
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E 293February 8, 1995
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building located at 125 Market
Street in Youngstown, Ohio, shall be known
and designated as the ‘‘Thomas D. Lambros
Federal Building’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the Unit-
ed States to the Federal building referred to
in section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference
to the ‘‘Thomas D. Lambros Federal Build-
ing’’.
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IN HONOR OF FORMER CONGRESS-
MAN JOSEPH A. LEFANTE WHO
WAS RECOGNIZED BY IRELAND
32

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to take this opportunity to recognize the ac-
complishments of former Congressman Jo-
seph LeFante, who was honored on January
20, 1995 by Ireland 32. He is an outstanding
citizen and his service to the American people
is second to none.

Mr. LeFante was born in Bayonne to Thom-
as and Rose LeFante. He was raised in Ba-
yonne and attended St. Peter’s College in Jer-
sey City. He has been married for 46 years to
his high school sweetheart, the former Flor-
ence Behym. They have three beautiful chil-
dren Janice, Tom, and Diane, and five grand-
children.

His achievements and his awards are nu-
merous and exemplary. Mr. LeFante was a
member of the U.S. House of Representatives
in 1977–78. He served on the Committee on
Education and Labor and Small Business
Committee. His expertise was crucial in draft-
ing important legislative proposals in these
areas. He was the only freshman member to
serve on the Select Committee on Welfare
Reform.

Prior to his congressional career, Mr.
LeFante distinctly served on the New Jersey
General Assembly. He was an assembly
speaker in 1976, majority leader in 1974–75,
chairman of the joint appropriations committee
in 1973 and chairman of the assembly appro-
priations committee in 1972–73. He was com-
missioner of the New Jersey Department of
Community Affairs. In 1990 for 2 years he
served as director at the Office of Intergovern-
mental Affairs at the New Jersey Department
of Environment Protection and Energy.

Mr. LeFante has also been a member of
several commissions, such as the Bayonne
Charter Commission and was the director of
the Hackensack Meadowlands Development
Commission. In addition, he was a member of
the Bayonne Municipal Council where he
served as chairman of the urban renewal pro-
gram, the code enforcement committee, and
the drug abuse committee.

Mr. LeFante has received countless honors
and awards for his outstanding work and dedi-
cation. He has been honored by St. John’s
University with an honorary doctorate of hu-
mane letters, Jaycees Distinguished Service
Award, and the Dr. Benjamin Rush Humani-
tarian Award just to name a few.

It is impossible to state all of Mr. LeFante’s
achievements. He has served his community
with dignity and respect. He has been a great

humanitarian by serving and helping the pub-
lic. He is a distinguished gentleman respected
by all. I commend him for his countless efforts
to help others and for giving his time to help
and aid the community.
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CLEANING UP THE WELFARE
SYSTEM

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, we’ve heard a lot
about the tough decisions that need to be
made in order to clean up the welfare system
and put our economy back on track. Cutting
off payments to families or putting funding into
State block grants are not the tough solution
to our welfare problems. I often make note of
the fact that, as a State legislator I had to deal
with block grant issues. Most often, it is only
a way of moving the responsibility for painful
cuts to the States. The block grants proposed
by the Republicans drastically reduce funding
for these programs but these proposals over-
simplify a very complex problem and do not
sufficiently address the factors that contribute
to unemployment and welfare dependency.

Yes, we should cut the waste and abuse in
the system. I agree that we should root out
the fraud in our welfare programs. But, the
fact is that real welfare reform must also ad-
dress job creation, job training, and an in-
crease in the minimum wage. I’m very glad to
be participating in this special order this
evening, organized by Mr. SANDERS and Mr.
OWENS. These are issues that must be ad-
dressed in any welfare reform bill and they
must be addressed by any government that
hopes to lower its unemployment level while
raising the standard of living of its people.

I do not know anyone in this House, Repub-
lican or Democrat, who would argue with the
premise that our ultimate goal in welfare re-
form is to move people off of the welfare roles
and into jobs. We must, however, make sure
that people are getting good jobs that provide
a livable wage. I believe that the majority of
people on welfare right now would jump at the
opportunity to work and provide for them-
selves and their families. What, then, is pre-
venting a welfare recipient from finding a de-
cent job? Those jobs that are within a per-
son’s grasp do not pay enough to sustain a
family and due to lack of training, higher pay-
ing jobs are also not within their reach.

Earlier this week, I spoke on the House floor
about the choices a single mother on welfare
would face. If she goes on welfare, she can
get comprehensive health care and a monthly
check from the Government. If she goes to
work at a minimum wage job she earns only
$8,800 a year, and her family loses their
health coverage. She must find a way to care
for her children while she is at work. That is
not much of a choice. Throwing these women
off the welfare roles will not erase these prob-
lems. That is a smoke and mirrors reform.

The Republican approach to welfare reform
limits benefits to 2 years, and only 2 years. I
have no problem with moving people into the
work force as soon as possible, but we must
face the fact that, if the jobs are not there, no
punitive measure will change the welfare re-
cipient’s behavior. The Economic Policy Insti-

tute estimates that there are over 12 million
unemployed people in this country. These
people must be trained for jobs which will
raise them up out of poverty and give them
stable income.

Today’s minimum wage is worth 30 percent
less than what it was worth in the 1970’s. An
increase in the minimum wage is a necessary
step in providing people with the tools they
need to bringing themselves out of poverty.
We cannot move welfare recipients into a po-
sition where they join the growing number of
working poor. Of all poor children, 38 percent
under 6 years old have parents who work full
or part time. They are working to support their
families but cannot make enough money to
live above the poverty line. In 1992, a full-time
worker only grossed $8,800, that is $3,500
below the poverty line for a family of three:
$11,186. How can we expect to move welfare
recipients into this subsistence level of em-
ployment with no health care and no job train-
ing?

We must create a system that rewards work
and does not punish someone for trying to be
independent. We must make the tough deci-
sions. We must say that job creation, training
and an increased wages are national priorities.
We must commit to programs that will help us
reach a goal of a stable, self-sufficient employ-
ment for all Americans.
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INTRASTATE MOTOR CARRIER
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS ACT

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, last year Con-
gress passed H.R. 2739, the Federal Aviation
Administration Authorization Act of 1994,
which included a provision in section 601 to
preempt State economic regulation of intra-
state trucking. Today, I am introducing a tech-
nical corrections bill to address an item which
I do not believe Congress intended to be with-
in the scope of section 601.

The primary thrust of section 601 is to ad-
dress issues relating to the transportation by
motor carrier of general freight and express
small packages. The act clearly provides for
continued State regulation of safety require-
ments and the transportation of household
goods.

During consideration of this legislation, how-
ever, nobody with the exception of myself
raised the question of how it could affect other
types of motor carriers, such as tow trucks.
And indeed, today, many police departments
and municipalities are faced with a great deal
of uncertainty over the effect the legislation
will have on what is known as nonconsensual
towing, that is, that towing which is conducted
without the vehicle owners consent. This is the
type of towing that occurs when a vehicle is il-
legally parked on private property, or the vehi-
cle is towed by order of the police.

In this regard, some local public entities be-
lieve that they can engage in contractual rela-
tionships with one or more tow truck operators
for the purpose of providing nonconsensual
towing services. Others contend this practice
would represent the regulation of rates and
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services prohibited by the new Federal law.
The only fact of the matter is that nobody can
provide any clear guidance on this issue.

The technical corrections bill I am introduc-
ing today would provide for continued State or
local economic regulation of intrastate
nonconsensual tow services. This bill is very
similar to the measure recently introduced by
the distinguished Senator KAY BAILEY
HUTCHISON and is supported by many State
towing associations, including those in Texas
and California.

Again, in my view, the intent of section 601
was to address issues relating to the transpor-
tation by motor carrier of general freight and
express small packages. I do not believe there
was any intent to affect the ability of a police
department or municipality to regulate tow
truck operations in order to protect citizens
from the occasional instances of unscrupulous
pricing practices that give the entire industry a
black eye.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe this legislation
should pose any controversy. Again, it simply
clarifies the intent of Congress in enacting
section 601 of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration Authorization Act of 1994.
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ADMINISTRATION IGNORED PESO
WARNINGS

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
call to the attention of Members a column pub-
lished in last Sunday’s Washington Post that
highlights the foresight of our colleague, JOHN
LAFALCE, in raising the issue of the exchange
rate of the Mexican peso during the United
States debate on NAFTA. As the column
makes clear, Congressman LAFALCE pre-
sciently warned in May and June 1993 that
the benefits to the United States of expanded
trade with Mexico could be threatened by a
devaluation of the peso. Congressman LA-
FALCE’s suggestion that the United States con-
sider a supplemental NAFTA agreement on
exchange rate coordination seems very wise
in retrospect.

The Post article raises several other impor-
tant questions about the United States plan to
help stabilize the Mexican economy. These
questions deserve consideration by all Mem-
bers, including those whom support U.S. as-
sistance.

The Washington Post article follows:
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 5, 1995]
ADMINISTRATION IGNORED PESO WARNINGS

(By Hobart Rowen)
Rep. John J. LaFalce (D-N.Y.) has a right

to say, ‘‘I told you so.’’ At a May 20, 1993,
congressional hearing on NAFTA, LaFalce
warned that the expected benefits to the U.S.
economy from the new trade treaty with
Mexico and Canada could go up in smoke if
the Mexican government devalued the peso.

Supported by a number of prominent U.S.
and Mexican economists who predicted that
peso devaluation was inevitable, LaFalce—
who had wide experience in this field—
begged the Clinton administration to recog-
nize that the North American Free Trade
Agreement provided no method to coordinate
the two countries’ monetary policies.

On June 9, 1993, LaFalce wrote President
Clinton (and separately, Treasury Secretary
Lloyd Bentsen and other Cabinet members):

‘‘I believe it imperative that the United
States pursue a fourth supplemental agree-
ment that recognizes the importance and im-
pact of exchange rates on the operation of
NAFTA . . . perhaps creating a mechanism
that would allow for consultation, coordina-
tion, and corrections if necessary.’’

It made good sense, but Clinton & Co.
didn’t listen. When consulted, the Federal
Reserve Board, the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund pooh-poohed
the possibility of a peso devaluation. White
House political aides, already flustered by
the need to get side agreements for NAFTA
on the environmental and labor conditions,
didn’t want further complications.

Failure to stabilize the dollar-peso rate
may prove to be the worst mistake so far of
the Clinton presidency. The Institute for
International Economics, which issued a
highly influential pro-NAFTA report, also
missed the boat. IIE senior fellow John
Williamson, who like LaFalce agreed some-
thing should be done to ensure a stable peso-
dollar rate, admitted that when the IIE re-
ported on NAFTA was published, the mone-
tary issue ‘‘slipped through the cracks.’’

If Clinton and his advisers had paid atten-
tion to LaFalce and his supporters, he might
not now be engaged in an indefensible bail-
out of Wall Street investors, including major
mutual fund managers who made greedy,
high-yield gambles in Mexico after the pas-
sage of NAFTA.

Clinton’s revamped $53 billion rescue plan
for Mexico, which he can put through on his
executive authority, may be worse than the
original plan for $40 billion in loan guaran-
tees, because it would appear that there will
be more pure loans and fewer guarantees.
But as former FDIC chairman L. William
Seidman wisecracked, ‘‘at least we’re in for
$20 [billion] instead of $40!’’

Among investments that will be bailed out
are those that offered interest returns of 15
percent to a reported 50 percent in peso-de-
nominated bonds. But these bonds crashed
when the peso dropped more than 40 percent
against the dollar, just as LaFalce had
warned could happen. But now the peso
bonds will be propped up by Clinton’s $53 bil-
lion, made up of $20 billion from the Treas-
ury’s stabilization fund, $17.5 billion in loans
from the IMF and the rest from other global
lenders, notably $10 billion from the Bank
for International Settlements in Europe.

The operative result of dumping all this
money into Mexico is that foreign investors,
including the Wall Streeters, can collect
their huge interest payments, then get out
while the getting is good. Mexico won’t be
paying the bill. Clinton and U.S. taxpayers
will pick up the check.

‘‘This is basically what everyone on Wall
Street was after all along—a vehicle to get
out of their peso-denominated assets at a
preferential rate,’’ Walter Todd, a former
Fed official told The Washington Post.
‘‘Clinton has provided it to them.’’

Senate Majority Leader Robert J. Dole (R-
Kan.), who is backing the Clinton plan, said
last week that if the money is paid out and
doesn’t come back, ‘‘we’ll have to make an
appropriation to replace it.’’

In an extraordinary column in the Wall
Street Journal on Jan. 26, New York fin-
ancier Henry Kaufman hinted at a huge Wall
Street coverup, in which the entire financial
community was engaged in ‘‘suppressing
critical evaluation’’ of Mexico’s true eco-
nomic condition.

Mutual funds became an especially impor-
tant conduit [for investor-speculators], with-
out calling attention to the potential vola-
tility in their emerging market portfolios,
should liquidity problems develop,’’ Kauf-
man said.

In other words, many small investors were
suckered into Mexico, through mutual funds,
lured by the promise of double-digit returns
there and in other ‘‘emerging markets.’’ No
one—not in the Treasury, the IMF, the Fed,
the SEC—issued a word of caution.

But the first rule of investing is that if an
abnormal return is promised, there must be
an abnormal risk.

LaFalce told me at the end of the week
that the administration had refused to ac-
knowledge the palpable deterioration of the
Mexican economy all through 1994 because it
was fearful of exacerbating the Chiapas re-
bellion; because of Clinton’s effort to push
former president Carlos Salinas de Gortari as
the head of the new World Trade Organiza-
tion; and because it might jeopardize the
then-upcoming vote on GATT.

So the administration didn’t tell truth
about Mexico.

LaFalce believes that tapping the Treas-
ury’s stabilization fund ‘‘stretches the presi-
dent’s authority to the outer limits.’’ But, he
sighs, ‘‘it’s a fait accompli and I won’t quar-
rel with him.’’
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POLITICAL PRISONERS RELEASED
IN BURMA

HON. BILL RICHARDSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to draw my colleagues attention to the fact
that over the past 2 days the ruling military
government in Burma, the State Law and
Order Restoration Council [SLORC], has re-
leased many prisoners of conscience. In par-
ticular, I was pleased to know that on Feb-
ruary 6 SLORC released Win Thein, a former
political adviser to Aung San Suu Kyi. I met
with Win Thein at his prison complex last Feb-
ruary and I am heartened to know that he was
released on the eve of the anniversary of my
trip to Rangoon and my meeting with Aung
San Suu Kyi.

I believe that the release of Win Thein and
the many other political prisoners is a positive
step in Burma. I continue to hold out hope for
the release of Aung San Suu Kyi and all pris-
oners of conscience in Burma.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE TICKET
FEE DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1995

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
introduce today, along with my colleagues, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. MOORHEAD, and Mr. OXLEY, the
Ticket Fee Disclosure Act of 1995. This legis-
lation, if enacted, will provide American con-
sumers appropriate and timely disclosure of
convenience fees, service charges, and other
amounts often added to the face value of en-
tertainment and sporting event tickets, includ-
ing huge profit markups by so-called ticket
brokers and others who sell tickets on the sec-
ondary market. It also will result in a com-
prehensive report to the Congress from the
Federal Trade Commission on practices by
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