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The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

RECOGNIZING AND SUPPORTING
GOALS AND IDEAS OF AMERICAN
YOUTH DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
resolution, House Resolution 124.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr.
CASTLE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution,
House Resolution 124, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 171]

YEAS—424

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot

Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan

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

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

NOT VOTING—8

Berkley
Cox
DeLay

Fletcher
Houghton
Kelly

Schiff
Smith (WA)

b 1454

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONSIDERING MEMBER AS FIRST
SPONSOR OF H.R. 1594, FOREIGN
MILITARY TRAINING RESPONSI-
BILITY ACT

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I might here-
after be considered as first sponsor of
H.R. 1594, a bill originally introduced
by Representative Moakley of Massa-
chusetts, for the purposes of adding co-
sponsors and requesting reprints pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.

f

2001 SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 171 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2216.

b 1454

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. 2216)
making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes, with Mr.
BEREUTER 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
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair has been advised that the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has a bit of laryngitis and, for that rea-
son, wishes to pass control of his time
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. MURTHA). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

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

nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to bring to the
House the 2001 Supplemental Appro-
priations bill. While this is the first ap-
propriations activity on the floor of
this Congress, it is actually the last ap-
propriations action for the last Con-
gress because this is a supplemental
dealing with fiscal year 2001 funding.

The bill before us represents our best
attempt to address funding shortfalls
for our military, provide emergency as-
sistance to communities impacted by
natural disasters, and secure relief for
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consumers affected by high energy
costs.

We have accomplished this within
the funding levels requested by the
President and approved by the Con-
gress in the budget resolution. In other
words, if we were to go above the $6.5
billion provided in this bill, we would
be violating budgetary constraints
which would cause serious problems.
And in the other body, the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations has
said publicly that $6.5 billion is the
maximum because if they were to go
over that, they would be subject to a
60-vote point of order.

Mr. Chairman, let me briefly discuss
the highlights of the bill and after the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) makes his comments, I would
yield to several of the subcommittee
chairmen who have played a major role
in preparation of this bill.

The net funding in this bill is $6.5 bil-
lion. However, it provides for $6.75 bil-
lion to address these urgent defense
needs, including rising fuel costs, mili-
tary health care, readiness and oper-
ations requirements, substandard hous-
ing for our troops scattered throughout
the world and especially in Korea, re-
pair of damages to the U.S.S. Cole, dis-
aster assistance for damage to U.S.
military installations, and implemen-
tation of the Department of Defense’s
energy conservation plan in California
and the western United States.

Also included is $92 million sum for
the Coast Guard operational needs. The
bill also includes $380 million for emer-
gency natural disaster assistance to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fish
and Wildlife Service for the Forest
Service for the recent midwestern
floods, ice storms, earthquakes, and
wildfire land management.

Additional energy needs are met by
adding $150 million to the President’s
budget request of $150 million for
LIHEAP. We doubled that to $300 mil-
lion. It provides $161 million to imple-
ment last year’s conference agreement
on title I education for the disadvan-
taged program, $44.2 million to avert a
potential deficit in the House Mem-
ber’s representation allowances, and
$115 million to enable the Department
of the Treasury to mail out the tax re-
bate checks that go to almost every
American taxpayer.

As I said earlier, the bill includes off-
sets in order to stay within the 2001
budget, so the $6.75 billion is netted at
$6.5 billion. There will be an issue dis-
cussed at length today in our offsets.
We have a one-for-one offset of unobli-
gated FEMA balances to support non-
defense emergency spending needs for
natural disasters.

FEMA will still have large carryover
balances in excess of $1.6 billion even
after this rescission. I would say to the
Members who are concerned about the
use of the emergency designation, nor-
mally and in the past, we have declared
emergencies which allowed us to spend
money over and above the top line in
the bill. That is not the case here.

These emergency declarations do not
increase any funding because they have
been offset. The reason we use the
emergency designation is because the
funds were rescinded or transferred
from a fund that was created by an
emergency designation in the last Con-
gress.

b 1500

And so it is a one-for-one offset. The
emergency designation is technical. It
does not add any additional money to
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, those are the high-
lights of this bill. There is a lot more
detail. We have a point paper that indi-
cates all of the major items included in
this bill which is available to any
Member that would like to have it.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring to the
House the 2001 Supplemental Appropriations
Bill.

The bill before you represents our best at-
tempt to address funding shortfalls in our mili-
tary, provide emergency assistance to commu-
nities impacted by natural disasters, and se-
cure relief for consumers affected by high en-
ergy costs. We have accomplished this within
the funding levels requested by the President
and approved by the Congress in the Budget
Resolution.

We made a commitment to stay within the
$6.5 billion provided under the Budget Resolu-
tion even though we had a number of emer-
gency natural disaster requirements and other
non-emergency requirements that were not re-
quested by the Administration. We found off-
sets for the additional spending. So even with
emergencies, the FY 2001 cap provided in the
Budget Resolution has not been exceeded.
The emergencies are offset.

The bill includes over $6.75 billion to ad-
dress urgent defense needs, including rising
fuel costs, military health care program needs,
readiness and operations requirements, sub-
standard housing for our troops stationed in
Korea, repair of damages to the U.S.S. Cole;
disaster assistance for damage to U.S. military
installations and implementation of DOD’s en-
ergy conservation plan in California and the
Western United States. Also included is $92
million for Coast Guard operational needs.

The bill also includes $389 million for emer-
gency natural disaster assistance to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the Forest Service from the re-
cent Midwestern floods, ice storms, and earth-
quakes and for wildland fire management.
Funding is also included for the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs San Carlos Irrigation Project to
avert potential electricity blackouts in rural Ari-
zona.

Additional energy needs are met by $300
million included in the bill for the Low Income
Home and Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP), twice the amount requested by the
President and highest level in the program’s
history.

The bill provides $161 million to implement
last year’s conference agreement on Title 1,
Education for the Disadvantaged program;
$44.2 million to avert a potential deficit in
House Members Representational Allowances
and $115 million to enable the Department of
Treasury to mail out tax rebate checks.

As I said earlier, the bill includes offsets in
order to stay within the FY 2001 budget cap.

We have included a one-for-one offset of un-
obligated FEMA balances to support non-de-
fense emergency spending needs for natural
disasters. We believe FEMA still has large
carryover balances in excess of $1.6 billion
after this reduction which should be sufficient
to meet emerging needs, such as the floods in
Texas.

There are many other important issues ad-
dressed in this bill. The report provides a more
complete description of them.

While I recognize that this bill is not going
to please everybody, a lot of people need this
bill, including us, because of badly needed
funds to operate the House of Representa-
tives.

Now, the bill is before the entire House for
consideration. One amendment has been
made in order under the rule, but I expect that
many more will be offered. We will have a
long day, and I urge all members to be brief
as the House perfects this bill.

The bill as reported by the Committee is a
good bill. I hope that throughout the day we
can improve it.

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

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Most of this bill is a bipartisan bill.
The defense portion of it, which is the
largest section, is bipartisan. But it is
late and certainly inadequate. The gen-
tleman from Florida just mentioned
the fact that it is inadequate. The
chairman of the subcommittee men-
tions that it is inadequate. In the past
normally, we have gone to the emer-
gency side where we were not artifi-
cially capped by the legislation and
passed an adequate amount of money.
But realizing the problems we have not
only here but in the other body, we
know that it is going to be very dif-
ficult to pass anything any larger.

The thing that worries us the most
on this side is some of the disaster re-
lief money that is not available and the
fact that one of the ways we have
found money to fund some of the other
programs is take out of FEMA. Yet we
have gotten a letter from the OMB Di-
rector and also from the FEMA Direc-
tor that says he estimates demands far
in excess of the amount of money that
is available. We have nothing in the
Federal Highway Administration’s
emergency relief program. It is out of
money completely. Certainly those
kind of considerations should have
been made. I do not have to say that we
always have fires and storms in Cali-
fornia or in other places in the Midwest
and we always have to fund those pro-
grams.

I am disappointed that we do not ad-
dress the energy crisis, but I know that
as we go along, we are getting closer
and closer to getting something done. I
think public pressure has finally got-
ten to the point where everybody real-
izes it. The President has said it is a
crisis in California and something
needs to be done. All of us recognize
that we do not have the answer to it.
But as a whole, this bill is in my esti-
mation inadequate. All of us know,
though, that voted for the balanced
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budget amendment that we have to live
within the constraints of what we
have.

We have room in this bill, and I am
hopeful that in the conference we will
be able to make some adjustments. I
know that in defense, after the review,
we have indications there will be more
money to take care of things that are
so important to our national security.
We have a substantial housing short-
age, we have a shortage in the amount
of money for health care even though
we added to health care.

We have some problems with this
bill, but ultimately I am going to sup-
port the bill. Depending on the amend-
ments that are offered and accepted,
hopefully we will have a better bill and
a bill that all of us can vote for when
it is finished.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, as the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) has indicated, the
largest amount of dollars in this bill
goes to the Department of Defense.
There are many, many more needs
than this bill provides for. However, I
would like to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Defense, to de-
scribe in more detail the defense part
of this bill.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank very much the gentleman
for yielding me this time. I must say it
is very interesting to be taking up the
supplemental and have on the Demo-
cratic side the bill actually chaired or
being handled by my partner in the
Subcommittee on Defense. It is very,
very appropriate. There are two things
that are appropriate about that: One is
the fact that the vast percentage of the
dollars within this supplemental in-
volve our national security. And the
other is that the ranking member, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
is sitting over there taking notes, care-
ful notes, to make sure that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) and I do not get out of line too
much. We very much appreciate the ef-
fort of the gentleman from Wisconsin
to expedite the process today. I want to
thank him personally for his work as
well as my chairman.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. This is an interesting
thing. The ranking member on our side
actually realizes there is a shortage in
defense, and it may have something to
do with his laryngitis that he cannot
get the words out.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I must say
he has made an immense contribution
today and I appreciate it very much.

Mr. Chairman, the bill, as the gen-
tleman from Florida has indicated, in-
volves supplemental appropriations re-
quirements across the board. With
many of the circumstances facing the

country but particularly with national
defense, this bill addresses the fact
that there are shortfalls in a number of
areas that essentially are must-pay ob-
ligations.

Within the bill there is a total of de-
fense appropriations amounting to
some $6.3 billion. With an offset of
some $834 million, the net increase is
$5.46 billion. The bill reflects a broad
cross-section of serious concerns deal-
ing with our military.

I will give just a few examples re-
garding the elements of this bill and
hold back as much as I possibly can on
taking time.

An example of high priority on the
part of both the President as well as
the Chiefs of the various services, the
bill includes $550 million to cover the
costs associated with military pay and
benefits, costs which are being incurred
largely because of legislated changes in
the pay and benefit package. In addi-
tion to that element, there is approxi-
mately $1.6 billion for funding short-
falls dealing with defense medical pro-
grams, the TRICARE program that
helps provide the fundamental medical
care available to our military people.

The bill also provides over $3 billion
in direct support for ongoing oper-
ations and readiness. This includes $670
million to address those increases in
energy costs that are being borne by
DOD installations across the country.
We have had a good deal of discussion
already today about the impact of ris-
ing energy costs in the West. As our
communities are affected, so is the
military affected, and this bill at-
tempts to begin to address that subject
area.

I might mention, in connection with
that, especially to those in the West
who are concerned about the energy
matter, another component of this ap-
propriations bill as well as the lan-
guage that goes along with it will at-
tempt to take us in the direction of de-
veloping energy independence on our
military bases, hopefully moving in the
direction of having them have enough
capacity to meet their needs but also
have supplementary capacity that can
help assist in the grid when serious
shortfalls take place.

Finally, within the bill, we have pro-
vided funds for unexpected costs for a
number and variety of immediate chal-
lenges and unexpected challenges. For
example, the U.S.S. Cole, that tragedy
that occurred not so long ago, there is
a $44 million amount. There is also $40
million for damages at defense facili-
ties resulting from national disasters,
but the Cole is an obvious illustration
of the kind of emergency needs that we
are talking about.

We would hope in the months and
years ahead to be able to establish
guidelines within defense appropria-
tions that will essentially take us to
the point of not having to have supple-
mental appropriations bills. But clear-
ly emergencies do come along. We have
illustrations of those in the chairman’s
statement and mine as well.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I know we have set up a unanimous-
consent request which will give people
time on the amendments. I really
think we ought to get into the amend-
ment process since we are going to
have a late evening, anyway.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise as
Ranking member of the Financial Services
Committee to discuss the housing provisions
in this bill.

This bill continues the practice in recent
years of diverting affordable housing re-
sources to non-housing programs. Specifically,
the bill rescinds $114 million in Section 8
funds. There are two problems with this. First,
it is not clear that HUD will have sufficient
Section 8 budget authority to meet all its obli-
gations in the current fiscal year if this rescis-
sion is adopted.

Secondly, even if there is not a problem in
the current fiscal year, this rescission takes
away over $100 million in budget authority that
could otherwise be used to restore a portion of
the billions of dollars of cuts in housing pro-
grams proposed in the Administration’s fiscal
year 2002 budget.

The Administration justified these cuts as
necessary to offset technical increases in Sec-
tion 8 authority. It would be totally unjustified
if the majority party brings a VA–HUD appro-
priations bill to the floor next month which cuts
housing funding, citing rising Section 8 costs,
while it diverts Section 8 funds today that
could be used to restore those cuts.

I would also like to point out that this bill
adopts the Administration approach to resolv-
ing the FHA multi-family loan crisis—raising
premiums which will be passed along in the
form of higher rents to working families, and
supplementing that with $40 million in credit
subsidy. While this means that the program
will probably be back up again in 30 days or
so, it is the wrong solution to the problem.

First, the FHA shutdown was totally unnec-
essary. The Administration should have used
the $40 million Congress appropriated last
year to keep the program running. It is unrea-
sonable that the Administration refused to use
that $40 million, but is now requesting a new
$40 million. Second, instead of raising pre-
miums, we should have used a tiny portion of
the billions of dollars in annual FHA profits as
credit subsidy to keep the program running,
without fee increases.

Finally, I would note that this bill ignores the
funding crises in public housing caused by the
huge run-up in utility costs, which have not
been reimbursed under the federal operating
subsidy.

In so many ways, this bill is a disservice to
the Nation’s housing needs.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that I cannot support this bill today.

I am not saying the bill’s provisions are all
bad. While I think some things in it are ques-
tionable, it does include some very good
things.

For example, it would add $100 million for
essential environmental restoration and waste
management at Savannah River, Hanford, and
other sites in the DOE complex and to acquire
additional containers for shipping wastes to
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. These are im-
portant for Colorado, because our ability to
have the Rocky Flats site cleaned up and
closed by 2006 depends on the ability of other
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sites in the complex to play their roles in that
process. So, I am very appreciative that the
appropriations committee has responded to
these needs.

Similarly, the additional $300 million for low-
income home energy assistance will enable
that important program to provide much need-
ed assistance this year, even if it will not meet
all needs.

And the bill includes other good and impor-
tant provisions as well.

But for me all the good things in the bill are
outweighed by one glaring omission—the total
absence of any funds to pay already-approved
claims under the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Act, or ‘‘RECA.’’

RECA provides for payments to individuals
who contracted certain cancers and other seri-
ous diseases because of exposure to radiation
released during above-ground nuclear weap-
ons tests or as a result of their exposure to ra-
diation during employment in underground
uranium mines. Some of my constituents are
covered by RECA, as are hundreds of other
Coloradans and residents of New Mexico and
other states.

Last year, the Congress amended RECA to
cover more people and to make other impor-

tant modifications. I supported those changes.
But there was one needed change that was
not made—we did not make the payments
automatic. Unless and until we make that
change, the RECA payments can only be
made when Congress appropriates money for
that purpose.

And the undeniable fact is that we in the
Congress have not appropriated enough
money to pay everyone who is entitled to be
paid under RECA. As a result, people who
should be getting checks are instead getting
letters from the Justice Department.

Those letters—IOUs, you could call them—
say that payments must await further appro-
priations. What they mean is that we in the
Congress have failed to meet a solemn obliga-
tion. We failed to meet it when we passed the
regular appropriations bill for the Justice De-
partment—and we are failing to meet it again
today.

In February, along with other Members, I
wrote President Bush about the problem of
RECA payments. I wanted him to be aware of
the problem and hoped that he would ask
Congress to promptly provide additional funds
so that people would not have to wait much
longer for payments. I greatly regret that the

President did not see fit to make that re-
quest—but I regret even more that the appro-
priations committee has not stepped up to the
challenge and has not included RECA funds in
this bill.

We need to do better. We should change
the law so that future RECA payments will not
depend on annual appropriations, but instead
will be paid automatically in the way that we
now have provided for payments under the
new compensation program for certain nu-
clear-weapons workers made sick by expo-
sure to radiation, beryllium, and other hazards.
I have joined in sponsoring legislation to make
that change.

But right now, today, we need to provide all
the funds needed to pay the claims that have
already been approved and all the ones that
will be approved during the rest of the fiscal
year. To fail to do that is to continue what the
Denver Post has correctly described as a ‘‘be-
trayal’’ of sick and dying people that is ‘‘dis-
gusting and dishonorable.’’

This bill, as it now stands, would continue
that betrayal, and so I cannot support it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I sub-
mit the following tables for the RECORD.
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Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am greatly

dismayed to see that desperately needed
earthquake assistance to both India and El
Salvador are missing from this supplemental
appropriations bill. We have shortchanged the
many men, women and children who lost their
homes, their belongings, their very livelihoods
because of these two devastating earth-
quakes.

We all spoke so eloquently in their after-
math but, to date, have delivered a paltry $13
million from existing funds taken from child
survival programs at US AID for Indian assist-
ance.

This is an embarrassment.
The Gujarati Indians in my district in

Queens and the Bronx are outraged that the
U.S. government has done so very little for
friends and family members who are suffering
in the aftermath of the January earthquake
after the promises made to them by our gov-
ernment.

Until the people of Gujarat, India and El Sal-
vador are provided the opportunity to rebuild
their lives and their economy, those that were
not lost in the earthquakes of January and
February, we should not relent in our calls for
assistance.

This is a humanitarian issue.
This is a political issue.
This is an economic issue.
Today’s Asia times notes that India’s gross

domestic product is likely to slip below 6 per-
cent in the current fiscal year.

This is attributed, in part, to the significant
impact of the earthquake in Gujarat.

The people of India and El Salvador must
have our help.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule and the amendment print-
ed in part A of House Report 107–102 is
adopted.

The amendment printed in part B of
the report may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report and
only at the appropriate point in the
reading of the bill, shall be considered
read, and shall not be subject to
amendment or to a demand for division
of the question.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2216

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
NATIONAL SECURITY MATTERS

CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY

MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Army’’, $164,000,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Navy’’, $84,000,000.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

I thank the ranking member of both
the full committee and the sub-
committee and I thank the chairman of
the full committee and the sub-
committee. I note that the general de-
bate mentioned issues that are of great
concern to my community in Houston,
Texas, and the surrounding areas. I am
pleased that in striking the last word
that as this amendment is being dis-
cussed, that I am also able to raise
these very pertinent issues.

Today as we speak, the FEMA Direc-
tor, the Governor of my State, the
mayor of my city and the county judge
are making a second tour and looking
at the disaster designation and the ter-
rible pain and impact of Tropical
Storm Allison that just a few days ago
dropped 36 inches of rain. There is a
wide, wide breadth of devastation, from
20,000 homes and displaced residents to
the major shutdown of a nationally re-
nowned medical center, to universities
being inoperable, schools being inoper-
able and people out of their homes. I
am very disappointed that we could not
find the opportunity to be able to put
in a mark for Houston or an increased
supplemental for FEMA. I am grateful
to the Committee on Appropriations
for taking note of the devastation in
Houston, and I look forward to working
with them as we progress.

I would simply say that there is an
amendment being put forward that I
would be inclined to support. It seems
that it is adding back the $389 million
to FEMA, if I am correct, but it rep-
resents a major across-the-board cut,
almost to the extent of asking us to
sacrifice many, many national needs
for the pain and suffering of Houston.

I have in the RECORD three amend-
ments that I hope to clarify the point
of order and may have the opportunity
to submit, and, that is, a $50 million in-
crease to FEMA as well as a restora-
tion of the Highway Trust Fund be-
cause our roads are in devastation, and
additionally one that deals with India
disaster.

Mr. Chairman, I am here to say that
I appreciate the sensitivity of my col-
leagues. Many of them have asked
about Houston. I appreciate the sensi-
tivity of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, recognizing that we have this
terrible, disastrous impact. I would ask
that as we proceed in the amendment
process, that my amendments may be
considered if the point of order has
been lifted, but otherwise that we con-

tinue to work together so that the
community that I represent and sur-
rounding areas along with my col-
leagues from Texas can have true reha-
bilitation to be able to get back on
their feet.

I thank the Members very much. I
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) for the oppor-
tunity, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for allowing
me to discuss this very important, dev-
astating impact on Houston and the
surrounding areas.

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

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

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2216, a bill providing
supplemental appropriations for fiscal
year 2001. As the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, I would advise
my colleagues that this bill is within
the levels established by the budget
resolution and complies with the Con-
gressional Budget Act.

H.R. 2216 provides for a net increase
in budget authority of $6.5 billion. This
amount reflects appropriations of $7.9
billion in new budget authority and a
rescission of $1.4 billion. The vast ma-
jority of the appropriations provided
by this bill is related to national de-
fense.

The Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget for Fiscal Year 2002, H. Con.
Res. 83, revised the 302(a) allocations to
the Committee on Appropriations for
fiscal year 2001 to accommodate this
supplemental appropriations bill, pro-
viding up to $6.5 billion in non-
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions.

The bill is within the revised 302(b)
allocations to the Committee on Ap-
propriations established by the budget
resolution and therefore complies with
section 302(f) of the Congressional
Budget Act.

b 1515
This bill deserves our support. The

Committee on Appropriations deserves
our commendations for meeting our de-
fense and domestic needs while staying
within the levels agreed to by the Con-
gress as part of the budget resolution.
I compliment the chairman and the
committee on doing so and I rise, as I
say, in support of this H.R. 2216.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, as
the Chair of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity,
I want to speak out on the work that is
included here, the $40 million in credit
subsidy for FHA multifamily loan
guarantee program in this supple-
mental. It certainly is absolutely nec-
essary, and I want to thank the com-
mittee for its insightfulness and for its
leadership here in including it.
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Now with this $40 million credit sub-

sidy, HUD will be able to resume lend-
ing under the FHA multifamily hous-
ing insurance program; and it will
allow us, the Congress, the committee
and the full Congress, the time nec-
essary to determine a solution to fu-
ture funding and operation of this pro-
gram. It does need reform, and we have
to deal with it in the future in a real-
istic way.

I will not take up any more of the
time here, except to say that I look
forward to working with Secretary
Martinez. He and I have discussed this.
We have gone into some depth about it;
and I know that they, they being the
Department and Secretary Martinez,
have recently issued an interim rule to
increase the mortgage insurance pre-
mium on this program by 30 basis
points. Whether or not this will be the
final way to deal with it, we are not
quite sure; but we have committed to
working together on a bipartisan basis.

I want to commend the President and the
committee for including $40 million in credit
subsidy for the FHA Multifamily loan guar-
antee program in the Supplemental Appropria-
tions for FY 2001.

Providing this $40 million in credit subsidy
now will allow HUD to resume lending under
the FHA Multifamily insurance program and
allow us the time necessary to determine a
solution to future funding and operation of this
program. Congress anticipated the need for
this additional $40 million in credit subsidy last
year when it was included as part of the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations Act which
passed the House on December 21, 2000.

On May 17, I joined with my Ranking Minor-
ity Member on the Housing Subcommittee in
asking the Secretary to release the $40 million
approved by the House last year, so I am par-
ticularly pleased to see the $40 million in this
legislation today.

This country is facing a growing affordable
housing crisis for low- and moderate-income
families. Despite the fact that more and more
people are sharing in the American dream of
home-ownership, many working families are
finding it more difficult to find affordable rental
housing. It is estimated that $3.5 billion in fed-
erally backed loans to build 51,289 affordable
rental apartments are in jeopardy unless we
take steps to address the current shutdown of
this program. This translates into lost con-
struction jobs, unbuilt rental housing units and
a significant economic impact which could rip-
ple across the country.

I am anxious to work with Secretary Mar-
tinez and the members of this Committee to
determine a long-term funding solution for this
program. I know that HUD has recently issued
an interim rule to increase the Mortgage Insur-
ance Premium on this program by 30 basis
points. The goal of this increase in premium is
to provide the funding necessary for this pro-
gram in the future. It is my understanding that
this interim rule will take effect when published
and will provide the funds necessary to keep
the program running for the remainder of fiscal
year 2001 and into 2002. However, this rule is
not final and there will be an opportunity for
comments and changes to this interim rule if
deemed necessary.

While I am anxious to take steps to provide
a permanent funding source for this program,

I want to make sure that the 30 basis point in-
crease is the appropriate action. In addition, I
believe it is important to review the calcula-
tions used by OMB in determining the level of
credit subsidy necessary for a program like
this that appears to have a very low default
rate. For this reason, I will be asking OMB to
rationalize how it assess the risk of this pro-
gram to the government.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have a unanimous consent re-
quest that has been worked out with
the minority, and it has to do with
amendments that are subject to a point
of order. We are more than willing to
allow some debate on those amend-
ments before they are either with-
drawn or the point of order pressed.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on the following speci-
fied amendments to the bill, and any
amendments thereto, be limited to the
time specified, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and myself:

Number 1, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) regarding energy
price caps for 30 minutes;

Number 2, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR) regarding the national
power grid for 20 minutes;

Number 3, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) relating to
LIHEAP for 20 minutes;

Number 4, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. VISCLOSKY) relating to dams and
hydroelectric power for 20 minutes;

Number 5, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN) relating to FEMA for 20
minutes; and

Number 6, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON) relating to funding for
the Department of Defense for 20 min-
utes; and

that such debate may occur pending
the reservation of a point of order on
each amendment.

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman YOUNG) a question.

Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) read the two
bills that were energy related, the two
amendments that were energy related,
one by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) and the other one
by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thought we had one by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
one by the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR), and LIHEAP I would think
would be considered an energy issue;
the Visclosky amendment relating to

dams and hydroelectric is certainly en-
ergy related.

Mr. KUCINICH. The one on price
caps, is that offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The Pelosi
amendment, yes, regarding energy
price caps.

Mr. KUCINICH. I was not here ear-
lier, but does the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) agree to that
limitation?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes. The
point is that these would be subject to
a point of order and there could be no
debate if we raised the point of order.

Mr. KUCINICH. I understand.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. So in our

spirit of generosity, bipartisanship and
comradeship, we are prepared to allow
the debate; and then I expect that the
amendments would either be with-
drawn or the point of order would be
pressed.

Mr. KUCINICH. Indeed, the gen-
tleman is a gentleman.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is there an objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, first I want to thank

the chairman of the full committee for
his assistance and that of the adminis-
tration for providing upwards of $20
million in disaster relief in this supple-
mental for the people, the ranchers of
Klamath Falls, Oregon, in the Klamath
Basin, that includes also over into
California. This aid is extraordinarily
important.

Saturday, the House Committee on
Resources held a hearing in Klamath
Falls that had to be moved to the fair-
grounds because more than 2,000 people
affected by this cutoff of the water
turned out to hear what the Federal
Government was doing.

Mr. Chairman, as we have discussed,
I greatly appreciate all the efforts of
the chairman and that of his staff to
expedite the delivery of those funds in
the form of grants to the farmers that
are so affected. As we have talked,
however, this is literally a drop in the
bucket in terms of the disaster mag-
nitude there. Upwards of $200 million is
what they estimate will be the prob-
lem.

I wondered, Mr. Chairman, if it might
be possible, recognizing this will not be
the only vehicle going through this ses-
sion of Congress, but if possible we
could work to increase that disaster
aid to these people whose fields are
drying out and they are getting fore-
closure notices today.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. WALDEN) for his comments.
On page 18 of the committee report, the
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gentleman is aware of the language
that we put in the report that he had
requested; but we are more than will-
ing to cooperate the best we can within
whatever budgetary constraint that ex-
ists at the time to deal with the gentle-
man’s issues and would like to assure
him of that and thank him very much
for having discussed this with us well
in advance and he gave us an oppor-
tunity to actually provide the language
that he requested in the report.

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) for his consideration. I
appreciate, again, the work of his staff
and himself and the other committee
members for recognizing the extraor-
dinary loss that is occurring here and
the dramatic situation we are engaged
in.

Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) in a colloquy. I know the gen-
tleman has gone through a tremendous
amount of work, his staff and everyone
else, trying to meet the emergencies
and the disasters and all the problems
that we have had in this country this
past year. As the gentleman knows
from our earlier discussion, a dev-
astating, once-in-a-lifetime ice storm
struck southeast Oklahoma, the north-
east part of Texas, Arkansas, northern
Louisiana on Christmas Day 2000. Ap-
proximately $115 million was included
in this bill to address the emergency
funding needs of the Army Corps of En-
gineers.

Within this $115 million, may I in-
quire, does this include approximately
the $10 million necessary to restore the
Tulsa District of the Corps of Engi-
neers to the levels of operations prior
to the December ice storm?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to say, yes, the gen-
tlemen is accurate. Approximately $10
million is included within emergency
funding for the Tulsa District of the
Army Corps of Engineers as aid to com-
bat damages suffered in last winter’s
ice storm. I would like to add that I
really appreciate the gentleman’s very
persuasive presentation to the com-
mittee; and because of that, we did in-
clude the $10 million to deal with that
issue.

Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman very
much. The Army Corps of Engineers
lands and the project areas within the
third district of Oklahoma sustained at
least $6 million in damages, and I am
grateful to the committee for pro-
viding funds to address this emergency
need. Like I say, it was a once-in-a-life-
time ice storm throughout the Tulsa
District of the Corps of Engineers.

Mr. Chairman, I again want to thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.

YOUNG) from the depths of my heart.
He and this committee and the staff
have done an excellent job of working
this, and I support him fully in this ef-
fort.

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

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $69,000,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force’’, $119,500,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Army’’, $52,000,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Air Force’’, $8,500,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Guard Personnel, Army’’, $6,000,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $12,000,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army’’, $659,600,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, $6,800,000 shall remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2002.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy’’, $948,100,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, $7,200,000 shall remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2002.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps’’, $54,400,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $840,000,000:
Provided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, $3,000,000 shall remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
In chapter 1 of title I, in the paragraph

under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Air Force’’, after the aggregate dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$24,500,000)’’.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, like
many of my colleagues, I am concerned
about the readiness of our Nation’s
military and the quality of life for our
men and women in uniform. So of this
long list just read, I have no objec-
tions; but I do have an objection to
something that is buried deep within
line 23 of this bill.

As John Donnelly, who I had to find
out about this from the private sector,
exposed in a recent ‘‘Defense Week’’ ar-
ticle, hidden in this line item under
‘‘contractor logistic support’’ is $24.5
million for a fleet of luxury jets for
generals and admirals.

We know there is a very large fleet.
In fact, the GAO, through two reports
since 1994, has criticized the size of the
fleet for far exceeding the wartime re-
quirements, let alone the peacetime re-
quirements, of the generals and admi-
rals at the Pentagon; excessively ex-
pensive and excessively large.

Last year, over the objections of the
civilians at the Pentagon, a number of
generals and admirals requested, and
Congress delivered, behind closed
doors, eight new jets, 737s, and the spe-
cial long-range Gulf Streams.

That was just last year. Now sud-
denly this money is specifically for the
eight new jets, not for some of the
aging huge fleet the GAO says should
be downsized. Perhaps if they did that,
they would have the money to main-
tain the eight new luxury jets for the
generals, but this $24.5 million is a
specified earmark for the new jets that
the Pentagon civilians did not request
to add to a fleet that the GAO says is
excessively large.

I do not understand how it could cost
that much money for new planes, par-
ticularly for the few months remaining
in this year. I would assume this is not
an emergency, unless they do not have
money to stock the wet bars or some-
thing is wrong in the luxury galleys
and they have to upgrade to Jennaire
or something like that.

I am not quite sure why it is we sud-
denly need $24.5 million for eight gen-
erals and admirals’ luxury jets that the
Pentagon civilians did not even ask
for, that Congress gave them. If they
do not have enough money in this spe-
cial fleet budget, then they should re-
tire some of the aging high-cost air-
craft that the GAO says are super-
fluous to the wartime needs, let alone
the peacetime needs. I am not aware
that we are currently at war anywhere
in the world, although we certainly do
have some extensive deployments over-
seas, of which I have been critical.

This line item is not an emergency.
There are dozens of things in this bill
on which the money could be better
spent or if we chose not to spend the
money we could save it to help bolster
up our quickly shrinking surplus so we
can move through the regular appro-
priations process here in the House of
Representatives, without slashing do-
mestic programs and things that the
American people want to see funded.

So I suggest to my colleagues strong-
ly that in a budget of $300 billion the
Pentagon can find $24.5 million for
these new luxury jets to outfit them or
do whatever else is necessary, or
maybe they are going to wait until
next year to use them and ask for the
money in their regular budget, or
maybe they need to retire some obso-
lete aircraft from this oversized fleet.

One way or another, this is an ex-
penditure that should not go forward,
particularly stealth, an amendment
hidden deep in the bill and only discov-
ered by one very diligent reporter who
ferreted this out and got some folks at
the Pentagon to fess up.
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Mr. Chairman, I would urge strongly
that my colleagues support this
amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it is a relatively sim-
ple matter to stand and oppose new air-
planes that one can designate as ‘‘air-
planes purchased for generals’’ and de-
scribe them as ‘‘luxury jets.’’

The reality is that we do have a num-
ber of aircraft purchased over a number
of years that are used by the leaders of
all the forces within the Department of
Defense and the individual branches. In
this case, over the last several years we
tried to replace several of those older
aircraft. Some of them are as old as 40
years of age. The new aircraft that
have been put in as replacements are
smaller, they are modern, they are
commercial, they allow the senior
military leaders within the branches to
carry out their very serious respon-
sibilities in providing leadership for
our national defense systems.

The Air Force budgeted $6 million in
fiscal year 2001 of the President’s budg-
et for the C–37A provided for in the Fis-
cal Year 1999 appropriations. However,
total operating costs for that C–37A
have exceeded estimates, plus start-up
costs for a number of other aircraft put
us in a position where the total cost in-
volved for this fiscal year is some $30.5
million. The military had already
budgeted some $6 million, leaving us
with a shortfall of $24.5 million.

If we were to cancel that funding, es-
sentially we would have new aircraft in
place, but no way to effectively use
them in the fashion they were designed
to be used in the first place.

This appropriation was considered
and passed by the Congress in the past.
I urge the Members to recognize the re-
ality of this need among the leadership
of the branches and urge a ‘‘no’’ vote
on the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I was the one that per-
sonally offered the amendment in sub-
committee for both these airplanes. I
talked to the CINC Central Command
who has responsibility for Saudi Ara-
bia, who was flying in an airplane
where he had no communications. This
is a battlefield commander in a sense.
He had no communications at all, he
had an antiquated 40-year-old airplane,
and he could not take his entire staff
to make his decisions.

General Zinni happened to be the
CINC at that time. He convinced me, I
convinced the subcommittee, and we
have, as the chairman just said, two
airplanes in place and we need the lo-
gistics systems to support those two
airplanes. So it would be a mistake, in
my estimation, to cut this money, and
I would oppose this amendment.

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

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) will
be postponed.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage in a
colloquy with the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, also with my colleague, the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Treasury, Postal Service and Gen-
eral Government, and the gentleman
from Utah, who is a representative of
the host State of the 2002 Winter Olym-
pics.

Mr. Chairman, the Winter Olympics
of 2002 have been designated as a Na-
tional Special Security Event. That
designation was made in August of
1999. Under Presidential Decision Di-
rective 62, and now in statute under
Title 18, Section 3056 of the United
States Code, the United States Secret
Service now has responsibility for plan-
ning security and operations for the
entire event and the venues of the Win-
ter Olympics to be held in Utah in 2002.
In addition, the Secret Service has to
concurrently provide for their tradi-
tional missions of protection and inves-
tigation.

Although almost 2 years has passed,
Mr. Chairman, since the designation of
this as a National Special Security
Event, the President’s submitted budg-
et for Fiscal Year 2002 did not include
necessary funding set aside for the
planning of security and operations of
the Treasury law enforcement for the
2002 Winter Olympics, in particular,
the Secret Service, as well as related
agencies.

In contrast, Mr. Chairman, as you
know, the original Fiscal Year 2002
budget did include funding for security-
related requirements of other Federal
agencies, such as the FBI and the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Adminis-
tration.

I am pleased that the supplemental
request sent by the President for 2002
does fund the requirements to meet the
security at the Olympics of Treasury
law enforcement and, in particular, the
United States Secret Service. However,
Mr. Chairman, as you know and we
have discussed, the committee in this
particular bill has not provided that
funding, although it was part of the
President’s request.

This colloquy is for the purpose of ex-
plaining why, less it be misunderstood.
Quite simply, the money is not needed
in the current fiscal year, which ends
September 30. The funds will be re-
quired to cover activities that take
place during the time period shortly
before and during the Olympics in Feb-
ruary of 2002. So what I wish to make
clear, Mr. Chairman, is that certainly
as chairman of the relevant sub-

committee for providing this funding, I
fully support the President’s request to
provide the funds for security at the
Winter Olympics, and I want to affirm
my intention to include the full nec-
essary amount in the regular appro-
priation bill for fiscal year 2002.

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

Mr. ISTOOK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman for yielding, and I want
to join him, my colleague from Okla-
homa, in underscoring the importance
of the funding for the security of the
2002 Winter Olympic games. This pri-
mary component of our public safety
and anti-terrorism policy is essential
to uphold public confidence and to en-
sure that no situation ever develops
that would require the services of the
FBI or FEMA.

My friend the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. MATHESON) has been talking to me
about this, and I know that you, Mr.
Chairman, as well as the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), who will be
next speaking, have expressed great
concern about this issue. I share that.
I will continue to work with the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Chairman
ISTOOK) and the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Chairman YOUNG) to see that this
funding is provided in a timely fashion.

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

Mr. ISTOOK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Utah.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to strongly support the funding
of the security planning and operations
of the 2002 Winter Olympics in my
home State of Utah. This funding is es-
sential to ensure that the 2002 Winter
Olympic games in Salt Lake City are
conducted in safety and openness. I
agree that this funding should be in-
cluded in Fiscal Year 2002 appropria-
tions.

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

Mr. ISTOOK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Utah.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad to voice my continued enthusi-
astic support of this vital program to
plan for and implement security oper-
ations in our State as we welcome the
world to the 2002 Winter Olympic
games in Salt Lake City. I greatly ap-
preciate the commitment of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman
YOUNG), the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. ISTOOK) and the ranking member,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER), to ensure this effort is funded
in a timely fashion.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for recog-
nizing the need for funding the Secret
Service, their security, planning and
operations role at the 2002 Winter
Olympics. I add my voice to the gentle-
men from Oklahoma, Maryland and
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Utah in supporting this funding, and
also recommend that it be included in
the Fiscal Year 2002 appropriations
bills.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK) has expired.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, I would like to note the spending
allocation provided to the Sub-
committee on Treasury, Postal Service
and General Government, which the
gentleman chairs, for fiscal year 2002
assumes full funding of the upcoming
Winter Olympics.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the chairman
very much, and I appreciate the oppor-
tunity through the colloquy to assure
everyone involved that full necessary
funding for security at the Olympics is
forthcoming, as this is certainly a
major event attracting so many thou-
sands of people from throughout the
world. I thank the chairman for pro-
viding the assurances and add my own
that we will make sure that these
needs are fully met to provide that se-
curity.

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

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’,
$123,100,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army Reserve’’,
$20,500,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve’’, $12,500,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve’’,
$1,900,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve’’,
$34,000,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’,
$38,900,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL
GUARD

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air National Guard’’,
$119,300,000.

PROCUREMENT

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-
curement, Army’’, $3,000,000.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Ship-
building and Conversion, Navy’’, $222,000,000,
to remain available until September 30, 2001:
Provided, That upon enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Defense shall transfer such

funds to the following appropriations in the
amounts specified: Provided further, That the
amounts transferred shall be merged with
and shall be available for the same purposes
and for the same time period as the appro-
priation to which transferred:
To:

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1995/2001’’:

Carrier Replacement Program, $84,000,000;
DDG–51 Destroyer Program, $300,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2001’’:
DDG–51 Destroyer Program, $14,600,000;
LPD–17 Amphibious Transport Dock Ship

Program, $65,000,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1997/2001’’:
DDG–51 Destroyer Program, $12,600,000;
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1998/2001’’:
NSSN Program, $32,000,000;
DDG–51 Destroyer Program, $13,500,000.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft
Procurement, Air Force’’, $84,000,000.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro-
curement, Air Force’’, $15,500,000.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-
ment of Ammunition, Air Force’’, $73,000,000.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-
curement, Air Force’’, $85,400,000.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to enter
into a brief colloquy with the chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the
committee has included assistance for
damages incurred by severe southern
ice storms last winter. On January 8,
2001, President Clinton issued a major
disaster declaration for the State of
Texas due to the severity and mag-
nitude of the damage caused by the ice
storms. In Texas alone, the United
States Department of Agriculture and
the Texas Forest Service assessed dam-
ages to over 70,000 acres of non-indus-
trialized private forestland with an es-
timated economic impact of over $46
million.

I want to clarify that the committee
recognizes that Texas private and pub-
lic landowners incurred substantial
damage resulting from the ice storms
of December 12 to January 8, 2001.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the Committee on Appropriations
does recognize the impact of last win-
ter’s ice storms to private and public
landowners in Texas.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I also want to clar-
ify that the $10 million provided for the
U.S. Forest Service, State and private
forestry account for emergency activi-
ties associated with the ice storm dam-
ages includes the States of Arkansas,
Oklahoma and Texas. Additionally, I
wish to inquire if the omission of the
State of Texas from this section of the
bill was merely inadvertent?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, I would say that it was inad-
vertent. The committee agrees that the
States of Texas, Oklahoma and Arkan-
sas should be eligible for State and pri-
vate forestry funds contained in this
bill. The committee will work with the
gentleman from Texas to modify the
bill accordingly in a conference be-
tween the House and the Senate.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for his leader-
ship and diligence in bringing this bill
to the floor. I appreciate the gentleman
working on this matter.

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

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure-
ment, Defense-Wide’’, $5,800,000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Army’’,
$5,000,000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy’’,
$151,000,000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Air
Force’’, $275,500,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
In chapter 1 of title I, in the paragraph

under the heading ‘‘Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Air Force’’, after the
aggregate dollar amount, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(reduced by $55,000,000)’’.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, the
Air Force’s Airborne Laser Program,
ABL, seeks to put a laser on a Boeing
747 jet in order to shoot down ballistic
missiles. In January 2001 the Air Force
claimed the Airborne Laser Program
needed $98 million in supplemental ap-
propriations.

b 1545

This amount is $55 million less than
the $153 million currently requested in
this supplemental bill.

There have been various congres-
sional requests to the Air Force for an
explanation of the extra funding. The
Air Force has not provided Congress
with a comprehensive answer. Accord-
ing to Air Force officials quoted in the
press, some of the money will be used
for spares and other equipment to help
reduce risk for the overall program and
keep it on schedule for its 2003 missile
intercept test.

But this 2003 deadline is arbitrary.
Moreover, various officials have ex-
pressed concern with the ABL’s testing
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program. Last year, the Pentagon’s
chief tester concluded that the air-
borne laser program, testing program,
is alarmingly short, allows for no tech-
nical problems, and ‘‘cannot all phys-
ically be accomplished in the time al-
lotted.’’ That is the chief tester.

The GAO has stated that an airborne
laser design more realistic than the
current model ‘‘may not be achievable
using current state-of-the-art tech-
nology.’’ By appropriating the ABL
program $55 million more than the Air
Force requested, we are helping to ac-
celerate a flawed testing program.

Appropriating $153 million for the
airborne laser in the supplemental does
not represent good government, it does
not represent smart budgeting, and it
may not represent common sense. A
full $153 million supplemental appro-
priation would represent a 65 percent
increase over the ABL’s 2001 budget of
$234 million.

The airborne laser has already re-
ceived an additional $85 million above
the administration’s request in the 2001
fiscal year defense appropriations bill,
so we are already funding the Air
Force’s airborne laser program at lev-
els above those requested by the execu-
tive branch, and now we are prepared
to grant this program’s budget a mas-
sive midyear increase.

If this additional funding is truly
necessary, why not include it in the fis-
cal year 2002 budget? Including the
money in the supplemental only makes
the money available a few months ear-
lier than it would be if included in the
fiscal year 2002 budget.

Mr. Chairman, this extra $55 million
for the airborne laser program will do
nothing to provide adequate housing
for our servicemen and women, it will
do nothing to provide them health
care, it will not increase their salaries
or benefits. Not a penny of this money
will be used for the benefit of the men
and women who sacrifice so much to
serve their country, and whose needs
are not being fully met.

I think it is time for this House of
Representatives to begin a new debate
over what our defense priorities are. I
think it is time that we began to put
more money into our basic defense,
into our Air Force, into our Navy, into
our servicemen and women to see that
they are well paid, to make sure they
have good housing, decent health care.

That ought to be what describes
America’s defense, not pouring money
into technology which does not work,
which cannot work, which throws
money away, while the men and women
who serve this country are left want-
ing.

This is a good time to start this de-
bate, and this is a good moment for
this Congress to start making a state-
ment about where it stands with our
servicemen and servicewomen who
have to go begging for help while we
pour money into these crazy techno-
logical missile programs that feeds a
missile mania that cannot be described
or countenanced anywhere in this

world except somewhere in the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the airborne laser in-
tegrates a high power laser on a Boeing
747 aircraft. It is designed to protect
our deployed troops from the threat of
theater ballistic missiles. The Pen-
tagon requested $153 million to address
program shortfalls. The amendment re-
duces that request by $55 million, leav-
ing an increase of $98 million.

It is true that in the January time
frame this year, the Air Force esti-
mated the airborne laser shortfall to be
at $98 million. Thirty-four million was
part of cost growth, $64 million rephase
efforts originally planned for out years.

Since January, the Air Force has
identified two additional areas of in-
creased cost which total $55 million as
follows: $30 million additional cost
growth for the loss of suppliers, tech-
nical complexities, et cetera; $25 mil-
lion additional spares to reduce testing
risks.

We have scrutinized these additional
costs carefully and have determined
that they are necessary to keep the
program on track. Failure to fund the
additional cost growth could force the
contractor to stop work on the pro-
gram. Failure to fund the additional
spares will likely lead to inefficient
schedule disruptions that will increase
costs further.

The airborne laser already has a very
tight schedule for a 2003 lethal dem-
onstration against a theater missile.
This is an important program required
to protect our troops from weapons of
mass destruction. I strongly encourage
the Members to vote no on this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. The airborne laser in-
tegrates a high-powered laser on a Boe-
ing 747 aircraft. It is designed to pro-
tect our deployed troops from the
threat of theater ballistic missiles.

The Pentagon requested $153 million
to address program shortfalls. The
amendment reduces this request by $55
million, leaving an increase of $98 mil-
lion.

It is true that in the January time
frame, the Air Force estimated the
airborn laser shortfall only to be $98.5
million, but subsequent to that, as the
chairman has pointed out, they have
identified two additional areas that
need $55 million.

The committee has carefully scruti-
nized this request, and we believe that
the failure to fund the additional cost
growth would force the contractor to
stop work on the program. Failure to
fund the additional spares will likely
lead to inefficient schedule disruptions
that will increase costs further.

Most importantly, we are pushing to
get a real test in 2003 for this program.
If we do not fund this supplemental re-
quest, that question of being able to

get the test to see if this will work to
protect our troops when they are de-
ployed in the field will be jeopardized.

I would just say to my colleagues, we
may have a lot of debate here in Con-
gress about national missile defense,
but I think there is bipartisan con-
sensus that we need theater missile de-
fense in order to protect our deployed
troops.

We can give somebody a check, we
can take care of their health care, we
can take care of their pension, but we
also have to take care of protecting
their life. What we are talking about
here is a system that, if it works as ad-
vertised, will protect the lives of young
men and women when they are de-
ployed abroad.

I urge a no vote on this amendment.
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). I
think it is very important that we
know that this reduction would jeop-
ardize all the efforts the Air Force has
been putting into play to create an air-
borne laser program aimed at pro-
tecting our troops and interests around
the globe.

There are four good points I want to
make about why this should be op-
posed.

Number one, the technology is cur-
rently available. It works in the lab.
We simply need to complete the project
of mounting it on a 747. The technology
is there and it works.

Second, this threat is a very real
threat. If we just go back 10 years to
the Gulf War, the greatest numbers of
casualties for our young men and
women over in the Gulf area came from
a missile that this system is designed
to eliminate, a Scud missile that fell
on our troops.

Thirdly, the funding for this pro-
gram, if it is cut, provides an unneces-
sary delay. It also raises the cost of the
program that is inevitable anyway, and
it will put in place a stop work situa-
tion where contractors will have to lit-
erally stop work on this program, send
their talent off to other projects, which
will make it very difficult to get them
back, again resulting in schedule
delays and cost delays that are unnec-
essary.

The fourth thing I think is a more
personal note. We ask our young men
and women to volunteer to serve our
country, to provide for the need that
we have as a nation in projecting
power. When they do this, they are put-
ting themselves at risk. What we want
to do is to make sure that they return
home safe and sound to their families.
They are volunteers. They are doing
our bidding. We must provide them a
safe way to get home. This will protect
them when they are in a situation of
risk.

So Mr. Chairman, it does not have to
be this way, with a longer program of
higher cost. We are now less than 2
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years away from having this speed-of-
light theater missile system in place.
Congress has the responsibility to field
this important system as soon as pos-
sible.

The gentleman from Ohio said that
this would only delay funding a few
months if we push it over to 02. It will
stop the program and probably result
in a 6-month delay, driving up the
costs significantly.

He made a statement that it cannot
work. I want to emphasize it has
worked in the lab and it will work on
the airplane. It is not a crazy missile
program, as the gentleman from Ohio
stated, it is a commonsense approach
to protecting our young men and
women who put themselves at risk.

Mr. Chairman, I think there is no
doubt that the Kucinich amendment
will result in unnecessary delays. I
would urge my colleagues to oppose it.

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

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’, $94,100,000.
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense
Working Capital Funds’’, $178,400,000, to re-
main available until expended.

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense
Health Program’’, $1,453,400,000 for Operation
and maintenance: Provided, That such funds
may be used to cover increases in TRICARE
contract costs associated with the provision
of health care services to eligible bene-
ficiaries of all the uniformed services.

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense
Health Program’’, $200,000,000 for Operation
and maintenance, to remain available until
expended, only for the use of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force Surgeons General to im-
prove the quality of care provided at mili-
tary treatment facilities, of which $50,000,000
shall be available only to optimize health
care services at Army military treatment fa-
cilities, $50,000,000 shall be available only to
optimize health care services at Navy mili-
tary treatment facilities, $50,000,000 shall be
available only to optimize health care serv-
ices at Air Force military treatment facili-
ties, and $50,000,000 shall be available only to
finance advances in medical practices to be
equally divided between the services and to
be administered solely by the Surgeons Gen-
eral: Provided, That none of the funds pro-
vided in this paragraph may be made avail-
able for optimization projects or activities
unless the Surgeon General of the respective
service determines that: (1) such project or
activity shall be self-financing within not
more than three years of its initiation after
which time the project or activity will re-
quire no net increase in Defense Health Pro-
gram funds, or (2) that such project or activ-
ity is necessary to address a serious health
care deficiency at a military treatment facil-
ity that could threaten health care out-
comes: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided in this paragraph may be

made available to a service unless the Sec-
retary of Defense certifies to the congres-
sional defense committees that all projects
or activities to be financed by that service
with said funds will be continued and ade-
quately financed in the Department of De-
fense six year budget plan known as the Pro-
gram Objective Memorandum.

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Drug Inter-
diction and Counter-Drug Activities, De-
fense’’, $1,900,000.
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 1101. Except as otherwise specifically

provided in this Act, amounts provided to
the Department of Defense under each of the
headings in this chapter shall be available
for the same period as the amounts appro-
priated under each such heading in the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2001
(Public Law 106–259).

SEC. 1102. Funds appropriated by this Act,
or made available by the transfer of funds in
this Act, for intelligence activities are
deemed to be specifically authorized by the
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414).

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 1103. In addition to the amount appro-
priated in section 308 of Division A, Miscella-
neous Appropriations Act, 2001, as enacted
by section 1(a)(4) of Public Law 106–554 (114
Stat. 2763A–181 and 182), $44,000,000 is hereby
appropriated for ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Navy’’, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such amount, and the
amount previously appropriated in section
308, shall be for costs associated with the
stabilization, return, refitting, necessary
force protection upgrades, and repair of the
U.S.S. COLE, including any costs previously
incurred for such purposes: Provided further,
That the Secretary of Defense may transfer
these funds to appropriations accounts for
procurement: Provided further, That the
funds transferred shall be merged with and
shall be available for the same purposes and
for the same time period as the appropria-
tions to which transferred: Provided further,
That the transfer authority provided herein
is in addition to any other transfer authority
available to the Department of Defense: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount made
available in this section is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended.

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. 1104. Of the funds made available in
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts,
the following funds are hereby rescinded,
from the following accounts in the specified
amounts:

‘‘Procurement, Marine Corps, 2000/2002’’,
$3,000,000;

‘‘Overseas Contingency Operations Trans-
fer Fund, 2001’’, $81,000,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy 2001/2003’’,
$330,000,000;

‘‘Procurement, Marine Corps, 2001/2003’’,
$5,000,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 2001/
2003’’, $260,000,000;

‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force, 2001/2003’’,
$65,000,000;

‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide, 2001/2003’’,
$85,000,000; and

‘‘Intelligence Community Management Ac-
count, 2001’’, $5,000,000.

SEC. 1105. In addition to amounts appro-
priated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act for the Department of De-
fense or in the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–259),

$39,900,000 is hereby appropriated to the De-
partment of Defense, for facilities repair and
damages resulting from natural disasters, as
follows:

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,
$6,500,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’,
$23,000,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,
$8,000,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Re-
serve’’, $200,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force
Reserve’’, $200,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Na-
tional Guard’’, $400,000;

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air National
Guard’’, $400,000; and

‘‘Defense Health Program’’, $1,200,000:
Provided, That the entire amount made
available in this section is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended.

SEC. 1106. The authority to purchase or re-
ceive services under the demonstration
project authorized by section 816 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1995 (Public Law 103–337) may be exer-
cised through January 31, 2002, notwith-
standing subsection (c) of that section.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SKELTON:
At the end of chapter 1 of title I (page 13,

after line 4), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 1107. In addition to amounts appro-
priated or otherwise made available else-
where in this Act for the Department of De-
fense or in the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–259),
$2,736,100,000 is hereby appropriated to the
Department of Defense, as follows:

‘‘Military Personnel, Army’’, $30,000,000;
‘‘Military Personnel, Navy’’, $10,000,000;
‘‘Military Personnel, Air Force’’,

$332,500,000;
‘‘Reserve Personnel, Army’’, $30,000,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’,

$916,400,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’,

$514,500,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine

Corps’’, $295,700,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,

$59,600,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-

Wide’’, $9,000,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Re-

serve’’, $30,000,000;
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Na-

tional Guard’’, $106,000,000;
‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Army’’, $50,000,000;
‘‘Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Ve-

hicles, Army’’, $10,000,000.
‘‘Procurement of Ammunition, Army’’,

$14,000,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Army’’, $40,000,000;
‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy’’, $65,000,000;
‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force’’,

$108,100,000;
‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force’’,

$33,300,000;
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Air Force’’, $33,000,000; and
‘‘USS Cole’’, $49,000,000:

Provided, That the entire amount made
available in this section is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended: Provided further, That
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the entire amount under this section shall be
available only to the extent that an official
budget request that includes designation of
the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by
the President to the Congress.

Mr. SKELTON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON).

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment that
I offer unfortunately is not protected
against points of order, as I had hoped
it would have been, by the Committee
on Rules.

b 1600

Nevertheless, my amendment would
address acute funding shortfalls that
all the military services are experi-
encing. It would increase the funding
for the Department of Defense by $2.7
billion.

It is no secret that the armed serv-
ices are doing a magnificent job pro-
tecting the interests of the United
States.

This amendment would add $2.7 bil-
lion for all additional defense appro-
priations. Of this total, the vast major-
ity of it, about $2 billion, would be for
operations and maintenance and, of
course, flying hours and spare parts,
real-property maintenance, depot
maintenance, uniforms, the unglam-
orous nuts and bolts essentials that
really make our military work.

Another $400 million would fund mili-
tary personnel priorities, subsistence
allowances to keep our service mem-
bers off food stamps, housing allow-
ances, and to pay for unbudgeted Na-
tional Guard and Reserve costs.

It would also provide, Mr. Chairman,
$300 million for high-priority procure-
ment costs. It would add $65 million to
replace the EP–3 that is being cut to
pieces on Hainan Island, China; also an
additional $49 million to expedite the
repair of the U.S.S. Cole.

All of these items, plus others, such
as rebuild Apache helicopters and for
ammunition, are all emergencies.
These are high-priority funding, and
they are all recommended by the chiefs
of staffs of the military services.

Mr. Chairman, last year, during the
hearings that we had, request remained
of the service chiefs to give us their un-
funded requirements to get them
through the coming year, and they did

so. I reviewed that list, and being con-
servative, I offered an amendment of
merely $2.7 million which, of course,
could have been much more.

It reflects some of the differences be-
tween the service chiefs’ unfunded re-
quirements lists and the portion of
items that we have addressed in this
bill today.

These are legitimate needs. I only
wish that the amendment could have
been fully debated and fully voted on
by this House.

I know that my amendment is vul-
nerable to a point of order, and at the
appropriate moment, according to my
discussion with the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), who has reserved
the right to object, I will withdraw it
at the appropriate moment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ).

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I stand up
to support the Skeleton amendment to
H.R. 2216, the supplemental appropria-
tions Bill. I think that this amendment
is a very responsible amendment. We
know that when we go and visit the
training areas and the different camps,
we know that the planes they fly are
older than the pilots that fly those
planes; and what happened during the
past several years is that we have not
kept up with the maintenance.

The military, and the Army alone,
has a shortfall of $483 million. If we
cannot buy at least new planes now, I
think that the responsible thing to do
is to have sufficient money so that we
can buy parts for these planes, so that
we can maintain. Time is running late,
my friends.

If we do not come with a responsible
supplemental, the training stops, no
tanks will be running, no planes will be
flying; and I think that this is a very
responsible amendment. Therefore, I
support the Skelton amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I might add at this
point that there is sufficient funding in
the contingency fund for this, accord-
ing to the CBO.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. MCINTYRE!).

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to express my strong sup-
port for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) to provide an additional $2.7 bil-
lion that is needed to meet the critical
needs of our men and women in uni-
form.

I am extremely disappointed that
this amendment was not ruled in order.
Why would this House not be willing to
stand up on behalf of our Nation’s mili-
tary and provide it with the additional
resources it needs to do its job?

How can we send men and women
into battle without all of the ammuni-
tion, spare parts and tools that they
need to get the job done? These are the
men and women who put their lives on
the line each and every day to defend
our freedom. This should not be about

us saying one thing and then doing an-
other.

This is about the money needed to
buy spare parts to repair equipment
that can be as much as 30 years old.
This is about money needed to buy bul-
lets, ammunition, so our servicemen
and women can get the training they
need to prepare for battle.

This is about the money needed to
ensure that our military families have
decent housing and do not have to de-
pend on food stamps.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the Skelton amendment and
to do the right thing, support fully our
men and women in uniform.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Skelton
amendment. The underlying bill begins
to address the hole that was blown in
the side of the U.S.S. Cole. The Skelton
amendment begins to address the hole
that has been blown into the spare
parts, the ammunition, the basic-train-
ing material that we need for our men
and women.

It begins to address the hole that has
been blown and the promise of decent
housing and decent education we have
made to their families. But we cannot
address the Skelton amendment be-
cause of the hole that has been blown
in the budget by the tax cut that this
House approved just a few weeks ago.

It is the wrong national priority. The
right national priority would be to pass
the Skelton amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. DAVIS).

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Skelton
amendment; and I ask the administra-
tion, where is the help? Time and
again, the military was told that help
is on the way. They waited, and today
they are still waiting.

I have a handful of letters from San
Diego echoing the same sentiment:
help, significant help is required.

Let me share with you this dire situ-
ation in California. There are 1,200
highly skilled people all who are vital
to the defense, the defense industrial
base in San Diego are going to lose
their jobs. Why? Why is that?

The Navy requested an additional
$375 million for ship-depot mainte-
nance, but political appointees in the
Pentagon and at the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget reduced that amount
to $200 million.

Mr. Chairman, $375 million is not an
arbitrary amount. It is absolutely es-
sential to complete this year’s ship
maintenance and overhaul require-
ments.

This year alone in San Diego, 26
major repairs had to be canceled, and
even more were canceled in Hawaii and
Washington State and in Virginia. Our
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sailors deserve vessels that are ade-
quately maintained, ready to go in
harm’s way and perform their mission.

Mr. Chairman, a continual decline in
the condition of our ships is a real
emergency. Clearly this funding emer-
gency jeopardizes national security and
preparedness, precipitates the rapid de-
cline of the industrial base in this
country. National security should not
be a partisan issue. It is not a Cali-
fornia issue; it is a national issue, and
we are trying to help.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Skelton amendment. I am sorry that it
is not in order. For having moved it
forward, we would be showing our
troops that help is on the way.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, again I must express
my disappointment over the fact that
the Committee on Rules did not make
the amendment in order.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Rhode Island is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman,
today I rise in strong support of the
amendment offered by my colleague,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), the distinguished ranking
member of the Committee on Armed
Services.

As a member of this committee, I am
honored to work with the gentleman to
ensure our military is provided the
necessary funding to protect America
and our allies.

I support this amendment because it
provides critical funding for basic
maintenance costs, as well as personnel
needs for each of the services.

Specifically, this amendment would
add a total of $2.7 billion to the supple-
mental appropriations bill for various
defense programs. This funding will be
used for flying hours, spare parts,
maintenance, housing allowances, and
subsistence allowances.

It will also be used to repair or re-
place the EP–3 supply plane on Hainan
Island, much-needed repair of the
U.S.S. Cole and deployment munitions.

These programs desperately need this
funding. Let us make no mistake about
it. Mr. SKELTON wrote this amendment
based on the service chiefs’ fiscal year
2001 unfunded requirements list. It is
reasonable and in direct response to
the expressed needs of our military.

Mr. Chairman, we must pass this
amendment. We owe it not only to our
hardworking men and women who have
dedicated their lives to ensuring free-
dom and democracy in this great Na-
tion, but we also owe it to all the
Americans who are counting on us to
ensure that they are safe.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join me and vote for the Skelton
amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim the time in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I regret that I had to reserve the
point of order on this good amendment.
I am not opposed to this amendment.
As a matter of fact, I could identify to
the Members of the House far more
needs in our national defense than even
the Skelton amendment covers.

The problem is we are constrained by
the budget resolution for fiscal year
2001 not to go above the number that
we are using in this bill. Other than
that, I would tell my colleagues that
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON) is a stand-up Member on na-
tional defense, and he has always been
a stand-up Member for national de-
fense.

He understands the needs of those
that work in defense every day. He un-
derstands their needs.

I would like to give my colleagues an
example of the needs that I have iden-
tified. For a couple of years, I have
made a list, as the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) has, of un-
funded requirements. On this list is a
substantial number of items that need
to be done for the military, for the
Army and the Navy and the Air Force
and the Marine Corps.

If the Members can see that list, they
will see on this list, if the Members can
see that, the blue lines. Those are
items that we have been able to take
care of in the last couple of years; but
there are many, many more items on
this list that have not been taken care
of yet.

The Skelton amendment would take
care of a lot of them. The problem is,
we are constrained by the budget reso-
lution for fiscal year 2001. Other than
that we would be here enthusiastically
supporting the Skelton amendment,
because, in fact, it is a good amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Defense.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank very much the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), my full com-
mittee chairman, for yielding me the
time. Like the gentleman from Flor-
ida, I wish that I were the author of
this amendment for, indeed, if it were
not for those budget limitations that
have been mentioned, there is little
question that we would have bipartisan
support by way of vote, as well as spir-
it.

There is little question that one of
the complications in this process is
that under other circumstances, we
might very well have exercised emer-
gency provisions to be able to go by
our budgetary cap. On the other hand,
we face rather sensitive and com-
plicated circumstances in the other
body.

If they should find themselves with
difficulty, it would require 60 votes in
the other body; and it could slow down
this very, very important measure.
Nevertheless, as the gentleman from

Florida has indicated, there is not a
Member in the House who is more con-
cerned and dedicated to doing the work
that is necessary for the men and
women who make up our armed serv-
ices than the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON).

He is my colleague, the ranking
member on the authorizing committee.
He works very, very closely with us as
we go about the appropriations process.
I very enthusiastically support his in-
tent here, but I must reserve my vote
when the vote actually occurs. And I
appreciate the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
there are a few people in this Chamber
that all of us respect and one is the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON). I love the gentleman. He is a de-
scendent of Daniel Boone.

I also agree with the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) that this is very,
very noteworthy.

As a matter of fact, the individuals
that spoke in favor of his amendment,
I cannot see a one of them that is
antidefense, that is not there to help
our men and women. We asked for $362
million, which the gentleman helped us
get for ship repair. The Navy switched
that over to nuclear and carrier refuel-
ing and then gave us $171 million short-
fall in ship repair.
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So the mismanagement within the
services is a problem as well.

If we look at the basics of the things
that have been mentioned here today,
this does not even scratch it. And if I
had the ability to override the other
body and the Senator in the other
body, I think we would see all of us
supporting that. But we do not have
the 60 votes in the other body.

Many of us spoke about, including
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH), not going along with
Izetbegovic in Bosnia. When we talk
about the U.S.S. Cole, it was those
Mujahadeen and Hamas that sur-
rounded Izetbegovic in Sarajevo that
blew up the U.S.S. Cole. And the 124 de-
ployments that have put us into this
position, that many of us fought
against, including many of my col-
leagues on the other side, have put us
in this hole. Shalikashvili, previous
Secretary of Defense, stated that it
just wore our equipment out and tore
us down.

I do not think there will be
supplementals in the future. That tells
me that the services better come up
with a clean number so that we can
fund them, because there may be lim-
ited ability to do that. But I laud my
friend and I regretfully oppose his
amendment.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
admonish Members they are not to
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characterize the intentions of the other
body.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I regret I must insist on my point
of order, and I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON).

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this much needed supplemental bill
that seeks to replenish military accounts
drawn down by high fuel costs and other train-
ing and military readiness requirements.

For months I have joined my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle in advocating for addi-
tional funding so our troops can continue train-
ing, replace spare parts and fix dilapidated in-
frastructure. While I support this supplemental
bill today. I am concerned that it does not
solve the many problems that our military
faces this year.

H.R. 2216, appropriates $6.5 billion in sup-
plemental funds, $5.5 billion (85 percent) of
which will address military readiness, training
and other operations requirements. Specifi-
cally, $44 million to repair the damage to the
U.S.S. Cole, which was damaged by a suicide
bomb attack last fall while it was docked in
Yemen; $970 million to fully fund the flying-
hours requirements of Navy and Air Force pi-
lots; $463 million for increased utility costs, es-
pecially in California; $100 million for environ-
mental cleanup and waste management; and
$33 million for the Navy and Marine Corps to
increase security against terrorist attacks.

I am especially pleased that the committee
has included $9.4 million for the construction
of an emergency submarine repair facility in
Guam. This project provides budgetary sup-
port to a renewed focus on Guam and the Pa-
cific by military planners and the Bush admin-
istration. This facility will play a vital role in
providing much needed support for the three
navy attack submarines that are to be
homeported in Guam starting in April, 2002.
Currently, Guam has a very capable shipyard
of providing support and maintenance to the
surface fleet and submarines. Moreover, the
U.S.S. Frank Cable is homeported on Guam,
and is the only forward deployed submarine
tender in the Pacific. While I strongly support
this new facility, it is my hope that this will not
instigate competition with the existing shipyard
on Guam.

Moreover, I would like to express my strong
support for Mr. SKELTON’s amendment, which
unfortunately is not protected from a point of
order. This amendment will provide an addi-
tional $2.7 billion and reflects the difference
between the Service Chiefs FY 01 unfunded
requirements lists and the pieces of those lists
included in the Appropriations Committee
markup of the supplemental.

Specifically, the Skelton amendment would
provide nearly $2 billion towards current oper-
ations and maintenance accounts; $320 mil-
lion in procurement, including funding for a
new Navy EP–3E aircraft, which was dam-
aged in regards to the accidental collision with
a Chinese fighter jet and currently grounded
on China’s Hainan Island.

As the Bush administration continues to
delay sending a defense budget to Congress,
it looks all the more likely that the Defense ap-

propriations bill for FY 02 will be the last of the
13 annual spending bills passed this year.
Given this predicament, this supplemental is
the only vehicle Congress has to address the
needs and requirements of our troops in uni-
form this year, thus punctuating the impor-
tance of the Skelton amendment.

We all support increased military funding,
but I call into question where the money will
come from given the massive and recently
passed $1.35 trillion tax cut. Our military is
facing several multifaceted challenges that this
Congress must address this year. It is my
hope that President Bush will back up his
campaign promise of ‘‘help is on the way’’
when he finally submits his defense budget re-
quest later this summer.

With that, I urge all Members to support the
Skelton amendment and this measure as it will
work towards providing immediate relief to our
Armed Forces.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment for the aforestated rea-
sons.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, and I ask unanimous
consent that it be considered at this
point.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. PELOSI:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. (a) For purposes of this section:
(1) The term ‘‘Commission’’ means the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
(2) The term ‘‘cost-of-service-based rate’’

means a rate, charge, or classification for
the sale of electric energy that is equal to
the sum of the following:

(A) All variable and fixed costs of gener-
ating such electric energy.

(B) Either—
(i) a reasonable risk premium, or
(ii) a return on invested capital used to

generate and transmit such electric energy
that reflects customary returns during the
period 1994 through 1999.

(C) Other reasonable costs associated with
the acquisition, conservation, and trans-
mission of such electric energy.

(3) The term ‘‘new generation facility’’
means any facility generating electric en-
ergy that did not generate electric energy at
any time prior to January 1, 2001.

(b) Within 30 days after the enactment of
this Act, the Commission shall issue an
order establishing cost-of-service-based rates
for electric energy sold at wholesale subject
to the jurisdiction of the Commission under
the Federal Power Act for use in that por-
tion of the United States that is covered by
the Western Systems Coordinating Council
of the North American Electric Reliability
Council.

(c) Subsection (b) shall not apply to sales
of electric energy after March 1, 2003.

(d) The rates required under subsection (b)
shall not apply to any sale of electric energy
generated by any new generation facility.

(e)(1) If a State determines that a whole-
sale rate applicable to delivery of electricity
within the State is not in compliance with
subsection (b) or is not just and reasonable,
the State may bring an action in the appro-
priate United States district court. Upon
adequate showing that a rate is not in com-
pliance with subsection (b) or is not just and
reasonable, the court shall order refunds or
other relief as appropriate.

(2) Any person who violates any require-
ment of this section shall be subject to civil
penalties equal to 3 times the value of the
amount involved in such violation. The Com-
mission shall assess such penalties, after no-
tice and opportunity for public hearing, in
accordance with the same provisions as are
applicable under section 31(d) of the Federal
Power Act in the case of civil penalties as-
sessed under such section 31.

(f) Nothing in this section shall affect any
authority of the Commission existing before
the enactment of this section.

(g) Section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act
(16 U.S.C. 825(c)) is amended by adding the
following at the end thereof: ‘‘Except during
the continuance of any war, no order may be
issued under this subsection unless the pay-
ment of compensation or reimbursement to
the person subject to such order if fully
guaranteed by the United States Govern-
ment or by a State government.’’.

(h) If any provision of this section is found
to be unenforceable or invalid, no other pro-
vision of this section shall be invalidated
thereby.

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

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the amendment being considered at
this point?

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that
we have before us was a product of
work done by the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. ESHOO)
and others in the Committee on Com-
merce which I was pleased to present
to the full committee the other day.

For my colleagues’ benefit, the Fed-
eral Election Regulatory Commission
was established under the Power Act,
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and under it the FERC, when it deter-
mined that power companies, genera-
tors, were charging unjust and unrea-
sonable rates, they would reach a
threshold whereby they could do some-
thing, they could mitigate for that.
The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
INSLEE) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ESHOO) and others have
authored this amendment, and I will
yield to him to explain the amendment
to our colleagues, but first I wish to
thank him for his tremendous leader-
ship on behalf of consumers in the
western United States.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
INSLEE).

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to offer this amendment with
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) as a real and a meaningful and
a truly effective price mitigation strat-
egy for the West Coast. The West Coast
is a great place. We do not have hurri-
canes like the Southeast, but right now
we have an economic tornado that is
ripping right up and down the coast of
California, Oregon, and Washington.

In Washington, our wholesale prices
have gone up not twice, not three, not
four times, but by a thousand percent.
And while those prices have gone up a
thousand percent, while people in the
State of Washington, 43,000 of them,
may lose their jobs this year in the
State of Washington due to this eco-
nomic tornado, what has the Federal
Government done for our citizens on
the West Coast? Nothing. In January,
when we asked FERC to act, they did
nothing. In February, in March, in
April, they did nothing. In May and
today, when we have asked the major-
ity party to join us, nothing has been
done.

This amendment would do something
meaningful. What it would do is to set
a 2-year period of cost-based pricing for
wholesale electrical generators. A rea-
sonable thing to do. We would, by this
amendment, simply require FERC to
order cost-based pricing on the West
Coast of the United States for 2 years.
That means generators would charge
reasonable rates based on their cost.
Each generator would get what they
have coming to them, which is the cost
to generate the electricity, plus a rea-
sonable degree of profit. That is not
too much to ask when we have 43,000
people in the State of Washington that
may be coming home with no job.

Now, as my colleagues know, finally,
after we have drug this administration
and my friends across the aisle kicking
and screaming to the price mitigation
bar, the FERC finally did something 2
days ago. But FERC doing something
does not mean that this House should
do nothing. Because what FERC did
would essentially adopt a price mitiga-
tion strategy that may not mitigate
anybody’s prices.

Look what they did. They said no-
body can charge more than a certain
price. But the price they picked was
the most expensive generator on the

whole West Coast, the least efficient
generator on the whole West Coast. Mr.
Chairman, it would be the equivalent if
we had FERC dealing with two high
prices in the automobile industry. If we
gave them that job, they would pick
the cost of a Rolls Royce Silver Cloud
as the price for the limit. That would
not help any car buyers, and this is un-
likely to help consumers on the west-
ern coast of the United States. It is
likely to be an ineffective proposal.

So what we have done is to do what
historically has been done, which is to
adopt cost-based pricing. Something
meaningful. When we talk about incen-
tives, think about it from this stand-
point. If we are going to send a mes-
sage to the generators of electricity,
the message that FERC sent to the
generators is they said turn your most
expensive, your least efficient, your en-
vironmentally dirtiest plants on first.
Is that the message that the U.S. Gov-
ernment wants to send to the industry
to adopt their dirtiest most expensive
generators first? Yet, that is what the
FERC order has done.

To those who argue that economics
say we should not adopt price mitiga-
tion, I want to quote from Dr. Frank
Wolak, who studied this effort. He is an
economist from Stanford. This scheme,
referring to the FERC order, guaran-
tees that consumers pay more for
wholesale electricity than they would
pay for cost of service pricing. Under
the FERC plan, consumers have the po-
tential to pay significantly more than
total production costs to receive the
same amount of electricity in order to
preserve a market clearing price mech-
anism which provides incentives.

This is not enough. It is time for this
U.S. House to act.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
let me give a little history. Price caps
in the 1970s were disastrous. Canada
controls a large percentage of the en-
ergy coming into California. If we put
price caps on, there is nothing that
controls Canada in resources for selling
power. That is why we ended up with
gas lines in the 1970s.

My colleagues, look at what Gov-
ernor Davis has done to stop power
generation, yet he is now trying to
shift the blame to the White House.
The Governor was warned that deregu-
lation and not buying long-term power
would be critical to California. He not
only rejected it, he killed it. And at the
same time the Governor now has mil-
lions of dollars from those same energy
companies in his personal campaign. I
think that is wrong.

The Governor was warned that San
Diego Gas & Electric was a private
company and they had to buy excess
power from public utilities, but they
could not because there was no excess
power. He rejected it.

The White House offered the Cali-
fornia Governor the GE and Caterpillar

generators that could produce thou-
sands of megawatts of power. I quote,
‘‘We do not need it.’’ The White House
offered the Governor help, and each
time he rejected it. The White House
said if you make a request in writing,
we will do a waiver of the California
Clean Air standards just for this emer-
gency period. The Governor would not
do that. A year and a half later, he is
now thinking about it. We could have
turned on 600 generators just for the
emergency period, and in the interim
worked to clean up those generators.

One generator producer in Los Ange-
les wanted his license because he
cleaned up his system. The Governor
said, in response to the gentleman, ‘‘If
you unionize your shop, I will give you
a license.’’ Playing politics. And now
the Governor’s poll numbers are going
down and down and down, and the only
thing he can do is try and shift the
blame to the White House that was in
office 1 week when this hit him.

It has been caused over and over.
Some of my critics will say, well, Pete
Wilson started it. Gray Davis had the
chance to buy long-term power and he
did not, and now he is getting cam-
paign money from the very electric
companies that are ripping off these
folks.

I would say that regardless of what
the reason that my colleagues on the
other side want price caps, it is detri-
mental and it will not work, because
there is no one that forces those 14
States or Canada to sell power to Cali-
fornia. They will sell it elsewhere, and
then we will end up with the gas lines
like we did in the 1970s.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. ESHOO), who was a very
critical part of putting this amend-
ment together.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) for her great leadership on this
issue in the Committee on Appropria-
tions that affects not only her Congres-
sional District, mine, but all Califor-
nians.

I rise today as not only the rep-
resentative of the 14th Congressional
District but someone that loves my
State. When I hear the word California,
I cannot help but smile. It is a great
State and we have done and will con-
tinue to do great things. But we know
that she is a State that is in crisis, and
so I join with my colleague from the
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
in the amendment that she offered be-
cause it meant and still means relief
for California.

b 1630
Mr. Chairman, all of my colleagues

are thinking, Well, the Federal agency
did act on Monday. And I salute them
for finally ending their sit-down strike
because previously they refused to act
on behalf of California’s energy con-
sumer.

What I rise to speak about today is
the issue of refunds. There has been
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some $8.9 billion which is not penny
larceny, by the way, which has been ex-
ported out of the State of California,
the largest export of dollars since the
Civil War from one State to another.
What the FERC did in their order was
to simply say, in 15 days go before an
administrative law judge and somehow
settle this.

I think it is the responsibility, and
that is why I went to the Committee on
Rules last evening to ask for an amend-
ment to be debated on the floor today.
They did not make that amendment in
order. But what I will be offering is leg-
islation that does deal with a refund. If
a consumer goes to Macy’s or a res-
taurant and is overcharged, they are
going to seek a refund. Californians de-
serve it. They have been ripped off, and
we seek to have this money returned to
the good people of California.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. OSE).

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

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

This issue of energy in California is
perhaps the most critical issue at the
moment in California. The gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
and some of our friends on the Demo-
cratic side have come forward with an
idea for price caps. I have read the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI). One of the
most important things is figuring how
do we bring new supply to market, and
how do we do it in a manner that is en-
vironmentally acceptable.

This week Senator FEINSTEIN has
been good enough to speak the truth,
and that is perhaps we ought to let
FERC’s plan work a little bit and see if
it actually works, rather than jumping
in and imposing another layer of regu-
latory standards.

Mr. Chairman, I want to enter into
the RECORD a letter that I received
from Calpine, which is a national com-
pany reknown for its ability to bring
efficient, environmentally friendly
power to the market.

CALPINE,
Washington, DC, June 18, 2001.

Hon. DOUG OSE,
House of Representatives, Cannon House Office

Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN OSE: Thank you for

your leadership in helping to resolve the se-
vere electricity crisis in California and the
West Coast. Your legislation, H.R. 1974, is a
responsible attempt to provide the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) with
the needed tools that will help it in its effort
to stabilize Western states electricity mar-
kets.

There has been some misguided criticism
of your bill as it relates to the price set dur-
ing certain market conditions. Under your
proposal, the price limitations are based on
the FERC order of April 26, 2001. These price
limitations are set in relation to the least-
efficient generation units entering the mar-
ket at specific times. Some have claimed
that this will encourage inefficiency. The re-
ality is just the opposite: by pegging the
price to the least-efficient unit entering the

market, it rewards those generators who are
more efficient. In addition, it allows the
power from these less-efficient units to be
sent to the grid when it is most needed,
thereby preventing additional blackouts.
This will be especially important as we enter
the summer, which is when peak demand oc-
curs in California and any blackouts could
create serious impacts on public health and
safety.

By using the least-efficient units for the
price limitations, your legislation actually
encourages newer and cleaner plants to be
construed. Eventually this will lead to the
decommissioning of the oldest and dirtiest
plants in the state. It should be noted that
Calpine’s resources are very efficient, as we
do not own or operate the types of plants
that are the last to enter the market during
times of potential shortfalls.

Calpine looks forward to working with you
in resolving this crisis. We want a stable
market that provides reliable and affordable
electricity to all of the citizens in the West.
Whenever you need the perspective of a Cali-
fornia-based supplier of clean and reliable
electricity, we will be pleased to provide it.

Sincerely,
JOE RONAN,

Vice President—Government
and Regulatory Affairs.

They clearly state that price caps
just are not going to work. They are, in
effect, a reward given to the most inef-
ficient, highly polluting plants that
can be used.

Mr. Chairman, here is the concept.
Under the gentlewoman’s bill, we
would have generators regardless of
their cost basis who would earn a re-
turn on their cost. So if they produce
at $10 a megawatt, they make a per-
centage on that. Over here we may
have some other producer who can do
it for $5, and under the gentlewoman’s
proposal, they would get a percentage
of that. The guy who can bring power
to market for $5 is bringing power to
California consumers at half the cost of
the $10 person.

If we use the technology that is
available to us today, we can bring
power to the market, we can do it in a
way that allows us to use highly effi-
cient conversion of gas to electricity.
We can do it in a way that instead of
continuing to pollute our environment
in California with these traditional
sources that the gentlewoman is at-
tempting to protect, we do it with
technology that has significantly lower
levels of pollution.

That is what we are arguing about
here today, whether to protect the di-
nosaurs using cost-based rates or to
move into the 21st century, protect our
environment, protect our consumers
from price gouging, bring supply to the
market and create jobs in California.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to reject the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia’s amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds to comment on the
previous speaker’s comments.

Mr. Chairman, clearly the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) does not un-
derstand what our amendment does.
What he described and its short-
comings is exactly what the FERC did
this week, to give standing to the dirti-

est and oldest technology and genera-
tors, and thereby making the problem
that will certainly be skirted by sup-
pliers. My amendment will do exactly
what he described we want to happen.
If he had an understanding of both of
these, he would realize that and sup-
port my amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), who has been
involved in these issues for a long time.

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman,
this is not just a California problem. I
repeat, it is not just a California prob-
lem. We had the Deputy Secretary of
Energy before the Committee on the
Budget today, and he said in answer to
a direct question, this is not only Cali-
fornia, it affects the State of Wash-
ington.

Mr. Chairman, we are facing 150 per-
cent increases under BPA. We face the
loss of 102,000 jobs in Washington
State. Electricity that cost $23 a mega-
watt last year is between $200 and $300
this year. Some of you are feeling fat
and sassy in the Midwest or East and
saying it is just the Californians argu-
ing about a big problem. The rest of
the Nation is also going to get it be-
cause there is a grid that connects the
whole energy system in the United
States. What is happening to us in
Washington State, we are only a thou-
sand miles from California, if my col-
leagues are within a thousand miles,
my colleagues ought to be voting for
this amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment for the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, I do not know of anyone on ei-
ther side of the aisle who is opposed to
helping California get out of this seri-
ous problem they are in, or any of the
other Western States as well.

We recognize fully that there is a cri-
sis in the West. We recognize fully that
this crisis is going to spread even more
nationally. We recognize because of the
crisis in California and because of the
crisis in the West, that it is causing a
domino effect even as low down in the
South as Alabama because our rates,
too, are increasing simply because of
supply and demand.

Let me tell my colleagues, I think
this administration is trying to do the
right thing. We had this issue that
came up in our committee, full com-
mittee meeting this past week, and we
debated it there and the issue was over-
whelmingly defeated in committee.
And it was overwhelmingly defeated, I
think, because the committee was con-
vinced that the administration is doing
everything that they possibly can to
eliminate this crisis and to stop those
rolling blackouts in California.
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Mr. Chairman, we all want to do the

same thing. We are all trying to get to
the same corner of the room, but I
think this is the wrong route to take
because if we take this route of price
caps, there is no doubt in my mind that
we are going to encourage even more
problems for California because that
eliminates the incentives that are
being imposed now by the fact that
people recognize there is a shortage.
We will eliminate the incentive for
conservation if indeed we apply price
caps. Indeed, this amendment could ul-
timately increase the problem in Cali-
fornia, and I know that is the last
thing the gentlewoman from California
wants to do, and it is the last thing
that anybody on either side of the aisle
wants to do. We want to help.

Mr. Chairman, just this week FERC
has imposed some price caps the re-
sponsible way of imposing them, for all
of the 11 Western States. So the admin-
istration is moving very aggressive in
this direction to help California. We
are going to ultimately provide money
for new energy sources that we hope
will be developed in California to make
this a long-term solution.

We cannot do anything that is going
to solve this problem overnight and
stop a rolling blackout that is going to
take place tomorrow. But we can, by
working together, provide the nec-
essary resources and encouragement to
California and to the Western States
and to the energy providers to elimi-
nate this problem; and that is our long-
term goal.

But this, Mr. Chairman, is not the
way to do it because this amendment
will compound the problems that Cali-
fornia currently is undergoing. There
has been a lot of talk about blame.
Who is at fault? I do not care who is at
fault. I do not care that I do not live in
California. I know that the people in
California are suffering financially be-
cause of this and for the inconvenience
and the danger in some instances it is
causing because of some health prob-
lems that cannot be addressed without
availability of electricity.

This is something we are going to
have to work together, Mr. Chairman,
to resolve. And we are going to begin
working together to resolve it in the
bill that will come to the floor hope-
fully next week, the energy and water
appropriations bill of the Committee
on Appropriations. We are going to
pump money into this issue. We are
going to address some of the other cri-
ses that are going to be affecting Cali-
fornia, and that is the next crisis of
water.

Mr. Chairman, the people in Cali-
fornia tell me this is an even more dan-
gerous crisis pending than the elec-
trical crisis. We are going to work to-
gether in a bipartisan fashion and try
to give California the necessary re-
sources and assistance they need to
create a long-term solution and a per-
manent solution to this crisis that
they are in.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to inquire about the time remain-
ing?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) has 63⁄4
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) has 41⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO), who is an expert on
power generation in our country and
has been a tremendous resource to us.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, inter-
esting debate; but let us talk about the
facts. What the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment would do is return us to the sys-
tem that prevailed in this country for
two-thirds of the last century, through
the Great Depression, World War II,
the oil crisis, and made us the greatest
industrial power on Earth. It is cost-
based rates, and it goes to every indi-
vidual generator, unlike the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) who said this
would encourage inefficiency and the
dirty plants would operate first and ev-
erybody would pay the price. No, that
is what the Bush Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission did. They said the
price will be based on the least-effi-
cient plant, and the most-efficient
plant will get that price.

So the gentleman from California
(Mr. OSE), now knowing the facts, I am
certain, will support the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

The FERC also found in December
that the prices were not just and rea-
sonable. They were violating Federal
law. And since that time, we have
found wholesale prices 10 times that of
2 years ago. We found Texas-based en-
ergy conglomerates whose profits are
up 1,000 percent in 1 year. The price of
energy has gone from $7 billion to $27
billion in California in 1 year, and that
is spreading up into the Pacific North-
west.

Mr. Chairman, the market does not
exist. It is being manipulated. There is
more and more evidence coming to
prove that point. The FERC, by adopt-
ing a half-baked proposal, admitted
that. It is intervening in a dysfunc-
tional market because of market ma-
nipulation and price gouging, but what
they have done does not solve the prob-
lem.

We need to return to a system of
cost-based energy which served our Na-
tion so well for two-thirds of a century.
We need full refunds, not the partial,
maybe refunds that FERC mandated;
and we need something that goes for
two seasons in California and two sea-
sons in the Pacific Northwest, not two
seasons in California and one season in
the Pacific Northwest.

Mr. Chairman, we heard the adminis-
tration is doing everything. They are
doing everything but offending the
very powerful and generous contribu-
tors who are making money hand over
fist from consumers who are experi-
encing price gouging.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3⁄4
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

b 1645
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

very strong support of the Pelosi
amendment. This has been a real crisis,
not just in California but throughout
the West and particularly in the Pa-
cific Northwest. My own utility in Ta-
coma has increased rates by approxi-
mately 50 percent and may be faced
with another 50 percent increase be-
cause of drought conditions affecting
Bonneville Power and its power.

I want to associate myself with the
gentleman from Oregon’s comments.
He is exactly right. The idea that we
are going to base the cost of power on
the output of the weakest plant and
the plant that is the most expensive is
an outrage. I think we need to stay
with this. We need to get this amend-
ment adopted. I urge the House to sup-
port the Pelosi amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. LEWIS), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Defense.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing me this time. The assumptions
being made in the Pelosi amendment
relative to the price caps assumes that
one way or another that such price
caps are going to make sure that the
price of energy in California does not
rise. The fact is that the price of en-
ergy, our utility bills in California, are
rising at this moment and it appears
they are going to continue to rise be-
cause of a history in California of a
considerable lack of leadership in plan-
ning in terms of our energy needs and
how we might meet those needs.

There is little question that the ac-
tion taken by FERC this last several
days and actually over the last several
weeks is a very positive step in the
right direction. It was not by accident
after the FERC ruling that affects the
entire West that my colleague in the
Senate, DIANNE FEINSTEIN, made a de-
cision to back off of the approach that
she was going to be taking relative to
the energy crisis at home. She felt we
ought to give it some time to work.

It is very apparent that there is a
very real risk that if we impose energy
caps, two things will occur. First, we
will lay the foundation to undermine
the long-range solution, the kind of in-
vestment that will allow us to develop
energy sources in California that we
desperately need. But secondly I would
point to a report that came forth today
from the Department of Energy that
indicates that the proposed wholesale
electric price controls in California
could double the number of rolling
blackouts from 113 to 235 hours and in-
crease the number of households in the
dark to about 1,575. Minimizing the
number of blackouts ought to be our
principal goal because more intense
blackouts would greatly imperil the
health and safety of California’s citi-
zens and would undermine the State’s
economy at least as much as high
prices.
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The analysis in this report is that

blackouts will be worse and last longer
if price controls are established. For
those reasons, we should strongly op-
pose the Pelosi amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

It is very interesting to hear my col-
leagues from California speak out
about this solution to our crisis that
we have there. Either they and our col-
leagues on the Republican side are
closing their eyes to a situation which
they do not wish to acknowledge, to
quote the Music Man, or they refuse to
acknowledge the caliber of disaster
posed by the exploitation by the power
companies who have withheld energy
in order to drive up prices to exploit
the market and increase costs to the
consumers.

This amendment, which is the Inslee
amendment, is appropriate to come up
on this emergency supplemental be-
cause it is an emergency indeed. It does
not cost one penny. But what it says is
that this body will recognize an emer-
gency. You be the judge. In 1999, Cali-
fornians spent $7 billion on energy. In
2000, it was $27 billion because of this
exploitation. And projected for 2001 is
50 to $60 billion, nearly 10 times.

This is taking a terrible toll on our
economy. We will have a revenue bond
issue to help cover the cost, to under-
write cost to consumers and busi-
nesses, residences and businesses, of
about $12 billion, the highest State
bond issue ever. What does that mean?
It means that our credit rating for our
State will be affected by that. And
when our State’s economy is affected,
the economy of the whole country is
and certainly that of the western
United States as our colleagues from
other States in the West have testified
to.

We have at this moment home-
owners, residences, businesses, which
will be driven out of existence. They
cannot afford to pay even the cost that
is not being underwritten by the State.
In some cases their energy bills will go
up $400 for a residence and even much
more than that for some of the busi-
nesses, especially the small businesses
will have their very existence threat-
ened. We have 800,000 people who are
disabled in California, who depend on
energy at all times and will be very af-
fected by not being able to pay their
bills and have that source of energy.

So when people want to talk about
how we got where we are today, we can
have that debate and frankly if we had
more time we could have it right here.
But the fact is that whatever those
reasons, it does not eliminate the fact
that power companies withheld energy
to drive up the cost, to exploit the
market, to have this impact on con-
sumers. So our choice here, Mr. Chair-
man, is to make a choice between the
exploiters and the consumers.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE),
who with the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. ESHOO) and others from this
region is the author of this amend-
ment, which as I say I am pleased as an
appropriator to offer and thank him
again for his leadership.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) is recog-
nized for 11⁄4 minutes.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, this de-
bate has a bit of an Alice in Wonder-
land feel to it for this reason: the
FERC action of 2 days ago which the
administration says they support,
which I hear my friends across the
aisle say they support, is a price cap. It
is a price limitation. It says you can-
not spend any more money than this
dollar figure of the least efficient, most
expensive, dirtiest plant in the whole
western United States. It is a cap.

What is wrong with it is it is the
wrong cap. It is the wrong limitation.
It is like setting the bar at a limbo
contest and setting it at the lowest
level that Shaquille O’Neal can get
through. It is like setting the testing
standards for fourth graders, finding
the slowest student in America and
that is where you set the limitation. It
is not going to work, just like the fail-
ure of Congress and FERC for the last
6 months. They have not done a darn
thing.

I will just close by saying this. There
is a famous story, we have heard it,
where the grandchild comes to the
grandfather’s knee and says, ‘‘Grandpa,
what did you do during the war?’’ And
the grandpa tells his story.

When the majority fail to allow us to
offer a refund amendment, when the
majority fail to allow us to even vote,
even vote on something to do about
these absurd, outrageous prices, when
the majority insist that we do nothing,
when your grandchild asks you what
you did in the power crisis of 2001, you
can tell them, ‘‘Nothing.’’

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate
the gentleman yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise again only to
say that the history of this is very,
very important. Well over a year ago in
San Diego, California, as a result of ill-
placed policies developed in the State
legislature, we found ourselves faced
with an energy crisis. Some way, some-
how the chairman of our public utili-
ties commission in California advised
the Governor that it was not a crisis
and as a result of that literally they
did nothing. The State legislature and
the Governor has done nothing during
this last year and a half. Now suddenly
they are recognizing the crisis and ask-
ing Washington some way to figure out
how they got there and how they ought
to get out.

The fact is that electrons do not
know the limits of San Diego or of
California. We are in a regionwide cri-
sis. That crisis is beginning to be dealt
with by some actions by FERC, only
after long awaiting the Governor and

the State legislature to come forth
with actions of their own.

Mr. Chairman, there is little question
that we face a crisis in the West. But
this proposal of price caps will only un-
dermine the short-term efforts that are
being made here but could potentially
destroy our hope for a long-term solu-
tion which involves more and new en-
ergy sources in California.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman. California is fac-
ing an energy crisis. This problem is not one
that California can solve without the help of
Federal intervention. The root of the California
energy crisis is the soaring wholesale rates for
electricity. The spot market price of electricity
has increased from $30 per megawatt hour in
1999 to $300 in 2001. Energy prices have
soared as high as $1,900 per megawatt hour.
For a point of comparison that many of us can
better relate to: if the price of a gallon of milk
increased at the same rate as California’s en-
ergy prices, milk that now costs $3 per gallon
would cost $190 per gallon. Energy costs are
a real problem facing California and our west-
ern neighbors. The Inslee-Pelosi amendment
can remedy this problem but the Republican
leadership will only allow debate on the
amendment—they will not allow a vote on the
amendment.

Many critics will tell you that price caps hurt
the market and will stifle new electrical power
generation. However, the Inslee-Pelosi
amendment exempts new generating facilities
to ensure that the pricing mechanism does not
provide a disincentive to new energy genera-
tion. The amendment places the Western en-
ergy grid under a cost-of-service based rate
system. This means that the energy suppliers,
most of which are Texas-based friends of the
current administration, will be able to recover
the cost of producing energy, as well as make
a reasonable profit.

The administration realizes that some form
of price caps is necessary and allowed the
Federal Energy and Regulatory Commission,
FERC, to impose a limited price control struc-
ture to help mitigate the soaring price spikes.
However, more must be done. These energy
generators are gaming the deregulated system
in order to increase profits, all at the expense
of California’s families and businesses. FERC
has the power to impose effective cost con-
trols now, but they refuse to fulfill their obliga-
tion. The recent FERC decision might help
California, but price caps are certain to help
California’s consumers.

Unfortunately, we have a White House that
is more sympathetic to the Texas energy pro-
ducers than to California residents sitting in
the dark and the heat, facing skyrocketing
electricity rates. The only alternative is con-
gressional action with measures such as the
Inslee-Pelosi amendment, since FERC will
only provide limited consumer protection.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, as previously announced under
my reservation of a point of order, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriations bill
and therefore violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. The rule states, in pertinent part,
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‘‘an amendment to a general appropria-
tions bill shall not be in order if chang-
ing existing law.’’ The amendment di-
rectly amends existing law. I insist on
my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
raises a point of order. Does the gentle-
woman wish to be heard on the point of
order?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I do not
wish to be heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair finds
that this amendment directly amends
existing law. The amendment therefore
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI. The point of order
is sustained and the amendment is not
in order.

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

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to inquire of
the distinguished chairman if there are
any other authorizations in this sup-
plemental, emergency supplemental
bill.

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

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would con-
cede to the gentlewoman that there are
several that are protected by the rule.
This amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California is not protected
by the rule and, therefore, is subject to
the point of order.

Ms. PELOSI. Would the gentleman be
so kind as to inform our colleagues as
to how many authorizations are within
this bill? Is it something like 30?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. If the gentle-
woman will yield, I will be happy to go
through that list and provide that to
her in an expeditious time.

Ms. PELOSI. It is my understanding
that there are about 30 such authoriza-
tions protected by the rule in this
emergency supplemental.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Any other
item that might be considered author-
izing on an appropriations bill would
have been protected by the rule.

Ms. PELOSI. It is very unfortunate,
Mr. Chairman, that while there may be
30 perhaps, the gentleman has not told
us an exact figure, but I respect the
fact that he will get that information
to us, authorizations protected by the
rule for this bill, that the majority has
chosen to ignore a crisis in California
and the western States, our western re-
gion as our amendment addresses the
West.

This is an emergency for us. Our en-
ergy costs have increased 10 times, into
the tens of billions of dollars as I men-
tioned. Hundreds of thousands of dis-
abled people depending on access to en-
ergy at all times cannot tolerate roll-
ing blackouts or any other kind, in-
cluding the high cost of energy. It will
have an impact on the credit rating of
our State which has now surpassed
France as an economy in the world.
California has surpassed France as an
economy, and we are going to be cava-
lier about the impact that has on our
country and that small businesses and

homeowners and residences and all the
rest will carry this tremendous burden.

It seems to me our Republican col-
leagues want to play the blame game
instead of trying to find a solution to
this problem. No matter how you de-
scribe it, the fact is that the suppliers
have exploited the market by with-
holding power to drive up the prices to
exploit the consumer. You cannot deny
that, as many places as you want to
place the blame. The fact is that we
have had tremendous growth in our
economy in the West. We have also had
a real dearth of rainfall and we depend
heavily on hydroelectric. There are
other reasons why we are in the situa-
tion we are in today.

But again I repeat, the remedy that
we are suggesting today is for a reason-
able cap based on expenses and profit
to the suppliers that is just and reason-
able. That is what the power law called
for. That is what they told and in-
structed the FERC, the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, that they
could do if there were not just and rea-
sonable rates charged. The FERC de-
termined that the rates were not fair
and reasonable. They are almost $9 bil-
lion overcharged to consumers in Cali-
fornia. With all of that, the FERC has
decided to act this week, favoring the
dirtiest and oldest technology to make
the cap the highest possible cap.
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So while they recognize there is a

problem, they intervened into the mar-
ket. They did so in a way that was, as
was said earlier by my colleagues, half
baked. So for this committee to say
that we will object to this on the basis
of the fact that it is authorizing on an
appropriations bill, when there are at
least 30 other authorizations in this
bill protected by the rule, but to save
the people in the western United States
the emergency does not count to us,
again we would rather play the blame
game than solve the problem, I have se-
rious problems with that, Mr. Chair-
man. I just wish that the chairman
would reconsider his objection on the
basis of it being authorizing; but if
that is the route the majority chooses
to go, as the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) said last week, he said
the Californians made their bed, then
let them lie in it.

The Republicans are making their
bed on this issue right now by siding
with the exploiters at the expense of
the consumers. They are making their
bed.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think everybody in
this House knows that when I make an
agreement, I keep it. As I said, I think
everybody in this Chamber knows that
if I make a commitment, I keep it. I
agreed not to press the point of order
at the beginning of the debate so the
gentlewoman could have time, and we
agreed that each side would have 15
minutes. She had her 15 minutes and
then went on to violate the agreement
by taking another 5 minutes.

I am not going to respond in kind or
rebut this at all; but the point is, the
arguments of the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) should be made
on an authorizing bill. They should not
be made on an appropriations bill.

The other authorizing issues she is
concerned about are practically mean-
ingless. This is a very significant
change of the basic law.

I would suggest to anyone else listen-
ing to this conversation that if we are
going to violate the agreement that we
had earlier in the day, I will press the
point of order on everyone at the be-
ginning of the consideration of the
amendment, and I will not provide the
additional 20 minutes that I have
agreed to. If we are going to make a
deal, let us keep the deal. Let us do not
violate it.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I
apologize because I was part of the
unanimous consent agreement. I am
sure the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI) did not mean in any way
to violate the agreement, but I agree
that we should not have violated the
agreement.

We have a legitimate agreement to
talk about this. As important as it is,
I understand the emotion; but I would
hope we would be able to continue on
with the other agreements that have
been made. I apologize that it is such
an emotionally charged issue and that
we got a little out of hand here.

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

CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY

ADMINISTRATION

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Weapons
Activities’’, $140,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That funding is au-
thorized for Project 01–D–107, Atlas Reloca-
tion and Operations, and Project 01–D–108,
Microsystems and Engineering Sciences Ap-
plication Complex.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FARR OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FARR of Cali-

fornia:
Page 13, after line 14, insert the following:

ELECTRIC POWER GRID IMPROVEMENT LOANS

The Secretary of Energy is hereby author-
ized to make direct loans and loan guaran-
tees in an aggregate principal amount not
exceeding $350,000,000 for the purpose of im-
proving existing electric power transmission
systems within the United States: Provided,
That such direct loans and loan guarantees
may be made only when the Secretary deter-
mines that they would maintain or improve
electric transmission efficiency, reliability,
or capacity necessary to protect public
health and safety or to prevent significant
economic disruption in regions served by
such systems: Provided further, That such di-
rect loans and loan guarantees may be made
only to States, companies, or other entities
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according to terms and conditions estab-
lished by the Secretary: Provided further,
That such direct loans and loan guarantees
may be made only if the Secretary deter-
mines that other commercial financial alter-
natives are not economically feasible: Pro-
vided further, That, during a period deter-
mined by the Secretary that does not exceed
25 years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Department of Energy shall fully re-
cover, and deposit in the general fund of the
Treasury, the cost of any direct loan or loan
guarantee made under the authority pro-
vided in this paragraph in a manner deter-
mined by the Secretary: Provided further,
That no direct loan or loan guarantee may
be made under the authority provided in this
paragraph until 30 days after the Secretary
(1) notifies the Committees on Appropria-
tions in writing of the proposed direct loan
or loan guarantee, and (2) certifies that the
costs to be borne by the Government are rea-
sonable and that contractual safeguards will
be in place to provide reasonable assurance
that the Government will be repaid in full on
a timely basis: Provided further, That nothing
in this paragraph may be construed to pro-
vide Federal eminent domain over any land
acquisition needed to improve existing elec-
tric power transmission systems: Provided
further, That the Secretary may delegate to
other Department of Energy officials the ad-
ministration of direct loans and loan guaran-
tees conducted under the authority provided
in this paragraph: Provided further, That the
total amount provided under this paragraph
is designated by the Congress as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985: Pro-
vided further, That such amount shall be
available only to the extent that an official
budget request, that includes designation of
the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, is transmitted by the President
to the Congress.

Mr. FARR of California (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I
wish to make sure that my reservation
on a point of order against the Farr
amendment is protected.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) reserves a
point of order on the amendment.

Pursuant to the order of the House
today, the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR) and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) each will control
10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think the inter-
esting debate on this emergency sup-
plemental, which appropriates about
$6.7 billion to fix emergencies in the
United States, I think it is appropriate
that it did that; but I want to point out
that the debate all session, since we
began in January, has been a lot about
the California energy problem, and it

now recognizes a national energy prob-
lem.

If we watch the debate, it has been
for 6 months essentially a Washington,
White House-led accusation that the
problem in California is Californians;
that we have not built enough power
plants; that we have too many environ-
mental regulations; that it is essen-
tially a State problem.

Californians, on the other hand, have
responded that if we look at the facts,
we are using the same amount of en-
ergy that we used last year, so the de-
mand is not up. If we look at the na-
tional facts, California uses less energy
per capita than any other State in the
United States.

So this debate, it is California’s prob-
lem on infrastructure and California’s
response, it is the Federal Govern-
ment’s problem on not being able to
control costs.

Well, guess what? Guess what this
bill does? This bill recognizes that it is
a cost problem. It recognizes that it is
a cost problem for our military, our
Federal military installations and the
men and women in uniform who work
for the military bases. They did not
say that they have a problem with the
way they are conserving energy. They
did not say they have a problem with
the way they are producing energy.
They said, we have a problem with
what we are paying for energy. It is a
cost problem. So in this bill, we appro-
priate $6.8 million for the Army to pay
its energy bills; and by the way, we
waive points of order on that.

We appropriate $7.2 million for the
Navy to pay its electrical bills, and we
waive the points of order on that; and
we appropriate $3 million for the Air
Force to pay its electrical bills, for a
total of $17 million.

Now, I support that, but I want it to
be known that we are being two-faced
here when we say we are going to pay
for the military and nobody else; no-
body else gets any cost reduction.

The last debate was about how a cap
is put on those costs, and I think it was
an appropriate debate to have.

Now, the amendment that I am pre-
senting is essentially to answer that
other accusation. It is, let us fix the in-
frastructure. Well, Mr. Chairman, in
the United States there are about 13
gridlocks. There are places where the
power cannot get through the trans-
mission line. There is too much power
on one side and a need for power on the
other, and it is too tight. It is too old.
It is too archaic. This simple amend-
ment would appropriate $350 million
nationally to have applications for
those funds on the basis that one could
not get a loan anywhere else and that
the President would have to declare
that these, indeed, gridlocks are an
emergency.

It is a simple amendment. It has to
be paid back in 25 years, and it answers
what this accusation is in Washington:
let us fix the transmission problems;
let us fix the distribution problem.

The reason they need to have a Fed-
eral guarantee is because these

gridlocks are owned by a whole consor-
tium of companies. No one of them can
stand alone and qualify for those loans.
It is a complicated ownership. It is so
complicated that these transmission
gridlocks, which are pointed out in the
President’s energy report, are a serious
problem; so serious that the Secretary
of Energy testified that during the
summer of 2000 cool weather in the
Midwest and hot temperatures in the
South created a heavy north-to-south
flow of lower-cost energy to serve air
conditioning loads. Because the trans-
mission system was unable to accom-
modate the heavy loads, regions in the
South had to rely on inefficient, older
generation units at higher prices. Went
on to say, high density urban areas
such as Chicago, New York and others
have also old, inefficient, obsolete
power transmission systems. This
amendment would fix that.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that this
amendment is exactly putting money
where our mouth has been for the last
6 months.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
must admit that I am somewhat con-
fused because on the one hand we see a
few minutes ago some on the other side
accusing the energy companies of price
gouging and making excessive profits
during this current energy crisis and
seeking to impose a cap on those com-
panies and obtain funds for unjust and
unreasonable rates, refunds. Now, in
the next minute, they want us to feel
sorry for these poor energy companies
that are so financially strapped that
we have to give them a federally guar-
anteed loan. I know that there are
some who think that this might be a
good idea, but it certainly makes no
sense. Maybe the distinction being pro-
posed is that we should punish those
companies and utilities that made suc-
cessful business decisions and are mak-
ing a profit and reward those that
made bad business decisions by giving
them government loans.

We realize that there are some very
serious problems with the transmission
grid in the West. We know that. I dis-
agree with the Governor of California.
When I was out there 2 or 3 weeks ago,
I watched television and the only thing
I saw the Governor doing in a progres-
sive sense was point his finger at Wash-
ington and to tell George W. Bush this
is his fault.

What I would like to tell the Gov-
ernor and the people of California, this
is not George W. Bush’s fault. It is not
the fault of the Congress of the United
States. We are the body and he is the
President that is going to provide the
relief that is absolutely necessary for
the crisis that they are in.
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So it is not a question of whether or

not we are going to help these compa-
nies by giving them loan guarantees
that admittedly, based on the state-
ment the gentleman has made, these
companies are insolvent. So we are
going to give them loan guarantees to
continue what they are doing now?

No, we are not. We are going to come
through, as the President and the Vice
President has come through in his en-
ergy policy, and give them a reasonable
amount of time to develop a coherent
and comprehensive plan for the trans-
mission grid.

On the immediate basis, what we
have done in this bill and what we are
doing, the supplemental before us
today takes action on the most obvious
transmission grid problem, the bottle-
neck called Path 15 in California. Our
bill provides $1.5 million so the West-
ern Area Power Administration can
complete the necessary planning and
environmental studies so this project
can go forward. So we have done some-
thing about the crisis in California. We
do it in this bill. We provide for that
major bottleneck, an opportunity to do
immediate studies so we can help cor-
rect them; but we are coming to help.

We are not the enemy. We are
friends. George Bush did not create
this. The Congress did not, but George
W. Bush and the Congress of the United
States are going to help our friends and
our beloved people of California in that
wonderful, beautiful State have the
necessary power and the grids to carry
that power.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Missouri
(Ms. MCCARTHY).

(Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment by the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR). This emergency
supplemental is exactly the vehicle
that should include measures to ad-
dress the current energy emergency
out West and relieve transmission con-
gestion in the Midwest and avoid simi-
lar problems in other parts of the coun-
try before we have a repeat of this cri-
sis.

The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce held several hearings on the
electric emergency bill over the past
couple of months and identified trans-
mission expansion as vital to Califor-
nia’s situation. One of the components
of the legislation was expansion of the
Path 15 transmission lines that could
deliver an additional 1,500 megawatts
of power to California from the north-
west. That measure identified the need
for Path 15 expansion at $220 million.
During that hearing, I asked witnesses
what stood in the way of getting Path
15 transmission lines expanded and up-
graded, and the director of that West-
ern Power Association said, an appro-
priation.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce did not authorize

an appropriation, but the chairman in-
dicated that they felt they had that au-
thorization already. We just need to
step up to the plate. So funds to up-
grade transmission systems all over
our country is the most critical prob-
lem we can address today for our Na-
tion’s energy future. Besides the efforts
to upgrade Path 15, the creation of the
loan fund in the Farr amendment will
allow for investment in other ap-
proaches to upgrade the transmission
systems that have lacked commercial
support.

I urge adoption of the amendment.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
we are asked to work in a bipartisan
way. The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LOFGREN) has a bill on fusion; my
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR). The President spoke about
Path 15 and the inability for us to get
power transmission. All the positives
that the Members on both sides of the
aisle are working together with, if we
do not have a way to get that power to
our constituents, it is all for naught,
whether it is ANWR, whether it is elec-
tric, whether it is whatever. That is
why I think that this is a good amend-
ment.

My colleagues on my own side of the
aisle sought not to support this amend-
ment, but I would say that there are
many, many bipartisan supporting ac-
tivities. The exploration of ANWR,
some are against it; some are for. The
things that we want to do and look at:
clean coal, some are for; some are
against. We can take all of these
positives that we are working on, and I
think people would listen and say we
are fighting each other on caps.
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I think caps historically are wrong
and will be detrimental. But the
amendment of the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR) is exactly what
the President spoke about in his own
power projection plan. That is the rea-
son I rise in support.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Alabama said it is not
the fault of the Congress. It is the fault
of the Congress. It was the 1992 Energy
Act, which I opposed, which brought
about and enabled the State of Cali-
fornia to deregulate and brought about
Federal deregulation of wholesale
power transmission and generation. It
is the fault of the Congress.

They say it is not the fault of the ad-
ministration. It is the fault of the ad-
ministration. The buck stops there.
The President has appointed a major-
ity of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. He appointed the Chair of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-

mission, who would not do anything,
even though his own staff had said they
are violating the law, the prices are un-
just and unreasonable. So there is plen-
ty of blame to go around on the Fed-
eral level.

There should be Federal support to
solve this problem. It involves Federal
power agencies. The gentleman from
another part of the country, he is fa-
miliar with TVA. That is a Federal
agency. We have WAPA, we have EPA,
we have other Federal agencies in-
volved in power transmission in the
West. They need funds to enhance that
transmission to get us out of this prob-
lem and more efficiently use the power
west-wide.

What are the jerks at FERC doing?
They are proposing a market-based
congestion management pricing sys-
tem which will give us a California
every day on the transmission system.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes 10 seconds to
the gentleman from Washington.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington is recognized for 4
minutes 10 seconds.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to note the graciousness of the
gentleman from Florida (Chairman
YOUNG) in allowing us to speak and ad-
dress this issue in debate today. We ap-
preciate that. But I also want to note
that people do not pay us to talk here,
although we do that a bit. They pay us
for action. And the majority is not al-
lowing a vote by the elected represent-
atives of this Chamber on two or three
of the most important issues in the
West Coast and that part of the coun-
try right now, refunds for consumers
and small business people, on inad-
equate price limitation.

Despite the graciousness on debate of
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG), which we have had plenty of,
we have had plenty of debate, but we
are having no votes, and America, in
the small democratic tradition, with a
small D, ought to have votes.

So I want to yield to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and ask him
a very sincere question: We have many
people who have paid literally billions
of dollars too much in their electrical
bills in the West Coast in the last sev-
eral months. We have small businesses
going out of business because of that.

Does the gentleman join us in asking
for a vote on these issues in some bill
in the next couple of weeks?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would respond in this way: This
is an important subject. This is an im-
portant matter. What I am trying to do
is to protect the institution, and the
institution provides for appropriations
bills and for authorization bills. The
way to deal with these issues, because
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they are authorizing in nature, they
change the law, is to write a bill, intro-
duce it, take it to the committee of ju-
risdiction and persuade that committee
to bring the bill to the floor.

If we do not do that, what happens is
every appropriations bill that comes
before the Congress is going to get
overburdened with amendments that
are not appropriations in nature. At
the end of every year, Members com-
plain bitterly sometimes that every-
thing is being held up, we cannot come
to a conclusion on this or that. Most of
the issues that hold us up at the end of
a Congress are legislation on appro-
priations bills, riders that have no
place on appropriations bills. We are
trying to protect the integrity of the
rules of this institution.

Just one further point: All of these
amendments that we are talking about
here were presented in the committee,
and they were debated at great length
in the committee, and in fact there
were votes on all of these amendments
in the committee. So there have been
votes at the Committee on Appropria-
tions level.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I appreciate what the
gentleman has to say, but the fact of
the matter is we have been trying to
get a vote for these through the reg-
ular order, through an authorization
bill, for over 6 months, while my people
are dying on the vine paying these ex-
traordinary bills, and yet the majority
has not allowed these bills a vote by
this Chamber, the elected representa-
tives.

I want to ask a simple question: I
just want to ask the gentleman, will
the gentleman help us ask the Repub-
lican leadership of this House, bring
these bills to the floor for consider-
ation in the next couple of weeks so we
can have an up or down vote and see
where the votes lie?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I would just take the
time to advise the gentleman that our
leadership knows of the gentleman’s
concern. As the gentleman has noticed
from the debate that has taken place
today, there is a strong disagreement
as to whether these amendments would
actually solve the problem or add to
the problem.

Now, this situation deserves hear-
ings, it deserves an opportunity to be
investigated by the committee that has
jurisdiction and has more knowledge
than the Committee on Appropriations.

So, I would be happy to tell the gen-
tleman, the leadership already knows
about this debate. I repeat, there is a
strong difference of opinion as to what
the effect of these amendments would
be. Those on our side believe that they
would be negative, have the opposite
effect of what your side believes. The
amendments should be considered by
an authorizing committee that has ju-
risdiction, and they can have hearings
and investigate and make the decisions
based on what the facts really are.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, for this debate. Let me point out
on page 38 of the bill, it says, ‘‘The bill
includes several appropriations that
are not authorized by law and, as such,
may be construed as legislative in na-
ture. The bill includes several emer-
gency appropriation designations that
may be construed as legislative in na-
ture,’’ and the first three that they list
say that language has been included for
the Department of Defense, military,
in the operation and maintenance,
Army, which extends availability of
funds for California energy demand re-
duction, and goes on to repeat that for
the Navy and the Air Force. In fact, it
goes on and lists 35 waivers.

Now, the point here is that I think
that we are all, and this is the problem,
we are sort of getting into this blame
game, and I hope we can get off the
blame game and really help solve the
problem.

There has been a suggestion here
that in this emergency, which the Sec-
retary of Energy has indicated is a
problem, that we ought to appropriate
money which the committee of juris-
diction said was an appropriations
problem. Here is an appropriations bill
that is declared as an emergency that
ought to solve that, and points of order
have been waived for other provisions
recognizing it is an emergency.

That is all that I am trying to point
out, is that we have got to deal with
the availability of funding. If we are
going to talk about infrastructure im-
provement, let us improve infrastruc-
ture. If we are going to talk about cost,
let us not just help the military, and I
support 100 percent of what we are
doing here, but I think we leave it flat
by also not helping the civilian com-
munity. That is an emergency as well
as it is for the military.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriations bill
and therefore violates clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

The amendment includes an emer-
gency designation under section 251 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 and as such
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI.

Mr. Chairman, I insist on my point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman in-
sists on his point of order.

Does the gentleman from California
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. FARR of California. No, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair finds
that this amendment includes an emer-
gency designation under section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
The amendment therefore constitutes
legislation in violation of clause 2 of
rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

OTHER DEFENSE RELATED ACTIVITIES

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense En-
vironmental Restoration and Waste Manage-
ment’’, $100,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

DEFENSE FACILITIES CLOSURE PROJECTS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense Fa-
cilities Closure Projects’’, $21,000,000, to re-
main available until expended.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
PRIVATIZATION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense En-
vironmental Management Privatization’’,
$27,472,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

CHAPTER 3
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Construction, Army’’, $67,400,000: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, such funds may be obligated or ex-
pended to carry out planning and design and
military construction projects not otherwise
authorized by law.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Construction, Navy’’, $10,500,000: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, such funds may be obligated or ex-
pended to carry out planning and design and
military construction projects not otherwise
authorized by law.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Construction, Air Force’’, $8,000,000: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, such funds may be obligated or
expended to carry out planning and design
and military construction projects not oth-
erwise authorized by law.

FAMILY HOUSING, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Family
Housing, Army’’, $29,480,000 for operation and
maintenance.

FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Family
Housing, Navy and Marine Corps’’, $20,300,000
for operation and maintenance.

FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Family
Housing, Air Force’’, $18,000,000 for operation
and maintenance.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT,
PART IV

For an additional amount for deposit into
the ‘‘Department of Defense Base Realign-
ment and Closure Account 1990’’, $9,000,000,
to remain available until expended.
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 1301. (a) CADET PHYSICAL DEVELOP-

MENT CENTER.—Notwithstanding section 138
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of the Military Construction Appropriations
Act, 2001 (division A of Public Law 106–246;
114 Stat. 524), the Secretary of the Army may
expend appropriated funds in excess of the
amount specified by such section to con-
struct and renovate the Cadet Physical De-
velopment Center at the United States Mili-
tary Academy, except that—

(1) such additional expenditures may be
used only for the purposes of meeting unan-
ticipated price increases and related con-
struction contingency costs and making
minor changes to the project to incorporate
design features that result in reducing long-
term operating costs; and

(2) such additional expenditures may not
exceed the difference between the authorized
amount for the project and the amount spec-
ified in such section.

(b) LIMITATIONS AND REPORTS.—No sums
may be expended for final phase construction
of the project until 15 days after the Sec-
retary of the Army submits a report to the
congressional defense committees describing
the revised cost estimates referred to in sub-
section (a), the methodology used in making
these cost estimates, and the changes in
project costs compared to estimates made in
October, 2000. Not later than August 1, 2001,
the Secretary of the Army shall submit a re-
port to the congressional defense commit-
tees explaining the plan of the Department
of the Army to expend privately donated
funds for capital improvements at the United
States Military Academy between fiscal
years 2001 and 2011.

SEC. 1302. Except as otherwise specifically
provided in this Chapter, amounts provided
to the Department of Defense under each of
the headings in this Chapter shall be made
available for the same time period as the
amounts appropriated under each such head-
ing in Public Law 106–246.

(RESCISSION)

SEC. 1303. Of the funds provided in previous
Military Construction Appropriations Acts,
$70,500,000 is hereby rescinded as of the date
of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE II
OTHER SUPPLEMENTAL

APPROPRIATIONS
CHAPTER 1

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 2101. The paragraph under the heading

‘‘Rural Community Advancement Program’’
in title III of the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001
(as enacted by Public Law 106–387; 114 Stat.
1549A–17), is amended—

(1) in the third proviso, by striking ‘‘abil-
ity of’’ and inserting ‘‘ability of low income
rural communities and’’; and

(2) in the fourth proviso, by striking ‘‘as-
sistance to’’ the first place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘assistance and to’’.

CHAPTER 2
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Govern-
mental Direction and Support’’, $5,400,000
from local funds for increases in natural gas
costs.

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing in the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 2001, approved November 22, 2000
(Public Law 106–522; 114 Stat. 2447), $250,000
to simplify employee compensation systems
is rescinded.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Economic
Development and Regulation’’, $1,625,000

from local funds to be allocated as follows:
$1,000,000 for the implementation of the New
E-Conomy Transformation Act of 2000 (D.C.
Act 13–543); and $625,000 for the Department
of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs to carry
out the purposes of D.C. Code, sec. 5–513: Pro-
vided, That the fees established and collected
pursuant to Bill 13–646 shall be identified,
and an accounting provided, to the Com-
mittee on Consumer and Regulatory Affairs
of the Council of the District of Columbia.

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Public Safe-
ty and Justice’’, $8,901,000 from local funds to
be allocated as follows: $2,800,000 is for the
Metropolitan Police Department of which
$800,000 is for the speed camera program and
$2,000,000 is for the Fraternal Order of Police
arbitration award and the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act liability; $5,940,000 is for the Fire
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment of which $5,540,000 is for pre-tax pay-
ments for pension, health and life insurance
premiums and $400,000 is for the fifth fire
fighter on trucks initiative; and $161,000 is
for the Child Fatality Review Committee es-
tablished pursuant to the Child Fatality Re-
view Committee Establishment Emergency
Act of 2001 (D.C. Act 14–40) and the Child Fa-
tality Review Committee Establishment
Temporary Act of 2001 (D.C. Bill 14–165).

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing in the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 2001, approved November 22, 2000
(Public Law 106–522), $131,000 for Taxicab In-
spectors is rescinded.

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Public Edu-
cation System’’, $2,000,000, of which $250,000
shall be derived by transfer from the amount
provided under the heading ‘‘Federal Pay-
ment for Plan To Simplify Employee Com-
pensation Systems’’ in the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act, 2001 (Public Law
106–522; 114 Stat. 2444) and $1,750,000 from
local funds, to be allocated as follows:
$1,000,000 from local funds for the State Edu-
cation Office for a census-type audit of the
student enrollment of each District of Co-
lumbia Public School and of each public
charter school; and $1,000,000, of which
$250,000 shall be from the funds transferred
earlier in this paragraph and $750,000 from
local funds, for the Excel Institute Adult
Education Program: Provided, That section
108(b) of the District of Columbia Public
Education Act, Public Law 89–791 as amend-
ed (D.C. Code, sec. 31–1408), is amended by
adding at the end of the paragraph the fol-
lowing: ‘‘In addition, any proceeds and inter-
est accruing thereon, which remain from the
sale of the former radio station WDCU in an
escrow account of the District of Columbia
Financial Management and Assistance Au-
thority for the benefit of the University of
the District of Columbia, shall be used for
the University of the District of Columbia’s
Endowment Fund, and such proceeds may be
invested in equity based securities if ap-
proved by the Chief Financial Officer of the
District of Columbia.’’

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KNOLLENBERG

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KNOLLENBERG:
Page 19, line 25, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and in-

sert ‘‘$14,000,000’’.
Page 20, line 5, strike ‘‘$1,750,000’’ and in-

sert ‘‘$13,750,000’’.
Page 20, line 6, insert after the colon the

following: ‘‘$12,000,000 from local funds for
the District of Columbia Public Schools to
conduct the 2001 summer school program;’’.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to offer an amendment to allo-
cate $12 million of the District of Co-
lumbia’s local funds for the city’s sum-
mer school program. These funds are
the city’s own money and they are
taken from the unobligated surplus
funds. This amendment has no cost, no
cost, to the Federal Government. Sim-
ply put, Federal money is not involved.

I have long held that education is one
area that I want to focus on as the
chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia. In fact, my first trip into
the city to visit some of the local
schools and the subcommittee’s very
first hearing this year was on edu-
cation.

b 1730

I am not alone in my attention to the
District of Columbia schools. President
George Bush and First Lady Laura
Bush have visited schools in our Na-
tion’s Capital. The First Lady also
champions a local initiative that will
hire 100 professionals and put them
into the city’s classrooms.

This amendment is the continuation
of this mutual commitment.

For the past few years, the D.C. pub-
lic school system has received money
from the Federal Department of Edu-
cation, and the officials have been
working with them to secure the sum-
mer school funds for fiscal year 01. Re-
cently, it has become apparent that the
funds will not be forthcoming from the
Federal agency for the current fiscal
year and local officials have been
scrambling to find or address the loom-
ing shortfall. After all, if the funds are
not available, the summer school doors
will remain locked and the kids will
not be able to get the education they
deserve.

I must confess some disappointment
as to how we arrived at this point. The
mayor and the city council sent a sup-
plemental package to Congress on May
22, but it contained no money for the
summer school program and I think
surely someone must have known this
was looming.

In fact, I did not receive any notice
about the $12 million shortfall until
Friday, June 8, nearly 3 weeks after
the mayor and the council sent their
request to Congress. And I saw no jus-
tification or language until the fol-
lowing Wednesday evening, June 13,
which was the night before the full
committee markup of the supple-
mental. I know the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH) and I were
unprepared to address this last Thurs-
day in full committee because details
were still coming in at that time and
there were remaining questions that
had not been answered. Since then, fur-
ther details have been slow to come,
but most arrived just yesterday after
some prodding from the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON), and I thank her for that as-
sistance, and now we have what we
want. I look forward to working more
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closely with District officials to ensure
that we are provided with materials
and answers to questions at the begin-
ning of the process.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is
not a part of the supplemental bill,
then thousands of kids will not be able
to attend summer school in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Regardless of how
we got here this evening, it is critical
we pass this amendment.

I want to reiterate that the $12 mil-
lion in the amendment is not Federal
money, but merely allocating funds
from the unobligated local surplus that
the District has accumulated through
the careful financial management by
Mayor Anthony Williams. There will be
no impact on the Federal budget as a
result of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
support the amendment. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
the chairman of the full committee, for
any comments he might wish to make.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to compliment the gen-
tleman as the new chairman of the
Subcommittee on the District of Co-
lumbia. He has done an exceptional job
in bringing a great communication be-
tween the Congress and the District of
Columbia.

This is a good amendment. As he
said, this is not Federal funds, this is
District of Columbia funds. This is a
germane amendment, it is an appro-
priation amendment, and I support the
gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman.

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

I would like to thank the chairman
of the full committee for accepting this
amendment, along with the ranking
member. I brought this up in the com-
mittee meeting and with an agreement
of the chairman of the subcommittee,
we held it back because the chairman
assured me and, as is his word, he is
here on the floor today, making sure
that the 30,000 children in the District
of Columbia will be able to participate
in summer school.

The District of Columbia has had a
renaissance: 4 years of surpluses and
upgrades in all of its bond ratings. It
has a large cash reserve, and it is real-
ly unfortunate that the District even
has to come to the Congress to ask to
spend its own money on behalf of its
own children for summer school. This
is the first year, as the chairman men-
tioned, that it had not received from
the Federal Government support for its
summer school program, which is dis-
appointing. I am sure that Secretary
Paige and the Bush administration, be-
cause of their extraordinary commit-
ment to the D.C. schools, next year we
will not be in this situation and the
Department will provide support for its
summer school.

Nonetheless, the District has made a
way, and the chairman has made it
available through this amendment. I
want to thank him.

I also want to say that this would not
have been possible without the leader-
ship and support of the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON). I want to thank her for the
extraordinary leadership that her of-
fice provided.

I wish the superintendent, Paul
Vance, well. He is doing a tremendous
job. Summer school for these young
people will be as important here in the
District as it is back home in our dis-
tricts for the young people there. I
want to thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG), the
chairman of the subcommittee, for fol-
lowing through on his commitment
made in the committee markup to
bring this matter to the floor once we
had further information.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I need to rise first to
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG), the chairman of
the subcommittee, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH), the
ranking member. I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan for the great at-
tention, for the scrupulous and careful,
tough oversight, but always fair over-
sight he is rendering as subcommittee
chair. And I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, who brings a profound
understanding of the District and its
operations, the first big city ranking
member we have had in some years
now. The chairman and the ranking
member have worked so well together,
and that is why we are here today.

Let me apologize for taking up the
time of the body on whether local ju-
risdiction can spend its own local
money on its own children. I am in-
clined to think it is pathetic, but this
is the procedure that is used here. I
hope to have an amendment before this
body that will keep this body from
spending its time this way.

The superintendent I think held out
hope, he is a new superintendent, that
Federal funds that have been forth-
coming will be forthcoming this year.
They were not. Yet, this is the 3rd year
of a summer school virtual extension of
the school year, and it is extended and
expanded because we have so many stu-
dents who test at basic or below basic
and because the first 2 years of this ex-
panded summer school have had such a
big payoff in educational achievement.
I think the body should commend this
pioneering program to other districts,
because there is none in the United
States that does not need it.

Essentially what it does is to extend
the school year here from 5 to 6 weeks
with a 20 percent increase from 22,000
to 30,000 students. This means almost
half of the school students in the Dis-
trict of Columbia will be in this Sum-
mer Stars program. This is a 267 per-
cent increase in the size of the pro-
gram, with only a 50 percent increase
in funds.

The key to the program is a 15-to-1
student-teacher ratio and a 12-to-1
ratio for special education students.

The reason the program is expanding is
because of the consistent increase in
post-test scores over pre-test scores,
and in the same significant improve-
ment in the SAT 9 scores. This pro-
gram is required of every student in
the District of Columbia who scored
basic or below basic in reading and
math. That is the morning program.
There is an afternoon program that is
optional for children who scored pro-
ficient or advanced in reading and
math and for all English learners and
special education students. Something
that works so well and is so well docu-
mented I hope will be voted by accla-
mation. Every child in the United
States who needs extended educational
opportunities in the summer should
have a similar opportunity. I hope
Members will look at this program for
their own districts.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG).

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

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Human
Support Services’’, $28,000,000 from local
funds to be allocated as follows: $15,000,000
for expansion of the Medicaid program;
$4,000,000 to increase the local share for Dis-
proportionate Share to Hospitals (DSH) pay-
ments; $3,000,000 for the Disability Com-
pensation Fund; $1,000,000 for the Office of
Latino Affairs for Latino Community Edu-
cation grants; and $5,000,000 for the Children
Investment Trust.

PUBLIC WORKS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Public
Works’’, $131,000 from local funds for Taxicab
Inspectors.

WORKFORCE INVESTMENTS

For expenses associated with the work-
force investments program, $40,500,000 from
local funds.

WILSON BUILDING

For an additional amount for ‘‘Wilson
Building’’, $7,100,000 from local funds.

ENTERPRISE AND OTHER FUNDS

WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Water and
Sewer Authority and the Washington Aque-
duct’’, $2,151,000 from local funds for the
Water and Sewer Authority for initiatives
associated with complying with stormwater
legislation and proposed right-of-way fees.

CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIB-
UTARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY,
LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND
TENNESSEE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Flood Con-
trol, Mississippi River and Tributaries, Ar-
kansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, Missouri, and Tennessee’’, for emer-
gency expenses due to flooding and other
natural disasters, $18,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, General’’, for emergency
expenses due to flooding and other natural
disasters, $115,500,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended: Provided further, That using
$1,900,000 of the funds appropriated herein,
the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, is directed to under-
take the project authorized by section 518 of
Public Law 106–53, at full Federal expense.
FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

For expenses necessary for emergency
flood control, hurricane, and shore protec-
tion activities, as authorized by section 5 of
the Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, as
amended, $50,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENERGY PROGRAMS

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Non-De-
fense Environmental Management’’,
$11,950,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

URANIUM FACILITIES MAINTENANCE AND
REMEDIATION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Uranium
Facilities Maintenance and Remediation’’,
$18,000,000, to be derived from the Uranium
Enrichment Decontamination and Decom-
missioning Fund, to remain available until
expended.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS

CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION
AND MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion, Rehabilitation, Operation and Mainte-
nance, Western Area Power Administra-
tion’’, $1,578,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That these funds shall be
non-reimbursable.

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 2301. Of the amounts appropriated

under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, General’’ under title I of the Energy
and Water Appropriations Act, 2001 (enacted
by Public Law 106–377; 114 Stat. 1441 A–62),
the $500,000 made available for the Chicka-
mauga Lock, Tennessee, shall be available
for completion of the feasibility study for
Chickamauga Lock, Tennessee.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FILNER

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FILNER:
In title II, at the end of chapter 3, insert

the following:

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)
For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries

and Expenses’’, $1,000,000, for establishment
of a maximum price for wholesale sales of
electricity at rates that are unjust, unrea-
sonable, or unduly discriminatory or pref-
erential and to provide for the refund of
prices paid in excess of such maximum price,
to be derived by transfer from funds made
available under title I: Provided, That the Di-

rector of the Office of Management and
Budget shall determine the amount to be
transferred from each account in title I: Pro-
vided further, That the Director shall not
transfer any amounts from the funds made
available under the headings ‘‘Military Per-
sonnel’’, ‘‘Defense Health Program’’, ‘‘Fam-
ily Housing, Army’’, ‘‘Family Housing, Navy
and Marine Corps’’, and ‘‘Family Housing,
Air Force’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to reserve a point of order.
Although this amendment was not part
of the originally agreed-upon unani-
mous consent, I will not make the
point of order until the gentleman has
his 5 minutes, but after he has ex-
plained the amendment, I will make
the point of order against the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
reserve his point of order?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) for his courtesy.

This item, which provides money to
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission for the purpose of establishing
cost-base rates in the western region of
our electricity grid and to provide for
refund of all of the criminal over-
charges that California and the West
has experienced since last June.

Now, we have debated on this floor
amendments similar to this. I would
just like to add for my colleagues some
information.

I represent San Diego, California,
which was at ground zero for the crisis
that we are experiencing in the West
and, I predict, soon in the rest of the
United States. The experience we had
in San Diego is that when our retail
market was fully deregulated, and I
will say to those who say full regula-
tion never occurred in California, it did
in San Diego. Both the retail and
wholesale prices were fully deregu-
lated, and I will tell my colleagues that
within 30 days of deregulation, prices
doubled on all businesses and individ-
uals in San Diego County. At the end
of 60 days, prices tripled. There was lit-
erally a revolution and panic in San
Diego. Businesses closed up by the
scores. If you were a small business on
the margins and you had an $800 bill
for your monthly electricity rates, and
that bill went up to $1,500 and then to
$2,500, there is no way that you can
survive.

I will tell the Chairman, a recent re-
port by our San Diego County Chamber
of Commerce showed that, and I want
my colleagues to listen to this figure,
because it is almost unbelievable:
Sixty-five percent of small businesses
in San Diego County face bankruptcy
this year if electricity prices do not
come down. Sixty five percent.

Now, I will tell my colleagues when a
few percent of businesses are wiped out
with an earthquake or a flood or a fire,
FEMA and the whole Federal Govern-
ment is into that area.

b 1745
Well, where is the Federal govern-

ment in California and San Diego when

this kind of disaster strikes? Not only
are we facing business closings, bank-
ruptcies, but individuals on fixed in-
come cannot afford their electricity
bills, big businesses cannot afford the
uncertainty about the prices.

The biggest employer in my district
may close this year, not just because of
the potential price increases, but be-
cause of blackouts and uncertainty
that they cannot keep up their produc-
tion. This is disaster.

The chairman has in the supple-
mental bill, and I heard his testimony
at the Committee on Rules, the first
thing the chairman mentioned was
that $750 million of this bill was going
for increased energy costs. He recog-
nize that the problem in the West is
high prices of electricity.

There were no lectures in this bill
about increasing supply or decreasing
demand. The chairman reimbursed the
military for their high prices. What
about the small businesses in San
Diego and California? What about the
people on fixed income? We need to
bring the prices down.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle and the Vice President and
President have said that price controls
do not produce a kilowatt of elec-
tricity. They do not save a kilowatt of
electricity. Hello, we know that, but
the Governor of California has a dozen
plants online in California to increase
capacity. We are now the number one
State for energy conservation in this
Nation. We are doing our share to in-
crease capacity and bring down de-
mand, but it is the prices that are
bleeding us dry. It is the prices.

We paid, Mr. Chairman, $7 billion for
all of our electricity 2 years ago. Now
last year we paid $27 billion without
any increase in demand, though a little
increase in cost of production. We have
faced bills of between $50 billion and
$70 billion this year, a ten-fold in-
crease, a ten-fold increase of prices,
with no appreciable increase of demand
or increase of cost.

That is the problem, Mr. Chairman.
The problem is the prices that are
bleeding us dry. They recognize the
problem by increasing the military ex-
penditures in this field. We need to
bring down the prices for the small
business people, for the big business
people, for the families on fixed in-
comes, for all families in San Diego, in
California, and in the West, and I will
bet soon in the rest of the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, when we brought to
the attention of FERC the increase of
prices in San Diego, we charged that
the electricity cartel was withholding
supply. We charged that they were fal-
sifying transmission data to show that
there was a problem with supply. We
showed that they were laundering elec-
trons.

Do Members know what happened?
FERC did an investigation. FERC
found, yes, the market was manipu-
lated. The market was manipulated.
They found the prices to be unjust, un-
reasonable, and by Federal power law,
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illegal. So we have been paying illegal
prices, Mr. Chairman, for 1 year. We
have been paying illegal prices for 1
year.

When FERC did nothing in Novem-
ber, December, January, February,
March, April, or May, what did they
tell the electricity cartel? Go and rob
the State blind. Go and rob the region
blind. Go and rob the country blind.
That is exactly what is happening.

I will tell the Members, whether they
are in Florida or Pennsylvania, they
are going to face this next.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I insist on the point of order be-
cause it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation on an
appropriation bill, and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rule states, in pertinent part,
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment gives affirmative direction, in ef-
fect. I ask for a ruling of the Chair.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER) wish to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. FILNER. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized on the point of order.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the technical point of order, but
my constituents do not understand how
a technicality can prevent dealing with
this emergency in San Diego and in
California.

The chairman knows, and I will not
bother to ask, but the chairman knows
that there are hundreds if not thou-
sands of provisions that have been on
appropriations bills since the gentle-
man’s chairmanship that have been
passed through this Congress. The gen-
tleman knows that items which are not
authorized are approved.

I heard the gentleman in an earlier
statement saying they were meaning-
less items in this bill. I do not know
about that, but certainly in other ap-
propriations bills they have been sig-
nificant authorizations.

On behalf of my constituents, I would
just plead to the gentleman, on a tech-
nicality, do not insist on a point of
order when we have this emergency
that is bleeding us dry. All the small
businesses are at risk in San Diego and
in California. Please do not send them
under.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The Chair finds that this
amendment includes language impart-
ing direction. The amendment there-
fore constitutes legislation in violation
of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VISCLOSKY

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
will be offering an amendment. We are
working with the majority to refine
the language.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to be allowed to return to this
portion of the bill to offer my amend-
ment.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I
wonder if the gentleman would speak a
little more directly into the micro-
phone and explain what his request is.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, the
staffs and Members are conversing
about the amendment that I am offer-
ing for $23.7 million for dam safety and
efficiency improvement. I believe we
have reached an agreement, but we do
not have the final language prepared. I
simply want to preserve the preroga-
tive to return to this point in the bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand the gentleman’s re-
quest. He is an important member of
the Committee on Appropriations. I
certainly hope that the House will ac-
commodate his request.

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

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

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

TEXAS

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

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

Texas:
Page 24, after line 19, insert the following

new chapter:

CHAPTER 3A

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-
national Disaster Assistance’’ for rehabilita-
tion and reconstruction assistance for India,
to be derived by transfer from the amount
provided in chapter 1 of title I for ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Air
Force’’, $100,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. Chairman, I do so

to reserve a point of order. Although
this amendment was not part of the
original agreement, I will not make the
point of order until the gentlewoman
has concluded her 5 minutes on the
amendment.

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

There was no objection.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I appre-

ciate the gentleman’s statement, Mr.
Chairman. Both the chairman and the
ranking member are very kind.

Mr. Chairman, as I indicated to the
gentleman’s staff, I stand here speak-
ing about a disaster that is very far
away from Houston, Texas.

It so happened that I began my work
with the members of the Indian com-
munity, the Indo-American commu-
nity, in Houston way before the devas-
tation of Tropical Storm Allison ap-
peared in Houston, Texas.

This amendment is responding to the
devastation that we are well aware of
that occurred some months ago in
India, where 18,000 are dead, 166,836 are
injured, and 600,000 are homeless.

Although I know a number of my col-
leagues have been working toward as-
sisting the Nation of India, this is an
amendment to add $100 million to the
bilateral economic assistance line to
provide resources for the rehabilitation
of India, after their devastating earth-
quake last year.

I can only say that it is part of our
general attitude in this country of ex-
tending our hand of assistance to those
who have been devastated. As I indi-
cated to the chairman, I am far away
from Houston, Texas, on this par-
ticular amendment, but this is a long-
standing work that we have been
doing.

The Indo-American community has
been raising private funds throughout
the Nation. They have been trying to
independently work to provide re-
sources to their loved ones in India. I
am only hoping that, as we proceed
through the appropriations process,
that we would have the opportunity,
though this amendment may be subject
to a point of order, that we will have
the opportunity to work with the ap-
propriate subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to be sure
that we provide the necessary re-
sources to help rebuild the devastating
part of India that this disaster took
place in.

Although today I will come forward
again speaking about the devastation
in Houston, I would be remiss not to
continue the work that I have done
with the Indo-American community on
trying to assist them and the Nation of
India.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, there will be an appropriate time
to consider this amendment. When the
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authorizing bill is passed, the vehicle
will be available.

But at the present time, I must make
a point of order against the amend-
ment because it provides an appropria-
tion for an unauthorized program and
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI.
Clause 2 of rule XXI states, in perti-
nent part, ‘‘An appropriation may not
be in order as an amendment for an ex-
penditure not previously authorized by
law.’’

Mr. Chairman, the authorization for
this program has not been signed into
law. The amendment therefore violates
clause 2 of rule XXI, and I insist on the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman in-
sists on his point of order.

Does the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) wish to be heard on
the point of order?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I do,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is
recognized for that purpose.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I know authorizers and ap-
propriators have to work together. We
were hoping this had been authorized
and that we could, frankly, find the ex-
change of funds.

Based upon the chairman’s pro-
nouncement, let me say that I will
take him at his word that we will work
through the appropriating process so
that India will be able to have the se-
cured funds that are necessary. Al-
though I would hope that the point of
order would be withdrawn, I thank the
chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The proponent of an item
of appropriation carries the burden of
persuasion on the question of whether
it is supported by an authorization in
law.

Having reviewed the amendment and
entertained argument on the point of
order, the Chair is unable to conclude
that the item of appropriation in ques-
tion is authorized in law.

The Chair is therefore constrained to
sustain the point of order under clause
2(a) of rule XXI. The amendment is not
in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VISCLOSKY

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. VISCLOSKY:
On page 24, after line 19, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 2302. The amounts otherwise provided

by this Act for ‘‘National Nuclear Security
Administration—Weapons Activities’’ are re-
duced by $23,700,000. For an additional
amount for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil—Op-
eration and Maintenance, General’’,
$23,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

Mr. VISCLOSKY (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I es-
sentially would explain the amendment
that is for $23.7 million for desperately
needed rehabilitation, repair, and safe-
ty measures at dams under the juris-
diction of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers.

It is meant to improve the safety, re-
liability, and efficiency of these facili-
ties that are already in place, and with
the recognition that if we can improve
efficiency by 1 percent, we can gen-
erate an additional $3.3 billion kilowatt
hours of electricity without the con-
struction of any additional facilities.

It is my understanding that the ma-
jority has agreed to the amendment. I
simply want to use my time to thank
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman
YOUNG), the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN), and the gen-
tleman from California (Chairman
LEWIS), for their deep consideration
and approval of this measure.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we have had the op-
portunity to review the amendment.
We find it to be a very positive amend-
ment. For the majority, I accept this
amendment.

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

We have no objection to the amend-
ment.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. Chairman,

I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take all my
time, but I would like to rise and ex-
press opposition concerning the ap-
proach that is being taken toward the
Federal Emergency Management Ad-
ministration disaster relief funding.

Already this year we have 27 major
disaster declarations across the United
States, including the devastating flood
in Houston and southeastern Texas
caused by Tropical Storm Allison. The
damage estimates from this declara-
tion are continuing to go up.

In fact, in today’s paper in Houston
we see that the estimates now are up
to $4.8 billion in losses just from 2
weeks ago in Houston, Texas, and that
is not counting the loss in Louisiana
and to the southeastern United States,
all the way up to Pennsylvania this
last weekend.
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The provision in this bill to rescind
the $389 million in FEMA disaster re-
lief should not be taken lightly, not
only to my own constituents in Hous-
ton but to all Americans who may suf-
fer natural disasters this year. My col-
leagues should understand there is an
amendment that will make it an
across-the-board cut that will restore

about $330 million of this; but even
with that, there is much to be lost.

In fact, I have a letter from our U.S.
Senator, Senator KAY BAILEY
HUTCHISON, expressing concern about
this cut, but also there is concern that
we may be looking at asking for an
extra billion dollars for FEMA. Be-
cause, again, as of 7:00 a.m. on June 19,
yesterday, we had 47,348 claims filed
with FEMA in just Houston, Texas,
alone.

Again, this is really the early start of
it, as my colleagues know who have
been through this before. I have not
been through it in the Houston area,
like some of my colleagues, but the re-
cision funding could hinder FEMA’s
ability to provide quick and effective
disaster assistance, maybe not only in
Houston but in future disasters.

Again, the Bush administration ex-
pressed concern about this with the Of-
fice of Management and Budget in a
letter, and I know if we do not do it in
this particular emergency spending, be-
cause that is what emergency spending
bills are about, disaster relief, then we
will have to fix it in the appropriations
bill, Mr. Chairman; and that is what
concerns me.

Mr. Chairman, I have areas in north-
east Harris County that literally have
been devastated, very urban areas,
areas that are very costly to try and
even reach some kind of an amount
that will help my constituents.

I know there are efforts even now as
we stand here tonight that FEMA is of-
fered to try and deal with mosquito
control in Houston, because we always
have mosquito problems. Now we see
that the number of mosquitos is meas-
ured by how many landings they have
on a person’s exposed arm. So anything
above 25 is considered dangerous.

If you have your arm outside and 25
mosquitos light on it, and I do not
know how many would be willing to
take 25, but we have more than that, in
fact, four times that rate in Houston,
so FEMA has agreed to fund $1.2 mil-
lion to help spray for the mosquitos.
Again, this is just in one area of the
loss from Tropical Storm Allison.

Again, I cannot implore to my col-
leagues, not only on the majority side
but on the minority side, to realize
that disaster relief is mounting and the
recision of the $389 million should not
happen; and even the restoration of
$330 million with cuts across the board
may not be enough.

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

CHAPTER 4

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
of Indian Programs’’, $50,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2002, for elec-
tric power operations at the San Carlos Irri-
gation Project, of which such amounts as
necessary may be transferred to other appro-
priations accounts for repayment of ad-
vances previously made for such power oper-
ations: Provided, That the entire amount is
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designated by the Congress as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

CONSTRUCTION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion’’, $17,700,000, to remain available until
expended, to repair damages caused by
floods, ice storms, and earthquakes in the
States of Washington, Illinois, Iowa, Min-
nesota, Missouri, Wisconsin, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, and Texas: Provided, That the en-
tire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

UNITED STATES PARK POLICE

For an additional amount for ‘‘United
States Park Police’’, $1,700,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2002, for
unbudgeted increases in pension costs for re-
tired United States Park Police officers.

RELATED AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREST SERVICE

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

For an additional amount for ‘‘State and
Private Forestry’’, $22,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to repair damages
caused by ice storms in the States of Arkan-
sas and Oklahoma, and for emergency pest
suppression and prevention on Federal, State
and private lands: Provided, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Forest System’’, $12,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, to repair damages
caused by ice storms in the States of Arkan-
sas and Oklahoma and to address illegal cul-
tivation of marijuana in California and Ken-
tucky: Provided, That the entire amount is
designated by the Congress as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Wildland
Fire Management’’, $100,000,000, to remain
available until expended, for emergency re-
habilitation, presuppression due to emer-
gencies, and wildland fire suppression activi-
ties: Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Capital Im-
provement and Maintenance’’, $4,000,000, to
remain available until expended, to repair
damages caused by ice storms in the States
of Arkansas and Oklahoma: Provided, That
the entire amount is designated by the Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended.
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 2401. Of the funds appropriated to ‘‘Op-

eration of the National Park System’’ in
Public Law 106–291, $200,000 for completion of
a wilderness study at Apostle Islands Na-
tional Lakeshore, Wisconsin, shall remain
available until expended.

SEC. 2402. (a) The unobligated balances as
of September 30, 2001, of the funds trans-

ferred to the Secretary of the Interior pursu-
ant to section 311 of chapter 3 of division A
of the Miscellaneous Appropriations Act,
2001 (as enacted into law by Public Law 106–
554) for maintenance, protection, or preser-
vation of the land and interests in land de-
scribed in section 3 of the Minuteman Mis-
sile National Historic Site Establishment
Act of 1999 (Public Law 106–115), are re-
scinded.

(b) Subsection (a) shall be effective on Sep-
tember 30, 2001.

(c) The amount rescinded pursuant to sub-
section (a) is appropriated to the Secretary
of the Interior for the purposes specified in
such subsection, to remain available until
expended.

SEC. 2403. Section 338 of Public Law 106–291
is amended by striking ‘‘105–825’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof: ‘‘105–277’’.

SEC. 2404. Section 2 of Public Law 106–558 is
amended by striking subsection (b) in its en-
tirety and inserting in lieu thereof:

‘‘(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of enactment of this Act.’’.

SEC. 2405. Federal Highway Administration
emergency relief for federally-owned roads,
made available to the Forest Service as Fed-
eral-aid highways funds, may be used to re-
imburse Forest Service accounts for expendi-
tures previously completed only to the ex-
tent that such expenditures would otherwise
have qualified for the use of Federal-aid
highways funds.

CHAPTER 5
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Low Income
Home Energy Assistance’’ under section
2602(e) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621(e)), $300,000,000:
Provided, That these funds are for the home
energy assistance needs of one or more
States, as authorized by section 2604(e) of
that Act and notwithstanding the designa-
tion requirement of section 2602(e) of such
Act.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
EDUCATION REFORM

In the statement of the managers of the
committee of conference accompanying H.R.
4577 (Public Law 106–554; H. Rept. 106–1033), in
title III of the explanatory language on H.R.
5656 (Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001), in the
matter relating to Technology Innovation
Challenge Grants under the heading ‘‘Edu-
cation Reform’’, the amount specified for
Western Kentucky University to improve
teacher preparation programs that help in-
corporate technology into the school cur-
riculum shall be deemed to be $400,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. DELAURO:
In chapter 5 of title II, strike the item re-

lating to ‘‘LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSIST-
ANCE’’ and insert the following:

LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Low Income
Home Energy Assistance’’ under section
2602(e) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621(e)), $600,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
the Congress as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985: Provided further, That such

amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request, that includes
designation of the entire amount of the re-
quest as an emergency requirement as de-
fined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, is transmitted by
the President to the Congress.

For making payments for ‘‘Low Income
Home Energy Assistance’’ under section
2602(b) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621(b)), $1,400,000,000,
which shall become available on October 1,
2001.

In chapter 9 of title II, in the item relating
to ‘‘FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY—DISASTER RELIEF’’, after the dollar
amount of the rescission, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(reduced by $300,000,000)’’.

Ms. DELAURO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment as agreed to earlier today
and that there would be 10 minutes on
each side. So, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order until that 10 minutes
on each side has been concluded.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee today, the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO) and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) each will control
10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
provide $600 million in emergency fund-
ing for this fiscal year for the Low-In-
come Heating Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, the LIHEAP program, and $1.4
billion for fiscal year 2002 in advance
funding for the LIHEAP program.
Equally critical, it would restore $300
million to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency’s Disaster Relief
Fund.

The LIHEAP program is one of the
most critical and successful compo-
nents of our social safety net. The pro-
gram provides essential heating and
cooling assistance to almost 5 million
low-income households, including the
working poor, those who are making
the transition from welfare to work,
disabled persons, elderly and families
with young children, the most vulner-
able in our society. The price spikes
with regard to costs of energy have a
disproportionate effect on these vulner-
able populations.

They pay 20 percent of their income
on energy bills, and that is about four
times on average the amount paid by
other people. These are folks who are
making around $8,000 or less a year.

Mr. Chairman, the $150 million re-
quested by the President and the 300
million included in this bill are inad-
equate. They do not meet the needs of
millions of working families and sen-
iors who are facing unbelievable energy
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costs, no matter where you go in the
United States.

In addition, all of the LIHEAP funds
appropriated for this fiscal year have
been released and nearly half of the
States have already exhausted or near-
ly exhausted their funding.

Warm weather States facing the
prospects of a hot summer will have
little relief without immediate emer-
gency LIHEAP funds. The amendment
increases assistance to these families
by providing this emergency appropria-
tion.

The funds are needed in order to ad-
dress an immediate problem, an imme-
diate relief for those States who are
trying to deal with delinquent energy
payments and then preparing for the
effects of the summer.

The amendment also provides $1.4
billion for LIHEAP for that appropria-
tion for the year 2002, and we need to
do this now so that there is no inter-
ruption of benefits for people who are
suffering with the high prices.

States need to have the advanced
funding so that they can prevent the
cuts in benefits, they can determine
eligibility levels, and they can enter
into contracts when the energy costs
are low so that they do not have to pay
more when the cold weather hits.

Finally, the amendment would re-
store $300 million to the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency’s Disaster
Relief Fund. These were originally used
to offset the $300 million the com-
mittee had set aside for LIHEAP as-
sistance.

As my colleagues have said earlier
today, most of the South is dealing
with the aftermath of Tropical Storm
Allison. This storm has caused numer-
ous fatalities and dumped 30 inches of
rain in some areas as it has ripped its
way from Texas to New England.

Yesterday, FEMA director Joe
Allbaugh stated that the costs are now
going to exceed $4 billion. They origi-
nally talked about $2 billion. As my
colleague from Texas pointed out, the
Houston Chronicle this morning talked
about $4.8 billion, and they are not sure
where this number is finally going to
land.

This is not the time, not the time to
take money away from FEMA; but it is
the time when we ought to be strength-
ening what we are doing here.

If we fail to act now, our most vul-
nerable population, people who are
struggling every single day to pay the
high cost of energy, making serious
choices in what their lives are about in
order to deal with energy costs, they
are going to be confronted continually
with these skyrocketing costs. We have
an opportunity on an emergency basis
to do something about it. We should
act today.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he might con-
sume to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. REGULA), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Labor, Health
and Human Services and Education.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. I recog-
nize, of course, that the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO), the
proponent, is concerned; but let me say
that we also recognize there is a need
out there.

The President recommended 150 mil-
lion extra dollars and in the sub-
committee action as part of the full
committee, we doubled that to $300
million. And effectively, what this
means that we have committed for fis-
cal year 2001 a total of $2.5 billion.

Obviously, you add and add and add;
but at some point we have to say this
is a reasonable amount, and this recog-
nizes the responsibility of the govern-
ment and does provide a reserve for the
balance of this fiscal year of 300 addi-
tional million dollars, plus what was
already in the bill.

Last summer, we only used $35 mil-
lion of the $600 million that was pro-
vided in emergency funding, and those
remaining funds are carried into 2001,
and they are available for this year’s
program. I think that what we have
done is recognize the importance of
LIHEAP to those who have fuel prob-
lems, and I think in putting in 300 mil-
lion additional dollars, we understand
that and have been very generous in
trying to meet those needs.

Mr. Chairman, no one knows exactly
what the weather is going to be, but it
seems to me that the $300 million rep-
resents a very reasonable amount. It is
double what the administration rec-
ommended. Again, I think it expresses
the concern that the members of the
Committee on Appropriations have for
this program.

I would say to my colleagues that I
believe we have been very responsible
in providing the $300 million and would
reluctantly oppose adding any more to
this, because the supplemental is al-
ready approaching a large sum of
money.

On the issue of advanced appropria-
tions, and that is also part of this
amendment, it provides for an ad-
vanced appropriation of $2 billion for
the LIHEAP program. While I under-
stand there is a desire on the part of
the States to have as much advance no-
tice on the funding level as possible for
the next fiscal year, I do not think it is
a responsible approach to advance ap-
propriate that amount.

Obviously, when we get to the 2002
budget, and I am sure that the gentle-
woman understands that, we are going
to be as generous as possible in pro-
viding for LIHEAP funding for the fis-
cal year 2002, but I think it is a little
premature to put the money out now
until we know what the fiscal condi-
tion of the government will be; and
what happens with the extra money we
put in for this year will give us a better
feel for what will be needed next year.
Fortunately, energy costs are coming
down in many areas; and I believe this,
too, will be a factor.

We probably will be doing a markup
in September, and at that time the
Committee would be better able to
evaluate the needs of 2002 rather than
to start at this point and advance fund
the program.

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons I men-
tioned, I would urge my colleagues to
not vote for this particular amend-
ment, because we have already gone
the extra mile in putting in the $300
million for this fiscal year.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I might just say that
the $300 million that was added in is
the money that came from the disaster
relief account, and we know that that
money should not be taken out of the
disaster relief account and that the $1.4
billion that is here in my amendment
is what the President has requested.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI).

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

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
speak in support of the DeLauro
amendment. I share her belief that we
need to provide additional funding for
the LIHEAP program. The State of
Maine knows winter very well. Winter
in my State has lasted longer than nor-
mal. Significant snowfall, colder tem-
peratures, and high heating costs took
a toll on many households.

b 1815

As in other northeastern States,
many Mainers rely on oil for their
heat. And as we all know, oil prices
have been very high. Heating bills were
higher than normal, and it was too
much for many households to bear. The
winter alone, the LIHEAP program
served more than 53,000 Maine house-
holds, a 20 percent increase over the
previous winter. Unfortunately, the
benefit was only $432. While appre-
ciated, because of the high energy costs
and because of the larger pool of peo-
ple, we ended up not being able to meet
the needs of most Maine families that
did qualify.

This is a tremendous social safety
program for our Nation’s poorest and
most vulnerable citizens and it keeps
people in their homes, which is some-
thing I know we are all committed to-
wards. I think it is unfortunate that we
have not given the funding necessary.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut for yielding me this time. Ob-
viously, I want to congratulate the
gentlewoman from Connecticut for
bringing this amendment forward. In
Massachusetts, there are 85,000 people
who rely on LIHEAP in order to get
their fuel. I also want to commend the
chairman of both the committee and
the subcommittee, because they have
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taken a look at this and they have in-
creased the numbers somewhat and
they are appreciative and sympathetic
to the problems that people face.

I think, however, the gentlewoman
from Connecticut makes the point that
we need more funds than the com-
mittee made available. We have large
amounts of people that face this prob-
lem. One need only talk to the dealers
who go out and deliver the oil in the
winter to people in my communities to
know that time in and time out there
are not enough resources there for the
people that need these services. So hav-
ing this money on hand makes an im-
portant statement and gives important
protection to people.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that we
go forward, approve this amendment
both with respect to the LIHEAP mon-
ies and also with respect to the FEMA
monies that have been asked for, be-
cause those situations are upon us,
they are real and people suffer other-
wise. Again I thank the gentlewoman
for bringing forward this particular
amendment and urge Members to sup-
port it.

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise also in support of the DeLauro
amendment to double the LIHEAP
emergency fund, to increase the non-
emergency LIHEAP block grants, and
to restore the $300 million to FEMA’s
disaster relief fund.

LIHEAP is an essential safety net for
the millions of low-income families
who struggle to heat their homes in
the winter and cool their homes in the
summer. For these people, this pro-
gram is a matter of life and death. For
these people, many of whom live in my
district, they have to choose between
putting groceries on their table or
heating and cooling their homes. For
these people, they have to choose be-
tween paying for their prescription
drugs and heating and cooling their
homes.

We can do much better than this. The
President’s budget request of $150 mil-
lion was insulting and dangerous. The
$300 million in this bill, while an im-
provement, we could do so much bet-
ter. We need the $600 million proposed
in this amendment to protect and save
those lives that we all say we care
about.

Restoration of the FEMA disaster
funds also makes sense, especially in
light of Tropical Storm Allison. Three
months after the President cut vital
projects in the FEMA budget, Tropical
Storm Allison reminds us all that cut-
ting vital funds for FEMA is a tragic
mistake. This is a good amendment.
Please support it.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time, and I appreciate her bringing
these issues before us.

We are dealing with the two elements
of her amendment that actually affect
people’s lives in the most direct and
immediate sense. We are watching, in
the aftermath of Hurricane Allison,
where we could have up to $4 billion
dealing with cleanup and related
health costs. The restoration of $300
million I would think would be the
minimum that we would do to be able
to assure that we have the services
that are necessary.

In a time when we are dealing with
global climate change, at least the sci-
entific community feels it is not time
to study it, we must move for action.
Not having adequate energy assistance
literally could mean the difference be-
tween life and death for poor citizens
who choose between air-conditioning
and heating and cooling when we have
weather extremes as it relates to glob-
al climate change. It makes me very
nervous.

I appreciate the gentlewoman bring-
ing forth this amendment. I think it
can make a huge difference for the peo-
ple we serve.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the very dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON).

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I serve as the authorizing sub-
committee chairman of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce that has ju-
risdiction over the LIHEAP program.
Earlier this year, we were trying to
move legislation to help the West
Coast with their electricity problem.
The gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
BONO) offered a LIHEAP amendment
authorizing an additional $100 million.
The Bush administration later came
forward and said they were going to
support $150 million. The sub-
committee and now the full committee
in the supplemental has raised that to
$300 million.

If we look at the history of the pro-
gram and look at the situation both in
terms of heating requirements in the
colder regions of the country and cool-
ing requirements in the warmer re-
gions of the country for the summer,
the amount of additional funding in
the pending supplemental should be
more than adequate, if we consider the
rollover money that is carried forward
that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA) talked about in his statement
several minutes ago.

Also, if we consider that we are going
to have a FEMA increase amendment,
we think fairly quickly on the floor of-
fered by three Members, which in-
creases FEMA with an offset to the
rest of the bill, I think we can handle
that part of the amendment of the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut.

So I know it is well meaning, but I
would hope we would follow the com-
mittee and reject this amendment and
support the Toomey-Tancredo-Flake
amendment that should come later and

we can act in a responsible fashion. So
I would oppose the gentlewoman’s
amendment.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Let me just say to my colleagues
that this is the emergency supple-
mental bill. I do not think anyone
could deny the whole issue of energy
prices, whether someone is from the
West Coast, in the middle of the coun-
try, or the East Coast; that there has
been a severe crisis and an issue with
regard to the escalating energy costs.

The fact of the matter is that
LIHEAP has proven to be a successful
program but always a program that is
underfunded, and it does affect the
most vulnerable populations in this
country. We know firsthand that al-
most half of the States of these United
States are out of money or almost out
of money. We have the hot summer
months coming up. That we can stand
here today and not utilize this vehicle,
which is for emergency purposes, to
bring some relief to people in this
country, I find somewhat mind-bog-
gling.

On the issue of disaster relief, I am
not from Texas, I am not from Hous-
ton, we got only a piece of what this
tropical storm was all about, but I
have heard from people on both sides of
the aisle, I have been reading and
watching the news broadcasts, and the
folks in Texas are in trouble. They are
in trouble. They keep doubling the
costs of what this disaster is going to
be. The mosquito problem has just
risen, and we have agreed to pay a por-
tion of that. Why do we want to know-
ingly take money from the program
that we know we are going to have to
appropriate to help people?

Our job is to represent those folks
who send us here, no matter where we
are. This is the right thing to do.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to join my colleagues in expressing my
strong support for an increase in Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program’s (LIHEAP)
emergency funding level and advance funding
for fiscal year 2002. This advanced funding
would allow LIHEAP recipients to purchase
home heating oil and natural gas early—dur-
ing the summertime—when home heating en-
ergy prices are lower. Thus, they would get
more bang for their buck.

If we have learned nothing over the past
year, it should be that short-term thinking does
not work. Last winter, I learned about a senior
citizen in my district who lives on $515 a
month from Social Security. In addition to
heavy medical costs, 19.7 percent of her in-
come has to go to paying her energy bills. Un-
fortunately, I am sure her situation is not
unique.

Currently, two-thirds of LIHEAP households
have incomes of less than $8,000 per year
and even with assistance, the average
LIHEAP family already spends over 18 per-
cent of its income on home energy costs,
compared with 6.7 percent for all households.
Only 19 percent of the households who are el-
igible receive LIHEAP assistance. At the same
time, last winter in my state, forty percent
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more households were applying for Home En-
ergy Assistance Program grants than the pre-
vious year.

I am disappointed that Representative
DELAURO’s amendment was not made in
order. This increase in LIHEAP would be a
significant first step toward helping our resi-
dents pay for a basic necessity.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order at this
point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized on his point of order.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment of the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) be-
cause it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation on an
appropriation bill and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The Rule states in pertinent part:
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

The amendment includes an emer-
gency designation under section 251 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 and as such
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI, and I insist on my
point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman wish to be heard on the point of
order?

Ms. DELAURO. Just very, very brief-
ly, Mr. Chairman. I say to the Chair of
the committee that it is true this addi-
tional amount for LIHEAP for this
emergency contingency fund is not au-
thorized. However, last year Congress
provided a $600 million emergency sup-
plemental for LIHEAP that was also
not authorized. If we can overlook the
lack of authorization last year, I think
when the need is greater this year we
can overlook it, particularly because it
is of an emergency nature.

I also submit to you, Mr. Chairman,
that there are several other provisions
in this supplemental that are provi-
sions that have not been authorized
and yet they received waivers. I think
we could waive the point of order on
this issue which affects the American
folks so deeply.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The Chair finds that this
amendment includes an emergency des-
ignation under section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985. The amend-
ment therefore constitutes legislation
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on the following specified amend-
ments to the bill, and any amendments
thereto, be limited to the time speci-
fied, equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and myself as an oppo-
nent:

Number one, an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY), as printed in part

B of the Rule, for 20 minutes; and an
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) re-
garding the tax rebate mailing and
high-intensity drug trafficking areas,
for 30 minutes.

This request has been agreed to by
the minority and the majority.

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

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Title II, chapter 5, at the end of the item

relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES—Administration
for Children and Families Low Income Home
Energy Assistance’’ insert the following:

For ‘‘Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance’’ under the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.)
for fiscal year 2002, $2,000,000,000.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
Sanders amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his
amendment.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, this
tripartisan amendment is cosponsored
by the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. QUINN). It would provide $2
billion in advance funding for the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, LIHEAP, for fiscal year 2002. I
understand that the point of order is
going to be asked for, and I am very
disappointed that this important
amendment will not get a chance to be
voted upon today.

From California to Vermont, every
American knows that energy costs are
skyrocketing. LIHEAP is the primary
program that provides assistance to
help lower-income families pay their
energy bills, and there has been no
time when more people are going to
need LIHEAP assistance than now. Ac-
cording to the National Energy Assist-
ance Directors Association, 19 States
have reported that they are either out
of LIHEAP funds or have very low bal-
ances.

Mr. Chairman, this is simply unac-
ceptable. In the richest country in the
world, not one family should go with-
out heat this winter, not one senior
citizen should choose between heating
their homes or affording their prescrip-
tion drugs. Not one child should come
home to a refrigerator empty of food
because the heating bill is too high.
But, Mr. Chairman, this is exactly
what will happen if we do not substan-
tially increase funding for LIHEAP.

Let me take this opportunity to
thank the committee and the chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) and the ranking member, the

gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
for doubling the President’s totally in-
adequate request for LIHEAP emer-
gency funding, but because of the se-
vere energy crisis that we are in, the
committee’s number is still far too
low.
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It should not be acceptable for any
Member of Congress or the President
that more than 17 million Americans
who are eligible to receive LIHEAP
have been left behind because of insuf-
ficient funding. In fact, since 1985,
LIHEAP funding has declined by 70 per-
cent after adjusting for inflation.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I yield to
my colleague from California. Mr.
Chairman, how much time do we have
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may
yield to other Members for debate, but
may not yield blocks of time under the
5-minute rule. So the gentleman sim-
ply has to yield to another Member.

Mr. SANDERS. For approximately 2
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
yields to the gentlewoman for her com-
ments.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and thank the
gentleman for pushing forward this
Sanders-Lee-Quinn amendment, which
would add $2 billion in forward funding
for the Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program. The supplemental
appropriations bill as written ignores
one of our most urgent situations, and
that is our Nation’s energy crisis which
we are experiencing in California, but
it is moving nationwide.

We must provide real and meaningful
increases for LIHEAP, which help sen-
iors, people with disabilities and low-
income individuals and families pay
their skyrocketing utility bills.
LIHEAP assistance helps people for
whom rising energy costs are not an in-
convenience, but a real catastrophe.

Currently, only one in three Amer-
ican households that are eligible for
LIHEAP assistance receives any sup-
port. In California, fewer than 10 per-
cent of the 2.1 million eligible house-
holds will receive LIHEAP funding un-
less funding is increased significantly.
State officials assisted as many Cali-
fornians in the first 5 months of this
year than in all of 2000.

Furthermore, at least 19 States have
completely exhausted their LIHEAP
funds or are almost out of money or in
dire need.

We held a meeting in my district in
Oakland, California, with the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT),
the minority leader. At our meeting,
Members of Congress saw the faces of
this crisis. They heard from persons
with disabilities, from low-income indi-
viduals and families. They heard from
people in California who have been
paying the price of this crisis for the
last year.
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Now we have an opportunity to help,

help those most vulnerable. Unfortu-
nately, we will not allow, as I under-
stand it, this amendment to come for-
ward. Our Nation needs this. Senior
citizens need this. Low-income families
and individuals need an additional $2
billion minimum in LIHEAP.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from California,
and the bottom line is that we appre-
ciate the committee’s effort in dou-
bling the President’s total inadequate
funding. But because energy costs are
skyrocketing, let me say in the State
of Vermont, the price of propane gas
has gone up by 27 percent, kerosene by
47 percent, and heating oil by 56 per-
cent.

When we have these extraordinary
increases in the price of fuel, then the
LIHEAP program has got to respond.
All over this country more people need
LIHEAP, and we have to increase fund-
ing.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to make a point of order. I
make a point of order against the
amendment. This amendment is not
germane, and as such is a violation of
rule XVI, clause 7.

This rule states that: ‘‘No motion or
proposition on a subject different from
that under consideration shall be ad-
mitted under color of amendment.’’

This amendment deals with a propo-
sition different from that being amend-
ed; and, therefore, is a violation of rule
XVI, clause 7, and I insist on my point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman in-
sists on his point of order. Does the
gentleman from Vermont wish to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, yes, I
do.

Mr. Chairman, what I wish to say to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), I hope in conference
committee and in my colleague’s work
with the Senate, can we have some as-
surance from the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG), who I know recognizes
this problem, when I have some assur-
ance when we go to conference, the
gentleman will be representing the
House and asking for substantially
more LIHEAP funding?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I suggest to
the gentleman that we will represent
the House’s position when we go to
conference with the other body. During
that conference, I expect that LIHEAP
would be a subject of consideration.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) to fight as hard as
they can for substantially more money
for LIHEAP.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has heard
each gentleman on his own time. Mem-
bers need to restrict their remarks to
the point of order.

The Chair is prepared to rule on the
point of order.

The gentleman from Florida raises a
point of order that the amendment is
not germane. The bill provides supple-
mental appropriations for various pro-
grams for fiscal year 2001. The amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Vermont provides funding for the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram for fiscal year 2002. Clause 7 of
rule XVI, the germaneness rule, pro-
vides that no proposition on subject
different from that under consideration
shall be admitted under color of
amendment. One of the central tenets
of the germaneness rule is that the fun-
damental purpose of an amendment
must be germane to the fundamental
purposes of the underlying text.

The fundamental purpose of the bill
is to provide supplemental funding for
programs for the current fiscal year.
By contrast, the fundamental purpose
of the amendment is to provide an ad-
vanced appropriation in the next fiscal
year for LIHEAP.

Accordingly, the amendment is not
germane, and the point of order is sus-
tained. The amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

The matter under this heading in the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2001 (as enacted into law
by Public Law 106–554) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$7,332,721,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$7,237,721,000’’.

For an additional amount (to the corrected
amount under this heading) for ‘‘Education
for the Disadvantaged’’ to carry out part A
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 in accordance with the
eighth proviso under that heading,
$161,000,000, which shall become available on
July 1, 2001, and shall remain available
through September 30, 2002.

IMPACT AID

Of the $12,802,000 available under the head-
ing ‘‘Impact Aid’’ in the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2001 (as enacted into law by Public Law
106–554) for construction under section 8007 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, $6,802,000 shall be used as di-
rected in the first proviso under that head-
ing, and the remaining $6,000,000 shall be dis-
tributed to eligible local educational agen-
cies under section 8007, as such section was
in effect on September 30, 2000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CROWLEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CROWLEY:
In chapter 5 of title II, before the heading

of the item relating to ‘‘Special Education’’,
insert the following:

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ‘‘School Im-
provement Programs’’ for magnet school as-
sistance, to be derived from amounts pro-
vided in title II for ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Army’’ and to remain available until
expended, $25,000,000.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to reserve a point of order
on the gentleman’s amendment; and as

a courtesy to the gentleman, I will not
exercise that point of order until he
has had an opportunity to explain.

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, while
I understand that the Parliamentarian
will rule this amendment out of order,
I would like to take this opportunity
to offer my amendment and highlight a
key educational issue not only for my
district, for the Seventh Congressional
District in Queens and the Bronx, but
for congressional districts and local
educational agencies throughout the
U.S.

At the end of my time, Mr. Chair-
man, I will then withdraw this amend-
ment. My amendment would strike the
$25 million under operations and main-
tenance account of the Army that has
been requested for recruiting and ad-
vertising for this branch and would
transfer this $25 million in badly need-
ed funds to the U.S. Department of
Education for the Magnet School As-
sistance Program.

Magnet schools are specialized theme
schools with innovative educational
programs, often focusing in specific
areas like math and the sciences while
also providing some choice to parents
and students.

I have become quite familiar with
and impressed by the successes of mag-
net schools after witnessing the stu-
dents’ achievements at Community
School District 30 centered in Jackson
Heights, Queens, New York in my con-
gressional district.

Community School District 30, which
serves the student populations of
Astoria, Long Island City, East Elm-
hurst, Jackson Heights, and parts of
Corona and Woodside in Queens, is
home to the most diverse ethnic popu-
lation in the United States, according
to the U.S. Census. These communities
house over 120 ethnic groups and lan-
guages, making the ability to serve all
of the educational needs very, very
challenging, to say the least.

But Community School District 30
has proven that serving these children
is not impossible. They have achieved a
number of successes through the oper-
ation of magnet schools. In the case of
School District 30, they have created
an interactive intra- and interschool
learning community, employing all of
the stakeholders in this issue: teach-
ers, parents, students, and local univer-
sities.

My amendment will provide addi-
tional funding to increase assistance to
School District 30 and other local edu-
cational agencies to create and/or ex-
pand magnet schools in their commu-
nities, whether they be urban, subur-
ban or rural.

It is my hope that as this bill works
its way through the process, that this
Congress will find an additional $25
million for the Magnet School Assist-
ance Program for the Department of
Education.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my friend
and colleague, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).
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(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked

and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding, and I rise in strong support of
his amendment. I also rise today with
strong concerns about the supple-
mental appropriations bill. While I
agree there are a number of items on
the bill that need increased funding, I
am disturbed that this funding is at
the expense of a very important pro-
gram, the Workforce Investment Act,
which was cut, and that there are other
important items that need to be fund-
ed, such as education. We all know that
nothing is more important to our chil-
dren’s future than education. This
amendment would strike $25 million
from the operations and maintenance,
and transfer these very much needed
funds to the Department of Education
for the Magnet School Assistance Pro-
gram.

Many of the students in my district
in Astoria, Queens, attend magnet
schools, specifically School District 30
which serves a very diverse school body
in Queens, had received a magnet grant
several years ago; and they were in fact
in competition for yet another magnet
grant this year.

Because of their high performance,
their increased scores in math and
English, I am certain that they would
have received the grant; yet the Board
of Education ran out of money.

So this funding, this $25 million, is
needed tremendously. I am also very
concerned that this bill cuts the Work-
force Investment Act, which provides
job training, related services to low-in-
come persons, dislocated workers and
other unemployed or underemployed
individuals.

This program had trained and helped
many of the young people in the dis-
trict that I have the honor of rep-
resenting, specifically the Stanley
Isaac Neighborhood Center, the Boys
and Girls Club of Queens. Both of these
programs were funded by WIA, and now
I wonder whether or not they will be
funded in the future because this very
important program trains our young
people for jobs. I speak very strongly in
support of the $25 million for edu-
cation, my colleague’s amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to make a point of order
against the amendment because it is in
violation of section 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974. The
Committee on Appropriations filed a
suballocation of budget totals for fiscal
year 2001 on June 19, 2001. That was
House Report 107–104. This amendment
would provide new budget authority in
excess of the subcommittee’s sub-
allocation made under section 302(b)
and is not permitted under section
302(f) of the act, and I insist on my
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida wishes to pursue his point
of order. Does the gentleman from New

York wish to be heard on the point of
order?

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, no. I
withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

SPECIAL EDUCATION

In the statement of the managers of the
committee of conference accompanying H.R.
4577 (Public Law 106–554; H. Rept. 106–1033), in
title III of the explanatory language on H.R.
5656 (Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001), in the
matter relating to Special Education Re-
search and Innovation under the heading
‘‘Special Education’’, the provision for train-
ing, technical support, services and equip-
ment through the Early Childhood Develop-
ment Project in the Mississippi Delta Region
shall be applied by substituting ‘‘Easter
Seals—Arkansas’’ for ‘‘the National Easter
Seals Society’’.

EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND
IMPROVEMENT

The matter under this heading in the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2001 (as enacted into law
by Public Law 106–554) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$139,624,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$139,853,000’’.

In the statement of the managers of the
committee of conference accompanying H.R.
4577 (Public Law 106–554; H. Rept. 106–1033), in
title III of the explanatory language on H.R.
5656 (Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001), in the
matter relating to the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Education under the heading ‘‘Edu-
cation Research, Statistics and Improve-
ment’’—

(1) the aggregate amount specified shall be
deemed to be $139,853,000;

(2) the amount specified for the National
Mentoring Partnership in Washington DC for
establishing the National E-Mentoring
Clearinghouse shall be deemed to be $461,000;
and

(3) the provision specifying $1,275,000 for
one-to-one computing shall be deemed to
read as follows: ‘‘$1,275,000—NetSchools Cor-
poration, to provide one-to-one e-learning
pilot programs for Dover Elementary School
in San Pablo, California, Belle Haven Ele-
mentary School in East Menlo Park, Cali-
fornia, East Rock Magnet School in New
Haven, Connecticut, Reid Elementary School
in Searchlight, Nevada, and McDermitt Com-
bined School in McDermitt, Nevada;’’.

CHAPTER 6

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF
DECEASED MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

For payment to Rhonda B. Sisisky, widow
of Norman Sisisky, late a Representative
from the Commonwealth of Virginia,
$145,100.

For payment to Barbara Cheney, heir of
John Joseph Moakley, late a Representative
from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
$145,100.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for salaries and
expenses of the House of Representatives,
$61,662,000, as follows:

MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES,
STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SE-
LECT, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, AL-
LOWANCES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for Members’
Representational Allowances, Standing Com-
mittees, Special and Select, Committee on
Appropriations, and Allowances and Ex-
penses, $44,214,000, with any allocations to
such accounts subject to approval by the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives: Provided, That $9,776,000
of such amount shall remain available for
such salaries and expenses until December
31, 2002.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For an additional amount for compensa-
tion and expenses of officers and employees,
as authorized by law, $17,448,000, including:
for salaries and expenses of the Office of the
Clerk, $3,150,000; and for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Chief Administra-
tive Officer, $14,298,000, of which $11,181,000
shall be for salaries, expenses, and tem-
porary personal services of House Informa-
tion Resources and $3,000,000 shall be for sep-
arate upgrades for committee rooms: Pro-
vided, That $500,000 of the funds provided to
the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
for separate upgrades for committee rooms
may be transferred to the Office of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol for the same purpose,
subject to the approval of the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives: Provided further, That all of the funds
provided under this heading shall remain
available until expended.

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for salaries and
expenses of the Office of Compliance, as au-
thorized by section 305 of the Congressional
Accountability Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1385),
$35,000.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING

For an additional amount for authorized
printing and binding for the Congress and
the distribution of Congressional informa-
tion in any format; printing and binding for
the Architect of the Capitol; expenses nec-
essary for preparing the semimonthly and
session index to the Congressional Record, as
authorized by law (44 U.S.C. 902); printing
and binding of Government publications au-
thorized by law to be distributed to Members
of Congress; and printing, binding, and dis-
tribution of Government publications au-
thorized by law to be distributed without
charge to the recipient, $11,900,000.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING
FUND

For payment to the Government Printing
Office Revolving Fund, $6,000,000, to remain
available until expended, for air-condi-
tioning and lighting systems.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for salaries and
expenses, Library of Congress, $600,000, to re-
main available until expended, for a collabo-
rative Library of Congress telecommuni-
cations project with the United States Mili-
tary Academy.

CHAPTER 7
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

Of the unobligated balances authorized
under 49 U.S.C. 48103, as amended, $30,000,000
are rescinded.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF
TEXAS

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

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

Texas:
Page 37, line 14, after ‘‘$92,000,000’’ insert

‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.
Page 44, line 25, after ‘‘$389,200,000’’ insert

‘‘(reduced by $50,000,000)’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order and ad-
vise the gentlewoman as a courtesy to
her that I will not raise the point of
order until she completes her expla-
nation.

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the chairman very much and again the
ranking member.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know how I
can capture a visual for this House. So
many Members have come to the floor
of the House in times of need of their
respective communities. I believe that
the most potent statement that can be
said about what happened in Houston,
Texas as we have followed the dev-
astating pathway of Tropical Storm
Allison is that nobody knew. It has
gone from the heart of Texas in the
Houston and surrounding areas east to
New Orleans, Louisiana and other
places and up the East Coast, even to
the extent of matching its wits for the
States in the mid-Atlantic and North-
east. We too were unaware of the dev-
astation that occurred.

But let me say to you, Mr. Chairman,
we are in need. We really need this
House to act. We have got now some $4
billion in damage in Houston, Texas;
32,000 plus homes are devastated and
people are out of their homes. We were
declared a disaster for personal aid as
well as infrastructure. And the FEMA
director is back in the community
today. He traveled with us about a
week ago, and he indicated at that
time he thought there was enough
money. But I am very glad that he is
back again because we are realizing
that we do not have enough money and
after there is the $300 million plus re-
scission or money taken out of FEMA,
I know we will not have enough money.
In fact, we believe that with all FEMA
has to do around the Nation, they only
have $1.1 billion left, I do not see how
in the world they are going to be able
to function.

There is an amendment that adds the
$300 million plus, $389 million. I do not
know where Texans will be primarily
because it is devastating to the other
parts of the bill, but I have a letter
here, Mr. Chairman, and to the chair-
man from the Senator, United States
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, who is
begging us not to take the money out
from the other body, if you will, a let-
ter that I would like to offer into the
RECORD.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2001.

DEAR ——: As we recover from the devasta-
tion of Tropical Storm Allison and brace

ourselves for the upcoming hurricane season,
I am writing to enlist your support for ensur-
ing that the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA) remains ready to re-
spond.

As you may know, the House Appropria-
tions Committee recently approved its Sup-
plemental Appropriations Bill for Fiscal
Year 2001. In that bill, the House Appropria-
tions Committee included a $389 million re-
scission of FEMA’s current disaster relief
funds. This rescission is opposed by the Bush
Administration.

In terms of economic impact, Tropical
Storm Allison is proving to be one of the
largest natural disasters in U.S. history,
with over 50,000 homes and hundreds of busi-
nesses destroyed or damaged in Southeast
Texas alone. Furthermore, several vital area
hospitals and major academic research fa-
cilities have been heavily damaged, with
some currently closed.

The preliminary overall damage estimate
from the storm and the record flooding it
caused in Texas is in excess of $4 billion.
While at least $2 billion of this amount may
be recoverable through FEMA, those pay-
ments will likely meet, if not exceed, the
amount FEMA currently has in its disaster
relief and contingency accounts.

In light of this situation, I ask for your as-
sistance in supporting any efforts on the
House floor to eliminate the provisions in
the Supplemental Appropriations Bill that
rescinds FEMA’s disaster relief funds. In ad-
dition, as Congress continues to consider the
Supplemental Appropriations Bill, I would
like your support in going a step further by
ensuring that FEMA’s disaster relief re-
sources are replenished in order to make up
for the substantial costs the agency is now
incurring due to Tropical Storm Allison. I
am working with Joe Allbaugh to determine
an appropriate reserve amount.

Please feel free to contact Natasha Moore
of my staff at 224–5922 if you have any ques-
tions. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON,

U.S. Senate

Mr. Chairman, my amendment makes
an attempt to add $50 million to deal
with the displaced elderly in our com-
munity who cannot stay in these shel-
ters much longer. The physically chal-
lenged, the young families, the women
who are expecting are in shelters and
they need to get temporary housing as-
sistance. As was already noted, we
have a devastating mosquito problem.
The mosquitoes are practically taking
over our community. We have houses
that have yet to begin to get repaired.
It is going to be a long period of time.
This is not the time to cut FEMA.

This amendment is a reasonable
amendment. Though I may be, I guess,
apt to, with the reservation of the
point of order, withdraw this amend-
ment, I hope that I have been able to
create a visual of the urgency of what
we have got to do. And so I would like
to yield to common sense, I guess, and
to take this amendment now off the
table and to be able to yield to the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations for a colloquy.

I hope I have adequately, Mr. Chair-
man, described the enormous devasta-
tion. He noted that I was on the floor
previously about India. I told him I had
been working on that. I did not want
there to be a misunderstanding of the

importance of all of these issues. But
now I come to him pleading for the
people of Houston and surrounding
areas regarding this. I rise for the pur-
pose of the colloquy or I am standing
here with the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) regarding as I have de-
scribed to him the enormous impact of
a tropical storm that was unexpected
and certainly not an incident, if you
will, or a factual basis of which we in
Houston have had much experience. We
have had our hurricanes, we know how
to get out of the way, but this tropical
storm really has devastated our com-
munity.

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

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I want to con-
firm here on the floor our conversation
earlier that we have a great deal of
sympathy for the enormous relief ef-
forts taking place in Houston as a re-
sult of Tropical Storm Allison. I ap-
plaud the gentlewoman’s efforts in
doing everything possible to make sure
that the United States House of Rep-
resentatives helps Houston recover
from this disaster. I would add that
this Congress has never refused to meet
the requirements and obligations to a
natural disaster in our country and
many other parts of the world. We are
working together on this.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the gentleman very much. As I indi-
cated to him, I am questioning whether
we have enough money, but I am very
hopeful.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to strike the last word. I
yield to the gentlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I hope
that we can provide adequate funding
for the damage done by Tropical Storm
Allison to Houston and the surrounding
areas. This is critical to the people of
the 18th Congressional District that
have suffered so immensely as a result
of the storm.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say to the gentlewoman
that there is no doubt in my mind that
there are currently adequate resources
to provide all appropriate resources
and necessary assistance for her con-
stituents. I will work to guarantee that
that remains the case. And even after
this rescission, there is $1.6 billion re-
maining in that emergency fund.
Should that not be sufficient in the fu-
ture, we will react quickly to make
sure any emergency is dealt with.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I think the practicality of
what we are doing here today is to get
help for Houston. Realizing that, I am
going to withdraw this amendment be-
cause I have received from him and the
members of the committee and the
ranking members their sincerity about
working with us, rolling up our sleeves
and trying to bring home to Houston
some sense of relief. I want to thank
the gentleman for his support and look
forward to working with him.
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent to withdraw the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentlewoman
from Texas?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

COAST GUARD
OPERATING EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operating
expenses’’, $92,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2002.

CHAPTER 8
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’’, $49,576,000, to remain avail-
able through September 30, 2002.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

PROCESSING, ASSISTANCE, AND MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Processing,
Assistance, and Management’’, $66,200,000, to
remain available through September 30, 2002.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:
At the end of chapter 8 of title II, insert

the following new provision:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
AND FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT

FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS

HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS
PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ‘‘High Inten-
sity Drug Trafficking Areas Program’’, to be
derived by transfer of amounts provided in
this chapter for ‘‘Internal Revenue Service—
Processing, assistance, and management’’,
$30,500,000, as authorized by law (21 U.S.C.
1706).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of today, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD).

Mr. BAIRD. I thank my distinguished
colleague, the ranking member on the
Committee on Appropriations, for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, we speak often in this
body about the need to reduce waste,
fraud and abuse, and unnecessary
spending. Yet today’s bill includes an
example that is wasteful, that I believe
is an abuse of funds, and that is clearly
unnecessary spending.

Included in this bill is a measure that
would apparently provide up to 20 to
$30 million to send a letter to the
American people telling them some-
thing they already know for purposes
which can only be described as bla-
tantly political; 20 to $30 million to tell
the American people that they are
pleased to inform them that the United
States Congress passed and President

George Bush signed into law the Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act which provides long-
term tax relief.

The American people know that. I
can right here save the American peo-
ple $29,999,999.75 by telling them take
25 cents, buy a newspaper, read about
the tax bill, and you will know every-
thing that you would receive in this
letter.

We should not be spending this kind
of money on unnecessary political
propaganda. It is the worst example of
waste and abuse of government spend-
ing. The gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), who I want to commend
and I wish he did not have laryngitis
because I would love to hear what he
would have to say were he empowered
to speak on this today, but he has cor-
rectly identified the problem and he
has proposed a much, much better use
of these funds.

In my district in southwest Wash-
ington, we have got an explosion of
methamphetamine labs, literally ex-
plosions of those labs, a doubling of
meth busts every single year. People
are being exposed to the dangerous
drug methamphetamine, to black tar
heroin, and the gentleman from Wis-
consin has correctly recognized that
there is a need for additional funding
to expand the high intensity drug traf-
ficking areas to help fight these
scourges.

Mr. Chairman, if you ask the Amer-
ican people, would you rather put $30
million towards battling the scourge of
drug abuse, toward protecting our chil-
dren and our families and our schools,
or would you rather receive a letter
telling you something you already
know?

b 1900

I know exactly where the American
people would stand. The American peo-
ple would say, do not waste the $30 mil-
lion of our taxpayers’ money. Put it in-
stead to something productive like
high-intensity drug trafficking areas,
as the amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) would call
for.

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed time to
stop wasteful and unnecessary spend-
ing in government. We can begin today
by passing the amendment from the
ranking member and the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Appropriations and the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the comments that were provided
in offering this amendment, but I think
they were at least a little bit mis-
leading. There was reading from the
notice itself, and I think that was fair.
In point of fact, it was really only the
first sentence. The notice includes a lot
more information than just the fact

that a tax relief bill was passed. What
the notice attempts to do is to include
helpful, useful information to tax-
payers and to ensure that as we go for-
ward mailing out rebate checks, which
were supported by dozens of Members
on the minority side, that we do not
have mass confusion.

The notice informs the taxpayer as
to the amount of the rebate check. It
informs the taxpayer how this amount
was calculated, because every taxpayer
is not going to receive an identical
check. The rebate will be based on the
taxable return that was paid for the
year 2000.

The notice includes information as to
whether or not the rebate check is re-
portable as income when they go to
next pay their taxes. If one receives a
$300 check or a $600 check, unfortu-
nately for a lot of people there will be
confusion as to whether or not they
have to pay taxes on this rebate.

It also gives information to the tax-
payer as to what they should do if they
have questions, a phone number, a Web
site, so that they can follow up if they
need additional information. Providing
a taxpayer with this important infor-
mation is not abusive. Providing a tax-
payer with information about how to
get their questions answered is not
fraud. I certainly do not believe that
the employees of the IRS would con-
sider the work that they do to deal
with confusion or questions to be
fraud, to be abusive, which is exactly
why the National Treasury Employees
Union has written opposing the kind of
cut that is trying to be put through on
the floor today.

Is it wasteful? Well, we can go back
to the old television commercial, you
can pay me now or you can pay me
later. If taxpayers are not given infor-
mation about how this rebate is being
calculated, whether or not it is taxable
income, how to get their questions an-
swered, then when all of these checks
go out the IRS phone lines are going to
be flooded, or there are going to be
complaints, and there is going to be a
significant amount of cost incurred by
the customer service representatives at
the IRS trying to sort out that confu-
sion.

We can pay for it now to make sure
that they have the information that is
needed, or we can pay later in the form
of much higher calls required, much
higher cost of customer service. I think
it makes sense. I think it is fair plan-
ning to deal with it now, to deal with
it in this fiscal year, when the checks
are going to be sent out.

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

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

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU), he says some of
this information, for instance, whether
or not it is taxable and the amount,
have to be told to people. I would guess
most people would be able to tell the
amount when they looked at the check.
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As far as whether or not it is taxable,
why could a little thing in the same en-
velope not be included in the rebate
check that said, this is not taxable?
Why does there have to be a separate
mailing?

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, to ad-
dress the gentleman’s first point, what
I said was there is information about
how it is calculated, because while the
headline in the Washington Post or the
New York Times may be $300 a person,
$600 a person, that is not technically
correct. I know it is a surprise to Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle that the
New York Times may not have gotten
the headline right, but not everyone is
going to receive the same check.

So there is information about how it
was calculated and information about
whether or not it is taxable.

Mr. FRANK. Why could not it be put
in that same envelope that the check
came in? Do they need a lot of ad-
vanced notice to prepare them for it?

Mr. SUNUNU. I think it serves the
taxpayer well to have advance informa-
tion. From the IRS’s standpoint, the
processing of checks may well be done
differently than the processing of a no-
tice like this. Why not give the tax-
payer the information ahead of time
before they receive the check?

Mr. FRANK. Because it costs $30 mil-
lion is why.

Mr. SUNUNU. I do not think it is un-
reasonable.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 41⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (MR. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my silent ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), for
yielding those quiet 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I will not be quite as
quiet. First of all, it is interesting that
this administration that wants to send
out this check did not ask for this
money to be sent to the taxpayer this
year. This essentially was an initiative
on this side of the aisle to make an im-
mediate payment, number one. Of
course, the letter does not go into that
slight detail. It would be inconvenient
to do so, I understand.

Secondly, it is their money. It is
their money, and we ought to spend it
carefully. So we are sending a letter
telling them they are going to get a
check. It is not taxable; and by the
way, they do not have to do anything.
The taxpayer will be overwhelmed with
that information, without which think
how at sea they would be.

They do not have to do anything.
There is no answer, and the gentleman
who is extraordinarily bright and able,
struggled for an answer to the question
of the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK). Why is the check and the
information not sent in one envelope
and save $30 million of their money?

Now, $30 million is a lot of their
money. This amendment is opposed by
the NTEU, the National Treasury Em-
ployees Union. Do we know why? Be-
cause they are fearful that the admin-
istration’s desire to send out this

money, and by the way the conference
that included no Democrats, this is not
in the statute, they do not have to do
this statutorily. They have to do it in
the conference report. I guarantee,
maybe two people on the House floor
knew that was the case when they
voted for this bill. Maybe. I do not
want to ask the chairman whether he
knew or the ranking member whether
he knew. I did not know, I will say, and
I am the ranking member of the sub-
committee.

Nobody knew this. It is in conference
report language; and by the way, the
conference report does not even direct
that it be done. It says, we expect that
it will be done.

What the Treasury employees are
worried about is, if this money is taken
out, the letter will be sent anyway and
make the Treasury employees eat it.
Cut the costs of the IRS because you
want to impose this Dear Taxpayer,
George Bush is giving you some money
back. In another context, this might be
called $30 million of public financing of
campaigns which, of course, President
Bush and the minority side are very
much against; and in my opinion prob-
ably most taxpayers are against that
as well, but that is what is happening.
We are spending $30 million as a cam-
paign letter.

Now, the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU) fully knows that 1–
800 number could be included in the
mailing of the check. Let me say, when
they get the check is when it is going
to motivate them to call. So if we
think we are saving money on calls, we
are going to have to look at that when
the committee marks up this bill later
on, because I guarantee it will not.
Why? Because there will be certain
people who will look at this letter and
say, oh, that is nice; not do anything,
not take any action, not really have
any knowledge. But when they get the
check, that is the operative time that
the taxpayer will get interested. If he
does not get the $300 or they do not get
the $600, they will pick up the phone
and say, why not? Hopefully we will
answer them.

If they do not and they call and we
use this $30 million to mail them this
what we believe to be a political no-
tice, if they do that then we are going
to have 30 million less dollars that
they could use for taxpayer service.

We passed the reform bill, said we
wanted to be taxpayer friendly, which
meant the ability to answer phones.
Sending this money off this way will
undermine our ability to serve our tax-
payers well. I urge a vote for this
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I would, in the same
tone that my friend, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), just
spoke, I would like to say to him and
to all the Members that if we wanted
to be political about this what we
would have done would be to have all
the checks delivered to those offices of

the Members who voted for the tax cut
and let them send out the checks with
a little message to their constituents.
Now that would have been political.

The way we are doing it now is really
not political, and I think it is impor-
tant that people understand in plain
English what this is all about.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate that. The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) told me that in private as
well. I think that is an interesting ob-
servation and option. It is the dif-
ference between blatant and subtle, I
would suggest to my chairman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time he may consume
to the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. SUNUNU).

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, in ad-
dressing some of the concerns raised,
particularly with regard to the employ-
ees at the IRS, I think rather than
characterize what their motives might
be, it is best to go right to the source.

In a letter from the National Treas-
ury Employees Union, it was made
clear what the concerns were. Simply
put, quote, ‘‘the IRS has great dif-
ficulty responding to all the telephone
calls from taxpayers with questions.
The volume of calls will increase dra-
matically as anticipation of rebate
checks grows. Providing taxpayers
with a notice in advance will hold down
the increase in calls and prevent a sig-
nificant decrease in the IRS’ ability to
provide customer service.’’

It is also stressed in the letter, which
comes from the National President of
the employees union, that the IRS has
indicated, the agency, not Congress but
the IRS itself, that it may go forward
with a notice on the tax rebate even if
the funds to mail it are not provided or
are reduced. So this is a decision that
the IRS is likely to make of its own ac-
cord because the agency understands it
is important. The union itself recog-
nizes, and the employees recognize,
that if the notices do not go out that
the burden on customer service will be
significant. In the end that will not be
in the best interest of taxpayers be-
cause the costs associated with that
confusion are just as likely to be great-
er than what this expenditure calls for.

b 1915

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I want to
start in a spirit of bipartisanship with
congratulations. I congratulate the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations on the restraint he says he
showed in not having Members individ-
ually send out the checks to the con-
stituents. It might have been a viola-
tion of the separation of powers. I ad-
mire his doing that.

Until he just smiled, I was going to
congratulate the gentleman from New
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Hampshire for keeping a very straight
face during this entire proceeding.
Were I he, I could not have done so.

I welcome this in some ways. Let us
be clear what we are talking about. It
is a letter that begins not with telling
you that it is not taxable or how it was
calculated, but by telling you that this
is a present to you from George Bush.
It comes to you from George Bush and
the Congress.

Now, I in one sense must tell you for
self-interests welcome this. For some
time I have been distressed that politi-
cally self-serving mail is known as
‘‘franked’’ mail. I have been upset to be
a synonym with the use of taxpayer
money to send out blatantly self-serv-
ing mail.

But, from now on, that mail will no
longer be thought of primarily as
franked mail. It will be ‘‘bushed’’ mail;
not bush mill, bushed mail, because the
$30 million in this one fell swoop will
be a greater exploitation of the tax-
payer’s money for political purposes
than ever before.

Now, I had this question as to why it
could not be included, there are two
important pieces of information; how it
was calculated. By the way, according
to the letter, how it is calculated is on
the back of the letter, so that none of
the things on the front of the letter are
relevant to that. Secondly, people need
to know it is not taxable.

Well, that could have been put in the
same letter, I thought. But then I read
what the gentleman said to the New
York Times about it, and maybe this
explains it.

My question is, why could you not
simply put into the same envelope,
‘‘this is not taxable,’’ and then include
that about how it was calculated? Why
do you have to tell them that Presi-
dent Bush did it, and Congress did it,
and it is part of the long-term tax re-
lief? There are a number of things in
here that have no relevance to that.

The New York Times article is very
interesting, because Mr. Keith, a
spokesman for the wholly autonomous
Internal Revenue Service, which appar-
ently decided on its own to do this
favor for the President, and that is a
degree of loyalty that he inspires in his
employees that is truly inspirational in
itself, but he says, ‘‘I would point out
that the letter contains the informa-
tion that we believe the taxpayer
needs.’’ But then in an indirect quote,
‘‘including the size of the check.’’

Now, I had thought that meant the
dollar amount. But, on the other hand,
that would be too stupid even to try
and pretend, because the way the aver-
age person would tell what was the
amount of the check would be to look
at the amount on the check. It says it
right on the check, ‘‘amount.’’ Most
people would probably be able to figure
out when it said amount of the check
$300, that the amount of the check was
$300. But, no, we have to tell them in
advance of the size of the check.

And why can we not put it in the
same envelope? Then I suddenly real-

ized, these are going to be really big
checks. There will not be room in the
envelope. They want to really make an
impression. You are getting this from
George Bush, and we do not want some
little dinky piece of paper that you can
read it, $300, that is nice, put it in my
pocket, I will spend it, that is good for
the economy, which we suggested.

Instead, we are going to send them
really big checks, and we have to warn
them. We have to warn them, so that
people, for instance, may have to widen
their mail slots. They may have to
empty out their mailboxes, because
what we are telling them is, listen, you
are going to get a really big check.
Now, to some people, $300 would not be
a big check in dollars, so it must mean
a big physical check.

So we are going to send them such a
big check that we have to warn them
in advance that it is coming, do not let
your kid, if you have got a small child,
do not have your child walking under
the mail slot when the mail comes. He
may get whacked in the head with a
really big check, and that is not worth
$300.

And, we also then cannot fit it in
that envelope, because I cannot think
of any other reason. Here is what we
are told; the reason for doing this is,
one, to tell them the amount of the
check. Now, as I said, nobody believes
that. Some people have said it; I do not
think many people believe it. The fact
is that you will see the amount of the
check when you get the check.

We are told you should be told it is
not taxable. Well, that could be put in
the envelope along with the calcula-
tion. But I have to say, if this works,
why stop here? We know that many
older people who live isolated lives like
getting mail. They get Social Security
checks. Social Security checks are not,
for many people, taxable. For some
they are. People may not know that.

Why not 2 weeks before the Social
Security check comes send them a let-
ter telling them that they are going to
get a Social Security check? Why not
alert them to the size of the impending
Social Security check, and they can be
warned about it and they can be told it
is not taxable, or that it is, and how it
was calculated.

I mean, if we are in fact going to
have a policy where we not only pro-
vide a benefit to the public, but we tell
them in advance who gave them the
benefit, I think we should not stop
here. I think the gentleman has a pol-
icy we ought to extend.

If the gentleman wants me to yield, I
will be glad to yield, unless he just was
kind of standing up because he was,
you know, adjusting something. Does
the gentleman want me to yield?

Mr. SUNUNU. I am sorry, is the gen-
tleman distracted by the fact I am
standing at the lectern? We have re-
served the balance of our time.

Mr. FRANK. I will tell you what, I
thought the gentleman, usually when
people stand, they want to respond. I
will tell you, I will have trouble sleep-

ing tonight, because I am still trying
to figure out why they cannot go in the
same check, and I thought maybe the
gentleman from New Hampshire was
going to enlighten me. I thought
maybe my neighbor was going to say I
am so perplexed, because I tend to
think I am of reasonable intelligence.

And here is the issue. We are going to
send people a check, and they need to
know two things, other than the check
itself. They need to know that it is not
taxable, and I think that is right; and
they need to know how it is calculated,
if they are interested. They do not need
to know that, but that would be useful.
I cannot figure out why that cannot go
in the same envelope. I do not under-
stand.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield on that point, the
Financial Management Service consid-
ered a range of options. They consid-
ered including that information in the
same envelope.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Why
did they reject that?

Mr. SUNUNU. Well, there are two
reasons. One, because the checks are
going to go out in a staggered format.
They are going to go out in July, they
are going to go out in August, and they
are going to go out in September. The
first people that are going to get the
checks will get them in July, and the
people that have not received the
checks are certainly going to wonder
what is going on. It makes sense to no-
tify everybody at the same time.

The second reason is because there
are two different systems right now for
printing notices and printing checks.
Now, we can try to combine the two
and manually stuff all the envelopes.

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman,
and I am taking back my time.

Mr. SUNUNU. I think it is unreason-
able not to allow me to answer the
question.

Mr. FRANK. I will take back my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts controls the time.

Mr. FRANK. I understand the gen-
tleman has trouble understanding how
the mail works, but he should know
how the rules of the House work.

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

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the an-
swer to the gentleman’s question is
simple why the FMS and others de-
cided they could not do it in one mail-
ing, which seems to make sense to ev-
erybody, and that is because the major-
ity in its conference report, which was
seen by nobody on the floor when they
voted on the bill, said that the major-
ity, who, of course, the President is a
part of their party, the President is the
Chief Executive of our country, the
Chief Executive is the executive officer
of the FMS.
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Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-

ing my time, let me just say, because
we are about to run out of all time,
that not having heard the explanation,
it obviously makes no sense. Appar-
ently people think Americans are con-
sumed with jealousy, and some people
are going to get a check in July, and
some are getting it in September, and
they will have no idea why that hap-
pened. Again, we do not think that is a
serious argument. And the notion that
you cannot consolidate in one check
that information, again, is wholly
unpersuasive.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS), the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I can
understand why some of the gentlemen
on the floor are baffled. I am quite sure
they were baffled as to why we would
want to return some of the taxpayer
money in the first place. That really is,
I think, the fundamental argument.

Let me say this: This letter simply
does not meet the standards of the pre-
vious administration. I have to assure
you, when you want to notify tax-
payers of really important information
you ought to look at the Health Care
Financing Administration multicol-
ored brochure, which, when you open
the first page, had a large color picture
of then Secretary of HHS Donna
Shalala. Then you turn to the second
page, and there was a large color photo
of the gentleman who was then the Ad-
ministrator of HCFA. Then you turn to
the next page, and there was another
photo. So, for someone trying to find
out something about Medicare, they
had to go through three large multicol-
ored photos of people who were there
not for political reasons.

I can understand why some people
are baffled, because actually people
learned through the media that Con-
gress was returning some of their tax
money. The first assumption would be
it is not true. The second assumption
would be, if it is true, how much am I
getting? The third assumption would
be, where do I call to verify?

One of the concerns was that, believe
it or not, some people would like to
verify that they are getting money.
Can you imagine millions of people, a
small fraction of the total who are get-
ting the checks, trying to call the IRS
to find out, one, if they are getting
their money; two, if they are, when are
they getting it; and, three, how much
is it going to be?

So what you have is a letter that pro-
vides that factual information, espe-
cially the question of when I am going
to get it? Because if you only included
the amount and a way to determine
how much it was supposed to be and
the fact that it was coming, they would
still make a phone call to say when am
I going to get it?

So I think the real frustration is that
this Congress passed and this President
signed, one, tax relief for the American
taxpayer; and, two, it was done in such
a way that we are actually going to re-
turn some of the money to the tax-
payers.

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

Mr. THOMAS: I would like to finish
my statement. I do not have a lot of
time. Then, if I finish, I will yield.

Mr. FRANK. He has 3 extra minutes
for you at the end.

Mr. THOMAS. Oh, good. Then I will
use it in a minute.

The idea here is to, first of all, ease
the bureaucratic burden of trying to
respond to millions of people who are
inevitably going to call. I know the
gentleman from Massachusetts be-
lieves he is of average intelligence,
and, therefore, most other people
would assume all of those things he as-
sumed.

All of us here on the floor know, and
I will tell everyone else, the gentleman
from Massachusetts is not of average
intelligence; he is extremely intel-
ligent and perceptive. And I guess the
concern is that if not everyone
matches his ability to understand, in-
terpret and relate, that somehow it is a
sinister political motive to notify peo-
ple of the consequences, the time and
the amount of the check return.

It is not a rebate. It is money which
is a lump sum payment in lieu of with-
holding adjustment. So people would
kind of wonder, what is it that I am
getting? And, gee, this letter says that
it is in fact not something that you
will have to worry about. You will not
be required to report the amount of
this as taxable income on your Federal
tax return. And, by the way, it provides
a convenient receipt for you if in fact
your State or lesser municipality has
tax consequences in terms of Federal
money.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. THOMAS. Do I get the 3 min-
utes? Could I have the 3 minutes? I
thought you were going to give me 3
minutes.

Mr. FRANK. The gentleman from
Florida has the 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida has time remaining.

Mr. THOMAS. I thought you were
going to give me the 3 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, would the Chair advise how much
time is remaining on both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) has 31⁄2 min-
utes. The time of the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has expired.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS.)

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

Mr. THOMAS. I certainly yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. FRANK. First, I want to repeat
what the gentleman from Maryland

said. The notion of the $300 to $600 was
not something opposed on this side.
The gentleman inaccurately said there
were people who were opposed to that.
The notion of sending a check out right
away was something that was advo-
cated by many on this side.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I will
tell the gentleman I will reclaim my
time if he does not have a question of
me. He is just debating the point on his
side again.

Mr. FRANK. I am correcting him.
May I ask a question? May I ask the
gentleman a question?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I will
reclaim my time. You had an oppor-
tunity.

Mr. FRANK. May I ask a question?
May I ask the gentleman a question?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California controls the time. He
may yield to a question if he wishes.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chairman.
Apparently the gentleman from New

Hampshire is not the only one who un-
derstands the rules on the floor, or
there was a willing abuse of the rules.
I indicated that I would yield to the
gentleman for a question. The gen-
tleman then began continuing to make
a statement.

Therefore, in the remainder of my
time, I will tell you this is a thinly
veiled attempt to stop the Internal
Revenue Service from making its job
easier in informing taxpayers of money
that is coming to them, in which a
number of people who are now offering
this amendment objected not only in
substance, but in style. I understand
that.

Our purpose is to vote down this
amendment so the American people
can find out what they are getting
from their government.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
think the majority of Members in this
body use frank mail to send out infor-
mation to their constituents. This is
information that will help those con-
stituents.

But I understand not wanting to send
a letter out. In 1993, my colleagues
took all the money, or cut veterans’
COLAs. They do not want to send a let-
ter out for that. They cut military
COLAs. They increased the tax on So-
cial Security. They spent every single
dime of the Social Security trust fund,
and I understand why the gentleman
did not want to send out a letter for
that. But I would say in this case, we
believe it is their money, and we would
like to let them know that it is coming
in a fair manner.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) has 11⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the balance of my time to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU).

b 1930
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, I very

much appreciate the spirited nature of
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the debate. I certainly apologize to my
colleague from Massachusetts for at-
tempting to answer his question too
specifically and too accurately. I know
it is never a comfortable situation for
someone who is speaking on the floor.

But I do think that if we look at the
scope of what the IRS is trying to do,
we look at the number of checks that
are going out, a couple of hundred mil-
lion, I think it is very reasonable to as-
sume that there may be a lot of confu-
sion.

The Financial Management Service
looked at a number of different op-
tions. I think they had a credible rea-
son for wanting to do an advance no-
tice, considering that the checks would
be staggered over time. The IRS em-
ployees recognized that being inun-
dated with phone calls could really de-
grade their level of customer service
and that more information was better.
We can quibble about the exact word-
ing on the notice and some down at the
White House might complain that Con-
gress is mentioned first, Congress
might complain that the President is
even mentioned in the notice, but at
the end of the day, the taxpayers will
have information that is helpful to
them: how this is being calculated,
what the tax implications are for the
current year, how they can get addi-
tional information.

I do not think there is any surrep-
titious or are there are any impure mo-
tives here. We are just trying to make
sure that taxpayers understand the leg-
islation that has been passed and how
it is going to affect them, and we are
trying to take a little bit of burden off
of the employees at the IRS, and I
think both of those are appropriate.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will
be postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

CHAPTER 9
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Compensa-
tion and pensions’’, $589,413,000 to remain
available until expended.

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Readjust-
ment benefits’’, $347,000,000 to remain avail-
able until expended.

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

Of the amount provided for ‘‘Medical and
prosthetic research’’ in the Departments of

Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–377), up to
$3,500,000 may be used for associated travel
expenses.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Of the amount provided for ‘‘Medical care’’
in the Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001
(Public Law 106–377), up to $19,000,000 may be
transferred to ‘‘General operating expenses’’
of which up to $5,000,000 may be used for as-
sociated travel expenses.
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ENGEL:
In chapter 9 of title II, under the heading

relating to ‘‘Department of Housing and
Urban Development—Public and Indian
Housing’’, insert the following new item:

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Public
housing operating fund’’ for payments to
public housing agencies for the operation
and management of public housing, as au-
thorized by section 9(e) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g),
$300,000,000: Provided, That such amount is
designated by the Congress as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment and will not exercise the
point of order until the gentleman has
had his 5 minutes to explain.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) reserves a
point of order.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the committee for his
courtesy. I do appreciate it.

Mr. Chairman, like my colleagues, I
recognize the need to meet the rising
energy costs of the Defense Depart-
ment. This bill contains $734 million
for higher fuel costs. As we know, jet
fuel, gasoline, even heating price in-
creases are having a dramatic effect on
the Defense Department. We all agree
that it is no good to have the most ad-
vanced jet fighters in the world if they
cannot fly. I, therefore, do agree with
this portion of the bill.

Yet, the Defense Department is not
the only agency that is impacted by
these price increases. Public housing is
also directly affected. The estimates
are that the public housing authorities
need about $300 million to make up the
shortfall. Now, $300 million in the to-
tality of this bill is not a great amount
of money, so that is what my amend-
ment does. It provides the funding for
the $300 million. I regret that the Com-
mittee on Rules did not provide a waiv-
er. I agree that these are needed funds
to DOD, but there are other needs as
well.

Because of the budget caps in the re-
cent tax bill, I have been forced to des-

ignate this need as emergency spend-
ing. I believe with all my heart that
this qualifies.

According to the Energy Information
Administration, home heating oil
prices increased nationally from 88
cents to $1.35, a 53 percent increase
from fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year
2000. Natural gas jumped 51 percent,
from $6.69 per thousand cubic feet to
$10.07. In fact, in New York City, which
I represent, the Nation’s largest public
housing authority, with 160,000 units,
has actually had its oil prices rise 82
percent and natural gas prices increase
90 percent.

I could paint a picture of an elderly
woman who worked for 45 years living
in public housing that has no heat, but
we know that, in fact, is not the case.
Instead, the elderly woman who
worked hard for 45 years is living in an
apartment that has a hole in the ceil-
ing, that needs new flooring in the
bathroom, and could benefit from en-
ergy-saving windows and other energy-
efficient things. The fact is that public
housing authorities are now diverting
funds from capital repairs and im-
provements to pay utility bills. Obvi-
ously, they do not want people to
freeze over the winter.

Let me be clear that it gets my goat
that we are using money to pay for
heat that should be used to pay for in-
sulation which, in the long run, would
save a lot of money on heat. We are
going to be debating tax policy and we
are going to be debating energy policy,
and I have some innovative thoughts
that I hope we can act upon later on in
this session.

Public housing has gotten a bad rep-
utation around here in the past few
years. We need to change this. I grew
up in public housing. In fact, many of
my colleagues in the New York City
delegation grew up in public housing;
and the people who live in public hous-
ing deserve to have quality housing.
People move to public housing because
it is often the only affordable housing
they can find. Most public housing resi-
dents work, pay rent, and are just try-
ing to provide a safe, loving home for
their families.

So, Mr. Chairman, I believe we have
an obligation and a responsibility to
public housing, and I would urge the
chairman of the committee not to in-
sist on his point of order and allow this
amendment to move forward. I do ap-
preciate the courtesy of the chairman
of the full committee to yield his point
of order so I can make this statement.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I rise to support the
amendment offered by the Congressman from
New York (Mr. ENGEL) to provide $300 million
in emergency funds to help HUD meet in-
creased energy demands in public housing.

My colleagues, like you, I recognize the in-
creased demand on LIHEAP and I support this
legislation’s $300 million increase in the
LIHEAP budget, which doubles the President’s
request. However, the needs of hundreds of
thousands of seniors, families and persons
with disabilities are ignored because there is
no funding in this supplemental to ensure their
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well-being during the hot summer months and
the bitter winter, ahead. We must provide
HUD with enough funding to meet higher en-
ergy costs but this bill fails to accomplish that
goal.

Public housing authorities across the coun-
try are paying higher energy cost to keep pub-
lic housing families warm in the winter and
seniors cool in the summer. Public housing is
still catching up with the shortfalls found in the
FY 1999, FY 2000, and FY 2001 appropria-
tions bills. According to the Energy Information
Administration, home heating oil prices in-
creased nationally from 88 cents to $1.35, a
53% increase, from FY 1999 to FY 2000! Nat-
ural Gas jumped 51%—from $6.69 per thou-
sand cubic feet to $10.07. Chicago will need
an additional $10 million to pay higher cost in
public housing and to provide assistance to
families in private housing.

There is no doubt that this is an emergency.
We are in the middle of the summer. In 1995,
700 people died in the Chicago area because
of a heat wave. There were more deaths all
across the country. We can’t allow another
tragedy like that to happen simply because
Congress refused to give HUD enough money
to give air conditioning to seniors in public
housing.

If Congress doesn’t act, what is more likely
to happen is that the public housing authorities
will divert funds from capital repairs and im-
provements to pay utility bills. In Chicago, we
have a $1.5 billion plan to rebuild public hous-
ing, including money to make units more en-
ergy efficient. My fear is that such plans in
Chicago and across the country will be slowed
unless we help address higher energy cost.

So, for public housing authorities struggling
to meet the basic energy costs of their ten-
ants, our constituents, I urge my colleagues to
vote for the Congressman’s amendment to
provide HUD with $300 million in emergency
energy assistance for public housing energy
costs.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
PITTS). The gentleman will state his
point of order.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriations bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priations bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

The amendment includes an emer-
gency designation under section 251 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 and, as such,
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI. Therefore, I insist
on my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
any other Member wish to speak on
this point of order?

Mr. ENGEL. No, Mr. Chairman. I
stand by my original statement.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair finds that this amendment in-
cludes an emergency designation under
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced

Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985. The amendment, therefore,
constitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XIX.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

(RESCISSION)

$114,300,000 is rescinded from unobligated
balances remaining from funds appropriated
to the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment under this heading in fiscal year
2001 or the heading ‘‘Annual contributions
for assisted housing’’ or any other heading
for fiscal year 2000 and prior years: Provided,
That any such balances governed by re-
allocation provisions under the statute au-
thorizing the program for which the funds
were originally appropriated shall not be
available for this rescission.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

The referenced statement of the managers
in the seventh undesignated paragraph under
this heading in title II of Public Law 106–377
is deemed to be amended by striking ‘‘wom-
en’s and children’s hospital’’ in reference to
an appropriation for Hackensack University
Medical Center, and inserting ‘‘the construc-
tion of the Audrey Hepburn Children’s
House’’.

The referenced statement of the managers
in the seventh undesignated paragraph under
this heading in title II of Public Law 106–377
is deemed to be amended by striking
‘‘$100,000 to Essex County, Massachusetts for
cyberdistrict economic development initia-
tives;’’ in reference to an appropriation for
Essex County, and inserting ‘‘$75,000 to im-
prove cyber-districts in Haverhill, Massachu-
setts and $25,000 to improve cyber-districts
in Amesbury, Massachusetts;’’.

The referenced statement of the managers
in the seventh undesignated paragraph under
this heading in title II of Public Law 106–377
is deemed to be amended by striking
‘‘$500,000 for Essex County, Massachusetts for
its wastewater and combined sewer overflow
program;’’ in reference to an appropriation
for Essex County, and inserting ‘‘$500,000 to
the following Massachusetts communities
for wastewater and combined sewer overflow
infrastructure improvements: Beverly
($32,000); Peabody ($32,000); Salem ($32,000);
Lynn ($32,000); Newburyport ($32,000);
Glouchester ($32,000); Marblehead ($30,000);
Danvers ($30,000); Ipswich ($17,305); Amesbury
($17,305); Manchester ($17,305); Essex ($17,305);
Rockport ($17,305); and Haverhill ($161,475);’’.

HOUSING PROGRAMS

MANUFACTURED HOUSING FEES TRUST FUND

For necessary expenses as authorized by
the National Manufactured Housing Con-
struction and Safety Standards Act of 1974,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 5401 et seq.), $6,100,000,
to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Manufactured Housing Fees
Trust Fund (in this heading referred to as
‘‘the Fund’’): Provided, That all balances of
fees collected before December 27, 2000, pur-
suant to such Act shall be transferred to and
merged with amounts in the Fund: Provided
further, That not to exceed the amount ap-
propriated under this heading shall be avail-
able from the general fund of the Treasury to
the extent necessary to incur obligations and
make expenditures pending the receipt of
collections to the Fund pursuant to section
620 of such Act: Provided further, That the
amount made available under this heading
from the general fund shall be reduced as
such collections are received during fiscal
year 2001 so as to result in a final fiscal year

2001 appropriation from the general fund es-
timated at not more than $0.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

FHA—MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

Of the amounts available for administra-
tive expenses and administrative contract
expenses under the headings, ‘‘FHA—mutual
mortgage insurance program account’’,
‘‘FHA—general and special risk program ac-
count’’, and ‘‘Salaries and expenses, manage-
ment and administration’’ in title II of the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001,
as enacted by Public Law 106–377, not to ex-
ceed $8,000,000 is available to liquidate defi-
ciencies incurred in fiscal year 2000 in the
‘‘FHA—mutual mortgage insurance program
account’’.

FHA—GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For an additional amount for the cost of
guaranteed loans, as authorized by sections
238 and 519 of the National Housing Act (12
U.S.C. 1715z–3 and 1735c), including the cost
of loan guarantee modifications as that term
is defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended, $40,000,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That funding under this heading shall be
made available only upon implementation of
an interim final rule revising the premium
structure for programs provided for under
this heading.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries
and expenses’’, $243,059 to remain available
until expended.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

From the amounts appropriated for
Cortland County, New York and Central New
York Watersheds under this heading in title
III of Public Law 106–377 and in future Acts,
the Administrator is authorized to award
grants for work on New York watersheds.

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

The referenced statement of the managers
under this heading in Public Law 106–377 is
deemed to be amended by striking all after
the words ‘‘Limestone County Water and
Sewer Authority in Alabama for’’ in ref-
erence to item number 13, and inserting the
words ‘‘drinking water improvements’’.

The referenced statement of the managers
under this heading in Public Law 106–377 is
deemed to be amended by striking the words
‘‘the City of Hartselle’’ in reference to item
number 11, and inserting the words
‘‘Hartselle Utilities’’.

The referenced statement of the managers
under this heading in Public Law 106–377 is
deemed to be amended by striking the words
‘‘Florida Department of Environmental Pro-
tection’’ in reference to item number 48, and
inserting the words ‘‘Southwest Florida
Water Management District’’.

The referenced statement of the managers
under this heading in Public Law 106–377 is
deemed to be amended by striking all after
the words ‘‘Beloit, Wisconsin’’ in reference
to item number 236, and inserting the words
‘‘extension of separate sanitary sewers and
extension of separate storm sewers’’.

Under this heading in title III of Public
Law 106–377, strike ‘‘$3,628,740,000’’ and insert
‘‘$3,641,341,386’’.
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

DISASTER RELIEF

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available in the second
paragraph under this heading in the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 2001 (as enacted into
law by Public Law 106–377), $389,200,000 are
hereby rescinded.

PART B AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TOOMEY

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment. The amendment has
been printed in House Report 107–105
and made in order by House Resolution
171.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment printed in House Re-
port 107–105 offered by Mr. TOOMEY:

In chapter 9 of title II, strike the item re-
lating to ‘‘Federal Emergency Management
Agency’’.

At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . (a) GOVERNMENT-WIDE RESCISSION.—
(1) There is hereby rescinded an amount
equal to 0.33 percent of the new discretionary
budget authority provided (or obligation
limit imposed) for fiscal year 2001 in this or
any other Act for each department, agency,
instrumentality, or entity of the Govern-
ment.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to budget
accounts included under major functional
category 050 (national defense).

(b) RESTRICTIONS.—In carrying out the re-
scissions made by subsection (a)(1), no pro-
gram, project, or activity of any department,
agency, instrumentality, or entity may be
reduced by more than 15 percent (with ‘‘pro-
grams projects, and activities’’ as delineated
in the appropriation Act or accompanying
report for the relevant account, or for ac-
counts and items not included in appropria-
tion Acts, as delineated in the President’s
most recently submitted budget).

(c) REPORT.—The Director of the Office of
Management and Budget shall include in the
President’s budget submission for fiscal year
2003 a report specifying the reductions made
to each account pursuant to this section.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the Committee of
today, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes and 15 seconds.

First let me say that I recognize the
need for the additional defense spend-
ing that is in this bill and I support
that, and this amendment makes no at-
tempt to offset that necessary increase
in defense spending. My concern, how-
ever, is the $1.2 billion in nondefense,
nonveteran, new spending in the sup-
plemental spending bill.

I would point out that last year the
Congress and the previous administra-
tion increased Federal discretionary
spending by more than 8 percent. If we
pass this bill in its current form with-
out fully offsetting even the non-
defense new spending portion, with
sometimes spending reductions else-

where, then we will have increased
spending by approximately 10 percent.
In doing so, we will be growing govern-
ment faster than virtually any other
segment of our society. We will be in-
creasing government spending three to
four times the rate of inflation. We will
be spending away the surplus and that
means less money available for tax re-
lief, less money available for debt re-
duction, a greater chance that soon,
perhaps as soon as 2003, we may be dip-
ping back into the Medicare and Social
Security funds to pay for all of this
spending. To avoid this, we have to
draw a line on spending.

In fairness, this supplemental bill
does attempt to offset part of this new
spending, but it does not offset all of
the nondefense portion, and one of the
offsets does not seem kosher. So this
amendment does two things with re-
spect to offsetting the nondefense, non-
veteran portion of the spending bill.

First, it strikes the rescission of the
FEMA funds. Many of our colleagues,
including many Democratic colleagues,
have discussed during the debate on
this bill, as well as during the debate
on the rule, that they do not believe it
is right to concentrate so much of the
offsets in the FEMA account, to cut
nearly $400 million from FEMA. The
White House has announced its opposi-
tion to this rescission. Others feel that
maybe this is not a true cut. Some
have suggested that FEMA has plenty
of money and that this money will
never be spent. Well, if that is the case,
then it is not a real offset. In either
case, this amendment restores the
FEMA funding.

The second thing is does is it says,
let us take all the nondefense, non-
veteran spending that is not offset,
that is about $1.1 billion, and offset
that with an across-the-board 1⁄3 of 1
percent reduction in all 2001 nondefense
discretionary spending.

We provide flexibility for the admin-
istration to cut a little more in some
cases so that they could cut less or not
at all in others. We have done this be-
fore in legislation that was signed into
law by President Clinton. We leave 100
percent of all defense funding in place,
and we leave the 99.67 percent of all
nondefense funding in place.

b 1945

I believe the various bureaucrats of
the Federal government can survive on
99.67 percent of a budget that is already
more than 8 percent higher than last
year.

This amendment does not attempt to
reorder the priorities in the supple-
mental bill. The committee has decided
we need to increase funding in non-de-
fense areas, a number of non-defense
areas. We are not contesting those
items. What we are saying is if we want
to increase spending on those items,
that is okay, but pay for it with spend-
ing reductions elsewhere.

Some opponents of this amendment
will say, well, there is no need to do
this because it is within the limits of

the budget resolution. That is true, but
it is beside the point. The fact is,
spending is growing too rapidly. We
have to draw a line.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
save taxpayers $1 billion this year. It
will provide more in debt reduction. It
makes it more likely we will avoid
spending Social Security and Medicare
surpluses, and it restores the funding
to FEMA.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
claim time in opposition?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, according to the agreement, I
claim time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes in opposition.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield half of my time to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) to control the time.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am reluctantly ris-
ing to oppose the gentleman’s amend-
ment. He talks about a .33 percent cut
across-the-board, but what he does not
point out is that 75 percent of the fiscal
year is already gone, which means that
75 percent or more of the money allo-
cated to the agencies have already been
spent.

Let me give one example. In the
event that this amendment were to
pass, the aid to Israel, which has al-
ready been released and sent to Israel,
they would have to give us a refund of
$9.5 million.

If we were to pass this amendment,
we would be cutting WIC by $13.3 mil-
lion. We would be hitting the rural
rental housing program with a deficit
of $2.3 million, and $29 million would
have to be cut from the Pell grant pro-
gram. Furthermore, $25 million would
be cut from the special education pro-
grams.

LIHEAP, the program that we just
doubled from the President’s budget in
this bill, would have to be reduced by
$5 million. Child care, $3 million would
be cut from funding to help States pro-
vide assistance to families for child
care.

On border and port security, both the
Customs Service and the INS would
have to reduce staffing and overtime
hours at ports of entry, likely causing
delays and reducing the frequency of
inspections along the border.

With the Coast Guard, something we
all support, the Coast Guard would lose
$11 million because of this amendment,
which would further exacerbate the
shortages that the Coast Guard already
has, something we are trying to im-
prove in this bill.
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On VA and medical care, if .33 went

out across the board, as the amend-
ment said, VA medical care would be
cut by $65 million. I do not think we
want to do that.

FEMA, although this is supposedly
returning money that was rescinded
from FEMA, it would be cut by $5.3
million. That does not make sense to
me, when we take it out with one hand
and put it back in with the other hand.

These are only a few of the examples.
I am sure there are many more, if we
had the time to do this. But I just ask
our colleagues to oppose the Toomey
amendment.

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

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. I could name it, I
could give it an acronym, RTC, which
means restore the cut. That is what the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) has done, restored FEMA and
then cut it.

I want to thank, Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG)
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA), for speaking out in opposition to
this amendment. It will have a terrible
impact on our programs.

I would just say that the writer of
this amendment does not understand.
We need FEMA. We need to prove the
point to the American public in which
Hurricane Andrew, in which I was very
much personally involved, $1.8 billion
in FEMA’s money went for that, and
for Hurricane George, $2.4 billion in
FEMA dollars to Florida, Alabama,
Louisiana, and Mississippi; for Hurri-
cane Hugo, $1.3 billion. I could go on
and on. For Virginia, West Virginia,
Maryland, north and south, they re-
ceived funds.

I hope the gentleman understands
that the people of this country do not
want to resort to some kind of ac-
counting gimmick to see money cut
and then restored just because it looks
good in Houston. We have to see what
happened in Houston, and the dev-
astating things that happened.

FEMA needs money. If we want to
find a better way to restore FEMA
funds, I do not know where we will go
to find the money, because we are cut-
ting Head Start, Pell grants, commu-
nity policemen, and virtually every
other nondefense program.

This Congress should not allow us to
do that, in that the gentleman is pos-
ing a one-third of 1 percent across-the-
board cut in all nondefense programs
except the Veterans Administration.
This is going to put a big cut in Fed-
eral programs. We should not allow an
acronym to control our fiscal account-
ability to the people we serve.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

I would respond to some of these alle-
gations, Mr. Chairman.

First, I would remind my colleagues
that our amendment gives discretion
to the administration as to how much
would be reduced in each area, there-
fore not specifying any particular pro-
gram requiring a cut.

Secondly, if someone is concerned
about restoring funding to FEMA, our
amendment restores $384 of the $389
million to FEMA.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my colleague, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, the sup-
plemental appropriation bill before us
has its genesis in the need to address
budget shortfalls for our Nation’s de-
fense.

Mr. Chairman, the Constitution is
clear that national defense is the first
priority of the Federal government.
When we as a Congress think about
spending taxpayer money, our modus
operandi needs to be, defense first.

Mr. Chairman, this has not been the
case in recent years. Just 10 years ago,
defense made up more than 60 percent
of our discretionary spending. Now it is
less than 50 percent of discretionary
spending. Defense has clearly been a
lagging priority, and the readiness and
capabilities of our Nation’s Armed
Forces have suffered as a result. That
is why this supplemental is needed.

So when we talk about offsets, it is
perfectly appropriate to look at de-
fense through a different lens than we
view the rest of spending. That said,
there is nearly $1 billion of spending in
this bill that had nothing to do with
defense, and frankly, it should not be
termed an emergency.

When we look at that money, we
have to ask ourselves if the pattern
that we are setting is appropriate if we
are to maintain fiscal discipline as a
Congress. Mr. Chairman, not long ago
we passed an important piece of legis-
lation to provide tax relief. This was
the right thing to do. Americans have
had too much of their money taken,
and when this happens, it happens be-
cause the Federal government is sim-
ply spending too much. This bureau-
cratic monster is out of control, and
Congress has simply kept feeding it,
feeding it, and feeding it.

There is no program singled out in
this amendment. Any program that is
deemed vital by the agency directors
and department secretaries can be ex-
empted, as the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) has indicated.
We just call for a simple .33 reduction
in spending to make up for the in-
creases deemed necessary by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Voting for this amendment is a vote
for fiscal discipline. It will help set the
pattern for the rest of the year. It will
help prove to the American people that
we can control Federal spending as we
look forward to providing more tax re-
lief in the future.

Please support the Toomey-Flake-
Tancredo amendment.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I understand what the
gentleman from Pennsylvania is trying
to do, and I agree with the idea that
FEMA needs to be restored. We got a
letter from OMB which says it needs to
be restored. We got a letter from
FEMA which says it needs to be re-
stored. A member of the other body
wrote us a letter and says it needs to
be restored. So I do not argue that.
Later on, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, the ranking member of the
committee, is going to offer a
recommital motion which will say that
we are going to restore the money.

But the problem with this cut, at
three-quarters, almost at the end of
the fiscal year, we are cutting vet-
erans’ medical care. It does not have to
be in that area. I know that is what it
says. We do not know where it might
be. We cut VA claim processing, cut
Social Security Administration, and
we cut highway funds. If we look at the
back of this yellow sheet, we will see
the amount of money cut from every
State.

Now, there are none of us that travel
throughout our State that do not need
more money for highways. The money
for highways comes from the taxpayer,
and we voted this last year, to say that
all the money that is collected in taxes
is going to go to the highway fund. So
it would be a mistake, in my esti-
mation, for us to in any way make this
cut in order to restore the FEMA
funds.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, to follow up on that point, the
gentleman is absolutely correct. The
highway cuts are rather severe, such as
the $187 million this would cut from
the highway construction account, and
I would point out that with 75 percent
of the fiscal year already expired, these
monies are obligated.

The monies being spent, how are we
going to get them back if this cut
should go through? It would be dev-
astating to every State in the Union on
their highway account.

Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate the
gentleman’s explanation about that if
he has anything further on it.

Mr. MURTHA. Yes, I think it would
be certainly devastating to Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Chairman, because the
money has already been obligated; I
think any other State, also, and there
are a whole list of States that would
lose money.

I sympathize with what the gen-
tleman is trying to do. I went through
a flood in 1977, which had a devastating
impact. FEMA was absolutely essential
to our recovery. We spent $350 million
in Federal money trying to help the
area, so we are going to help him at
some point. But we cannot afford to
take money out of these programs, the
highway program in particular, in
order to restore the FEMA money.
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. If the gen-

tleman will continue to yield, Mr.
Chairman, he mentioned cuts in VA
medical care, $56 million of cuts. That
is likely, is it not, to come from the
hospital care portion of VA, and would
that not mean that VA would abso-
lutely have to have those hospitals
send them money back, and retrieve
money from every one of the 172 VA
hospitals? Is that not correct?

Mr. MURTHA. The gentleman knows
how hard we fought over the years to
increase this. Every administration has
not had enough money for veterans’ af-
fairs, so I would urge the Members to
vote against this amendment.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to
my colleagues that this amendment
contemplates $1 billion out of a $1,900
billion budget.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE).

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I come to the well this
evening to support the efforts of my
good friends, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), and the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO),
in their efforts to restore the FEMA re-
scission and to find suitable offsets for
the nonveterans, nondefense-related
appropriations found in this supple-
mental bill.

In the few minutes that I have, Mr.
Chairman, let me just say that I be-
lieve this measure and this amendment
is about putting our house in order. It
is not, as some Members have sug-
gested, restoring the cut. It is not even
a reduction, Mr. Chairman. It is just a
slightly smaller increase.

I think tonight of all nights, in the
wake of the largest tax cut in a genera-
tion, particularly the members in my
party ought to remember not the vic-
tory of this time, or the victory of 20
years ago, but we ought to remember
the mistakes of 20 years ago.

We ought to remember the last time
we cut taxes across-the-board for all
Americans that we in this Congress
and even in my own party filed to
marry that with fiscal restraint, with
fiscal responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment, for the sole
reason that history is a teacher. We
will either learn from it or we will be
cursed to repeat it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to my friend, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FREYLINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment, which would harm
the existing Veterans Administration
budget in three vital areas that would
affect our Nation’s veterans.

First, in health care, we have all
fought for increased medical care fund-

ing on a bipartisan basis. This amend-
ment would cut almost $70 million
from veterans’ medical care, resulting
in furloughs of many employees that
look after these very needy and sick
veterans.
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This amendment would be in addition
to the over $45 million that was cut
from the VA medical care as a result of
the first across-the-board cut.

Secondly, the fiscal year 2001 VA-
HUD act delays funds for building re-
pairs and equipment purchases until
August 1. This amendment would cut
the amount of money available for hos-
pital and clinic repairs, patient safety
corrections and new medical equip-
ment for our veterans. In addition, it
would cut money from vital VA re-
search accounts.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, this supple-
mental provides increased funding of
$19 million to expedite claims. These
claims would be hurt because they
would not be processed.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) for yielding me the
time.

The debate on this reminds me of
what happens every single time we
look at Colorado. I imagine this hap-
pens with several other States too
when we look at a reduction in budgets
for any entity, especially schools.
Every time somebody would talk about
a potential budget cut for the schools,
everybody would stand up and say, if
you do this, we will not be able to buy
chalk; if you do this, we will not be
able to provide transportation to the
kids.

They would use every imaginable
sort of hot button issue they could
think of knowing full well that would
never actually come to that point; but
they know that people would say, oh,
well, of course, if you cannot buy
chalk, we cannot do this.

When we talk about all the things
that would happen if we pass this .3
percent budget cut and our colleagues
suggest that the hospitals have to give
money back, all the veterans issues
that our colleagues bring up would
have to end up being cut.

Remember, of course, that we are not
talking about mandatory spending.
The mandatory spending that the gen-
tleman refers to, especially in vet-
erans, has absolutely nothing to do
with this amendment, talking about
discretionary spending.

We cannot possibly stand here and
say here are all the things that are
going to happen and use the biggest
hot buttons issues we can think of to
suggest that a .3 percent cut would, in
fact, make those things happen. We
know that that would not, in fact,
occur.

We are looking at a Congress that
should continue to fund our Nation’s

priorities, I understand. But what we
are doing tonight in a budget, any
budget, is establishing priorities. What
we are simply asking our colleagues to
do this evening is to think about prior-
ities.

Do you believe that the agencies of
this government can do with a .3 per-
cent budget cut? In the meantime, do
you think that that money or a good
portion of it should better and could
better be used by FEMA to address the
problems that we all agree are national
emergencies?

It seems to me so clear. It seems to
me almost incomprehensible that we
could suggest that somehow this gov-
ernment which has grown so well, 24
percent in the last 31⁄2 years, I mean,
what family budget has grown like
that?

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) is rec-
ognized for 1 minute.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
remind my colleagues and put this in
some context, we have a $1,900 billion
budget, plus or minus. We are contem-
plating $1 billion of the $1,900 billion
that is going to be spent.

Let us keep in mind also that the re-
duction is all in discretionary spend-
ing; it is not in mandatory spending.
Veteran benefits is mandatory spend-
ing. That would not be touched by this.

Let us bear in mind also that the
amendment gives the administration
the authority to have some flexibility,
so they could choose to cut some more
in some places and not cut at all in
other places.

Let us also, please, keep in mind we
are talking about 1/3 of 1 percent of
this Federal budget, meaning that of
all of the discretionary spending, 99.67
percent, would go forward.

If our colleagues believe it is impor-
tant to fund FEMA, and I heard many
people come down here and say how
important this is, this is the amend-
ment that does this. We restore a net
of $384 million out of $389 million to
FEMA.

If our colleagues believe it is impor-
tant to have some spending discipline,
this is the amendment that does that.
It says we will offset new spending
with reductions. If our colleagues be-
lieve in honest offsets and debt reduc-
tion, I urge support of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), Chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, has
11⁄2 minutes to close.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I want to correct
something that was just said, veterans
health care is discretionary. Veterans
health care is discretionary and would
be affected by this amendment. I men-
tioned earlier, as have others, 75 per-
cent of the fiscal year has gone by. By
the time this bill goes to the other
body, gets conferenced, goes to the
White House, 80 percent of the year
might be gone.
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The money is going to be spent. This

does not work. The money is obligated,
and it is just not going to work. This
amendment is not as good as it might
sound.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, just let me point out
a few of the cuts; $67 million on med-
ical research, if there is ever a time in
medical research that it is important,
it is now.

There is $25 million from special ed.
Most of the Members say we should put
more in IDEA. Here we are proposing
to cut $25 million from the programs
for these kids that need special edu-
cation.

We heard about LIHEAP earlier.
There is $5 million cut from LIHEAP
when we have an energy crisis. There
will $3.8 million cut from community
health centers where people can go in-
stead of loading up and clogging up the
emergency rooms, where the poor peo-
ple can go and get some help; yet we
talk about cutting it. A lot of that is
done with volunteers.

There is $2 million cut from the im-
munization program of the Centers for
Diseases Control. Many of our col-
leagues saw the news in my district re-
cently about the meningitis scare. Two
young people died; another young lady
came close. So as a result, we vac-
cinated 10,000 students against menin-
gitis. Yet we are talking about cutting
it. We remember the shortage of flu
shots.

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

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

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BENTSEN

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BENTSEN:
In chapter 9 of title II, strike the item re-

lating to ‘‘FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGE-
MENT AGENCY—DISASTER RELIEF’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of today, the
gentleman from Texas, (Mr. BENTSEN)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

THE CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN).

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, first let me say on the
previous amendment, I hope the House
votes down the previous amendment,
because that amendment sort of adds
insult to injury. What the author did
was to take the FEMA money hostage
and use it to try and rewrite the budget
that the Congress voted on and passed
in the last Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that amend-
ment goes down. In addition, that
amendment would still cut FEMA; that
is the wrong direction.

We have had debates on this today.
This amendment is going to be struck
in a point of order, because of the
Budget Act; but the fact is that there
is not enough money in the FEMA ac-
counts to deal with the situation in
Texas and Louisiana, not to mention
Pennsylvania and other disasters like
that, and also the State of Wisconsin.

In fact, in the last 48 hours, FEMA
has doubled their estimate of the dam-
age costs that they will incur in Harris
County alone from a billion dollars to
$2 billion; and it is estimated that that
cost will continue to rise, probably to
about $4 billion. In fact, the Texas
Medical Center, which is in my dis-
trict, looks like it has incurred about
$2 billion of damage on its own.

There are 50,000 people either re-
moved from their homes or their homes
are in complete disrepair. This is a
major disaster. FEMA only has about
$1.1 billion of unobligated funds.

Again, let me say, I understand the
committee had to do what it had to do
to try and make the numbers work, but
they did add funding on and at the
time they did it, they did not realize
Allison was going to occur; but the
President through the Office of Man-
agement and Budget is opposed to this
recision.

We have one of our Senators from
Texas from the other party opposed to
this recision. We can correct this situa-
tion if there is not a point of order, al-
though I assume there will be a point
of order. If that does not work, then I
would recommend that Members sup-
port the recommittal motion by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
that will correct the situation once and
for all.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG).

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, first, let me remind my col-
leagues that FEMA, which is also
under my committee’s jurisdiction,
currently has $1.3 billion available in
its emergency fund even after the reci-
sion goes into effect. I want my col-
leagues to remember that.

I would like to also say, Mr. Chair-
man, that we have to understand one
thing, I was not here for the Toomey-
Flake-Tancredo amendment; but it vio-
lates the guaranteed funding levels es-
tablished in T21 and Air 21 by requiring
an across-the-board cut for Federal
spending programs.

Every State and every Member’s
highway transit project and urgently
needed airport projects would be sub-
ject to reduced fundings. T21 and Air 21
have brought much-needed honesty and
protections to those dedicated-user fi-
nanced trust fund programs. This
amendment attempts to thwart the
will of Congress.

America’s modus and airplane pas-
sengers have already paid for these pro-
grams in the form of dedicated-user
taxes which are established to pay for
transportation improvements.

Again, let me restate, FEMA has $1.3
billion available in its emergency fund
right today. That amount should be
sufficient to cut FEMA’s emergency
costs for the balance of the fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a no vote on
both of these amendments.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) is
right. I hope that FEMA has $1.3 bil-
lion. It is going to need every penny of
it to respond to Allison; every penny is
going to be needed and then some to re-
spond to Allison.

In Upper Moreland Township in my
State, 10 inches of rain fell in less than
an hour. In a fully developed suburban
community with too many parking lots
and too many impervious surfaces,
these small backyard creeks, the
Pennypack, the Mill Creek, Little
Neshaminy Creek, usually a couple of
inches deep, maybe a couple of feet,
Mr. Chairman, became flooded 15 feet
and 20 feet deep, stretching out hun-
dreds of yards wide and flooded out
whole neighborhoods.

In my district, 1,200 homes were
flooded, 200 businesses were flooded. Al-
most $5 million in damages to public
facilities was incurred.

This is a letter from Governor Ridge
to President Bush asking for a Federal
declaration of disaster to be issued. We
have a major disaster in Philadelphia
from the same storm that so badly af-
fected Houston, Texas, and so many
communities in between.

This bill, which rescinds FEMA
money, $389 million, is a terrible mis-
take. The previous amendment, I be-
lieve, will not succeed. It will be voted
down, because of the broad across-the-
board cuts. The Bentsen amendment is
the only vehicle we have to restore this
money to FEMA that is so badly need-
ed.

If the Bentsen amendment is ruled
out of order, I hope that the House will
pass the Obey recommittal. We have to

VerDate 20-JUN-2001 04:39 Jun 21, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00078 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.223 pfrm03 PsN: H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3341June 20, 2001
restore this money. We cannot take a
chance that FEMA will run short. The
Allison bills are just beginning to roll
in from Pennsylvania, and they are
going to be enormous. We must act
now.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH), chairman
of the Subcommittee on VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN).

Mr. Chairman, we spent a lot of time
trying to determine what funds are
available in FEMA. And based on, I
think, very accurate information, we
know that the White House, that OMB,
and the Treasury have $1.1 billion
available to them in contingency emer-
gency funds for FEMA.

There is also approximately $900 mil-
lion in the pipeline from prior years’
appropriations. Even with a $389 mil-
lion revision, there still is $1.6 billion
available for the remainder of this
year. When I say the remainder of this
year, I am saying, July, August, Sep-
tember; three more months, $1.6 bil-
lion.

In next year’s bill, we intend to ap-
propriate in the neighborhood of an-
other $1.5 billion, which would be avail-
able as soon as the President signed
the bill, hopefully in September or Oc-
tober. Those funds then become avail-
able.

Mr. Chairman, within the very near
future, we have got about $3 billion to
work with. No one knows exactly what
the extent of the damages are due to
Allison; but if we can learn anything
from history, Hurricane Floyd, which
was a very severe hurricane that we all
remember, we voted on a supplemental
appropriation. Hurricane Floyd af-
fected 14 States all up and down the
east coast, into the Carolinas, New Jer-
sey, Florida, all the way up and down;
and the total costs to FEMA were
about $1.1 billion.

b 2015
And it was a massive storm. No one

knows yet what the estimates are for
Allison, but it is fair to say, Mr. Chair-
man, that we have at least $1.6 billion
available right now in the pipeline
ready to go. And if the Congress acts
promptly in the fall, we will have an-
other $1.5 billion. So a total of over $3
billion available.

We looked very hard to find funds
within existing appropriations for this
rescission. I think it is a fair rescis-
sion. I have talked with Mr. Allbaugh
about it. He is not totally sanguine
with it, but he does understand the re-
sources he has, and I think he can live
with those until the next fiscal year
begins.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge a
strong opposition to this amendment
and urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 seconds to say that FEMA’s

report yesterday afternoon, for Texas
alone, is $2 billion. These are their
numbers and we know the numbers will
go up.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON).

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Eleven days ago I had a shovel in my
hands and I was in my backyard trying
to clear drains to save my own house.
My neighbors were not as lucky as me.
Nine days ago I joined the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) and some of
my other colleagues, along with Joe
Allbaugh, the Administrator of FEMA,
to tour the devastation we saw
throughout southeast Texas. We saw
lost businesses, lost houses, lost re-
search, wrecked lives, lost lives, and
yet today we are having a debate on al-
locating disaster funds. Unbelievable.

Our question is do we put back into
the budget the $339 million the Com-
mittee on Appropriations took out.
How can any cut be justified in light of
the fact that we just had a $4 billion
disaster in one part of our country?

My colleagues of the House, please do
not turn your backs on these people or
anyone else who needs help recovering
from a catastrophe. Support the Bent-
sen amendment or support the Obey re-
committal.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I do not
believe I am going to need all that
time, and I will yield it back to the
chairman of the committee.

I do not think anyone here can stand
back and not be concerned about the
damages that have occurred in Texas
and throughout the country. We are all
very concerned about it. We would not
rescind funds if we did not think that
there was sufficient funds available. I
want to make that very, very clear, be-
cause this is an important emergency
that we have to respond to and FEMA
needs the resources. As I said, there is
about $1.6 billion available.

The gentleman from Texas just
pointed out that the FEMA estimates
are approximately $2 billion for Texas.
I believe that is true, but the fact of
the matter is most of those expenses,
most of those losses will be covered by
private flood and disaster insurance.
FEMA is not responsible nor would it
ever be responsible for all those losses.
Many of those will be covered by pri-
vate insurance. So the $2 billion figure
is not the FEMA requirement.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 50 seconds.

Let me say to my good friend that I
appreciate his sincerity and the sin-
cerity of the chairman of the full com-
mittee. But I will tell my colleagues
that they estimate, that probably less
than a quarter were in the NFIP pro-
gram; that less than a quarter had
flood insurance. They estimate that
private insurance will pick up less than
a quarter of the costs, and they esti-
mate the cost is going to rise.

I know we will get back to it and get
money in there. But my concern is we
are going to hamstring FEMA while
they are trying to do this. They al-
ready have a couple of hundred million
allocated to this, and they expect to do
much more, to move very quickly. I
know the committee did not do this be-
cause they were not concerned about
Allison or trying to help, because Alli-
son had not occurred when the com-
mittee was looking to do this.

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

Mr. BENTSEN. I have a limited time,
but I yield to the gentleman from New
York for 5 seconds.

Mr. WALSH. Even in that case,
FEMA’s responsibility is to do the im-
mediate cleanup and then pay for mu-
nicipal damages, not all private dam-
ages.

Mr. BENTSEN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the numbers they are
talking about are both the residential
and the public disaster assistance.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, as we can see, there is a lot
of need in Texas. And I guess the point
to my colleagues, as I support this
amendment, is this is the right way to
do it. This is simply striking the re-
scission of $389 million, and the reason
is because we need the money now.

Disaster after disaster, we do not
know what this is going to total. And
might I say that the FEMA Director
himself analyzed that the total damage
is $4 billion. We realize that some of
this does not get covered by FEMA, but
let me say that most people did not ex-
pect this and therefore they are in
areas of flooding, covered areas, that
did not require flood insurance. This
was unexpected.

We already have $771 million that
FEMA is going to utilize for temporary
grants, but we do not have the remain-
ing dollars that we need to cover what
FEMA does not know that it is going
to have to pay out. We have 32,000
homes plus and we have the need of the
monies now. To take out $389 million
does not help us.

I hope this amendment passes and we
can waive the point of order. In the al-
ternative, I thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) for their recommittal and I hope
we support that motion at that time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, what is the time remaining on
each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) has 5 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) has 3 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.
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Mr. Chairman, I think the chairman

of the committee is sincere, and I
think the chairman of the sub-
committee is sincere that they are
going to fund this. I have no doubt that
ultimately we are going to probably
appropriate several billion dollars in
disaster assistance to Texas, and Lou-
isiana, probably Pennsylvania, not to
mention the other disasters that are
going to occur.

The gentleman mentions we only
have 3 months left in the fiscal year,
although these are the big three
months when we have the hurricanes,
the forest fires and the like.

The reason why there is a problem
with the rescission at all in the FEMA
account is because it is being used as a
plug figure to make this supplemental
fit under the budget caps for purposes
of the Budget Act. And I understand,
the committee has to do that. I sit on
the Committee on the Budget. But to
say on the one hand that we are being
fiscally responsible by putting this re-
scission in, and then saying, sort of
with a wink and a nod, but we are
going to fix it later does not jibe math-
ematically. It may work for purposes
of the Budget Act, but it would not
match general accounting principles
one iota.

My concern is that the disaster in
Texas and in my home county of Harris
County is so severe and the amount of
money that is going out the door is so
rapid that by taking this $400 million
out, if it were ever to become law, and
quite frankly I do not think the other
body is going to go along with it, be-
cause one of my Senators from Texas
over there is actually trying to add $.5
billion to $1 billion, and I think at the
end we are going to have no rescission
but I think it is a bad start here, at the
end of the day. If we were to do this, I
think we would hamstring FEMA, be-
cause I do not think they really know
how bad this is.

The three main hospitals in Harris
County, Texas are effectively shut
down. The Level I trauma center is
over capacity. The Army had to bring
in a Level I trauma center for the
fourth largest city in the United
States, the third most populous county
in the United States, because they do
not have the sufficiency in their exist-
ing health care facilities, where they
have the largest medical center in the
world, to deal with it.

I appreciate what the committee is
trying to do to meet the Budget Act, to
fund the other things that need to be
funded, but on this one the committee
is just wrong. They are just wrong, and
I know they did not intend it when
they started out but we can correct it.
The chairman could be gracious and
not raise his point of order, though I
think he is probably going to raise his
point of order, but if we do not do that,
what we can do is, when the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) offers his
motion to recommit, we can send this
bill back to the committee forthwith
and have it come straight back to the

House with this rescission corrected
and move on with our bid.

I predict if we do that, we will get
the administration’s okay, because
they do not agree with this rescission.
President Bush does not agree with
this rescission. I do not think FEMA
likes this rescission, and I do not think
our colleagues across the Capitol like
this rescission. So we can move for-
ward to make sure FEMA has the
resourses to deal with the disaster of
Allison.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for that
enlightening comment.

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

Since we have debated this issue five
or six times here this afternoon and
this evening, I just want to make the
point again that Congress, since in the
times that I have been here, has never
refused to meet its responsibility when
it came to natural disasters, not only
in the United States but in many parts
of the world, and we will continue to do
so.

If the gentleman were to be correct
that we are wrong, and I do not think
we are, but if he were to be correct,
Congress would react quickly to meet
any problems that might occur from a
natural disaster.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. This Congress may have
met its responsibilities to FEMA in the
past, but right now it is playing let us
pretend with this rescission.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment because it is in viola-
tion of section 302(f) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. The Com-
mittee on Appropriations filed a sub-
allocation of budget totals for fiscal
year 2001 on June 19, 2001. That was
House Report 107–104. This amendment
would strike a rescission and, there-
fore, provide in effect a new budget au-
thority in excess of the subcommittee
suballocation made under section 302(b)
and is not permitted under section
302(f) of the act.

And so, Mr. Chairman, I insist on my
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman ad-
vances his point of order. Does the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) wish
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. BENTSEN. Briefly, Mr. Chair-
man, because of the time agreement
that we honored.

As the chairman read the point of
order, I think it underscores the point,
because he says were this to be al-
lowed, the rescission would result in
new budget authority. But, in fact,
what the rescission does is it strikes
budget authority that was created by
the 106th Congress. It really is not new

budget authority, but it underscores
the nuance of the Budget Act and the
fact that additional spending in this
supplemental had to be offset both
through emergency declaration and
then through the rescission of FEMA,
which I believe, I truly believe, will
hamstring FEMA.

But I appreciate the chairman’s sin-
cerity and I will abide by the point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The Chair is authori-
tatively guided by an estimate of the
Committee on the Budget under sec-
tion 312 of the Budget Act that an
amendment providing any net increase
in new discretionary budget authority
would cause a breach of the pertinent
allocation of such authority.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas would, by striking a
rescission contained in the bill, in-
crease the level of new discretionary
budget authority in the bill. As such,
the amendment violates section 302(f)
of the Budget Act.

The point of order is sustained. The
amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT

The last proviso under the heading,
‘‘Human space flight’’, in Public Law 106–74,
is deleted. Of the unobligated balances made
available pursuant to the preceding sen-
tence, $15,000,000 shall be used only for re-
search to be carried out on the International
Space Station.

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 2901. (a) The unobligated balances as

of September 30, 2001, of funds appropriated
in the first seven undesignated paragraphs
under the heading ‘‘Community development
fund’’, in the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2001 (as enacted into law by Public Law
106–377), are rescinded.

(b) Subsection (a) shall be effective on Sep-
tember 30, 2001.

(c) The amount rescinded pursuant to sub-
section (a) is appropriated for the purposes
named in the first seven undesignated para-
graphs under the heading ‘‘Community de-
velopment fund’’, of the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 2001 (as enacted into law by
Public Law 106–377), to remain available
until September 30, 2003.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BAIRD

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BAIRD:
Page 45, after line 25, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 2902. For payments by the Secretary

of Energy to States to provide reimburse-
ments to local educational agencies, and
schools funded by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, for the purpose of assisting schools se-
verely impacted by rising energy prices, of
which $55,000,000 shall be derived by transfer
from the amount provided in this Act for
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force’’, $21,000,000 shall be derived
by transfer from the amount provided in this
Act for ‘‘Financial Management Service—
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Salaries and Expenses’’, and $24,500,000 shall
be derived by transfer from the amount pro-
vided in this Act for ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Air Force’’, $100,500,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That a
local educational agency or Bureau funded
school shall be eligible for assistance under
this paragraph only if (1) it has reduced
power consumption on a per capita basis at
least 10 percent from the previous academic
year, and (2) it has power rates that have in-
creased at least 20 percent over the previous
academic year: Provided further, That any re-
imbursement to a local educational agency
or Bureau funded school under this para-
graph shall be of sufficient size to offset up
to 50 percent of the increase in annual en-
ergy costs to each participating school.

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

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

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order against
this amendment, but I will not exercise
the point of order until the gentleman
has had his 5 minutes to explain his
amendment.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chair of the Committee on Appro-
priations for his courtesy.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of a sup-
plemental appropriation is to help out
when our planning from last year did
not adequately anticipate the needs of
this current fiscal year.

b 2030

This is a situation we face on the
West Coast and elsewhere in the coun-
try as we contemplate the tremendous
rise in energy prices. In my district
alone we are facing million dollar in-
creases for some school districts. The
Vancouver School District and Ever-
green School District anticipate al-
most a $1.5 million increase for their
energy.

Other school districts are facing
similar problems, not because of error
or a factor they could control, but
largely because of failed government
policies.

Mr. Chairman, what I offer today is a
$100 million appropriation to provide
Federal support for schools which have
done several things. First, they must
lower their energy consumption by 10
percent on an average per capita basis
from the previous year.

Secondly, they must see a power in-
crease of 20 percent over the previous
year, so it must be a substantial in-
crease, something they could not nor-
mally be expected to absorb. And let
me state that schools do not have fund-
ing flexibility from year to year. They
are based on levies or appropriations
from the legislature.

In addition, this bill does not give a
full Federal handout to the schools.
They must carry half the load, and
then the Federal Government would
help out.

This is a reasonable and fair bill. We
recognize and respect the $6.5 million

cap, and we have proposed three cuts.
One, the aforementioned $30 million
spent on the IRS letter. Secondly, a re-
duction in funds for repair and mainte-
nance of business jets essentially for
top brass in the military. That money
was not actually requested by the De-
partment of Defense, but was intro-
duced by the House. In addition, a cut
in the unrequested money for the air-
based laser program.

We believe if the choice is between
letting our children have decent books,
warm classrooms, and adequate light,
this Committee and Congress should
make the proper choice.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of this
amendment. Not only is the energy cri-
sis in the Western United States im-
pacting business and consumers, it is
already eroding the meager budgets of
our schools. The Oregon school admin-
istrators recently conducted a survey
of school districts around the State to
get a better understanding of what is
happening.

Mr. Chairman, the results of this sur-
vey are staggering. The average cost of
electricity has increased by 29.3 per-
cent. My colleagues have to under-
stand, this is going to go up. There is
going to be another increase in Octo-
ber. In fact, some of our school dis-
tricts are facing 100 to 200 percent in-
crease in their utility costs; again with
another increase due in October. This
is unacceptable.

Mr. Chairman, we already have
school districts that are barely making
it on their budgets, and this is a hor-
rendous cost to them. One of my
schools, in fact the largest school, has
budgeted another $850,000 for utility
costs. This is money that could be
spent on hiring 24 new teachers so they
can decrease class size. It could be used
to purchase text books or modernize
our classrooms or even use it to per-
form professional development of
teachers. School administrators from
California to Massachusetts are having
to make tough choices. Do we keep
teachers on the payroll or pay the elec-
tric bill and keep the lights on.

Schools are having to make these
tough decisions in the midst of an en-
ergy crisis. I am sorry that we can not
do this for our schools if we do not ac-
cept this amendment. This is a situa-
tion none of us foresaw, and that is
what an emergency budget is for.

This amendment speaks to what our
priorities are in this Congress. I do not
relish having to explain to my con-
stituents that we could not do this for
our schools.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, these
costs were unanticipated. The Federal
Government has a responsibility to
help these schools that had no way of
paying for these in advance. The reduc-
tions elsewhere in the bill we believe
are reasonable and sound, and we be-
lieve this would go a long way towards
helping schools.

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

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriations bill;
therefore, it violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part:
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment gives affirmative direction in ef-
fect, and I insist on my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The chairman ad-
vances his point of order. Does the gen-
tleman from Washington wish to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I do.
Mr. Chairman, there are existing pro-

grams within the Department of En-
ergy assistance to schools. While we
believe this is somewhat different from
the exact nature of those programs ex-
isting now, we believe it is within the
same spirit. The premise here is this:
the Department of Energy has within
its purview the opportunity to provide
money for local schools to help them
meet energy costs. We see this more as
an extension of that program rather
than a new authorization.

Let me reiterate, we have schools
that are facing a million dollar short-
fall in their energy budget, and that is
unacceptable. This Congress has an op-
portunity to help those schools out. We
believe we should do so. We believe the
cuts that are offered within this
amendment are reasonable and fair.
While we respect the budget caps, we
believe we should put our children
first. If we really want to say, leave no
child behind, we should also say leave
no child in the dark or in the cold, and
make sure that they have adequate
teachers. This bill will help ensure that
occurs.

Mr. Chairman, should we not approve
this amendment today, I would hope
my colleagues would consider joining
us if we need to seek further authoriza-
tion in future legislation. I fully intend
to introduce legislation to that effect.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule, and finds that this
amendment includes language impart-
ing direction. The amendment, there-
fore, constitutes legislation in viola-
tion of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained, and
the amendment is not in order.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to enter into a
colloquy with the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health, Human
Services and Education regarding fund-
ing for the Pell Grant maximum.

I am happy to see that the bill fixes
a technical problem with title I fund-
ing with ESEA and the Department of
Education, but I am disappointed that
we were not able to do the same with
the Pell Grant maximum funding. In
the final fiscal year 2001 appropriations
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bill, the Pell Grant maximum was set
at $3,750, a $450 increase over fiscal
year 2000, an increase that will help
millions of low-income students go to
college.

However, because of unexpected
growth in the number of eligible stu-
dents, the fiscal year 2001 Pell Grant
appropriation was $117 million less
than the amount actually needed to
support the $3,750 maximum.

Mr. Chairman, I had intended to offer
an amendment to fix this problem, but
was hesitant to do so without an offset.
Furthermore, we had discussed this
issue. It is my hope, and I think the
gentleman’s as well, that we may work
together to remedy this situation as
soon as possible.

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

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his concern which is
shared on this side of the aisle. The
Pell Grant program is the bedrock of
student aid programs. I am pleased to
say that this Congress has increased
the Pell Grant program to the highest
level in history by providing an in-
crease of 60 percent in the maximum
grant from $2,340 in fiscal year 1995 to
$3,750 in fiscal year 2001.

Offsets are necessary to keep the
overall bill within limits, but should
additional funds become available
through the supplemental process, we
would certainly consider providing
extra funds to the Pell Grant program.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments. I appreciate his rep-
resentation, and I look forward to
working with him on this issue.

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

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

TITLE III
GENERAL PROVISION—THIS ACT

SEC. 3001. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 3002. Within 5 days of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of State is directed
to report to the Committee on Appropria-
tions on the projected uses of the unobli-
gated balances of funds available under the
heading ‘‘Agency for International Develop-
ment, International Disaster Assistance’’,
including plans for allocating additional re-
sources to respond to the damage caused by
the earthquakes that occurred in El Sal-
vador in January and February of 2001.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
SEC. . No funds made available under this

Act shall be made available to any person or
entity who has been convicted of violating
the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c,
popularly know as the ‘‘Buy American Act’’).

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
Congress has approved building a me-
morial to our dedicated troops which
served our Nation in World War II. One

of the contracts awarded was to a sub-
sidiary of a German company which
has Nazi roots. They built Nazi war
planes; and they have some procure-
ment problems to boot.

Mr. Chairman, I think the amend-
ment is fitting.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA), the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, we
have no problem on this side with the
amendment.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we are
prepared to accept this amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
urge an aye vote; and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘2001 Supple-

mental Appropriations Act’’.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 171, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: Amendment No. 1
by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO); amendment by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY);
amendment in part B by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 1 offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

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

vice, and there were—ayes 50, noes 376,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 172]

AYES—50

Baird
Baldwin
Barrett
Blumenauer
Bonior
Brown (OH)
Conyers
Davis (IL)

DeFazio
DeGette
Doggett
Duncan
Filner
Frank
Gutierrez
Hinchey

Holt
Honda
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
Lee
Lipinski

Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Miller, George
Nadler
Oberstar

Paul
Payne
Rivers
Rohrabacher
Sanders
Schakowsky
Shays
Slaughter
Solis

Stark
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wu

NOES—376

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart

Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)

Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
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Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton

Scarborough
Schaffer
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Cox
Flake

Houghton
Jefferson

Kaptur
Rush

b 2104

Messrs. HAYES, RODRIGUEZ,
CROWLEY, SCARBOROUGH, LEACH,
SPRATT, WATTS of Oklahoma,
GREEN of Texas, COOKSEY, STUPAK,
and Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and Mr.
CONYERS changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

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

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

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

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 212, noes 216,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 173]

AYES—212

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

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—216

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom

Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)

Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Cox
Houghton

Kaptur
Rush

b 2115

Messrs. HERGER, COBLE,
GILCHREST, HYDE, COLLINS, and
Mrs. WILSON changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

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

as above recorded.
PART B AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TOOMEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment in part B offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by a voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 65, noes 362,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 174]

AYES—65

Akin
Baker
Bartlett

Barton
Blunt
Burr

Cannon
Cantor
Castle
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Chabot
Crane
Cubin
Culberson
Davis, Jo Ann
DeLay
DeMint
Doolittle
Duncan
Dunn
Flake
Goode
Goodlatte
Green (WI)
Hall (TX)
Hayworth
Herger
Hoekstra
Horn

Hostettler
Hulshof
Istook
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kingston
Largent
Miller (FL)
Myrick
Nussle
Otter
Paul
Pence
Pitts
Pombo
Portman

Ramstad
Royce
Ryun (KS)
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Smith (MI)
Stearns
Tancredo
Tauzin
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Toomey
Vitter
Watts (OK)
Wu

NOES—362

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette

Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Platts
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)

Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu

Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thune
Thurman
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Cox
Houghton

Kaptur
Rush

Souder

b 2126

Messrs. RYAN of Wisconsin,
WELLER, KERNS, and BRADY of
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’
to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. KENNEDY of Minnesota,
ROYCE, TIAHRT and GOODLATTE
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

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

as above recorded.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, if I heard
correctly, no motion to table a motion
to reconsider was made after the Obey
amendment. Now, I am a great believer
in giving people third chances, not just
second chances, and, with all of the
switching, I thought we could offer one
last chance for redemption.

Would it be in order to move to re-
consider the vote on the Obey amend-
ment, for Members who did not get
their switches in time?

The CHAIRMAN. In the Committee
of the Whole, there is no motion to re-
consider.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I have a
further parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I hate to
leave so many Members on the other
side dangling over the pit of uncer-
tainty. Would it be in order to make
such a motion in the full House?

The CHAIRMAN. A separate vote is
possible in the House only on an
amendment that has been reported by
the Committee of the Whole.

Mr. FRANK. In other words, the
Members are off the hook, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par-
liamentary inquiry.

There being no other amendments,
under the rule the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HAN-
SEN) having assumed the chair, Mr. BE-
REUTER, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2216) making supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
171, he reported the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments adopt-
ed by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

b 2130

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY of Wisconsin moves to recommit

the bill, H.R. 2216, to the Committee on Ap-
propriations with instructions to report the
bill back to the House promptly with amend-
ments to strike the rescission of $389,200,000
from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s Disaster Relief Fund while com-
plying with all applicable budget con-
straints.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes in support of
his motion to recommit.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have two
letters in my hand. One letter from
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON which
reads as follows: ‘‘I ask for your assist-
ance in supporting any efforts on the
House Floor to eliminate the provision
in the supplemental appropriations bill
that rescinds FEMA’s disaster relief
funds.’’

I also have in my hand a Statement
of Administration Policy from the
Bush administration. It says, ‘‘The ad-
ministration strongly opposes the pro-
posed rescission of $389 million in dis-
aster relief funds for FEMA.’’ Enough
said.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman

from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA).
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, first let

me compliment the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) for a tremen-
dous performance as chairman of the
Committee of the Whole. Speaking for
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), and it is a pleasure. It has been
stated many times, says the gentleman
from Wisconsin, that this supplemental
appropriation bill is deficient in a
number of ways. For this reason, he is
moving to recommit the bill with in-
structions to strike the rescission of
$389 million to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency disaster relief
fund.

We have heard from a number of elo-
quent speakers about the devastation
that has occurred as a result of Trop-
ical Storm Allison and the need for dis-
aster assistance. Speaking again for
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), while there are currently mon-
ies in the disaster relief fund, these
funds will not be sufficient to cover all
previous ongoing or projected disaster
requirements.

The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget sent a letter prior to
the full committee markup on this bill
stating he was puzzled by this rescis-
sion. The director of FEMA has sent a
letter to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) expressing his
concern about this cut.

Finally, yesterday the administra-
tion sent up its official position on the
supplemental appropriations bill. It
stated, ‘‘The administration strongly
opposes the proposed rescission of $389
million in disaster relief funds for the
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy.’’

The rescission should eliminate much
of the normal FEMA funding needed by
the agency to provide quick and effec-
tive assistance to disaster-stricken
communities and victims. Given the
disaster relief need due to the impact
of Tropical Storm Allison as well as
other disasters, this is not the time to
be cutting FEMA. Instead of taking a
reduction in disaster relief or making a
mindless decision to take on across-
the-board cuts to all Federal agencies
as an offset, this motion would send
the bill back to the Committee on Ap-
propriations where thoughtful delibera-
tions could take place as how best to
proceed.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, this money
will be needed. We might as well admit
it now. This amendment does not kill
the bill, it simply tells the committee
to come back with other actions con-
sistent with House rules to save full
funding for FEMA.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG)
opposed to the motion of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Definitely
and enthusiastically, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is

recognized for 5 minutes in opposition
to the motion to recommit.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
our community in Houston has been
devastated by Tropical Storm Allison.
As disheartening as that is, the only
thing more disheartening is to hear the
demagoguery about it on this floor
today. My colleagues in Congress who
are using scare tactics to needlessly
heap even more misery on to the fami-
lies and businesses harmed by Allison
ought to be ashamed of themselves.

I too have a letter. It is from FEMA,
not from politicians, and it says,
‘‘FEMA’s disaster account has suffi-
cient funding to ensure disaster aid to
those victims of Tropical Storm Alli-
son flooding. FEMA assures those in
Texas, Louisiana, and Florida fighting
to recover now that FEMA stands
ready and is able to help them.’’

The fact of the matter is that over
the next 3 months, we cannot spend the
$1.5 billion FEMA has. The fact of the
matter is that our accounts will be
about a billion and a half dollars for
that, like Tropical Storm Floyd has
done and, the fact of the matter is,
even if it is a little more, in the last 5
years, Congress has allocated $17 bil-
lion to help communities recover.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to this motion to
recommit. Number one, the way the
motion is written, it would send this
bill back to the committee. The proc-
ess would start all over again, and that
process takes a long time to get back
to the floor. In the meantime, the
Army and the Navy and the Air Force
and the Marine Corps and the United
States Coast Guard are doing without
money that they really need for oper-
ations today, that they need for fuel
costs that have been increasing so dra-
matically, that they need to pay med-
ical expenses that are $1.5 billion in ar-
rears already. We do not want to see
this problem being created with our
military services. This would kill the
bill. We do not want to kill this bill.
We spent all day long here getting it
ready to pass. I sure do not want to
have to do it again.

Let us vote down this motion to re-
commit, come back here tomorrow,
and let us do the Interior Appropria-
tions and get out for the weekend so
that we can all go home and see our
constituents.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

clause 9 of rule XX, the vote on passage
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 209, noes 218,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 175]

AYES—209

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

Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—218

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)

Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Crane

Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
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Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg

Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Cox
Houghton

Kaptur
Royce

Rush

b 2155

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The question is on the pas-
sage of the bill.

Under clause 10 of rule XX, the yeas
and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 341, nays 87,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 176]

YEAS—341

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra

Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)

Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton

Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel

Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)

Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—87

Baldwin
Barrett

Bentsen
Blumenauer

Bonior
Brown (OH)

Capuano
Carson (IN)
Chabot
Conyers
Coyne
Crane
Crowley
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Duncan
Ehlers
Eshoo
Filner
Flake
Frank
Green (TX)
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Honda
Hooley
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jones (OH)
Kennedy (RI)
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lee
Lofgren
Luther
Manzullo
Markey
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Miller, George
Mink
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Olver
Owens
Paul
Payne

Pelosi
Petri
Ramstad
Rivers
Rothman
Royce
Sanders
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shays
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Solis
Stark
Stupak
Tancredo
Terry
Udall (CO)
Upton
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Woolsey
Wu

NOT VOTING—4

Cox
Houghton

Kaptur
Rush

b 2203

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2217, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2202

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 107–106) on
the resolution (H. Res. 174) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2217)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AF-
FAIRS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN) laid before the House the fol-
lowing resignation as a member of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Washington, DC, June 20, 2001.
The Speaker
The Capitol, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby resign my
seat on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee ef-
fective immediately.

Best regards,
J. D. HAYWORTH,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.
f

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a resolution (H. Res.
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