answer to the question, but
Ms. Lewinsky certainly can reference pre-
vious testimony if she wishes to do that. But
counsel is entitled to a new explanation of—
of what occurred.

Counsel, you may—why don’t you re-ask
the question, and we will proceed.

MR. BRYANT: May I, before I do that, ask
a  procedural question in terms of
timekeeping?

SENATOR DeWINE: The time is not count-
ed—any of the time that you have—once
there is an objection, none of the time is
counted until we rule on the objection and
until you then have the opportunity to ask
the question again. So the time will start
now.

MR. BRYANT: Very good.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Ms. Lewinsky, again, let me—I know
this is difficult, but let me apologize that,
uh, that it is going to be necessary that I ask
you these questions because we’re limited to
the record and if we—we can’t ask you any
new questions outside that record, so I have
to talk about what’s in the record. And I re-
alize you’ve answered all these questions
several times before, but it’s, uh—I'm sincere
that we really wouldn’t need to take your
deposition if we couldn’t ask you those kinds
of questions. So it’s not motivated to cause
you uncomfort or to make you sit here in
Washington when you’d rather be in Cali-
fornia. We’ll try to get through this as
quickly as we can.

But we were talking about when you were
first assigned there at the White House and
those initial contacts, and I mean, again,
when you were—you would see the President.
I think you’ve mentioned you would—there
was some mild flirting going on; you would
smile or you would make eye contact. It was
something of this nature?

A. Yes.

Q. And the first—was the first time you ac-
tually spoke to the President or he spoke to
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you, other than perhaps a hello in the hall-
way, was that on November the 15th, 1995?

A. Yes.

Q. And that was—that was the day, uh, of
the first so-called salacious encounter, the
same day?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, when the President gave a state-
ment testifying before the grand jury, he—he
described that relationship as what I consid-
ered sort of an evolving one. He says: ‘I re-
gret that what began as a friendship came to
include this conduct.” And he goes on to
take full responsibility for his actions. But
that almost sounds as if this was an evolv-
ing—something from a friendship evolving
over time to a sexual relationship. That was
not the case, was it?

A. I—I can’t really comment on how he
perceived it. My perception was different.

Q. Okay—

A. But I—I—I mean, I don’t feel com-
fortable saying that he didn’t, that he didn’t
see it that way, or that’s wrong; that’s how
he saw it. I—

Q. But you saw it a different way?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, on November the 15th, had you al-
ready accepted this job with Legislative Af-
fairs?

A. Yes.

Q. And, uh, was—that was during the shut-
down, so you had no job to go to because the
Government was shut down.

A. No. I accepted it on the Friday before
the furlough.

Q. And that—

A. But the paperwork hadn’t gone through.

Q. Okay. Did, uh—when you first met with
the President on November the 15th, did he
say anything to you that would indicate that
he knew you were an intern?

A. No.

Q. Did he make a comment about your,
your pink security badge?

A. Can I ask my counsel a question real
quickly, please?

[Witness conferring with counsel.]

MR. CACHERIS: Okay, Mr Bryant.

THE WITNESS: Sorry. It was—that oc-
curred in the second encounter of that
evening.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Okay. On November—

A. So, not the first encounter.

Q. On November the 15th, 1995?

A. Correct.

Q. What—do you recall what he said or
what he did in regard to the intern pass?

A. He tugged on my pass and said: ‘“This is
going to be a problem.”’

Q. And what did, uh—did he say anything
else about what he meant by ‘‘problem’?

A. No.

Q. Tell me about your job at Legislative
Affairs. Did that involve going into the
White House itself?

A. Yes. My job was in the White House.

Q. You were in one wing, but did that in-
volve going—did it give you access—

A. Yes.

Q. —pretty well throughout the White
House?

A. Yes.

Q. What did you do primarily?

A. I worked under Jocelyn Jolly, who su-
pervised the letters that came from the Hill;
so the opening of those letters and reading
them and vetting them and preparing re-
sponses for the President’s signature—re-
sponding.

Q. Now, you’ve indicated through counsel
at the beginning that you are willing to af-
firm, otherwise adopt, your sworn testimony
of August the 6th and August the 20th, I
think, which would be grand jury, and the
deposition of August the 26th, 1998.

A. Correct.
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Q. So you're saying that that information
is accurate, and it is truthful?

A. Yes.

Q. Well, thank you. That—that will save us
a little bit of time, but certainly we will ask
you some of that information also.

At some point, you were transferred to the
Pentagon, to the Department of Defense.
When did that occur?

A. I found out I was being transferred on
April 5th, 1996.

Q. Did you want to go—

A. No.

Q. —to the Department of Defense? Did
you have a discussion with the President
about this?

A. Yes.

Q. What was your reaction to being trans-
ferred?

A. I started to cry.

Q. Did you talk to anyone else at the
White House other than the President about
the transfer at that time?

A. Yes.

Q. And who—who was that?

A. I spoke with several people. I—I can’t—
I know I—I spoke with, uh, Jocelyn about it.
I spoke with people with whom I was friendly
at the White House. I spoke to Betty, Nancy
Hernreich, several people.

Q. Did you—did you find out why you were
being transferred?

A. Uh, I was told why I was being trans-
ferred by Mr. Keating on Friday, the 5th of
April.

Q. And that was why?

A. Uh, he said that the—the Office of Ad-
ministration, I think it was, was not pleased
with the way the correspondence was being
handled, and they were, quote-unquote,
“blowing up’’ the Correspondence Office, and
that I was being transferred and it had noth-
ing to do with my work.

Q. Did you have any understanding that it
might have been other reasons that you were
being moved?

A. Not at that point.

Q. Did the—what did the President say
about your transfer at that point?

A. He thought it had something to do with
our relationship.

Q. What else did he say about—about your
transfer, if anything? Did he give you any as-
surances that you might be back, or—

A. Yes.

Q. Back after what time period?

A. He promised me he’d bring me back
after the election.

Q. So this was, again, in early 19—April of
1996, and he was up for reelection—

A. Yes.

Q. —in November of 1996.

A. Yes.

Q. Did you attach any significance to being
transferred away before the election and
then him assuring you he would bring you
back after the election? Did you attach any
significance to the election and your having
to leave?

A. Emotional significance, yes.

Q. Your emotion? I'm—I'm not sure I fol-
low you. You were—

A. Well, yes, I attached significance to it.

Q. And that was emotional—

A. But that was emotional.

Q. But the reason you both felt—again, I'm
not trying to put words in your mouth, but
you both felt you were leaving until after
the election was because of your relationship
and perhaps people finding out?

A. No. I I—first, I can only speak for my-
self. I mean, I, uh, my understanding ini-
tially was that it was, um, for work-related
issues, but not my work, and I came to un-
derstand later that it was having to do with
my relationship with the President.

Q. Okay. Did, uh, you have a conversa-
tion—and it may be the same one with the
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President on April the 12th—which deter-
mined that Ms. Lieberman maybe spear-
headed your transfer because you were pay-
ing too much attention—you were all—you
were both paying too much attention to each
other and she was worried that it was close
to election time? And I think you've testi-
fied to that, haven’t you?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay, good. You started, uh, with the
Department of Defense at the Pentagon in
mid-April, April the 17th, 1996?

A. Yes.

Q. What did you do there?

A. I was the confidential assistant to Mr.
Bacon, who is the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Public Affairs.

Q. Did, uh—after the 1996 election, did you
still want to go back to the White House?

A. Yes.

Q. You had not fallen in love with the job
at the Pentagon that much?

A. No.

Q. Was that, in fact, a frustrating period of
time?

A. Yes. No offense to Mr. Bacon, of course.

Q. I understand; I'm sure he would take
none.

I would like—I don’t think it’s been men-
tioned, but you helped in preparing a chart
which we have listed as one of our exhibits,
ML Number 2, which I assume might have a
different number for now, but it’s a chart of
contacts—

A. Right.

Q. —that you had with the President. And
do you have a copy of that chart? It—

[Witness conferring with counsel.]

MR. BRYANT: In the—yes, in the record,
it’s at page 1251.

MR. BURTON: May we have an extra copy
for counsel, please?

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Have you had occasion to review this
document?

A. Yes.

Q. And very—very simply, I would like for
you to, uh, if you can, to affirm that docu-
ment as an accurate representation and a
truthful representation of all the contacts
that you had with the President from ap-
proximately August 9th, 1995 until January
of 1998. It includes in-person contacts, tele-
phone calls, gifts and notes exchanged, I
think are the categories.

A. Yes. I believe there might have been one
or two changes that were made and noted in
the grand jury or my deposition, and I adopt
those as well.

MR. BRYANT: Okay, good.

I am not going to at this point make her—
the information she adopts and affirms ex-
hibits to this deposition. I don’t want to
clutter it any more unless someone wants to
make this an exhibit in terms of your deposi-
tion testimony, your grand jury testimony,
and now the charts that you have affirmed,
so I just want you to specifically affirm it
but not make it an exhibit, because it’s al-
ready a part of the record.

MR. CACHERIS: We defer to the White
House.

MS. SELIGMAN: I just wanted to make
clear on the record, then, what the app. or
sub-cite is of anything we’re adopting so
that we all know what particular pages it is.

MR. BRYANT: Okay. And that, again, was,
I think, page 1251 of—right, of the record.

SENATOR LEAHY: I don’t—I don’t under-
stand.

MS. MILLS: Can you cite the ending page?

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, is that where
this appears?

MR. BRYANT: It appears in the record,
uh—

SENATOR DeWINE: You need to designate
also if you’re talking about the Senate
record or—I think at this point we’ll go off
the record.
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THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the
record at 10:01 a.m.

[Recess.]

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back
on the record at 10:11 a.m.

SENATOR DeWINE: Let me—we’'re now
back on the record.

Let me advise counsel, the Managers, that
they have used 25 minutes so far.

You may resume questioning, and if you
could begin by identifying the exhibit for the
record, please.

MR. BRYANT: Tom, let me also for clari-
fication purposes—Tom, on the referral to
the Senate record, you’re saying that the ap-
pendices are numbered 3, but the numbers
are the same. The page numbers are the
same.

MR. GRIFFITH: Yes.

MR. BRYANT: And the supplemental ma-
terials are your Volume IV, but, again, the
pages are the same.

MR. GRIFFITH: That’s our understanding.

MR. BRYANT: Okay. For the record, then,
using the Senate volumes, if this is an ap-
pendices, Volume III, and the chart that we
just alluded to before the break is—appears
at pages 116 through 126 of the Senate record,
Volume III.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Ms. Lewinsky, did you tell a number of
people in varying details about your rela-
tionship with the President?

A. Yes.

Q. you tell us who did you tell?

A. Catherine Allday Davis, Neysa Deman
Erbland, Natalie Ungvari, Ashley Raines,
Linda Tripp, Dr. Kathy Estep, Dr. Irene
Kassorla, Andy Bleiler, my mom, my aunt.
Who else has been subpoenaed?

Q. Okay. Let me suggest Dale—did you
mention Dale Young?

A. Dale Young. I'm sorry.

Q. Thank you.

Now, in the floor presentation, Mr. Craig,
who was one of—is one of the counsel for the
President, adopted an argument that had
been raised in some of the previous hearings,
uh, and he adopted this argument in the Sen-
ate that—that you have—have or had, I
think, both past and present, the incentive
to not tell the truth about how the Presi-
dent—this relationship with him because you
wanted to avoid—and again, I use the quote
from Mr. Craig’s argument—the demeaning
nature of providing wholly un-reciprocated
sex.

Did, uh—did you lie before the grand jury
and to your friends about the nature of that
relationship with the President—

A. No.

Q. —so0 as to avoid what Mr. Craig says?
Okay, and I'1l break it down.

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, do you want
to just—just rephrase the question?

MR. BRYANT: Okay. We’ll break it down
into two questions.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Did you not tell the truth before the
grand jury as to how the President touched
you because of what Mr. Craig alleges as the
demeaning nature of the wholly un-recip-
rocated sex?

MR. CACHERIS: Well, that—may I register
an objection, gentlemen? This witness is not
here to comment on what some lawyer said
on the floor of the Senate. He can ask her di-
rect questions. She will answer them, but
what Mr. Craig said or didn’t say would have
happened after her grand jury testimony. So
it’s totally inappropriate that he’s—

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, why don’t
you—

MR. CACHERIS:
concepts. We object.

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, why don’t
you just rephrase the question?

MR. BRYANT: Well, we—we have had pre-
sented on behalf of the President a defense,

—marrying those two
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an incentive, a reason why she would not tell
the truth, and I think she should have the
opportunity to respond to that—that allega-
tion.

MR. CACHERIS: We—we don’t, uh—

SENATOR LEAHY: Ask her a direct ques-
tion.

MR. CACHERIS: We welcome you asking
her if her testimony was truthful, and she
will tell you that it is truthful. We don’t
have any problem with that. We don’t have
any brief with what the White House did or
didn’t do through their counsel. That’s their
business. We don’t represent the White
House.

MS. SELIGMAN: So, for the record, I'd
like to object to the characterization of what
Mr. Craig says, which obviously speaks for
itself, but I certainly don’t want my silence
to be construed as accepting the Manager’s
characterization of it.

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, why don’t
you—why don’t you ask the question?

MR. BRYANT: Okay.

SENATOR DeWINE: Go ahead and ask
your question.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. In regard to your testimony at the
grand jury about your—your relationship
and the physical contact that you have said
occurred in some of these, uh, visits with the
President, it has been characterized in a way
that would give you an excuse not to tell the
truth. Did you tell the truth in the grand
jury about what actually happened and how
the President touched—the President
touched you?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you likewise tell the truth to
your friends in connection with the same
matters?

A. Yes.

Q. Did your relationship with the Presi-
dent involve giving gifts, exchanging gifts?

A. Yes.

Q. And you mentioned earlier that in ref-
erence to this chart that it was, uh, subject
to certain corrections you’ve made in later
testimony. It was an accurate representation
or an accurate compilation of the gifts that,
uh, you gave the President and the President
gave you. Is that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Approximately how many gifts did you
give the President?

A. I believe I've testified to that number. I
don’t recall right now.

Q. About 30? Would that be—

A. If that’s what I testified to, then I ac-
cept that.

Q. That’s the number I have, and do you re-
call how many gifts approximately the Presi-
dent gave you?

A. It would be the same situation.

Q. Okay, and you’ve previously testified in
your grand jury that he gave you about 18
gifts.

A. T accept that.

Q. Okay, good. What types of gifts did you
give the President?

A. They varied. I think they’re listed on
this chart, and I've testified to them.

Q. Okay, and—

MR. CACHERIS: Do you want her to read
the list that’s on this chart?

MR. BRYANT: No. I was just, again, look-
ing for just a—I think maybe a little broader
category, but that’s—that’s okay. That’s an
acceptable answer there.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. After leaving the White House and going
to the Pentagon, did you continue to visit
the President?

A. Yes.

Q. How would you—how would you be
transported from the Pentagon over to the
White House? How did you get there?

A. Idrove or took a taxi.
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Do you have your own car?

No.

Whose—whose car would you drive?
Either my mom’s or my brother’s.

So you did have access to a vehicle?

. Correct.

Okay. How were these meetings ar-
ranged when you would want to go from the
Pentagon to the White House? How did—how
did these—how were they set up? Did you get
an appointment?

[The witness conferring with counsel.]

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel—if you have
to ask counsel, you can stop and ask us—

THE WITNESS: Okay.

SENATOR DeWINE: —to do that.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. How were these meetings arranged?

A. Through Ms. Currie.

Q. Would—would you call her and set the
meeting up, or would she call you on behalf
of the President and set the meeting up?

A. It varied.

Q. Both—Dboth situations occurred?

A. Correct.

Q. Now, Ms. Currie is the President’s—
that’s Betty Currie, we’'re talking about, the
President’s secretary?

A. Yes.

Q. Why was this done? Why was that proce-
dure used?

A. It was my understanding that Ms.
Currie took care of the President’s guests
who were coming to see him, making those
arrangements.

Q. Was, uh—was this—were these visits
done sort of off the record, so to speak, so it
wouldn’t necessarily be a record?

A. I believe so.

Q. In other words, you wouldn’t be shown
on Betty Currie’s calendar or schedule book
for the President?

A.Idon’t know.

Q. Did—who suggested this type of ar-
rangement for setting up meetings?

A. I believe the President did.

Q. During this time that you were at the
Department of Defense at the Pentagon, uh,
how—how was it working out about you
being transferred back to the White House?
How was the job situation coming?

A. Well, I waited until after the election
and then spoke with the President about it
on several occasions.

Q. And what would he say in response?

A. Various things; “I'm working on it,”
usually.

Q. In July, uh, particularly around the—
the 3rd and 4th of July, there—there—you
wrote the President a letter, I think.

A. Which year?

Q. July of ’90—it would have been 97 that
you wrote the President a letter expressing
some frustrations about the job situation in
terms of—is that, uh—can you tell us about
that?

A. Yes. I had had a—well, I guess I was—I
know I've testified about this, I mean, in the
grand jury, but I was feeling at that point
that I was getting the runaround on being
brought back to the White House. So I sent
a letter to the President that was probably
the harshest I had sent.

Q. Did you get a response?

A. Sort of.

Q. Would you explain?

A. Um, Betty called me and told me to
come to the White House the next morning,
on July 4th, at 9:00 a.m.

Q. And what happened when you—I assume
you went to the White House on July the
4th. What happened?

A. I know I—I—do you have a specific ques-
tion? I know I testified, I mean, extensively
about this whole day, that whole—

Q. Well, in regards to—let’s start with the
job.

A. Well, I started crying. We were in the
back office and, um—and when the subject
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matter came up, the President was upset
with me and then I began to cry. So—

Q. Did he encourage you about you coming
back? Did he make a promise or commit-
ment to you that he would make sure you
came back to work at the White House?

A. I don’t know that he reaffirmed his
promise or commitment. I remember leaving
that day thinking that, as usual, he was
going to work on it and had a renewed sense
of hope.

Q. Did he comment on your letter, the tone
of your letter?

A. Yes.

Q. What did he say?

A. He was upset with me and told me it
was illegal to threaten the President of the
United States.

Q. Did you intend the letter to be inter-
preted that way?

A. No.

Q. Did you explain why you wrote the let-
ter to him about reminding him that you
were a good girl and you left the White
House? Did you have that type of conversa-
tion?

A. Yes. That’s what made me start to cry.

Q. Did you, uh—did you ever explain to
him that you didn’t intend to threaten him?

A. I believe so.

Q. What was the intent of the letter?

A. First, I felt the letter was going to him
as a man and not as President of the United
States. Um, second, I think I could see how
he could interpret it as a threat, but my in-
tention was to sort of remind him that I had
been waiting patiently and what I considered
was being a good girl, about having been
transferred.

Q. And the threat we’re talking about here
would not have been interpreted as a threat
to do physical injury or bodily injury to him.
It was to expose your relationship to the—to
your parents—

A. Correct.

Q. —explain to them why you were not
going back to the White House—

A. Correct.

Q. —after the election?

And certainly the President did not en-
courage you to expose that relationship, did
he?

A. I don’t believe he made any comment
about it at that point.

Q. His only comment about the so-called
threat was that it’s a—it’s—you can’t do
that, it’s against the law to threaten the
President?

A. Exactly.

Q. That meeting turned into—I guess
you’ve testified that that meeting did turn
into a more positive meeting toward the end.
It was not all emotional and accusations
being made?

A. Correct.

Q. At some point, uh—well, let me—let me
back up and ask this. There was a subse-
quent meeting on July the 14th, and I believe
the President had been out of town and this
was the follow-up meeting to the July 4th
meeting where you had originally discussed
the possibility of a newspaper reporter or a
magazine writer, I believe, writing a story
about Ms. Willey?

A. Correct.

Q. And you, uh—did you have any instruc-
tions from the President, from either of
these meetings, about doing something for
the President, specifically about having Ms.
Tripp call White House counsel—

A.Idon’t know—

Q. —Mr. Lindsey?

A. —that I"'d call them instructions.

Q. Okay. What did he tell you? I don’t want
to mischaracterize.

A. He asked me if I would try to have Ms.
Tripp contact Mr. Lindsey.

Q. Okay, and if you were to be successful in
doing that, what were you supposed to do?
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Were you supposed to contact Ms. Currie, his
secretary?

A. Yes.

Q. And what were you supposed to tell her?

A. In an innocuous way that I had been
able to convey that to Ms. Tripp or get her
to do that.

Q. Now, in—at some point in October of
that year, 1997, did your job focus change?

A. Yes.

Q. And how was that? What were you
doing?

A. Uh, it really changed on October 6th,
1997, as a result of a conversation with Linda
Tripp.

Q. Uh, in that, as I understand, you sort of
got secondhand information that you were
probably never going back to work at the
White House.

A. Correct.

Q. Did you understand what that meant?
Did you accept that? And I guess why would
you accept it at that point? Why would you
give up on the White House?

MR. CACHERIS: Those are three ques-
tions, Mr. Bryant. Will you—would you
break it down, please?

MR. BRYANT: Well, yeah, it’s true.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Do you understand? I guess I'm trying
to clarify.

A. Not really. I'm sorry.

Q. Why would you accept at that point in
October that you were never going back to
the White House?

A.Idon’t really remember, I mean, what—
what—what was going through my mind at
that point as to—to answer that question. Is
that—

Q. Okay.

A. I'm sorry.

Q. Certainly, if you don’t remember, that’s
a—that’s a good answer.

A. Okay.

Q. So you don’t recall anything had really
changed other than you had heard second-
hand that you weren’t going to go back. You
have no independent recollection of anything
else other than what somebody told you that
would have changed—

A. My recollection is—

Q. —changed your focus?

A. —that it was this—it was this conversa-
tion, what Linda Tripp told me from whom
this information was coming, the way it was
relayed to me that—that shifted everything
that day.

Q. And you didn’t feel it was necessary to
go back to the President and perhaps con-
front the President and say, ‘“why am I not
coming back, I want to come back?”’

A. I mean, I had a discussion with the
President, but I had made a decision from
that based on that information, and I guess
my—my experience of it coming up on a year
from the election, having not been brought
back, that it probably wasn’t going to hap-
pen.

Q. But you—you did call the President
about that time and then—but the focus had
been changed toward perhaps a job in an-
other location.

A. Yes and no. I didn’t call him, but I,
um—

Q. You called Betty—

A. —but we did have a discussion about
that.

Q. You called Betty Currie, his secretary.

A. Yes.

Q. Okay, and then through her, he con-
tacted you and you had a discussion?

A. Yes.

Q. And what did you tell him at that time
about the job?

A. I believe I testified to that, so that my
testimony is probably more accurate. The
gist of it was, um, that I wanted to move to
New York and that I was accepting I wasn’t
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going to be able to come back to the White
House, and I asked for his help.

Q. Did you bring up Vernon Jordan’s name
as perhaps somebody that could help you?

A. It’s possible it was in that conversation.

Q. What was the President’s comments
back to you about your deciding to go to
New York?

A. I don’t remember his exact comments.
He was accepting of the concept.

Q. In regards to your—your, uh, decision to
search for a job in New York, in your com-
ments to the President, did he ever tell you
that that was good, that perhaps the Jones
lawyers could not easily find you in New
York?

A. I'm sorry. I don’t—I—I—

MR. CACHERIS: Excuse me again, Mr.
Bryant. That’s a compound question. He
could—she could answer it was good, and
then she could answer maybe the Jones law-
yer couldn’t get her, but I think you’d want
an answer to each question.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Okay. Let me ask it this way. There has
been some reference to that fact throughout
the proceedings, and I recall seeing some-
thing somewhere in your—your testimony
that you said it or he said it. Do you recall
anything being said about you going to
Washington—to New York and that the ef-
fect of that might be that you would be more
difficult to find?

A. I believe that might have been men-
tioned briefly on the 28th of December, but
not as a reason to go to New York, but as a
possible outcome of being there. Does that—
does that make sense?

Q. It does.

A. Okay.

Q. What, uh—what would have been the
context of that? And we’re jumping ahead to
December the 28th, but what would have
been the context of that particular conversa-
tion about the New York and being perhaps—
the result being it might be difficult to find
you, or more difficult? What was the con-
text?

A. Um, I—I—if I remember correctly, it
came sort of at the tail-end of a very short
discussion we had about the Jones case.

Q. At this November the 11th meeting, did
the President ask you to prepare a list, sort
of a wish list for jobs?

A. I’'m sorry. Which—

Q. I’'m sorry. Did I say October? We’re back
to the October the 11th meeting. Did the
President ask you to prepare a wish list?

A. Okay. We haven’t gone to the October
11th meeting yet. I—I haven’t said anything
about that meeting yet.

Q. Okay.

A. The phone call was on the 9th.

Q. Okay, and you subsequently had a meet-
ing, then, with the President on the 11th?

A. Correct.

Q. Face—face-to-face meeting?

A. Correct.

Q. And at that meeting, did he suggest you
give him a wish list or Betty Currie a wish
list?

A. Yes.

Q. Again, I asked a compound question
there.

Who did he suggest you give the wish list
to?

MR. CACHERIS: We’re getting used to
that.

MR. BRYANT: I'm getting good. I’'m mak-
ing my own objections now.

[Laughter.]

THE WITNESS: Um, we sustain those. No,
I'm sorry.

[Laughter.]

MR. BRYANT: I can do that, too. I'll be
doing that in a minute. Overruled. Okay.

THE WITNESS: Um, I—I believe he—he
said I should get him a list, and the implica-
tion was through Betty.
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BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. And obviously you prepared a list of—

A. Correct.

Q. —the people you’d like to work for in
New York City.

A. Correct.

Q. And you sent that list—

A. Yes.

Q. —to Betty Currie or to the President?

A. Isent it to Ms. Currie.

Q. And also during this time—and I'm
probably going to speed this up a little bit,
but, uh, you did interview for the job at the
United Nations?

A. Yes.

Q. And, uh—and through a process of sev-
eral months there, or weeks at least, you
did—made an offer to take a job at the
United Nations and eventually declined it. Is
that correct?

A. Correct.

Q. Did you in early November have the oc-
casion to meet with Vernon Jordan about
the job situation?

A. Yes.

Q. And how did you learn about that meet-
ing?

A. I believe I asked Ms. Currie to check on
the status of—I guess of finding out if I could
have this meeting, and then she let me—she
let me know to call Mr. Jordan’s secretary?

Q. And you set up an appointment with Mr.
Jordan, or did she, Ms. Currie, do that?

A. No. I set up an appointment. I think
that was after a phone—well, I guess I
don’t—I don’t know that, so sorry.

Q. But that appointment was November
the 5th?

A. Yes.

Q. Prior to going to the meeting with
Vernon Jordan, did you tell the President
that you had a meeting with Mr. Jordan?

A.Idon’t think so. I don’t remember.

Q. Did you carry any documents or any pa-
pers with you to the meeting with Mr. Jor-
dan?

A. Yes.

Q. What were those?

A. My resume and a list of public relations
firms in New York.

Q. Did Mr. Jordan ask you why you were
there?

A. Yes.

Q. And what did you say?

A. I was hoping to move to New York and
that he could assist me in securing a job
there.

Q. Did he ask you why you wanted to leave
Washington?

A. Yes.

Q. And what was your answer?

A.Igave him the vanilla story of, um, that
I—I think I—I don’t remember exactly what
I said. I—I believe I've testified to this. I
think it was something about wanting to get
out of Washington.

Q. The vanilla story. You mean sort of an
innocuous set of reasons, not really the true
reasons you wanted to leave?

A. Yes.

Q. And what were the true reasons you
wanted to leave?

A. Because I couldn’t go back to the White
House.

Q. Did—did you think Mr. Jordan accept-
ed—did you think he would accept that va-
nilla story, or did you feel like he understood
the real story?

A. No, I felt he accepted it.

Q. Did Mr. Jordan tell you during this
meeting that he had already spoken with the
President?

A. It was—I believe so.

Q. And that you had come highly rec-
ommended, I think?

A. Yes.

Q. Did he, Mr. Jordan, review your list of
job preferences and suggest anything?
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A. Yes.

Q. And what did he suggest?

A. He said the names of the—he looked at
the list of public relations firms and I think
sort of said, ‘‘oh, I've heard of them, I
haven’t heard of these people, have you
heard of so and so,”” that I hadn’t heard of.

Q. Your meeting lasted about 20 minutes?

A. If that’s what I've testified to, then I ac-
cept that.

Q. It is, or close to it. I know this is an ap-
proximation, but thereabouts. You weren’t
there all day.

A. I had—well, I don’t—I don’t remember
how long it was right now. I know I've testi-
fied to that. So if I said 20 minutes, then—

Q. Did you have a conversation with the
President on—about a week later on Novem-
ber the 12th and by telephone?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you indicate there you had spo-
ken with Mr. Jordan about a job?

A. Yes.

Q. After you met with Mr. Jordan, did
you—did you have an impression that you
would get, uh—get a job, get favorable re-
sults in your job search?

A. Yes.

Q. Did anything favorable happen to—in
your job search from that November the 5th,
1997, meeting until Thanksgiving?

A. No, but I believe Mr. Jordan was out of
town for a week or two.

Q. During the weeks after this November
the 5th interview, did you try to contact Mr.
Jordan?

A. Yes.

Q. How?

A. First, I sent him a thank-you note for
the initial meeting, and I believe I placed
some phone calls right before Thanks-
giving—maybe a phone call. I don’t remem-
ber if it was more than one.

Q. What—what happened with respect to
the job search, uh, through there, through
Thanksgiving? Was there anything? I mean,
I know he—you said he was out of down, but
did anything, to your knowledge, occur?
Could you see any results up to Thanks-
giving?

A. From my meeting with Mr. Jordan?

Q. Yes.

A. No.

Q. Did you contact Betty Currie after you
received no response from Mr. Jordan?

A. Yes.

Q. And did she page you? I think you were
in Los Angeles at the time.

A. Correct.

Q. Okay. What—what did she tell you as a
result of that telephone call?

A. She asked me to place a call to Mr. Jor-
dan, which I did.

Q. And this would have been, again, around
November the 26th, shortly—well, around
Thanksgiving?

. It was before Thanksgiving.

And I assume you found Mr. Jordan.
Yes.

And what did he tell you?

That he was working on it.

Did he tell you to call him back?

Yes.

Did you indeed call him back

I didn’t actually get ahold of him; he
was out-of-town that day. I think it was De-
cember 5th.

Q. Did you try to meet with the President
during this time?

A. Yes.

Q. How did you do that?

A. 1 was a pest. I sent a note to Ms. Currie
and asked her to pass it along to the Presi-
dent, requesting that I meet with him.

Q. Were you successful in having a meeting
as a result of those efforts?

A. I don’t know if it was a result of those
efforts, but yes, I ended up having a meeting
with the President.

POPOPOPOR
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Q. And when would that have been; what
day?

A. On the 6th of December 1997.

Q. Again you are going through Betty
Currie; is that, again, the standard procedure
at that time?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you go—I think you spoke also per-
haps to Betty Currie on December the 5th,
the day before the meeting—

A. Yes.

Q. —and this was something about attend-
ing the President’s speech. Was that when
that occurred—or the radio address, or some-
thing? Does that ring any bells?

A. No.

Q. Did—you did attend the Christmas party
that day—

A. Yes.

Q. —and the White House. And you saw the
President?

A. Yes.

Q. Just socially, speak to him, and that’s
it?

Yes.

. Picture, handshaking, and that?
. [Nodding head.]

. Okay. That’s a yes?

. Yes. Sorry.

Q. Prior to December 6th, 1997, had you
purchased a Christmas gift for the Presi-
dent?

A. Yes.

Q. Which was?

A. An antique standing cigar holder.

Q. And had you purchased any other addi-
tional gifts for him?

A. Yes.

Q. And what were those?

A. Uh, a Starbucks mug that said ‘‘Santa
Monica’; a necktie that I got in London; a
little box—I call it a ‘‘chochki”—from, uh—
and an antique book on Theodore Roosevelt.

Q. Was it your intention to, to carry those
Christmas presents to the President home
that Saturday, December the 6th?

A. If T were to have a meeting with him,
yes.

Q. Did you attempt to have a meeting?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you go through Betty Currie?

A. Yes. I sent her the letter to, to give to
the President.

Q. And when you went to the White House
that day, you also attempted to, to have the
meeting through calling Betty Currie and
telephoning her; I believe you had to go to—

A. Which day? I'm sorry.

Q. On the 6th.

A. No.

Q. The Saturday.

A. [No response.]

Q. No?

A. I—I attempted to give the presents to
Betty, but I didn’t call and attempt to have
a meeting there—well, I guess I called in the
morning, so that’s not true—I'm sorry. Yes,
I called Ms. Currie in the morning trying to
see if I could see the President and apologize.

Q. And—were you—did you see the Presi-
dent, then, on the 6th?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. Tell us about that meeting—that was a
long—was that, uh—did you have a telephone
conversation with him that day also?

A. Yes.

Q. And that was the long telephone con-
versation?

A. It—it was.

Q. Okay. I think there has been some indi-
cation it may have been 56 minutes, some-
thing approximating an hour-long conversa-
tion; does that sound right?

A. Right. That would—that might include
some conversation time with Ms. Currie as
well.

Q. Okay. Was he interrupted by Ms.
Currie—could you tell—did he have to take a
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break from the telephone call to talk to Ms.
Currie, or do you recall any, any—

A.Idon’t recall that.

Q. —do you recall any breaks to talk to
anybody else?

A. I don’t recall that. Doesn’t mean it
didn’t happen; I just don’t remember it.

Q. What else did you—did you arrange in
that telephone conversation, or did he invite
you in that telephone conversation to come
to the White House that day?

A. Yes, he did.

Q. What happened during, during that con-
versation in terms of—I understand that it
was again an emotional day, some sort of a
word fight; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q. Could you tell me—he was, uh—again, to
perhaps save some time—he was angry about
an earlier incident, and, uh, he felt like you
were intruding on his lawyer time?

A. Uh, he was upset that I hadn’t accepted
that he just couldn’t see me that day.

Q. And what was your response to that?

A. Probably not positive. Uh, that’s why it
was a fight.

Q. Again, I want to be careful that I don’t
put words in your mouth, but you were deal-
ing with this relationship from an emotional
standpoint of wanting to spend time with
him—

A. Yes.

Q. —not as President, but as a man?

A. Correct.

Q. And this was at a point when you didn’t
feel like you were spending enough time with
him?

A. Correct.

Q. And he obviously felt he had to do other
things, too, talk to lawyers and do those
kinds of things—be the President—is that
right?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Now, was some of this discussion
that we term ‘‘the fight,” was that over the
telephone?

A. Yes. It was all over the telephone.

Q. So by the time you arrived and had the
face-to-face meeting with him, that was
over?

A. Correct.

Q. Was that during the time that you ex-
changed—exchanged some of the Christmas
presents with him?

A. In—in the meeting?

Q. Yes.

A. Yes. I gave him my Christmas presents.

Q. Did you discuss the job search with him
also at that time?

A. I believe I mentioned it.

Q. Did you tell him that, uh, your job
search with Mr. Jordan was not going well?

A. I don’t know if I used those words. I
don’t, I don’t remember exactly—

Q. If your grand jury testimony said yes—
I mean, words to that effect—that would—
you could have used those words if they’re in
your grand jury—

A. If my grand jury testimony says that—
if that’s what I said in my grand jury testi-
mony, then I accept that.

Q. I'm not trying to—I'm not trying to
trick you.

A. Okay.

Q. Did he make any comment to you about
what he might do to aid in your job search at
that time, if you recall?

A. I think he—I think he said, oh, let me
see about it, let me see what I can do—his
usual.

Q. Did, uh, did the President say anything
to you at that time about your name appear-
ing on a witness list in the Paula Jones case?

A. No.

Q. Did you later learn that your name had
appeared on such a list?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you later learn that that wit-
ness list had been faxed to the White House—
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to the President’s lawyers on December the
5th?

A. Much later, as in last year.

Q. Okay. Yes—that’s what I mean—later.

A. 1, I mean—

Q. Yes.

A. —post this investigation.

Q. Okay. All right. Let’s go forward an-
other week or so to December the 11th and a
lunch that you had with Vernon Jordan, I be-
lieve, in his office.

A. Yes.

Q. How did—how was that meeting set up.

A. Through his secretary.

Q. Did you instigate that, or did he call
through his secretary?

A.Idon’t remember.

Q. What was the purpose of that meeting?

A. Uh, it was to discuss my job situation.

Q. And what, what—how was that dis-
cussed?

A. Uh, Mr. Jordan gave me a list of three
names and suggested that I contact these
people in a letter that I should cc him on,
and that’s what I did.

Q. Did he ask you to copy him on the let-
ters that you sent out?

A. Yes.

Q. During this meeting, did he make any
comments about your status as a friend of
the President?

A. Yes.

Q. What—what did he say?

A. In one of his remarks, he said something
about me being a friend of the President.

Q. And did you respond?

A. Yes.

Q. How?

A. T said that I didn’t, uh—I think I—my
grand jury testimony, I know I talked about
this, so it’s probably more accurate. My
memory right now is I said something about,
uh, seeing him more as, uh, a man than as a
President, and I treated him accordingly.

Q. Did you express your frustration to Mr.
Jordan with, uh, with the President?

A. I expressed that sometimes I had frus-
trations with him, yes.

Q. And what was his response to you about,
uh—after you talked about the President?

A. Uh, he sort of jokingly said to me, You
know what your problem is, and don’t deny
it—you’re in love with him. But it was a sort
of light-hearted nature.

Q. Did you—did you have a response to
that?

A. I probably blushed or giggled or some-
thing.

Q. Do you still have feelings for the Presi-
dent?

A. I have mixed feelings.

Q. What, uh—maybe you could tell us a lit-
tle bit more about what those mixed feelings
are.

A. I think what you need to know is that
my grand jury testimony is truthful irre-
spective of whatever those mixed feelings are
in my testimony today.

Q. I know in your grand jury you men-
tioned some of your feelings that you felt
after he spoke publicly about the relation-
ship, but let me ask you more about the
positive—you said there were mixed feelings.
What about—do you still, uh, respect the
President, still admire the President?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you still appreciate what he is doing
for this country as the President?

A. Yes.

Q. Sometime back in December of 1997, in
the morning of December the 17th, did you
receive a call from the President?

A. Yes.

Q. What was the purpose of that call? What
did you talk about?

A. It was threefold—first, to tell me that
Ms. Currie’s brother had been killed in a car
accident; second, to tell me that my name
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was on a witness list for the Paula Jones
case; and thirdly, he mentioned the Christ-
mas present he had for me.

Q. This telephone call was somewhere in
the early morning hours of 2 o’clock to 2:30.

A. Correct.

Q. Did it surprise you that he called you so
late?

A. No.

Q. Was this your first notice of your name
being on the Paula Jones witness list?

A. Yes.

Q. I realize he, he commented about some
other things, but I do want to focus on the
witness list.

A. Okay.

Q. Did he say anything to you about how
he felt concerning this witness list?

A. He said it broke his heart that, well,
that my name was on the witness list.

Can I take a break, please? I'm sorry.

SENATOR DeWINE: Sure, sure. We’ll take
a b—-minute break at this point.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the
end of Videotape Number 1 in the deposition
of Monica S. Lewinsky. We are going off the
record at 10:56 a.m.

[Recess.]

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the be-
ginning of Videotape Number 2 in the deposi-
tion of Monica S. Lewinsky. The time is 11:10
a.m.

SENATOR DeWINE: We are now back on
the record.

I will advise the House Managers that they
have used one hour and 8 minutes.

Mr. Bryant, you may proceed.

MR. BRYANT: Thank you.

By MR. BRYANT:

Q. Did—did we get your response? We were
talking about the discussion you were hav-
ing with the President over the telephone,
early morning of the December 17th phone
call, and he had, uh, mentioned that it broke
his heart that you were on that list.

A. Correct.

Q. And I think you were about to comment
on that further, and then you need a break.

A. No.

Q. No.

A. I just wanted to be able to focus—I
know this is an important date, so I felt I
need a few moments to be able to focus on it.

Q. And you’re comfortable now with that,
with your—you are ready to talk about that?

A. Comfortable, I don’t know, but I'm
ready to talk about.

Q. Well, I mean comfortable that you can
focus on it.

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Good. Now, with this discussion of the
fact that your name appeared as a witness,
had you—had you been asleep that night
when the phone rang?

A. Yes.

Q. So were you wide awake by this point?
It’s the President calling you, so I guess
you’re—you wake up.

A.Iwouldn’t say wide awake.

Q. He expressed to you that your name—
you know, again, you talked about some
other things—but he told you your name was
on the list.

A. Correct.

Q. What was your reaction to that?

A. I was scared.

Q. What other discussion did you have in
regard to the fact that your name was on the
list? You were scared; he was disappointed,
or it broke his heart. What other discussion
did you have?

A. Uh, I believe he said that, uh—and these
are not necessarily direct quotes, but to the
best of my memory, that he said something
about that, uh, just because my name was on
the list didn’t necessarily mean I'd be sub-
poenaed; and at some point, I asked him
what I should do if I received a subpoena. He
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said I should, uh, I should let Ms. Currie
know. Uh—

Q. Did he say anything about an affidavit?

A. Yes.

Q. What did he say?

A. He said that, uh, that I could possibly
file an affidavit if I—if I were subpoenaed,
that I could possibly file an affidavit maybe
to avoid being deposed.

Q. How did he tell you you would avoid
being deposed by filing an affidavit?

A.Idon’t think he did.

Q. You just accepted that statement?

A. [Nodding head.]

Q. Yes?

A. Yes, yes. Sorry.

Q. Are you, uh—strike that. Did he make
any representation to you about what you

could say in that affidavit or—

A. No.

Q. What did you understand you would be
saying in that affidavit to avoid testifying?

A. Uh, I believe I've testified to this in the
grand jury. To the best of my recollection, it
was, uh—to my mind came—it was a range of
things. I mean, it could either be, uh, some-
thing innocuous or could go as far as having
to deny the relationship. Not being a lawyer
nor having gone to law school, I thought it
could be anything.

Q. Did he at that point suggest one version
or the other version?

A. No. I didn’t even mention that, so there,
there wasn’t a further discussion—there was
no discussion of what would be in an affi-
davit.

Q. When you say, uh, it would be—it could
have been something where the relationship
was denied, what was your thinking at that
point?

A. I—I—I think I don’t understand what
you’re asking me. I'm sorry.

Q. Well, based on prior relations with the
President, the concocted stories and those
things like that, did this come to mind? Was
there some discussion about that, or did it
come to your mind about these stories—the
cover stories?

A. Not in connection with the—not in con-
nection with the affidavit.

Q. How would—was there any discussion of
how you would accomplish preparing or fil-
ing an affidavit at that point?

A. No.

Q. Why—why didn’t you want to testify?
Why would not you—why would you have
wanted to avoid testifying?

A. First of all, I thought it was nobody’s
business. Second of all, I didn’t want to have
anything to do with Paula Jones or her case.
And—I guess those two reasons.

Q. You—you have already mentioned that
you were not a lawyer and you had not been
to law school, those kinds of things. Did, uh,
did you understand when you—the potential
legal problems that you could have caused
yourself by allowing a false affidavit to be
filed with the court, in a court proceeding?

A. During what time—I mean—I—can you
be—I'm sorry—

Q. At this point, I may ask it again at later
points, but the night of the telephone—

A. Are you—are you still referring to De-
cember 17th?

Q. The night of the phone call, he’s sug-
gesting you could file an affidavit. Did you
appreciate the implications of filing a false
affidavit with the court?

A. I don’t think I necessarily thought at
that point it would have to be false, so, no,
probably not. I don’t—I don’t remember hav-
ing any thoughts like that, so I imagine I
would remember something like that, and I
don’t, but—

Q. Did you know what an affidavit was?

A. Sort of.

Q. Of course, you're talking at that time
by telephone to the President, and he’s—and
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he is a lawyer, and he taught law school—I
don’t know—did you know that? Did you
know he was a lawyer?

A. I—I think I knew it, but it wasn’t some-
thing that was present in my, in my
thoughts, as in he’s a lawyer, he’s telling me,
you know, something.

Q. Did the, did the President ever tell you,
caution you, that you had to tell the truth in
an affidavit?

A. Not that I recall.

Q. It would have been against his interest
in that lawsuit for you to have told the
truth, would it not?

A. I'm not really comfortable—I mean, I
can tell you what would have been in my
best interest, but I—

Q. But you didn’t file the affidavit for your
best interest, did you?

A. Uh, actually, I did.

Q. To avoid testifying.

A. Yes.

Q. But had you testified truthfully, you
would have had no—certainly, no legal im-
plications—it may have been embarrassing,
but you would have not had any legal prob-
lems, would you?

A. That’s true.

Q. Did you discuss anything else that night
in terms of—I would draw your attention to
the cover stories. I have alluded to that ear-
lier, but, uh, did you talk about cover story
that night?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. And what was said?

A. Uh, I believe that, uh, the President said
something—you can always say you were
coming to see Betty or bringing me papers.

Q. I think you’ve testified that you’re sure
he said that that night. You are sure he said
that that night?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, was that in connection with the af-
fidavit?

A.TIdon’t believe so, no.

Q. Why would he have told you you could
always say that?

A.Idon’t know.

Mr. BURTON: Objection. You’re asking her
to speculate on someone else’s testimony.

MR. BRYANT: Let me make a point here.
I’ve been very patient in trying to get along,
but as I alluded to earlier, and I said I am
not going to hold a hard line to this, but I
don’t think the President’s—the witness’
lawyers ought to be objecting to this testi-
mony. If there’s an objection here, it should
come from the White House side, nor should
they be—

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel,
you rephrase the question?

MR. BRYANT: Do we have a clear ruling
on whether they can object?

SENATOR DeWINE: We’ll go off the record
for a moment.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the
record at 11:20 a.m.

[Recess.]

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back
on the record at 11:30 a.m.

SENATOR DeWINE: We are now back on
the record.

It’s our opinion that counsel for Ms.
Lewinsky do have the right to make objec-
tions. We would ask them to be as short and
concise as humanly possible. So we will now
proceed.

Mr. Bryant?

MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Senator.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Let’s kind of bring this back together
again, and I'll try to ask sharper questions
and avoid these objections.

We’re at that point that we’ve got a tele-
phone conversation in the morning with you
and the President, and he has among other
things mentioned to you that your name is
on the Jones witness list. He has also men-

why don’t
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tioned to you that perhaps you could file an
affidavit to avoid possible testifying in that
case. Is that right?

A. Correct.

Q. And he has also, I think, now at the
point that we were in our questioning, ref-
erenced the cover story that you and he had
had, that perhaps you could say that you
were coming to my office to deliver papers or
to see Betty Currie; is that right?

A. Correct. It was from the entire relation-
ship, that story.

Q. Now, when he alluded to that cover
story, was that instantly familiar to you?

A. Yes.

Q. You knew what he was talking about?

A. Yes.

Q. And why was this familiar to you?

A. Because it was part of the pattern of the
relationship.

Q. Had you actually had to use elements of
this cover story in the past?

A. I think so, yes.

Q. Did the President ever tell you what to
say if anyone asked you about telephone
conversations that you had had with him?

A. Are we—are we still focused on Decem-
ber 17th?

Q. No, no.

A. Okay.

Q. It did not have to be that night. Did he
ever?

A. If T could just—I—I'm pretty date-ori-
ented, so if you could just be more specific
with the date. If we’re staying on a date or
leaving that date, it would just help me. I'm
sorry.

Q. Well, my question was phrased did he
ever do that, but—

A. Okay.

Q. Well, I—I'm sorry. I'm playing guessing
games with you. Was there a conversation on
March 29th of 1997 when the President told
you he thought perhaps his telephone con-
versations were being tapped or taped—ei-
ther way, or both—by a foreign embassy?

A. Yes.

Q. And was there some reference to some
sort of cover story there in the event that
his line was tapped?

A. Yes.

Q. And what was that?

A. That—I think, if I remember it cor-
rectly, it was that we—that he knew that we
were sort of engaging in those types of con-
versations, uh, knowing that someone was
listening, so that it was not for the purposes
that it might have seemed.

Q. Did you find it a little strange that he
would express concern about possible eaves-
dropping and still persist in these calls to
you?

A. I don’t think phone calls of that nature
occurred and happened right after, or soon
after that discussion. I think it was quite a
few months until that resumed.

Q. I think my question was more did you
not find it a little strange that he felt that
perhaps his phone was being tapped and con-
versations taped by a foreign embassy, and
he—

A. I—I thought it was strange, but if—I
mean, I wasn’t going to question what he
was saying to me.

Q. But that he also continued to make the
calls—you’re saying he didn’t make any calls
after that?

A. No. My understanding was it was ref-
erencing a certain type of phone call, certain
nature of phone call, uh, and those—

Q. Let me direct your attention back to a
point I did not mention a couple—a few days
before the December—early December tele-
phone call, the lengthy telephone call from
the President. We had talked about how that
was a heated conversation.

A. Correct.

Q. At—did at some point during that tele-
phone conversation—did the tone—did the
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President’s tone change to a more receptive,
friendly conversation?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you know why that happened?

A. No, nor do I remember whose tone
changed first. I mean, we made up, so—

Q. Okay. Now let me go back again to the
December 11th date—I'm sorry—the 17th.
This is the conversation in the morning.
What else—was there anything else you
talked about in terms of—other than your
name being on the list and the affidavit and
the cover story?

A. Yes. I had—I had had my own thoughts
on why and how he should settle the case,
and I expressed those thoughts to him. And
at some point, he mentioned that he still had
this Christmas present for me and that
maybe he would ask Mrs. Currie to come in
that weekend, and I said not to because she
was obviously going to be in mourning be-
cause of her brother.

Q. In—in that—in that relationship with
the President, I think you have expressed in
your testimony somewhere that you weren’t
necessarily jealous of those types of people
like Kathleen Willey or Paula Jones, and
perhaps you didn’t even believe those stories
occurred as—as they alleged.

A. That’s correct. I don’t—I don’t know,
jealous or not jealous. I don’t think I've tes-
tified to my feelings of jealousy, but the lat-
ter half of the question is true.

Q. I—I saw it. I mean, it’s not a major
point. I thought I saw that in your testi-
mony, that particular word.

A. Okay. If I said that, then I—I don’t.

Q. Was it your belief that the Paula Jones
case was not a valid lawsuit? Was that part
of that discussion that night, or your strat-
egy?

A. Uh, can I separate that—that into two
questions?

Q. Any way, any way you want to.

A. Okay. I don’t believe it was a valid law-
suit, and I don’t think whether I believed it
was a valid lawsuit or not was the topic of
the conversation.

Q. Okay, that’s a fair answer.

You believe the President’s version of the
Paula Jones incident?

A. Is that relevant to—

Q. I—I just asked you the question.

A. I don’t believe Paula Jones’ version of
the story.

Q. Okay, good. That’s a fair answer.

You have testified previously that you
tried to maintain secrecy regarding this re-
lationship—and we’re talking about obvi-
ously with the President. Is that true?

A. Yes.

Q. And to preserve the secrecy and I guess
advance this cover story, you would bring
papers to the President and always use Betty
Currie for the excuse for you to be WAVE’d
in. Is that right?

A. Papers when I was working at the White
House and Mrs. Currie after I left the White
House. So Mrs. Currie wasn’t involved when
I was working at the White House.

Q. Were these papers you carried in to the
President—were they—were they business
documents, or were they more personal pa-
pers from you to him?

A. They—they weren’t business documents.

Q. So, officially, you were not carrying in
official papers?

A. Correct.

Q. You were carrying in personal papers
that would not have entitled you ordinarily
to go see the President?

A. Correct.

Q. When—in this procedure where Betty
Currie was always the one that WAVE’d you
in to the White House—and I—I don’t know
if the people who may be watching this depo-
sition, the Senators, understand that the
WAVES process is just the—to give the
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guards the okay for you to come in. Is that
a short synopsis?

A. I’'m not really versed on—

Q. I'm not either. You know more than I
do, probably, since you worked there, but—

A. Well, I know you had to go, you had to
type in a thing in at WAVES, and now you
have to give a Social Security, birth date,
have to show ID.

Q. Is there a record kept of that?

A. I believe so.

Q. Was it always Betty Currie that
WAVE’d you in to the—access to the White
House? I'm talking about now after you left
and went to work at the Pentagon.

A. No.

Q. Other people did that?

A. There were other reasons that I came to
the White House at times.

Q. Did you ever ask the President if he
would WAVE you in?

A. Yes.

Q. Did he ever do that?

A. No, not to my—not to my knowledge.

Q. Was there a reason? Did he express any-
thing to you why he would or would not?

A. Yes. He said that, uh—I believe he said
something about that there’s a specific list
made of people that he requests to come in
and—and there are people who have access to
that list.

Q. So, obviously, he didn’t want your name
being on that list?

A. Correct.

Q. Now, some of those people—

A. I think—well, that’s my understanding.

Q. Would some of those people be the peo-
ple that worked outside his office, Ms. Lie-
berman and those—those folks?

A. I—I believe so, but I'm not really sure.

Q. Did you not want those people to know
that you were inside the White House?

A.Ididn’t.

Q. Why is that?

A. Because they didn’t like me.

Q. Would they have objected, do you
think—if you know.

A.Idon’t know.

Q. Did you work with Betty Currie on occa-
sions to—to get in to see the President, per-
haps bypass some of these people?

A. Yes.

Q. And that would be another way that you
would conceal the meeting with the Presi-
dent, by using Betty Currie to get you in?

A. I—I think, yes, be cautious of it.

Q. Did—well, I think we’ve covered that,
about some papers, and I think we’ve covered
that after you left your job inside the White
House with Legislative Affairs and went to
the Pentagon, you developed a story, a cover
story to the effect that you were going to see
Betty, that’s how you would come in offi-
cially?

A. Correct.

Q. And during that time that you were at
the Pentagon, you would more likely visit
him on weekends or during the week? Which
would—which would—

A. Weekends.

Q. Weekends.
ends?

A. First, I think he had less work, and sec-
ond of all, there were—I believe there were
less people around.

Q. Now, whose idea was it for you to come
on weekends?

A. I believe it was the President’s.

Q. When you—when the President was in
his office, was your purpose to go there and
see him? If he was in the office, you would go
see him?

A. What—I'm sorry.

Q. No—that’s not clear. I'll withdraw that
question.

Was Ms. Currie, the President’s secretary—
was she in the loop, so to speak, in keeping
this relationship and how you got in and out
of the White House, keeping that quiet?

And why—why the week-
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A. I think I actually remember reading
part of my grand jury testimony about this
and that it was more specific in that she was
in the loop about my friendship with the
President, but I just want to not nec-
essarily—there was a clarification, I believe,
in that about knowledge of the complete re-
lationship or not. So—

Q. She would help with the gifts and notes
and things like that—the passing?

A. Yes.

Q. Would you agree that these cover sto-
ries that you’ve just testified to, if they were
told to the attorneys for Paula Jones, that
they would be misleading to them and not be
the whole story, the whole truth?

A. They would—yes, I guess misleading.
They were literally true, but they would be
misleading, so incomplete.

Q. As I understand your testimony, too,
the cover stories were reiterated to you by
the President that night on the telephone—

A. Correct.

Q. —and after he told you you would be a
witness—or your name was on the witness
list, I should say?

A. Correct.

Q. And did you understand that since your
name was on the witness list that there
would be a possibility that you could be sub-
poenaed to testify in the Paula Jones case?

A. T think I understood that I could be sub-
poenaed, and there was a possibility of testi-
fying. I don’t know if I necessarily thought
it was a subpoena to testify, but—

Q. Were you in fact subpoenaed to testify?

A. Yes.

Q. And that was what—

A. December 19th, 1997.

Q. December 19th.

Now, you have testified in the grand jury.
I think your closing comments was that no
one ever asked you to lie, but yet in that
very conversation of December the 17th, 1997
when the President told you that you were
on the witness list, he also suggested that
you could sign an affidavit and use mis-
leading cover stories. Isn’t that correct?

A. Uh—well, I—I guess in my mind, I sepa-
rate necessarily signing affidavit and using
misleading cover stories. So, does—

Q. Well, those two—

A. Those three events occurred, but they
don’t—they weren’t linked for me.

Q. But they were in the same conversation,
were they not?

A. Yes, they were.

Q. Did you understand in the context of the
conversation that you would deny the—the
President and your relationship to the Jones
lawyers?

A. Do you mean from what was said to me
or—

Q. In the context of that—in the context of
that conversation, December the 17th—

A. I—I don’t—I didn’t—

Q. Okay. Let me ask it. Did you under-
stand in the context of the telephone con-
versation with the President that early
morning of December the 17th—did you un-
derstand that you would deny your relation-
ship with the President to the Jones lawyers
through use of these cover stories?

A. From what I learned in that—oh,
through those cover stories, I don’t know,
but from what I learned in that conversa-
tion, I thought to myself I knew I would
deny the relationship.

Q. And you would deny the relationship to
the Jones lawyers?

A. Yes, correct.

Q. Good.

A. If—if that’s what it came to.

Q. And in fact you did deny the relation-
ship to the Jones lawyers in the affidavit
that you signed under penalty of perjury; is
that right?

A. Idenied a sexual relationship.
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Q. The President did not in that conversa-
tion on December the 17th of 1997 or any
other conversation, for that matter, instruct
you to tell the truth; is that correct?

A. That’s correct.

Q. And prior to being on the witness list,
you—you both spoke—

A. Well, I guess any conversation in rela-
tion to the Paula Jones case. I can’t say that
any conversation from the—the entire rela-
tionship that he didn’t ever say, you know,
‘“Are you mad? Tell me the truth.” So—

Q. And prior to being on the witness list,
you both spoke about denying this relation-
ship if asked?

A. Yes. That was discussed.

Q. He would say something to the effect
that—or you would say that—you—you
would deny anything if it ever came up, and
he would nod or say that’s good, something
to that effect; is that right?

A. Yes, I believe I testified to that.

Q. Let me shift gears just a minute and ask
you about—and I'm going to be delicate
about this because I'm conscious of people
here in the room and my—my own personal
concerns—but I want to refer you to the first
so-called salacious occasion, and I'm not
going to get into the details. I'm not—

A. Can—can we—can you call it something
else?

Q. Okay.

A. I mean, this is—this is my relation-
ship—

Q. What would you like to call it?

A. —so0, I mean, is—

Q. This is the—or this was—

A. It was my first encounter with the
President, so I don’t really see it as my first
salacious—that’s not what this was.

Q. Well, that’s kind of been the word that’s
been picked up all around. So—

A. Right.

Q. —let’s stay on this first—

A. Encounter, maybe?

Q. Encounter, okay.

A. Okay.

Q. So we all know what we’re talking
about. You had several of these encounters,
perhaps 10 or 11 of these encounters; is that
right?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Now, with regard to the first one
on November the 15th, 1995, you have testi-
fied to a set of facts where the President ac-
tually touched you in certain areas—is that
right—and that’s—that’s where I want to go.
That’s as far as I want to go with that ques-
tion.

MR. CACHERIS: If that’s as far as it goes,
we will not object—

MR. BRYANT: Okay.

MR. CACHERIS: —and if it goes any fur-
ther, we will object.

MR. BRYANT: Okay.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. You have testified to that?

A. Yes.

Q. And I have the excerpts out, and I
don’t—but they’ve been adopted and affirmed
as true. So I'm not going to get—get you
looking at—have you read those excerpts.

A. I appreciate that.

Q. Now, in the—in later testimony before
the grand jury, you were given a definition,
and in fact it was the same definition that
was used in the Paula Jones lawsuit, of ‘‘sex-
ual relations.” Do you recall the—

A. So I've read.

Q. Yes.

A. I was not shown that definition.

Q. But you were asked a question that in-
corporated that definition.

A. Not prior to this whole—not prior to the
Independent Counsel getting involved.

Q. But—no—it was the Independent Coun-
sels themselves who asked you this question.

A. Right. Oh, so you’re—you’'re saying in
the grand jury, I was shown a definition of—
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Q. Right.

A. Yes, that’s correct.

Q. And you admitted in that answer to
that question that the conduct that you were
involved in, the encounter of November the
156th, 1995, fit within that definition of ‘‘sex-
ual relations’?

A. The second encounter of that evening
did.

Q. Right.

And were there other similar encounters
later on with the President, not that day,
but other occasions that would have likewise
fit into that definition of ‘‘sexual relations”
in the Paula Jones case?

A. Yes. And—yes.

Q. There was more than one occasion
where that occurred?

A. Correct.

Q. So, if the President testifies that he did
not—he was not guilty of having a sexual re-
lationship under the Paula Jones definition
even, then that testimony is not truthful, is
it?

MR. CACHERIS: Objection. She should not
be called upon to testify what was in the
mind of another person. She’s testifying to
the facts, and she has given the facts.

MR. BRYANT: I would ask that she answer
the question.

SENATOR DeWINE: Go ahead.

SENATOR LEAHY: The objection is noted
for the record.

SENATOR DeWINE: The objection is
noted. She may answer the question.

THE WITNESS: I—I really—

SENATOR LEAHY: If she can.

THE WITNESS: —don’t feel comfortable
characterizing whether what he said was
truthful or not truthful. I know I've testified
to what I believe is true.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Well, truth is not a wandering standard.

A. Well—

Q. I would hope not. But you have testified,
as I've told you, that what you and he did to-
gether on November the 15th, 1995 fit that
definition of the Paula Jones, and you’ve in-
dicated that there were other occasions that
likewise—

A. Yes, sir.

Q. —that that occurred.

But now the President has indicated as a
part of his specific defense—he has filed an
answer with this Senate denying that this
occurred, that he did these actions.

A. I know. I'm not trying to be difficult,
but there is a portion of that definition that
says, you know, with intent, and I don’t feel
comfortable characterizing what someone
else’s intent was.

I can tell you that I—my memory of this
relationship and what I remember happened
fell within that definition.

If you want to—I don’t know if there’s an-
other way to phrase that, but I'm just not
comfortable commenting on someone else’s
intent or state of mind or what they
thought.

Q. Let’s move forward to December the
19th, 1997, at that point you made reference
to earlier.

A. I’'m sorry. Can you repeat the date
again? I'm sorry.

Q. Yes. December the 19th, 1997.

A. Okay, sorry.

Q. At that point where you testified that
you received a subpoena in the Paula Jones
case, and that was, of course, on December
the 19th, 1997.

Do you recall the specific time of day and
where you were when you were served with
the subpoena?

A. I was actually handed the subpoena at
the Metro entrance of the Pentagon—at the
Pentagon, and the time—I think it was
around 4:30—4—I—I—if I've testified to some-
thing different, then, I accept whatever I tes-
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tified to, closer to the date. Sometime in the
late afternoon.

Q. Did they call you, and you had to come
out of your office and go outside—

A. Correct.

Q. —and do that?

Okay. And what did you do after you ac-
cepted service of the subpoena?

A. I started crying.

Q. Did he just give it to you and walk
away, or did he give you any kind of expla-
nation?

A. I think I made a stink. I think I was
trying to hope that he would convey to the
Paula Jones attorneys that I didn’t know
why they were doing this, and this is ridicu-
lous, and he said something or another, there
is a check here for witness fee. And I said I
don’t want their stinking money, and so—

Q. What did you do after, after you got
through the emotional part?

A. I went to a pay phone, and I called Mr.
Jordan.

Q. Any reason you went to a pay phone,
and why did you call Mr. Jordan? Two ques-
tions, please.

A. First is because my office in the Pen-
tagon was probably a room this size and
has—let’s see, one, two, three, four—four
other people in it, and there wasn’t much
privacy. So that I think that’s obvious why
I wouldn’t want to discuss it there.

And the second question was why Mr. Jor-
dan—

Q. Why did you call Mr. Jordan; yes.

A. Because I couldn’t call Mrs. Currie be-
cause it was—I hadn’t expected to be subpoe-
naed that soon. So she was grieving with her
brother’s passing away, and I didn’t know
who else to turn to. So—

Q. And what—what occurred with that con-
versation with Mr. Jordan?

A. Well, I remember that—that he couldn’t
understand me because I was crying. So he
kept saying: “I don’t understand what you’re
saying. I don’t understand what you’re say-
ing.”

And I just was crying and crying and cry-
ing. And so all I remember him saying was:
‘‘Oh, just come here at 5 o’clock.”

So I did.

Q. You went to see Mr. Jordan, and you
were inside his office after 5 o’clock, and you
did—is that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Were—were you interrupted, in the of-
fice?

A. Yes. He received a phone call.

Q. And you testified that you didn’t know
who that was that called?

A. Correct.

Q. Did you excuse yourself?

A. Yes.

Q. What—after you came back in, what—
what occurred? Did he tell you who he had
been talking to?

A. No.

Q. Okay. What happened next?

A. I know I've testified about this—

Q. Yes.

A. —so I stand by that testimony, and my
recollection right now is when I came back
in the room, I think shortly after he had
placed a phone call to—to Mr. Carter’s office,
and told me to come to his office at 10:30
Monday morning.

Q. Did you know who Mr. Carter was?

A. No.

Q. Did Mr. Jordan tell you who he was?

A. No—I don’t remember.

Q. Did you understand he was going to be
your attorney?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you express any concerns about
the—the subpoena?

A. I think that happened before the phone
call came.

Q. Okay, but did you express concerns
about the subpoena?
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A. Yes, yes.

Q. And what were those concerns?

A. In general, I think I was just concerned
about being dragged into this, and I was con-
cerned because the subpoena had called for a
hatpin, that I turn over a hatpin, and that
was an alarm to me.

Q. How—in what sense was it—in what
sense was it an alarm to you?

A. The hatpin being on the subpoena was
evidence to me that someone had given that
information to the Paula Jones people.

Q. What did Mr. Jordan say about the sub-
poena?

A. That it was standard.

Q. Did he have any—did he have any com-
ment about the specificity of the hatpin?

A. No.

Q. And did you—

A. He just kept telling me to calm down.

Q. Did you raise that concern with Mr. Jor-
dan?

A. I don’t remember if—if I've testified to
it, then yes. If—I don’t remember right now.

Q. Did—would you have remembered then
if he made any comment or answer about the
hatpin?

A.Imean, I think I would.

Q. And you don’t remember?

A. I—I remember him saying something
that it was—you know, calm down, it’s a
standard subpoena or vanilla subpoena,
something like that.

Q. Did you ask Mr. Jordan to call the
President and advise him of the subpoena?

A. I think so, yes. I asked him to inform
the President. I don’t know if it was through
telephone or not.

Q. And you did that because the President
had asked you to make sure you let Betty
know that?

A. Well, sure. With Betty not being in the
office, I couldn’t—there wasn’t anyone else
that I could call to get through to him.

Q. Did Mr. Jordan say to you when he
might see the President next?

A. I believe he said he would see him that
evening at a holiday reception.

Q. Did Mr. Jordan during that meeting
make an inquiry about the nature of the re-
lationship between you and the President?

A. Yes, he did.

Q. What was that inquiry?

A. I don’t remember the exact wording of
the questions, but there were two questions,
and I think they were something like did you
have sex with the President or did he—and
if—or did he ask for it or some—something
like that.

Q. Did you—what did you suspect at that
point with these questions from Mr. Jordan
in terms of did he know or not know about
this?

A. Well, I wasn’t really sure. I mean, two
things. I think there is—I know I’ve testified
to this, that there was another component to
all of this being Linda Tripp and her—what
she might have led me to believe or led me
to think and how that might have character-
ized how I was perceiving the situation.

I—I sort of felt that I didn’t know if he was
asking me as what are you going to say be-
cause I—I don’t know these answer to these
questions, or he was asking me as I know the
answer to these questions and what are you
going to say. So, either way, for me, the an-
swer was no and no.

Q. And that’s just what I wanted to ask
you—you did answer no to both of those,
but—

A. Yes.

Q. —as you explained—you didn’t mention
this directly, but you mentioned in some of
your earlier testimony about it, that this
was kind of a wink and—you thought this
might be a wink-and-nod conversation,
where he really knew what was going on,
but—
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A. Well, I think that’s what I just said.

Q. —he was testing you to see what you
would say?

A. —that I wasn’t—I—that was one of the—
that was one of the things that went through
my mind. I mean, it was not—I think that’s
what I just testified to, didn’t I?

Q. You didn’t use the term ‘‘wink-and-
nod,” though.

A. Oh.

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr.
Jordan during that meeting about the spe-
cifics of an affidavit?

A. No.

Q. Do you know if the subject of an affi-
davit even came up?

A.Idon’t think so.

Q. What happened next? Is that when he
made the call to Mr. Carter, after this con-
versation?

A. No. He made the call to Mr.—I think—
well, I think he made the call to Mr. Carter,
uh, shortly after I came back into the room,
but I could be wrong.

Q. And then the meeting concluded after
that—after the appointment was set up with
Mr. Carter, the meeting concluded?

A. Yes.

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, we’re
going to need to break sometime in the next
5 minutes. Is this a good time, or do you
want to complete—

MR. BRYANT: This is a good time.

SENATOR DeWINE: Okay. We’ll take a 5-
minute break.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the
record at 12:04 p.m.

[Recess.]

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back
on the record at 12:16 p.m.

SENATOR DeWINE: We are back on the
record.

Let me advise House Managers that they
have consumed one hour and 54 minutes.

Mr. Bryant, you may proceed.

MR. BRYANT: Thank you, sir.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Ms. Lewinsky, let me just cover a cou-
ple of quick points, and then I'll move on to
another area, at least the next meeting with
Mr. Jordan and eventual meeting with Mr.
Carter.

Back when issues of—we were discussing
the issues of cover stories, uh, would you tell
me about the, uh, code name with Betty
Currie, the President’s secretary and how
that worked in terms of the use—I guess the
word ‘‘Kay,” the name ‘“Kay,” and were
there other code names, and when did this
start?

A. Sure. First, let me say there’s—from my
experience with working with Independent
Counsel on this subject area, there—my ini-
tial memory of things and then what I came
to learn from, from other evidence, I think,
are sort of two different things. So I initially
hadn’t remembered when that had happened
or what had happened.

The name ‘“‘Kay” was used because Betty
and I first came to know each other and
know—or, I guess I came to know of Mrs.
Currie through Walter Kaye, who was a fam-
ily friend, and I think that that—I don’t re-
member when we started using it, but I know
that by January at some point—by let’s just
say January, I think, 12th or 13th, we were
doing that. So I know I was beyond paranoid
at this point.

Q. Was “Kay”’
speak?

A. I believe—yes, yes. So she was “Kay”’
and I was ‘“Kay.”

Q. So any time, uh—not any time—so you
used the ‘““Kay’’ name interchangeably be-
tween the two—just between the two of you?

A. Just for paging messages.

Q. And, uh, when we’re talking about that
Ms. Currie would WAVE you into the White

your code name, so to
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House, would that occur when the President
was there? I mean, you went in—

A. There—there were times that I went to
see Mrs. Currie when the President wasn’t
there.

Q. Right. And she would WAVE you in.

A. Correct.

Q. And there were times other people
WAVE’d you in when the President wasn’t
there?

A. Correct.

Q. But when the President was there, and
you were going to see the President, Ms.
Currie was the one that always WAVE’d you
in?

A. Yes, and I think, unless—maybe on the
occasions of the radio address or it was an
official function.

Q. Now, I think we talked a little bit about
this. During your December the 19th meeting
with Mr. Jordan, uh, he did schedule you a
time to meet, uh, and introduce you to Mr.
Carter?

A. Correct.

Q. And that—when was that meeting with
Mr. Carter scheduled?

A. Uh, I believe for—it was Monday morn-
ing. I think it was 11 o’clock, around—some-
time around that time.

Q. And my notes say that would have been
December the 22nd, 1997.

A. Correct.

Q. Did you, uh, call to meet him earlier,
and if so, why?

A. Yes. I had—I had had some concerns
over the weekend that I didn’t know if—if
Mr. Jordan knew about the relationship or
didn’t know about the relationship. I was
concerned about—I'm sure you can under-
stand that I was dealing with a set of facts
that were very different from what the Presi-
dent knew about being pulled into this case
in that I had, in fact, disclosed information.
So I was very paranoid, and, uh, I, uh, I—I
was trying to—trying to see what Mr. Jordan
knew was—was trying to inform him, was
trying to just get a better grasp of what was
going on.

Is that—is that clear? No?

Q. You were—you were worried that Mr.
Jordan didn’t have a—did not have a grasp of
what was really going on?

A. Correct.

Q. And that would be in terms of actually
knowing the real relationship between you
and the President?

A. Correct.

Q. So how did you attempt to correct that?

A. Well, I—I sort of—I think the way it
came up was I said, uh—I think I said to Mr.
Jordan—I know I've testified to this, uh,
that—something about what about if some-
one overheard the phone calls that I had
with him. And Mr. Jordan, I believe, said
something like: So what? The President’s al-
lowed to call people.

And then—well.

Q. Now, was this at a meeting on December
the 22nd, before you went to see Mr. Carter?

A. Correct.

Q. I assume you—you went to Mr. Jordan’s
office first, and then he was going to escort
you over and turn you over to Mr. Carter?

A. Correct.

Q. And it was at that meeting that you
brought up the possibility of someone over-
hearing a conversation with the President
and you—between the two of you?

A. Yes.

Q. What else was said at that meeting with
Mr. Jordan?

A. I think it covered a topic that I thought
we weren’t discussing here.

Q. Uh, okay. All right. I'm not sure.

A. Okay. Well, I—I know I've testified to
this in my—I think in all three, if not both
of my grand jury appearances, and I'm very
happy to stand by that testimony.
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Q. All right. I’'m going to go around this a
little bit without getting into details. You
had a conversation with Mr. Jordan to de-
tail—to give him more specific details of
your relationship with the President.

A. Uh, to give him more details of some of
the types of phone calls that we had.

Q. Okay. Uh, did you ask Mr. Jordan had
he spoken with the President during that
conversation?

A. Yes, I believe so.

Q. And why was this—why did you need to
know that, or why was it important that you
know that?

A. I wanted the President to know I'd been
subpoenaed.

Q. Did, uh—in your, uh, proffer, you say
that you made it clear to Mr. Jordan that
you would deny the sexual relationship. Do
you recall saying that in your proffer?

A. Uh, I know—I know that was written in
my proffer.

Q. Okay. Well, I guess the better question
is did you—did you in fact make that clear
to Mr. Jordan that you would deny a sexual
relationship with the President?

A. I—I’m not really sure. I—this is sort of
an area that, uh, has been difficult for me. I
think, as I might have discussed in the grand
jury, that when I originally wrote this prof-
fer, it was to be a road map and, really,
something to help me to get immunity and
not necessarily—it’s not perfect.

Uh, so, I think that was my intention—I
know that was my intention of—or at least
what I thought I was doing—but I never real-
ly thought that this would become the be-all
and end-all, my proffer.

Q. Did, uh, did you bring with you to the
meeting with Mr. Jordan, and for the pur-
pose of carrying it, I guess, to Mr. Carter,
items in response to this request for produc-
tion?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you discuss those items with Mr.
Jordan?

A. I think I showed them to him, but I'm
not 100 percent sure. If I've testified that I
did, then I'd stand by that.

Q. Okay. How did you select those items?

A. Uh, actually, kind of in an obnoxious
way, I guess. I—I felt that it was important
to take the stand with Mr. Carter and then,
I guess, to the Jones people that this was ri-
diculous, that they were—they were looking
at the wrong person to be involved in this.
And, in fact, that was true. I know and knew
nothing of sexual harassment. So I think I
brought the, uh, Christmas cards, that I'm
sure everyone in this room has probably got-
ten from the President and First Lady, and
considered that correspondence, and some in-
nocuous pictures and—they were innocuous.

Q. Were they the kind of items that typi-
cally, an intern would receive or, like you
said, any one of us might receive?

A. 1 think so.

Q. In other words, it wouldn’'t give away
any kind of special relationship?

A. Exactly.

Q. And was that your intent?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you discuss how you selected those
items with anybody?

A.Idon’t believe so.

Q. Did Mr. Jordan make any comment
about those items?

A. No.

Q. Were any of these items eventually
turned over to Mr. Carter?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you tell Mr. Jordan at that
meeting that morning that these were not
all of the gifts?

A. I think I—I know I sort of alluded to
that in my proffer, and I don’t, uh—it’s pos-
sible. I don’t have a specific recollection of
that.
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Q. And do you have a recollection of any
response he may have made if you said that?

A. No.

Q. That—did you tell Mr. Jordan that day
that the, uh, President gave you a hatpin
and that the hatpin was mentioned in the
subpoena?

A. No.

Q. Did you discuss the hatpin with Mr. Jor-

On the 22nd?

Q. Yes.

A. No.

Q. Any other time?
A. Yes.

Q. When was that?
A. On the 19th.

Q. Okay, and what was—I think I may have
missed that, going through that. Tell me
about it.

A. Actually, I think we—we went through
it.

Q. You just maybe mentioned it.

A. I mentioned it when I first mentioned to
him the subpoena that the hatpin had con-
cerned me.

Q. What was the significance of that hatpin
to you? That seems to stand out. Was that—
was that a—

A. Right. I think, as I mentioned before, it
was an alarm to me because it was a specific
item—

Q. Right.

A. —in this list of generalities—I don’t
know generalities, but of general things—
you sort of go—hatpin?

Q. Right. I recall that, but I—I think my
question was, was it of any special signifi-
cance to you.

A. Sure.

Q. Was it, like, the first gift or something,
that it really stood out above the others?

A. Yes. It—it was—it was the first gift he
gave me. It was a thoughtful gift. It was
beautiful.

Q. And was the hatpin in that list, that
group of items that you carried to surrender
to Mr. Carter?

A. No.

Q. And the hatpin was not in that list of
items that you showed Mr. Jordan?

A. I—I didn’t show Mr. Jordan a list of
items.

Q. No—I thought you said you showed him
the items.

A. Correct.

Q. And the hatpin was not in that group—
I may have “‘list”’—

A. Oh.

Q. —but the hatpin was not in that group
of items—

A. No, it was not.

Q. —that you showed Mr. Jordan. Okay.

Tell us, if you would, how you arrived at
Mr. Carter’s. I know you rode in a car, but
Mr. Jordan was with you—

A. Yes.

Q. —you went in—and tell us what hap-
pened.

A. Uh, in the car, we spoke about job
things. I know he mentioned something
about, I think, getting in touch with Howard
Pastor, and I mentioned to Mr. Jordan that
Mr. Bacon knew Mr. Pastor and had already
gotten in touch with him, and so he should—
I just wanted Mr. Jordan to be aware of that.

Uh, we talked about—it was really all
about the job stuff because Mr. Jordan—the
man driving the car—I didn’t want to discuss
anything with the case.

Q. But once you arrived, and Mr. Jordan
made the introduction—

A. Correct.

Q. —between the two of you. And did he ex-
plain to Mr. Carter your situation, or did he
g0 beyond just the perfunctory introduction?

A. No.

Q. Did he leave?
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A. Yes.

Q. Did you, uh—I guess, generally, what
did you discuss with Mr. Carter?

A. The same vanilla story I had kind of—
well, actually, not even that. I discussed
with Mr. Carter the, uh, that this was ridicu-
lous, that I was angry, I didn’t want to be in-
volved with this, I didn’t want to be associ-
ated with Paula Jones, with this case.

Q. Did you, uh—

A. T asked if I could sue Paula Jones.
[Laughing.]

Q. Did you discuss an affidavit?

A. Yes, I believe I mentioned an affidavit.

Q. Did you mention, uh, the, uh—well, was
there discussion about how you could sign an
affidavit that might be—allow you to skirt
being called as a witness?

A. Mr. Carter said that was a possibility
but that there were other things that we
should try first; that he, uh, thought—well,
actually, can I ask my attorneys a question
for a moment?

MR. BRYANT: Uh, sure.

[Witness conferring with counsel.]

SENATOR DEWINE: Counsel, Ms.
Lewinsky’s mike is carrying; it’s picking up,
so we don’t want to—

THE WITNESS: Sorry. I was only saying
nice things about you all.

SENATOR DEWINE: Thank you.

[Laughter.]

MR. CACHERIS: So that you’ll know what
we’re discussing here, as you know, Ms.
Lewinsky is not required to give up her law-
yer-client privileges, and the question we
don’t know the answer to and would like to
address after lunch is whether in fact Mr.
Carter has testified to this conversation.

Therefore, perhaps—

SENATOR DEWINE: All right. Maybe
counsel at this point could—could you re-
phrase—rephrase the question or ask another
question, and after lunch, we can come
back—

MR. CACHERIS: Or come back.

SENATOR DEWINE: Well, I don’t want—I
don’t think he has to move off the general
area if he can—I’ll leave that up to counsel.

MR. BRYANT: There may be some mis-
understanding or—

SENATOR DEWINE: Why don’t you re-
phrase the question, and we’ll see where we
are.

MR. BRYANT: —on this issue of—well, on
this issue of the attorney-client privilege. It
is our understanding that she is able to tes-
tify. But again, I don’t know, uh, if we’re
going to resolve that right now.

SENATOR DEWINE: Why don’t we try to
resolve that issue over lunch, and—

MR. BRYANT: Because I do have other
questions that would relate to this area.

SENATOR DEWINE: —you can stay in this
general area.

MR. BRYANT: Well, 'm not sure I can
stay in this area too far without other ques-
tions that might arguably be involved in
that privilege. I can ask them, and you can
object if you think they’re within that
range.

MR. CACHERIS: Well, as I said, it’s our un-
derstanding that under her agreement with
the Independent Counsel, she has not been
required to waive her lawyer-client privilege,
and we don’t want to do so here. That’s that
simple. And, Mr. Bryant, I want to check to
see if Mr. Carter has testified about this. If
he has, then we might be objecting—

MR. BRYANT: Well, she has already, I
think, waived that privilege through talking
with the FBI and those folks. I mean, we
have statements that concern those con-
versations—

SENATOR DEWINE: Well, let’s, instead of
MR. BRYANT: And the 302’s.

SENATOR DEWINE: Counsel, let me just—
if T could interrupt both of you, to keep mov-
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ing here, Mr. Bryant, you have a choice. You
can continue on this line of questioning, and
we will have to deal with that, or you can
move off of it, and in 20 minutes we’ll be at
a lunch break and then we can try to resolve
that.

MR. BRYANT: To be clear and fair, let’s
just—Ilet me postpone the rest of this—

SENATOR DEWINE: That will be fine.

MR. BRYANT: —exam, and we’ll move
over to December 28th, and we’ll come back
if it’s appropriate.

SENATOR DEWINE: That will be fine.

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. I'm not trying
to be difficult. I'm sorry.

MR. BRYANT: No. That’s a valid concern;
it really is.

Let’s talk a minute—I just don’t want to
forget to do this; unless I make notes, I for-
get.

SENATOR LEAHY: You’ve got enough peo-
ple here making notes; I don’t think it’ll
be—I don’t think it’1l be forgotten.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. We’re going to move in the direction of
the December 28th, 1997 meeting, and I'm
going to ask you at some point did you meet
with the President later in December.

A. Yes.

Q. Okay, and what date was that?

A. December 28th, 1997.

Q. Thank you. How did the meeting come
about?

A. Uh, I contacted Mrs. Currie after Christ-
mas and asked her to find out if the Presi-
dent still wanted to give me his Christmas
present, or my Christmas present.

Q. Did Ms. Currie get back to you?

A. Yes, she did.

Q. And what was her response?

A. To come to the White House at 8:30 a.m.
on the 28th.

Q. And that would have been Sunday?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you in fact go to the White House on
that date?

A. Yes.

Q. And how did you get in?

A. I believe the Southwest Gate.

Q. Did Ms. Currie WAVE you in?

A. I think so.

Q. You’ve testified to that previously.

A. Okay, then I accept that.

Q. This, uh, meeting on the 28th was a Sun-
day, and Ms. Currie—again, according to

your prior testimony—WAVE’d you in. This
was all consistent with what the President
had told you to do about, number one, com-
ing on weekends; is that correct?

A. I—I—I don’t think me coming in on that
Sunday had—I mean, for me, my memory of
it was that it was a holiday time, so it could
have been any day. It’s pretty quiet around
the White House from Christmas to New
Year’s.

Q. And it would have been consistent with
her WAVEing you in when she was there at
work on Sunday?

A. Yes.

Q. That was unusual, though, for her to be
in on Sunday, wasn’t it?

A. I—I—I—1I think so, but I mean, that’s
her—I think that’s something you’d have to
ask her.

MR. BRYANT: I'm concerned about the
time. I'm going to go ahead and continue
with this, and we’ll just stop wherever we
have a—whenever you tell us to stop. This
will take a little bit longer than another 15
minutes or so; but it’s appropriate, I think,
for us to continue.

SENATOR DEWINE: Well, frankly, it’s up
to you.

MR. BRYANT: Okay.

SENATOR DEWINE: Do you have a prob-
lem in breaking it?

MR. BRYANT: No; no, I don’t think so.

SENATOR DEWINE: I mean, if you do, we
can take lunch now. I'll leave that up to you.
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MR. BRYANT: Uh, why don’t we take the
lunch now—

SENATOR DEWINE: All right. No one has
any objection to that, we will do that.

THE WITNESS: I never object to food.

SENATOR DEWINE: Let me just announce
to counsel you have used 2 hours and 14 min-
utes. It is now 20 minutes until 1. We’ll come
back here at 20 minutes until 2. And we need
during this break also to see counsel and try
to resolve the other issue prior to going back
in. This is the privilege issue.

SENATOR LEAHY: Did counsel for Ms.
Lewinsky have to make a couple phone calls
first, before we have that discussion? I
think—

SENATOR DEWINE: My suggestion would
be we do that at the last 15 minutes of the
break.

SENATOR LEAHY: I think he said he
wanted to call Mr. Carter; that’s why—

MR. CACHERIS: Meet you back up here?

SENATOR DEWINE: Yes. I would also—the
sergeant-at-arms has asked me to announce
that the food is on this floor, and since we
have a very limited period of time, we sug-
gest you try to stay on the floor.

MS. HOFFMANN: We were planning to go
back—

SENATOR DEWINE: Except—I understand.
I know that you're—

MR. CACHERIS: We have our own arrange-
ments.

SENATOR DEWINE: I know that you have
your room, and you’ve made your own ar-
rangements, and that’s fine.

So we will start back in one hour.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going off
the record at 12:39 p.m.

[Whereupon, at 12:39 p.m., the deposition
was recessed, to reconvene at 1:39 p.m. this
same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back
on the record at 13:43 hours.

SENATOR DEWINE: We are now back on
the record.

As we broke for lunch, there was an objec-
tion that had been made by Ms. Lewinsky’s
counsel. Let me call on them at this point
for statements.

MR. CACHERIS: Yes. We have examined
the record during the course of the break,
and while we know that the immunity agree-
ment does provide for Ms. Lewinsky to main-
tain her lawyer-client privilege, we think in
this instance, the matter has been testified
so fully that it has been waived. So the ob-
jection that we lodged is withdrawn.

SENATOR DEWINE: Thank you very
much.

Mr. Bryant, you may proceed.

MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Mr. Senator.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. We’ve got you to the point where Mr.
Jordan has escorted you to Mr. Carter’s of-
fice and has departed, and you and Mr. Car-
ter have conversations.

Generally, what did you discuss with Mr.
Carter?

A. I guess the—the reasons why I didn’t
think I should be called in this matter.

Q. Did he ask you questions?

A. Yes.

Q. What type of questions did he ask you?

A. Um, they ranged from where I lived and
where I was working to did I have a relation-
ship with the President, did—everything in
between.

Q. When he—when he asked you about the
relationship, did you understand he meant a
sexual-type relationship?

A. He asked me questions that—that indi-
cated he was being specific.

Q. And did—did you deny such a relation-
ship?

A. Yes, Idid.
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Q. Did he ask you questions about if you
were ever alone with the President?

A. Yes, he did.

Q. And did you deny that?

A. I think I mentioned that I might have
brought the President papers on occasion,
may have had an occasion to be alone with
him, but not—not anything I considered sig-
nificant.

Q. But that was not true either, was it?

A. No.

Q. And in fact, that—the fact that you
brought him papers, that was part of the
cover-up story?

A. Correct.

Q. I’'m unclear on a point I want to ask
you. Also, did Mr. Carter ask you about how
you perhaps were pulled into this case, and
you gave some answer about knowing Betty
Currie and—and Mr. Kaye? Does that ring
bells? You gave that testimony in your depo-
sition.

A. That that’s how I got pulled into the
case?

Q. Right. Did—

A. May I see that, please?

Q. It’s about your denying the relationship
with the President, and you think maybe
you got pulled into the case. It’s—certainly,
it’s—it’s in your grand jury—okay. It’'s—it’s
in the August 1 interview, page 9. This was a
302 exam from the FBI.

A. Um—

MR. BRYANT: Let me give that to her. Let
me just give it to her to refresh her memory.
I'm not going to put it in evidence, although
it’s—it should be there.

[Handing document.]

[Witness perusing document.]

THE WITNESS: I don’t think that’s an ac-
curate representation of what I might have
said in this interview.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Okay. Would you—how would you have
related Walter Kaye in that interview? How
would his name have come up?

A. In this interview or with Mr. Carter?

Q. Well, in the interview with Mr. Carter
that I assume was sort of summarized in
that—

A. Right.

Q. —302, but, yes, with Mr. Carter.

A. Uh, I think I mentioned that I was
friendly with Betty Currie, the President’s
secretary.

Q. And how would Mr. Kaye’s name have
come up in the conversation?

A. Because of how I met Ms. Currie was
through—that’s how I came to know of Ms.
Currie and—and first introduced myself to
her. Excuse me.

Q. Let’s go back now and resume where we
were before the lunch break. We were talking
about the December visit to the White House
and the conversation with the President.
You had discussed—well, I think we’re to the
point where perhaps you—or I'll ask you to
bring up your discussion with the President
about the subpoena and the request for pro-
duction.

A. Um, part way into my meeting with the
President, I brought up the concern I had as
to how I would have been put—how I might
have been alerted or—not alerted, but how I
was put on the witness list and how I might
have been alerted to the Paula Jones’ attor-
neys, and that that was—I was sort of con-
cerned about that. So I discussed that a lit-
tle, and then I said, um, that I was concerned
about the hatpin. And to the best of my
memory, he said that that had concerned
him as well, and—

Q. Could he have said that bothered him?

A. He—he could have. I—I mean, I don’t—
I know that sometimes in the—in my grand
jury testimony, they’ve put quotations
around things when I'm attributing state-
ments to other people, and I didn’t nec-

February 4, 1999

essarily mean that those were direct quotes.
That was the gist of what I remembered him
saying. So, concern, bothered, it doesn’t—

Q. Was—was there a discussion at that
point as to how someone might have—may
have discovered the—the hatpin and why?

A. Well, he asked me if I had told anybody
about it, and I said no.

Q. But the two of you reached no conclu-
sion as to how that hatpin came—

A. No.

Q. —to appear on the motion?

A. No.

Q. Did he appear at all, I think, probably
surprised that—that you had received a re-
quest for production of documents or the—
the hatpin was on that document?

A. I didn’t discuss—we didn’t discuss docu-
ments, request for documents, but with re-
gard to the hatpin, um, I don’t remember
him being surprised.

Q. Mm-hmm. How long did the discussion
last about the—this request for production
of—of the items?

A. The topic of the Paula Jones case,
maybe 5 minutes. Not very much.

Q. What else was said about that?

A. About the case?

Q. Yes.

A. There was—then, at some point in this
discussion—I think it was after the hatpin
stuff—I had said to him that I was concerned
about the gifts and maybe I should put them
away or possibly give them to Betty, and as
I've testified numerously, his response was
either ranging from no response to “‘I don’t
know” or ‘‘let me think about it.”

Q. Did the conversation about the—the
gifts that you just mentioned, did that im-
mediately follow and tie into, if you will, the
conversation about the request for produc-
tion of items, the hatpin and so forth? Did
one lead to the other?

A. I don’t remember. I know the gift con-
versation was subsequent to the hatpin com-
ment, but I—I don’t remember if one led to
the other.

Q. What else happened after that?

A. Hmm, I think we went back to sort of—
we left that topic, kind of went back to the
visit.

Q. Did—which included exchanging the
Christmas gifts?

A. Correct.

Q. Okay.

A. I had already—he had already given me
my presents at this point.

Q. Okay. Did—he gave you some gifts that
day, and my question to you is what went
through your mind when he did that, when
you knew all along that you had just re-
ceived a subpoena to produce gifts. Did that
not concern you?

A. No, it didn’t. I was happy to get them.

Q. All right. Why did it—beyond your hap-
piness in receiving them, why did the sub-
poena aspect of it not concern you?

A. I think at that moment—I mean, you
asked me when he gave me those gifts. So, at
that moment, when I was there, I was happy
to be with him. I was happy to get these
Christmas presents. So I was nervous about
the case, but I had made a decision that I
wasn’t going to get into it too much—

Q. Well—

A. —with a discussion.

Q. —have you in regards to that—you’ve
testified in the past that from everything
that the President had told you about things
like this, there was never any question that
you were going to keep everything quiet, and
turning over all the gifts would prompt the
Jones attorneys to question you. So you had
no doubt in your mind, did you not, that you
weren’t going to turn these gifts over that he
had just given you?

A. Uh, I—I think the latter half of your
statement is correct. I don’t know if you’'re
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reading from my direct testimony, but—be-
cause you said—your first statement was
from everything the President had told you.
So I don’t know if that was—if those were
my words or not, but I-—no, I was—I—it—I
was concerned about the gifts. I was worried
someone might break into my house or con-
cerned that they actually existed, but I
wasn’t concerned about turning them over
because I knew I wasn’t going to, for the rea-
son that you stated.

Q. But the pattern that you had had with
the President to conceal this relationship, it
was never a question that, for instance, that
given day that he gave you gifts that you
were not going to surrender those to the
Jones attorneys because that would—

A. In my mind, there was never a question,
no.

Q. I’'m just actually looking at your deposi-
tion on page—no, I'm sorry—your grand jury
proceedings of August the 6th, just to be
clear, since you raised that question.

1004 in the book, appendices.

You indicate that in response to a ques-
tion, ‘“What do you think the President is
thinking when he is giving you gifts when
there is a subpoena covering gifts. I mean,
does he think in any way, shape or form that
you’'re going to be turning these gifts over?”’
And your answer is, ‘“You know, I can’t an-
swer what he was thinking, but, to me, it
was—there was never a question in my mind,
and I—from everything he said to me, I never
questioned him that we were ever going to
do anything but keep this private. So that
meant deny it, and that meant do whatever
appropriate—take whatever appropriate
steps needed to be taken, you know, for that
to happen, meaning that if—if I had to turn
over every gift—if I had turned over every
gift he had given me—first of all, the point of
the affidavit and the point of everything was
to try to avoid a deposition. So where I'd
have to sort of—you know, I wouldn’t have
to lie as much as I would necessarily in an
affidavit how I saw it,”” and you continue on,
just one short paragraph.

A. Right.

Q. “‘So, by turning over all of these gifts, it
would at best prompt him to want to ques-
tion me about what kind of friendship I had
with the President, and they would want to
speculate and they’d leak it, and my name
would be trashed and he would be in trou-
ble.”

So you recall giving that testimony?

A. Yes. I accept—I accept what’s said here.

Q. Okay.

A. It’s a little different from what you
said, but very close.

Q. Thank you.

Did the President ever tell you to turn
over the gifts?

A. Not that I remember.

Q. Now, is that—does that bring us to the
end of this conversation with the President,
or did other things occur?

A. I think that the aspect of where this
case is related, yes.

Q. Okay. And then you left, and where did
you go when you left the White House?

A. I think I went home.

Q. This is at—at your apartment?

A. My mother’s apartment.

Q. Mother’s apartment.

Did you later that day receive a call from
Betty Currie?

A. Yes, Idid.

Q. Tell us about that.

A. I received a call from—from Betty, and
to the best of my memory, she said some-
thing like I understand you have something
for me or I know—I know I've testified to
saying that—that I remember her saying ei-
ther I know you have something for me or
the President said you have something for
me. And to me, it’s a—she said—I mean, this
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is not a direct quote, but the gist of the con-
versation was that she was going to go visit
her mom in the hospital and she’d stop by
and get whatever it was.

Q. Did you question Ms. Currie or ask her,
what are you talking about or what do you
mean?

A. No.

Q. Why didn’t you?

A. Because I assumed that it meant the
gifts.

Q. Did—did you have other telephone calls
with her that day?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. What was the purpose of those
conversations?

A. I believe I spoke with her a little later
to find out when she was coming, and I think
that I might have spoken with her again
when she was either leaving her house or
outside or right there, to let me know to
come out.

Q. Do—at that time, did you have the call-
er identification—

A. Yes, Idid.

Q. —on your telephone?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you at least on one occasion see
her cell phone number on your caller-ID that

day?
A. Yes, Idid.
Q. Now, Ms. Currie has given different

versions of what happened there, but I recall
one that she mentioned about Michael
Isikoff, that you had called her and said Mi-
chael Isikoff is calling around or called me—

A. Mm-hmm.

Q. —about some gifts.

Did Mr. Isikoff ever call you about the
gifts?

A. No.

Q. Okay. Would there have been—would
there have been any reason for you not to
have carried the gifts to Ms. Currie had you
wanted her—had you called her, would you
have had her come over to get them from
you, or does that—

A. Probably not.

Q. I mean, is there—is there any doubt in
your mind that she called you to come pick
up the gifts?

A. I don’t think there is any doubt in my
mind.

Q. Okay. Let me ask was—I think you did
something special for her, as I recall, too, or
her mother. Did you prepare a plant or some-
thing for her to pick up?

A. Um, no. I just—

Q. To take to her mother?

A. Ibought a small plant and a balloon.

Q. Okay. What was your understanding
about her mother, and was—

A. Oh, I—I knew her mom was in—was in
the hospital and was sick, and I think this
was her second trip to the hospital in several
months, and it had been a tough year.

Q. And was she—was Mrs. Currie coming by
your place on her way to visit her mother in
the hospital? Do you know that?

A. That’s what I remember her saying.

Q. So you prepared—and you bought a gift
for her mother?

A. Correct.

Q. Okay. Do you know what kind of time
frame this covered? First of all, it was the
same day, December the 28th, 1997?

A. Seven, yes.

Q. Do you know what kind of time frame it
covered?

A. I think it was afternoon. I know I've
testified to around 2 o’clock.

Q. Could it have been later?

A. Sure.

Q. So, when Betty Currie came, what—
what did you have prepared for her?

A. I had a box from the Gap with some of
the presents the President had given me,
taped up in it.
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Q. What happened when she arrived?

A. Uh, I think I walked out to the car and
asked her to hold onto this, and I think we
talked about her mom for a few minutes.
Um—

Q. Did she call you right before she ar-
rived, or did you just go wait for her in the
building?

A. I think she called me right before she—
at some point, I think, before she—either
when she was leaving or she was outside.

Q. Do you know—did you have any indica-
tion from Ms. Currie what she was going to
do with that box of gifts?

A. Um, I know I've testified to this. I
don’t—I don’t remember. I think maybe she
said something about putting it in a closet,
but whatever I—I stand by whatever I've said
in my testimony about it.

Q. But she was supposed to keep these for
you?

A. Well, I had asked her to.

Q. Okay. Did Ms. Currie ask you at any
time about what was in the box?

A. No, or not that I recall, I guess I should
say.

Q. What was the—in your mind, what was
the purpose of having Ms. Currie retain these
gifts as opposed to another friend of yours?

A. Hmm, I know I've testified to this, and
I can’t—can I look at my grand jury—I
mean, I don’t really remember sitting here
right now, but if I could look at my grand
jury testimony, I—or I'd just stand by it.

Q. We will pass that to you.

A. Okay. Thank you.

[Witness handed documents.]

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. The answer I'm looking for is—if this re-
freshes your recollection is that turning
these over was a reassurance to the Presi-
dent that everything was okay. Is that—

A. Can I read it in context, please?

Q. Sure, sure.

A. Thank you.

[Witness perusing document.]

THE WITNESS: I—I—I stand by this testi-
mony. I mean, I'd just note that it—what I'm
saying here about giving it to the President
or the assurance to the President is how I
saw it at that point, not necessarily how I
felt then. So I think you asked me what—
why I didn’t at that point, and I'm just—
that’s what’s a little more clear there, just
to be precise. I'm sorry.

BY MR. BRYANT:

Q. Okay. Did you have any later conversa-
tions with either Ms. Currie or the President
about these gifts in the box?

A. No.

Q. Let me direct your attention to your
meeting with Vernon Jordan on December
the 31st of 1997. Was that to go back and talk
about the job again?

A. Little bit, but the—the—for me, the
point of that meeting was I had gotten to a
point where Linda Tripp wasn’t returning
my phone calls, and so I felt that I needed to
devise some way, that somehow—to kind of
cushion the shock of what would happen if
Linda Tripp testified all the facts about my
relationship, since I had never disclosed that
to the President. So that was sort of my in-
tention in meeting with Mr. Jordan, was
hoping that I could give a little information
and that would get passed on.

Q. This was at a meeting for breakfast at
the Park Hyatt Hotel?

A. Yes.

Q. Were just the two of you present?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you discuss other things, other than
