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| have authorized these measures in
response to recurrent acts of inter-
national terrorism that threaten to
disrupt the Middle East peace process.
They include such acts as the bomb at-
tacks in Israel this past weekend and
other recent attacks in Israel, attacks
on government authorities in Egypt,
threats against Palestinian authorities
in the autonomous regions, and the
bombing of the Jewish Mutual Associa-
tion building in Buenos Aires, as well
as the car bomb at the Israeli Embassy
in London.

Achieving peace between lIsrael and
its neighbors has long been a principal
goal of American foreign policy. Re-
solving this conflict would eliminate a
major source of instability in a part of
the world in which we have critical in-
terests, contribute to the security and
well-being of Israel, and strengthen im-
portant bilateral relationships in the
Arab world.

Attempts to disrupt the Middle East
peace process through terrorism by
groups opposed to peace have threat-
ened and continue to threaten vital in-
terests of the United States, thus con-
stituting an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security, foreign
policy, and economy of the United
States.

Terrorist groups engaging in such
terrorist acts receive financial and ma-
terial support for their efforts from
persons in the Middle East and else-
where who oppose that process. Indi-
viduals and groups in the United
States, too, have been targets of fund-
raising efforts on behalf of terrorist or-
ganizations.

Fundraising for terrorism and use of
the U.S. banking system for transfers
on behalf of such organizations are in-
imical to American interests. Further,
failure to take effective action against
similar fundraising and transfers in
foreign countries indicate the need for
leadership by the United States on this
subject. Thus, it is necessary to pro-
vide the tools to combat any financial
support from the United States for
such terrorist activities. The United
States will use these actions on our
part to impress on our allies in Europe
and elsewhere the seriousness of the
danger of terrorist funding threatening
the Middle East peace process, and to
encourage them to adopt appropriate
and effective measures to cut off ter-
rorist fundraising and the harboring of
terrorist assets in their territories and
by their nationals.

The measures we are taking dem-
onstrate our determination to thwart
acts of terrorism that threaten to dis-
rupt the Middle East peace process by
attacking any material or financial
support for such acts that may ema-
nate from the United States.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, January 23, 1995.
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UNFUNDED MANDATE REFORM
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 38 and rule
XXII1, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5) to curb the practice of imposing un-
funded Federal mandates on States and
local governments, to ensure that the
Federal Government pays the costs in-
curred by those governments in com-
plying with certain requirements under
Federal statutes and regulations, and
to provide information on the cost of
Federal mandates on the private sec-
tor, and for other purposes, with Mr.
EMERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Monday, Janu-
ary 23, 1995, the amendment offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPRATT] had been disposed of and
section 4 was open for amendment at
any point.

Are there further amendments to sec-
tion 4?

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

Mr. Chairman, as we prepare to re-
turn to the unfunded mandates bill or,
as some would say, the Son of Califor-
nia Wilderness, | would remind our col-
leagues that we have now been on this
bill for some measure of time, over 10
hours, on nine amendments. | would
also point out there has been some dis-
cussion here this morning about the
majority gagging of the minority. |
would emphasize again this is an open
rule, a truly open rule, something that
we rarely saw in the 103d Congress.

Having said that, though, | think
with the fact we have dealt with only
nine amendments in over 10 hours and
the fact that we have pages of amend-
ments just to section 4 of the bill still
pending, | would exhort my colleagues
to recognize that there must be an end
to this process at some point in time.

I think there are certain major issues
that we need to deal with in this legis-
lation. We have been dealing with only
one of those major issues thus far, and
that is the issue whether certain pro-
grams or statutes or dealings in the
Federal Government should be exempt
from a cost analysis of what they may
cost.

That is one issue, and we have de-
bated that at great length over a num-
ber of different issues. But | think we
have fairly well resolved the fact that
the majority has prevailed in saying
very little should be exempt from the
provisions of this law, except those
things that would provide sort of tech-
nical reassurance that certain areas
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were in fact exempt under civil rights
laws or whatever.

This is only one issue. We have other
issues like, should the regulations is-
sued by the Government be subject to
judicial review, should the effective
date be changed, and what do we do
with public-private issues. These are
all major issues.

So | would hope that we might be
able to move this along. And in hopes
that we might be able to do that, | ask
unanimous consent that debate on all
of the exemption amendments to sec-
tion 4 of the bill be limited to 20 min-
utes, 10 minutes on each side.

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I re-
serve the right to object because | do
not believe that such a request would
be appropriate at this time.
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Mr. Chairman, in the committee we
had no hearings.

The previous question was ordered on
an amendment that had not even been
heard or read. We were told to hold off
on amendments until we reached the
floor. When we agreed not to make a
point of order to the bill that would
have delayed consideration, the chair-
man assured us that there is no intent
at all to in any way proscribe or limit
the ability of Members to offer amend-
ments.

Further, when we went to the Com-
mittee on Rules, we were told that we
were going to have open debate. Many
Members on the other side of the aisle
very proudly said, and have even said
so today, that, ‘“We are now having
open debate. There is going to be no
closed rule.”

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | sense
some resistance on the other side, and
I withdraw my unanimous consent re-
quest.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] with-
draws his request.

Are there further amendments to sec-
tion 4?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. BECERRA

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | offer
amendments Nos. 30 and 31 at the desk,
and | ask unanimous consent that they
be considered en bloc.

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

There was no objection.

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

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. BECERRA:

In section 4(2) insert ‘‘age,”” before ‘“‘race’.

In the proposed section 422(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, insert ‘“‘age,”
before ‘““race”.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | have
spoken on this floor about my concerns
with H.R. 5, the unfunded mandates
legislation, for a number of reasons,
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least of which, of course, is the fact
that the State and local governments
are taking on burdens.

More to the point, however, we do
not take into account in H.R. 5 numer-
ous provisions to protect those very
States and local governments and
neighborhood communities that we say
we are about to protect through this
particular legislation. One specific ex-
ample to me, Mr. Chairman, which is
very glaring, is that the legislation we
have before us today does nothing to
protect our American people against
discrimination based on age.

Today we have before us H.R. 5, that
says nothing about preserving the
rights of people, based on their age, to
work, to live freely, and | believe it is
important that at least something like
this be included in H.R. 5. The Federal
laws prohibiting age discrimination
provide protection for millions of older
Americans from arbitrary and unjust
discrimination.

As with all laws prohibiting discrimi-
nation, the laws prohibiting age dis-
crimination set basic standards for fair
treatment in a workplace and other
areas of American society. The right to
work free of age discrimination is a
fundamental right.

However, age-based employment dis-
crimination remains prevalent, despite
the Age Discrimination in Employment
Act, the ADEA. The problem is par-
ticularly severe for persons who have
lost jobs in declining industries such as
heavy manufacturing. I know in Los
Angeles, Mr. Chairman, we have a lot
of unemployed engineers and scientists
who are getting on in age, and they are
finding it very difficult to find jobs,
even as qualified as they may be.

Mr. Chairman, once unemployed,
older workers face sharply limited em-
ployment opportunities. Persons aged
45 to 64 are unemployed longer, on av-
erage, than younger workers in Amer-
ica, and they become what we term
under the law discouraged workers. In
other words, they are those who give
up the job search because they feel it is
futile.

Mr. Chairman, the arguments for pre-
serving our important civil rights laws
are the same regardless of whether the
laws concern age, race, religion, or eth-
nicity. The authors of H.R. 5 have rec-
ognized that civil rights laws are de-
serving of special protection from any
burdens that may impede their force
and effect.

It is our job now, Mr. Chairman, to
ensure the inclusion of age discrimina-
tion laws among those civil rights laws
to be exempted from H.R. 5’s impact.

Mr. Chairman, along with the amend-
ment that | have, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], who has
worked tremendously on these issues,
also had an amendment. He has agreed,
we have all agreed, to join together on
this particular subject, along with the
chairman of the committee, and |
thank the chairman for having done
that.
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However, Mr. Chairman, | do want to
make sure that 1 do acknowledge that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI] graciously allowed me to
go first on this particular amendment.
He has worked tremendously on this as
well.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BECERRA. Of course, Mr. Chair-
man, | yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman said,
this amendment would add age to the
list of antidiscrimination statutes that
would not be covered by H.R. 5. There
are certainly no intent to exclude this.
We certainly want to make sure that
the antidiscrimination would apply to
this measure. This particular amend-
ment has already been accepted by the
Senate, and | am pleased to accept the
amendment.

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

Mr. BECERRA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, | simply
would like to compliment my friend,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BECERRA] for noticing this and insert-
ing this very important aspect on the
issue of discrimination. I compliment
him on his diligence in addressing this
issue.

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

Mr. Chairman, | think this is a very
important amendment, and we dis-
cussed it at the committee markup.
However, it points up the very reason
that we are here today and that we
have been involved in 10 hours of de-
bate, and we have 100-some-odd amend-
ments, because this amendment should
have been readily seen as valuable to
this piece of legislation at the markup
level. If it had, we would not have
spent hours of staff time and hours of
Members’ time preparing for this occa-
sion.

Mr. Chairman, | keep hearing, and |
just want to refer to the chairman of
the committee on the other side, who
treats this piece of legislation as if it is
only a procedural piece of legislation
for a point of order.

However, Mr. Chairman, this bill has
two particular sections, one affecting
the right here on the floor to raise a
point of order, and two, allowing citi-
zens of any type for any reason to raise
a legal question in a district court
throughout America, challenging any
rule or regulation by a Federal agency.

Mr. Chairman, it is just so clear, |
think, by the acceptance of the Com-
mittee on Rules, that this should have
been put in this bill early on, just as
we were fortunate enough when the bill
was originally drafted, and it did not
have in it an exemption for Social Se-
curity, we were fortunate enough to
win that single amendment of 40 or 50
amendments offered in committee

Chairman, will
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markup. Social Security did win, |
think, by a vote of 39 to 3.

Mr. Chairman, | am certain if we had
had the opportunity to really sit down
and with open minds discuss this legis-
lation, not only this age discrimination
amendment but several others that I
offered today would have been part of
the markup that came to the floor,
thereby saving a great deal of debate
time. What some Members of the
House, and | will not say whether it
was on the other side or on our side,
seem to indicate is that there is some
dilatory action here. However, if a per-
son is over 65 years of age, and if we
were not successful in having this
amendment made today, their protec-
tion as an American citizen could be
denied on the basis of the unfunded
mandate legislation we are about to
pass in this Chamber. That would be
criminal to my constituents and crimi-
nal to the constituents throughout
America.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, 1 do want
to say, joining with the gentleman
from California [Mr. BECERRA], that |
think we have contributed materially
to the fairness of this legislation, so
that when it is finally adopted by this
House, and | have no suggestion it will
not be, it will be overwhelmingly ac-
cepted, at least we know there will not
be an allowance for age discrimination
in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, further, | would just
like to suggest that maybe we could
have some cooperation with the chair-
man and the Majority on the other side
to look a little bit more at these
amendments that we are about to offer,
to recognize that they are not prepared
and offered here today to waste our
time but are very germane, very impor-
tant, and are very substantive.

For the legislation to pass this House
in less than its best form, as we can
provide it, says that this Congress is
not ready to rise.

One further point, Mr. Chairman. The
gentleman in the chair and | are prob-
ably the only Members of this body
that were here in the last Republican
leadership of the Congress of the Unit-
ed States. We do not pretend to have
been Members at that time. We were
lowly back bench pages, but we know
that that 83d Congress was very suc-
cessful because there was a tendency to
have open debate, because there was
not ducking of issues or questions as
we have in this government, and it is
not only in the 104th Congress, but it
has happened in many past Congresses.

Mr. Chairman, what | hope we can
eventually come out of this legislation
with is recognizing that too often on
this House floor we are passing laws
that allow for the Secretaries of the ex-
ecutive branch of government to pro-
mulgate rules and regulations. It may
be one paragraph of legislation and
10,000 pages of rules and regulations.

It is time that the Congress of the
United States, and particularly the
House of Representatives, takes back
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its responsibility of oversight and in-
vestigation, so that we participate to a
large extent in the type of regulations
and rules we are going to be subjecting
our constituents to, and not delegating
that away to some unnamed, unknown
bureaucrat, and then come back here
and argue that we are hypocrites be-
cause we did not know what we were
empowering some bureaucrat to do in
the name of the Congress of the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, | hope that we can
proceed now with a few of these amend-
ments and test them for their viability
and for their substance and have them
accepted.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI] has expired.

(At the request of Mr. VOLKMER and
by unanimous consent, Mr. KANJORSKI
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. KANJORSKI. | appreciate my
friend from Missouri. | know how Mis-
sourians are eminently fair, no matter
what side of the aisle they sit on and
do not delay actions by the House.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the
chairman, that we have acceptance of
this amendment and my friend who is
cosponsor of this amendment. | think
we are having a breakthrough here. |
can say | hope over the next several
amendments we offer that my friends
on the other side recognize that these
are not done to delay and pass time but
are very substantive in nature and can
have dire effects on the American peo-
ple in the future.

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. The gentleman has
been in this body for a good many
years and has operated very effectively
as one of the best-respected Members
of this House and his committees.

I understand from what you made
during your presentation and since |
am not a member of the committee and
I was not there, | would just like to go
back and take a little bit of the House
time because | think it was very impor-
tant because of things that are being
said on this floor today, earlier in the
1-minutes, and | heard a gentleman out
in the lobby doing an interview talking
about delaying tactics.

I want to go back to that committee
meeting and just find out how many—
did the gentleman offer this amend-
ment in committee?

Mr. KANJORSKI. Yes.

Mr. VOLKMER. Was this amendment
debated in committee?

Mr. KANJORSKI. No.

Mr. VOLKMER. It was not debated?
Just tell me what happened.

Mr. KANJORSKI. | had a series of
four or five amendments that | thought
were particularly important because of
the possibility of regulations being pro-
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pounded in the future that could be ob-
jected to in court. And since we could
not get the judicial review section
straightened out, we recognized we had
to have certain exemptions.

The Chair had suggested that because
he was under a calendar direction from
the Speaker to proceed with the mark-
up of the bill that we would have an op-
portunity between the markup and the
floor time to consider these amend-
ments. We tried to contact the major-
ity leadership and the majority chair-
man and we were not successful in ac-
complishing that.

I heard of course yesterday for the
first time that this particular amend-
ment would be received. But our prob-
lem here was the speed at which the
markup was made. No hearings were
held. Some of those, myself, a new
member of the committee, although
having been in the House for 10 years
now, was not aware of the process of
this new committee, knew this legisla-
tion was important and felt that it was
not proper for us to draft legislation on
the House floor. That is what the com-
mittee system is all about.

Mr. VOLKMER. That is correct.

Mr. KANJORSKI. If we are to go
about drafting legislation on the House
floor, we could end up on this bill and
many of the other substantive bills
that the majority undoubtedly will be
properly presenting to the House,
spending weeks or months of what
some people may consider delay time.
But if you are over 65 years of age and
you have been discriminated in your
job and you go to sue your employer
and he is able to walk into court and
enjoin you from taking action, that is
pretty substantive.

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

Mr. Chairman, | am not going to take
a long time on this amendment, but I
think as the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has said, it is one that is very,
very important.

What my major concern is, is that for
the last several days, at least today
and yesterday, this gentleman heard
Members of the opposite party talking
about us on this side wanting to delay
this bill, that the only reason that we
have these amendments is just to delay
the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | do not believe that
is true. | think it is because this bill
did not have the time in the commit-
tee, not because of what the chairman
may have wanted done but because of
the orders the chairman got from his
leadership, and not sufficient time was
given in committee.

This is a major piece of legislation
affecting almost every law of the Unit-
ed States that has an impact on State
or local government, and all future
laws for sure, and the regulatory proc-
ess, as well.

And yet the short time that it was
given to Members in committee has re-
sulted in the number of amendments
that we have here before us.
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It is not because anybody wants to
delay the bill. It is because, as | said in
my 1 minute today, legislation is made
up of ideas. And the people who pro-
posed this legislation had ideas of what
they thought should be in the legisla-
tion, what the Federal relationship
should be to State and local govern-
ments. No one else had any input into
that legislation up to that time.

The first time that any other Mem-
ber of this House had an opportunity to
have an input into that legislation was
in the committee. And when you got to
the committee on this very far-reach-
ing bill, and I am sure there are other
amendments there, too, you did not
have the time really to work on the
amendments.

The bill had to come to the floor be-
cause the leadership has decided that
this bill has to be passed before we do
a balanced budget amendment. They
put themselves in a straitjacket. It is a
very, very, very poor way to legislate.

As one who has been in the legisla-
tive business for not 18 years but 10
years in the State body before I came
here, this is one of the worst ways to
legislate that | have ever seen in my 28
years.

What we have seen is the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, the chairman, ear-
lier wanted to shrink the time that
Members would have to debate the
other amendments that are just as im-
portant as this amendment.

It may be that the idea that is in
those other amendments does not meet
the criteria of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, the chairman of the
committee, and therefore he will not
accept them as he has accepted this
one. But they are still just as impor-
tant to the Member who is offering
that amendment, just as the previous
amendments that took 10 hours to do
nine amendments, those were very im-
portant, Mr. Chairman.

Everyone in this House, all Members,
should have the right to express their
ideas as to legislation. They should not
be told, ‘““No, you can’t do that because
we don’t have time to do it.”’

The legislation, even when passed,
will not take effect until October 1,
1995. That is almost 9 more months.

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

Mr. VOLKMER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. May | say to the gen-
tleman, it was not my intent to in any
way try to shut off debate. | asked
unanimous consent. The unanimous
consent was rejected. But in no sense
was | trying to shut off debate.

What | was trying to say is that one
of the major issues in this debate is
whether there should be any exemp-
tions to the overall impact of the bill.
I think we have debated that issue,
that overriding issue very thoroughly
and generally have rejected the idea
that there should be exemptions grant-
ed. If we grant a series of exemptions,
we might as well do away with the bill,
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and | think there are some that per-
haps would like to see that happen. But
in no sense am | attempting to gag
anybody or attempting to shut off de-
bate.

This is an open rule, we intend to
continue to operate under an open rule
so the issue can be debated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK-
MER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VOLK-
MER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to reiterate, and | think the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, one of
the cosponsors of the amendment, has
really pointed out that this way of
doing legislation is a very poor way of
doing legislation. We should not do leg-
islation on the floor of the House and
deprive other Members of doing other
things they could. The legislation
should have been perfected and time
should have been taken to perfect this
legislation in committee and, there-
fore, we would not have all this time
on the floor.

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

Mr. VOLKMER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, |
say to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VOLKMER], we could save a great
deal of time if the other side would re-
alize what our big worry is here and,
that is, they do not address the ques-
tion of judicial review. As long as judi-
cial review is not addressed and we can
infer that you have a right to appeal to
a district court if you are dissatisfied
with the application of this legislation,
every regulatory rulemaking body of
the U.S. Government that is not inde-
pendent is subject to judicial review.
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That is why it is so important to
craft the exemptions in this bill. If it
was just a procedural role of a point of
order on this floor, we are going to lose
that point of order anyway.

There is a majority and there is a mi-
nority. Our problem, we are arming
every corporation and every individual
who does not want to comply with a
rule or regulation of a Federal agency
or U.S. Government to stop the impact
of that legislation by merely moving to
file an injunction in Federal district
court.

As | said in committee, if there ever
was a piece of legislation that should
have had the title of Lawyers Relief
Act of 1995, it is this piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. VOLKMER. | thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA].

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending

that, | make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present. Pursuant to clause 2 of
rule XXIII, the Chair will reduce to a
minimum of 5 minutes the period of
time within which a vote by electronic
device, if ordered, will be taken on the
pending question following the quorum
call. Members will record their pres-
ence by electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice.

The following Members responded to
their names:
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Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi

The CHAIRMAN. Four hundred elev-
en Members have answered to their
names, a quorum is present, and the
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Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel

Reed

Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
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Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Committee will resume its business.

[Roll No. 31]
Abercrombie Cramer Gutierrez
Ackerman Crane Gutknecht
Allard Crapo Hall (OH)
Archer Cremeans Hall (TX)
Armey Cubin Hamilton
Bachus Cunningham Hancock
Baesler Danner Hansen
Baker (CA) Davis Harman
Baker (LA) de la Garza Hastert
Baldacci Deal Hastings (FL)
Ballenger DeFazio Hastings (WA)
Barcia DelLauro Hayes
Barr DelLay Hayworth
Barrett (NE) Deutsch Hefley
Barrett (WI) Diaz-Balart Hefner
Bartlett Dickey Heineman
Barton Dicks Herger
Bass Dingell Hilleary
Bateman Dixon Hilliard
Becerra Doggett Hinchey
Beilenson Dooley Hobson
Bentsen Doolittle Hoekstra
Bereuter Dornan Hoke
Berman Doyle Holden
Bevill Dreier Horn
Bilbray Duncan Hostettler
Bilirakis Dunn Houghton
Bliley Durbin Hoyer
Blute Edwards Hunter
Boehlert Ehlers Hutchinson
Boehner Ehrlich Hyde
Bonilla Emerson Inglis
Bonior Engel Istook
Bono English Jackson-Lee
Borski Ensign Jacobs
Boucher Eshoo Johnson (CT)
Brewster Evans Johnson (SD)
Browder Everett Johnson, E.B.
Brown (CA) Ewing Johnson, Sam
Brown (FL) Farr Johnston
Brown (OH) Fattah Jones
Brownback Fawell Kanjorski
Bryant (TN) Fazio Kaptur
Bryant (TX) Fields (TX) Kasich
Bunn Filner Kelly
Bunning Flanagan Kennelly
Burr Foglietta Kildee
Burton Foley Kim
Buyer Forbes King
Callahan Ford Kingston
Calvert Fowler Kleczka
Camp Fox Klink
Canady Franks (CT) Klug
Cardin Franks (NJ) Knollenberg
Castle Frelinghuysen Kolbe
Chabot Frisa LaFalce
Chambliss Frost LaHood
Chapman Funderburk Lantos
Chenoweth Furse Latham
Christensen Gallegly LaTourette
Chrysler Ganske Laughlin
Clay Gejdenson Lazio
Clayton Gekas Leach
Clement Gephardt Levin
Clinger Geren Lewis (CA)
Clyburn Gibbons Lewis (GA)
Coburn Gilchrest Lewis (KY)
Coleman Gillmor Lightfoot
Collins (GA) Gilman Linder
Collins (IL) Gonzalez Lipinski
Collins (MI) Goodlatte Livingston
Combest Goodling LoBiondo
Condit Gordon Lofgren
Conyers Goss Longley
Cooley Graham Lowey
Costello Green Lucas
Cox Greenwood Luther
Coyne Gunderson Maloney

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] for a re-
corded vote. This is a 5-minute vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 416, noes 1,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 32]

AYES—416
Abercrombie Bateman Brewster
Ackerman Becerra Browder
Allard Beilenson Brown (CA)
Andrews Bentsen Brown (FL)
Archer Bereuter Brown (OH)
Armey Berman Brownback
Baesler Bevill Bryant (TN)
Baker (CA) Bilbray Bryant (TX)
Baker (LA) Bilirakis Bunn
Baldacci Bliley Bunning
Ballenger Blute Burr
Barcia Boehlert Burton
Barr Boehner Callahan
Barrett (NE) Bonilla Calvert
Barrett (WI) Bonior Camp
Bartlett Bono Canady
Barton Borski Cardin
Bass Boucher Castle
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Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn (WA)
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham

Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty

Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
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Smith (TX) Thompson Waters
Smith (WA) Thornberry Watt (NC)
Solomon Thornton Watts (OK)
Souder Thurman Waxman
Spence Tiahrt Weldon (FL)
Spratt Torres Weldon (PA)
Stark Torricelli Weller
Stearns Towns White
Stenholm Traficant Whitfield
Stokes Tucker Wicker
Studds Upton Williams
Stump Velazquez Wise
Stupak Vento Wolf
Talent Visclosky Woolsey
Tanner Volkmer Wyden
Tate Vucanovich Wynn
Tauzin Waldholtz Yates
Taylor (MS) Walker Young (FL)
Taylor (NC) Walsh Zeliff
Tejeda Wamp Zimmer
Thomas Ward
NOES—1
Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—17
Bachus Kennedy (MA) Packard
Bishop Kennedy (RI) Parker
Buyer Markey Stockman
Chenoweth Mascara Torkildsen
Coble Mclntosh Wilson
Fields (LA) Meehan
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So the amendments were agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, | will
take the lead from the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ACKERMAN], and | will
insert some civility. | am sure the
Chair and my colleagues will be de-
lighted to know that | was giving a
speech at Fort Myer a few moments
ago. | was unavoidably detained when
the vote on the amendments offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BECERRA], rollcall No. 32, was cast. Had
| been present, Mr. Chairman, | would
have voted ‘“‘aye.”

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it should be apparent
to every Member of this body that the
chairman of the committee who is han-
dling this bill agreed to accept the
amendment that was just voted upon,
they agreed to accept it. And then they
allowed the minority 20 minutes to de-
bate it after having said they would ac-
cept it. Once again, they said they
would accept the amendment, and then
the minority called not only for a roll-
call vote but also a quorum call. This
is a deliberate attempt on the part of
the minority to drag this debate out,
to hold up the Contract With America,
and the people across this country are
not going to accept it. They are going
to know it.

I do not want to belabor this and
take the full 5 minutes, but | just want
to say to my colleagues in the minor-
ity: If there is a need for a vote on an
amendment, let us vote on it. | would
just like to say to my colleagues, do
not use these kind of tactics when we
accept the amendment. If we accept
the amendment, let us get on with the
business of the House and the Contract
With America. If you do not have any-
thing to say, do not drag it out.

I would like to point out one more
time the committee chairman and the
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committee said they would accept the
amendment. There was no controversy
about the amendment. There was no
need for debate. There was no need for
a vote. And yet they called not only
one vote—

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Briefly |
would be happy to yield to my col-
league.

Mr. KANJORSKI. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | think the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has brought
up a great point and it is a point | have
been trying to make over several days
now. If we had taken the time in com-
mittee to consider this, we could have
considered that last amendment in a
matter of 10 minutes, it could have
been reported like the exemption for
Social Security that | introduced in
committee, which was accepted in 5
minutes, and we would have not only
not delayed a half hour or 45 minutes
here and 20 minutes in debate, but we
also would not have delayed the times
of our staffs and Members who have
been waiting this week to prepare for
this debate.
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If I may re-
claim my time, | would just like to say
it has just been brought to my atten-
tion that the gentleman’s amendment
was not presented before the commit-
tee, but | would like to say, and | do
not want to prolong this because we
have to get on with the business of the
House, if an amendment—

Mr. KANJORSKI. If the gentleman
will yield for a correction—

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will not
yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] controls the
time. He may or may not yield, as he
chooses.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. | would not
yield. 1 would just like to say that if
we accept the amendment, there is no
necessity to waste the House’s time on
two votes that are not necessary to
drag this thing out. The people of this
country want us to get on with the
Contract With America, and | wish the
minority would let us do what the peo-
ple of this country want, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, |1
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that on
the first day that we convened this
year we met until 2 o’clock in the
morning and only had two votes. It
seems to me that last night the major-
ity party sought to limit the right of
the minority to debate.

Is the gentleman now trying to limit
our rights to vote?

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

Mr. ACKERMAN. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | thank the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER-
MAN] for yielding because | think the
gentleman raises a good point as we
can sit around, and the interesting
thing which the gentleman from Indi-
ana has done is he has now gotten us
fighting over what we were fighting
over. But the interesting thing on this
is that we were not permitted to have
full discussion of the amendment, we
were not permitted to have full discus-
sion of the amendment that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania offered in
the committee. We were warned that
this would be the problem.

Second is | understand the gentleman
from Indiana’s concern. Some of our
side might have said in the last session
of Congress that the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] sometimes might
have been—I would never have done
that of course—might have been in-
volved in some delaying tactics. It
seemed to me that we were voting un-
necessarily from time to time when the
Republican, then the minority, wanted
to make a point. The fact is we want to
move ahead as well.

We are concerned about what hap-
pens tomorrow. We are concerned
about what happens if we are being
asked to sit, for instance, in the Com-
mittee on House Oversight on a line
item veto at the same time we have the
balanced budget amendment on the
floor or if we are being asked to sit in
a Committee on Banking and Financial
Services hearing on the Mexican loan
guarantees at the time that we have
the balanced budget amendment on the
floor. So there are legitimate concerns,
and perhaps we are going to have to
discuss about ways we express those
concerns.

And finally, as | recall, it was the
fact that we could not get a vote from
the other side that forced us to go to a
quorum call that then forced us to go
on a vote. We could have shortcut this
procedure if a few more on the other
side would have been willing to rise.

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

Mr. ACKERMAN. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, for the
new Members here on both sides of the
aisle:

I can remember scores of times,
scores of times, that amendments were
accepted on this side offered by the
now-distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Rules, as one example,
scores of times, and we accepted
amendments, but they wanted to get
votes on those amendments. They
wanted to get votes on those amend-
ments so they could score us so they
could take it to the interest groups and
say, ‘““‘See how they voted?”’

Not one voice was raised in opposi-
tion to amendments on a voice vote,
but they asked for rollcalls. That is the
facet of this democracy. They wanted
to have rollcall votes in committees.
They wanted to have quorums present
in committees. They wanted to make
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sure that everybody was present, no
proxy voting.

Mr. Chairman, we understand that.
Very frankly | think on proxy voting
they probably were correct. But the
fact of the matter is on our side of the
aisle understand we think it to be
somewhat ironic that a party that time
after time after time asked for rollcall
votes when there was not a dispute,
when committee chairs were willing to
take it, is not now really in a position
to criticize those on this side of the
aisle who seek to have rollcall votes so
Americans can know whether we are
voting with senior citizens, whether we
are voting with children, whether we
are voting with the environment,
whether we are voting against hazard-
ous waste in communities.

Mr. Chairman, we think those are le-
gitimate votes, and they did as well,
apparently until just recently.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER-
MAN] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ACKER-
MAN was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 of my 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from New York, and I
will take only 1 minute.

Also for the new Members here: |
hope you understand that the Commit-
tee of the Whole, which we are now in;
we are not in the House, but we are in
the Committee of the Whole. It is a
committee, and we carry on the
amending process in the Committee of
the Whole.

I have sat through a number of weeks
in which, for example, legislation from
the Committee on Armed Services had
hundreds of amendments that were pre-
sented here on the floor, and the ques-
tion was: “Why in the world didn’t
they deal with them in the commit-
tee?”’

The fact of the matter is, | was told
by their side, ‘““We are dealing with
them in committee, the Committee of
the Whole,” and that is exactly what
we are doing here.

I would tell my friend and colleague
from Maryland that, if they are going
to look for particular rollcall votes to
begin to draw a line between the ma-
jority and minority so the American
people will know where they are, we
have had a lot of practice——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Will the gen-
tleman yield for a correction?

Mr. THOMAS. Because the last roll-
call vote was 416 to 1, and | fail to un-
derstand where the gentleman differen-
tiates on a 416-to-1 rollcall vote.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Will the gen-
tleman from New York yield?

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | would just like to
ask that we return to some civility and
comity, and | would like to remind—
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER-
MAN] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ACKER-
MAN was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | re-
mind my colleagues who were here at
the time and the many of us that are
also new, just picking a date from the
Journal of September 21, and my col-
leagues could pick any page almost at
random; at 12:45 the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] asked
for a vote, a recorded vote. It was 390
to 1.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] at 5:21; the vote was 425 to 1.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] at 5:41; the vote was 426 to 1.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] at 5:50; the vote was 423 to 2.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON] at 6:07; the vote was 422 to 4.

It goes on and on. Nobody sought——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Will the gen-
tleman yield for a correction?

Mr. ACKERMAN. | am sure that
there is an error in here. It could not
have been——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield for a correc-
tion?

Mr. ACKERMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER-
MAN] h