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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. KNOLLENBERG].

f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 13, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable JOE
KNOLLENBERG to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 1995, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 30 min-
utes, and each Member, other than the
majority and minority leaders, limited
to 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] for 5 min-
utes.

f

OPPOSE THE LAW ENFORCEMENT
BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, today we
will begin debating H.R. 728, the law
enforcement block grant proposal.

With violent crime still the No. 1
concern of most Americans, the voters
should know why this proposal will do
nothing to decrease instances of vio-
lent crime. In fact, having been a po-
lice officer for 12 years, as a police offi-
cer, we get angry when we hear these
proposals about new crime bills, angry
because crime is an emotional issue.

But unfortunately it is always being
used for political purposes.

Crime is not political. Crime is not
Democrat nor Republican. It is not
independent. It is personal. Crime vio-
lates the self-respect of every individ-
ual touched by crime, and elected offi-
cials who play politics with crime, or
try to seize upon the fear of crime for
political gain do a disservice to this
country, to their constituency, and to
the civility of our own country.

For the past 7 years, there had not
been a crime bill. In August 1994 we
passed a crime bill.

In the past, crime bills were always
defeated because this group or that
group or a President would veto a
crime bill. While they were busy play-
ing politics with crime, crime has tri-
pled. Violent crime has gone up 300 per-
cent. It has tripled in the last 10 years.
Yet the number of police officers on
the street helping to combat violent
crime has only gone up just a mere 10
percent.

So why are we here today on H.R. 728
after 4 months of passing a crime bill?
Pure and simple, we are here because of
politics. We are here because one group
is trying to capitalize and repeal the
work we did in 1994 merely for political
purposes.

H.R. 728 will repeal the promise, the
provisions to put 100,000 more police of-
ficers on the street. They want to take
that money for 100,000 more police offi-
cers on the street and replace it with a
massive block grant program that al-
lows money to be spent with no restric-
tions, a massive block grant program
like we did in the late sixties and early
seventies called the Law Enforcement
Administrative Agency. The LEAA,
Mr. Speaker, was a failure and a very
costly one for this country.

For instance, the block grants that
were granted in 1968 and 1970 went like
this. In Louisiana, a sheriff purchased
a tank saying it would be necessary for

crowd control. In Indiana, $84,000 in
LEAA funds were block-granted so
they could purchase an aircraft that
could be used to fly the Governor
around the State. Well, in fact, it did
come to Washington once to pick up
some Moon rocks and went back to In-
diana, really a swell crime-fighting
program there.

In Alabama, the LEAA funded a po-
lice cadet program. Over $117,000 was
put out for costs of this program that
went to the payment to the sons, the
friends, and relatives of other high
State ranking officials. One State used
the money to make a manual, and you
know what, the manual turned out to
be nothing more than a copy of an ex-
isting Federal publication. Another
city used the LEAA block grant funds
to buy a police car, a Chevrolet Impala.
It had no police markings, it had no si-
rens, it had no flashers. It was used as
a private vehicle for the mayor. The
city of New Orleans spent $200,000 in
block grants to buy land. Other law en-
forcement officials did LEAA block
grant funds for financial investments.
In fact, 33 cents on every dollar spent
in LEAA funds went for outside con-
sultants, for administrative costs.

So we are here today with H.R. 728 to
redo the pork of Christmases past, to
bring back these block grants. The Re-
publicans are going to dismantle the
police on the street, the cops on the
street program, to go back to block
grants.

Since the 1994 crime bill was passed
on October 1, it became effective, we
have placed 17,000, authorized 17,000
new police officers to be placed in our
communities to do community polic-
ing.

In a letter dated February 6, the
President of the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice stated, ‘‘We strongly support your
resolve to fight any repeal of the fund-
ing earmarked for the hiring of 100,000
police officers.’’ February 7, a letter
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from the executive director of the Na-
tional Association of Police Officers
writes, ‘‘Representing over 3,500 police
unions and associations and 175,000
sworn law enforcement officers, we ask
it not be devastated.’’

Mr. Speaker, as we begin this debate,
I ask that Members look seriously
upon the fallacies of H.R. 728. Let us
not play politics with crime, and let us
put forth and keep the 100,000 police on
the street program.
f

REAL REFORM IS SAY ‘‘NO’’ TO
PAC’S

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HORN] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks
ago America listened during the State
of the Union Address as President Clin-
ton stated his support for campaign fi-
nance reform. He said to Congress that
‘‘We have a lot more to do before peo-
ple really trust the way things work
around here. * * * I ask you to just
stop taking the lobbyist perks. Just
stop.’’ He also added that ‘‘we should
also curb the role of big money in elec-
tions by capping the costs of cam-
paigns and limiting the influence of
the PAC’s.’’

The President’s speech reminded me
of a speech I heard 2 years ago. In his
1993 State of the Union Address, Presi-
dent Clinton said, ‘‘I’m asking Con-
gress to enact real campaign finance
reform. Let’s reduce the power of spe-
cial interests and increase the partici-
pation of the people.’’

I remember who the first two Repub-
licans were to give him a standing ova-
tion on those remarks, the then-whip,
current Speaker, and myself.

Regrettably, the President let Amer-
ica down over the last 2 years. While
Americans demanded reform, and while
a bipartisan group in Congress worked
to enact real reform, the President did
nothing. Oh, yes, he said, ‘‘Let’s cut it
for the President, let’s cut it for the
Senate, but, by the way, leave it alone
in the case of the House, $5,000 in the
primary, $5,000 in the general from
PAC’s. For a total of $10,000.’’

Reformers in the last Congress, from
both parties, advocated reform that
would limit, and even ban, political ac-
tion committees. While we worked, the
President stood silently on the side-
lines and allowed his party’s congres-
sional leaders to block the bipartisan
campaign finance reform bill. The so-
called Synar-Livingston bill would not
eliminate PAC’s, but it would have re-
duced the amount they could give from
$5,000 in an election to $1,000, the same
limit as the maximum for an individ-
ual contributor.

Some of those congressional leaders
are gone now, sent home or relegated
to the minority by the voters last No-
vember. With this change in Congress,
I hope we are also getting a change in
the President’s views. With the Presi-
dent’s support, we can enact legislation

that will carry out his goals, and the
goals of many of us in both parties.

Let me repeat his goals: ‘‘Reduce the
power of special interests and increase
the participation of the people.’’

I ask my fellow Representatives,
what better way is there to reduce the
power of special interests than to get
rid of political action committees,
commonly known as PAC’s? And what
better way is there to increase the par-
ticipation of the people than to require
that a majority of a candidate’s money
comes from the people who live in the
district that the candidate seeks to
represent?

Those are the changes that I support.
Those are the changes that many in
this Chamber support. I hope the Presi-
dent’s words will be followed up with
action, action that indicates that he
supports these goals too.

Campaign finance reform is a serious
issue, and a vital one. but recently
there has been far too much noise
around what I consider a side note. The
President attacked Congress for ac-
cepting gifts from lobbyists. He focused
his criticism on the $10 lunch, and on
the $50 golf outing. I do not play golf,
so I do not know much about that. But
I ask my fellow Representatives, what
difference does rejecting a $10 lunch
make if you still accept the $10,000
campaign check from the same special
interest? I tell you that $10 lunches are
not the reason special interest groups
have so much influence in Washington
these days; $10,000 campaign checks are
the reason.

In the days following the President’s
address, there have been a number of
statements from Members of Congress
supporting the President’s ‘‘Just say
no to lobbyists’’ idea. I want to take a
moment to look at those claims of sup-
port.

By my count, 32 Members have now
taken the ‘‘say no to lobbyists’’ pledge.
I heartily salute six of them, three Re-
publicans and three Democrats, for
truly saying ‘‘no.’’ These six reject not
only the $10 lunch and the $50 golf
game. They also reject the most lucra-
tive gift of all: The $10,000 campaign
check. As in my case, they do not ac-
cept PAC money. So, to my six friends,
I salute you.

But my reason for standing before
you today is not only to salute that bi-
partisan group of six. The American
people deserve to know that a Member
who pledges to say ‘‘no’’ to lobbyists is
truly saying ‘‘no.’’ In an effort to let
the voters know which members truly
say ‘‘no,’’ I want to point out one fact:
The 26 other Members who claim to say
‘‘no’’ to lobbyists are in fact still say-
ing ‘‘yes’’ to the biggest gift of all. Ac-
cording to the Federal Election Com-
mission’s December 22, 1994, report,
these 26 Members accepted an average
of $275,000—and a median of $224,000—
from PAC’s. How much of a difference
does a declined $10 lunch make, rel-
ative to a quarter of a million dollars
from special interest PAC’s?

Again, I am not up here to make a
partisan statement. Of the 26 members
that I refer to, 6 are Republicans.

I am up here, Mr. Speaker, to try to
shed a little light on the serious issue
of reform. Banning $10 lunches, what-
ever symbolic value such a change may
have, is not reform—it is not reform
because the same lobbyist who cannot
buy you lunch can still hand you a
$10,000 campaign check. I say we all
must truly reject lobbyists’ influence
by rejecting all PAC money. The influ-
ence of PAC’s is a national scandal.
The elimination of PAC’s will be a long
overdue reform.

f

FURTHER OPPOSITION TO LAW EN-
FORCEMENT BLOCK GRANTS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FILNER] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 3 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I am here
to join with my colleagues and follow-
ing the leadership of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] in rising
in opposition to H.R. 728, the so-called
Law Enforcement Block Grants Act.

What H.R. 728 does is reduce our com-
mitment to putting 100,000 new police
officers on the streets of this Nation,
and it eliminates, yes, it eliminates the
emphasis that has proved so important
in cities all across this Nation, and
that is the emphasis on community
oriented policing.

Every national police organization
virtually opposes H.R. 728 and the con-
cepts included therein. They know that
community policing works. They know
that H.R. 728 provides no guarantees
that a single penny of these new block
grants will actually go to the police
forces of our Nation.

I represent a good part of the city of
San Diego, the sixth largest city in
this Nation, a city that has many
urban problems, where crime is consid-
ered the No. 1 concern.

We in San Diego have pioneered the
concept of community oriented polic-
ing over the last decade. I served on
the San Diego City Council for 5 years
before I came to Congress and have di-
rect experience with the walking
teams, the neighborhood concepts that
we have instituted.

I represent neighborhoods that have
traditionally been hostile to police
forces because of certain history and
certain behavior and certain attitudes.
Yet those same neighborhoods literally
gave standing ovations to the cops that
now serve their neighborhoods. They
know that community policing works,
because it allows those police officers
to get to know the neighborhoods that
they actually patrol and allows the
people in those neighborhoods to get to
know them.

You will not find the officers on the
walking patrols in San Diego sitting
behind desks or processing mail. They
are out there on the streets, in the
schools, in the neighborhoods, in the
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