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private and congressional tours of the
White House and worked on arrange-
ments for the President’s trips within
the United States and abroad, often
traveling on such trips, including the
famous trip to Ireland.

After the President’s tragic assas-
sination, she continued under Presi-
dent Johnson to serve at the White
House during that administration. She
worked in Senator Robert F. Kennedy’s
campaign for President, and after that
Senator’s tragic assassination, worked
out of the New York office on his fu-
neral arrangements at St. Patrick’s
Cathedral and the historic train ride
bringing the Senator’s body back to
Washington.

Later she became Deputy Chief of the
U.S. Capitol Guide Service, responsible
for the orientation, supervision, and di-
rection of all Capitol guides and tours.
In 1985 she was appointed as Chief of
Democratic Pages by Speaker O’Neill
and has worked with over 2,000 young
American Pages from all over the Unit-
ed States, responsible for their train-
ing, orientation, guidance, counseling,
and familiarization with House proce-
dures and conduct in this Chamber.

We wish her Godspeed, along with her
husband, Ray Donnelly, who has been
active in planning the Korean War Vet-
erans Memorial being dedicated on
July 27 on the Mall.

America could have had no finer
daughter in service to this Nation. She
has served millions and millions of our
citizens as well as Vvisitors from
throughout the world.

Thank you, Mrs. Donnelly.

LENNY DONNELLY

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

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, | rise today
to pay tribute to a fine lady and great friend,
who is a shining example and reminder to us
all, of the tremendous good a single person
can perform in a career of public service.

Lenny Donnelly has served this country with
distinction in a career that has spanned 36
years. Early in her career she worked on
President Kennedy’s White House staff, where
one of her duties was scheduling all VIP and
congressional tours of the White House. There
are still a few left in this Chamber, including
myself, who will always be indebted to Lenny
for her help in graciously accommodating our
scheduling needs.

Lenny has been Chief of Democratic Pages
for 10 years and in that time she has become
a friend to us all. She has trained, guided,
counseled, and cared for over 2,000 pages
from all over the United States. Lenny has
helped equip a wonderful group of young peo-
ple with the tools to become part of the next
generation of American leaders. Perhaps we
will best come to understand her contribution
to this institution when in the future, a public
leader is asked to name a major influence,
and they respond, their time spent as a page
under the tutelage of Lenny Donnelly.

Lenny has left her unmistakable mark of ex-
pertise on the Page program and she will be
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sorely missed. She has set a standard of ex-
cellence in the field of public service that we
should all strive to meet. | wish Lenny the best
in all of her future endeavors and am con-
fident she will continue to positively influence
the lives of many people in the future. On this,
her last working day before retiring, | wish to
give Lenny my profound thanks, gratitude, and
respect for a job well done.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MORELLA). This entire body joins the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]
in thanking Mrs. Donnelly for the serv-
ice she has performed. It is very special
when you meet somebody who gives
such a warm reception, sense of humor,
sense of perspective, and sense of pro-
priety, and we wish her well.

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
| ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing committees and their sub-
committees be permitted to sit today
while the House is meeting in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House under the 5-
minute rule: The Committee on Com-
merce, the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, the Committee
on the Judiciary, and the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MORELLA). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Utah?

Mr. DOGGETT. Reserving the right
to object, Madam Speaker, the Demo-
cratic leadership of each of those com-
mittees has been consulted, and we
have no objection.

Madam Speaker, | withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Utah?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2002, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, 1 call up House Resolution 194
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 194

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution, the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare
the House resolved into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2002) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. Points of order
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against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 3 of rule XIII or sec-
tion 401(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered by title rather than
by paragraph. Each title shall be considered
as read. Points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 of
rule XXI are waived except as follows: begin-
ning with the colon on page 4, line 17,
through “‘transportation’” on page 6, line 2;
beginning with “‘operations’ on page 11, line
23, through the comma on line 25; beginning
with the figure on page 20, line 12, through
the comma before ‘““and” on line 13; begin-
ning with the colon on page 20, line 14,
through the citation on line 19; page 27, lines
22 through 25; page 28, lines 3 through 8; page
28, lines 21 through 24; page 29, lines 3 and 4;
page 29, lines 7 through 10; page 29, lines 15
and 16; page 29, line 23, through page 30, line
6; page 48, lines 5 through 7; page 51, lines 14
through 22; page 53, lines 1 through 13; page
54, lines 3 through 24; and page 55, line 1,
through page 63, line 6. Where points of order
are waived against part of a paragraph,
points of order against a provision in an-
other part of such paragraph may be made
only against such provision and not against
the entire paragraph. During consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may accord pri-
ority in recognition on the basis of whether
the Member offering an amendment has
caused it to be printed in the portion of the
Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIIl. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
It shall be in order at any time to consider
the amendment printed in part 2 of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accompany-
ing this resolution. The amendment may be
offered only by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered as read, shall not
be subject to amendment, and not be subject
to a demand for division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.
All points of order against the amendment
printed in part 2 of the report are waived. At
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
for the purpose of debate only, | yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON], pending which | yield myself such
time as | may consume.

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the pur-
poses of debate only.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
194 is an open rule, providing for con-
sideration of H.R. 2002, the Transpor-
tation appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1996 with 1 hour of general debate.

I will be offering an amendment to
the rule that resolves concerns between
the Transportation Committee and the
Appropriations Committee. The
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amendments is being offered because
the appropriators and the authorizers
were able to come to further agreement
after the rule was passed out of our
committee.

This rule provides for fair and open
consideration of the Transportation ap-
propriations bill while providing the
necessary protections we need to be
able to bring the bill up for consider-
ation by the full House.

The rule waives clause 2 of rule XXI,
prohibiting unauthorized and legisla-
tive provisions on an appropriations
bill, except for provisions in the bill re-
lating to the Safe Communities Pro-
gram and the central artery project.
The rule also provides that upon adop-
tion of the resolution, appropriations
for the national driver register and cer-
tain new start transit projects, as de-
scribed in the rule, will be made avail-
able subject to House passage of an au-
thorization bill. This provision pre-
serves the working protocol that has
applied for all appropriation bills this
session calling for agreement between
the authorization and the appropria-
tion before including unauthorized ex-
penditures in an appropriations bill.

Accordingly the rule ensures that
funds would not be made available
until the House deliberates and votes
on whether or not to fund these new
start transit projects and the national
driver register as part of the normal
authorizing process.

Further, the rule waives section
401(a) of the Budget Act that prohibits
contract authority spending in excess
of levels already authorized; waives
clause 6 of rule XXI prohibiting reap-
propriations; waives clause 3 of rule
X111 requiring that a committee bill re-
port contain the text of a statute being
repealed within that bill; and provides
for one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

Finally, the rule makes in order an
amendment consisting of the complete
text of H.R. 2, the line-item veto bill as
passed by the House on February 6,
1995. This gives us an opportunity to
reaffirm our commitment to passage of
a line-item veto.

0O 1040

Madam Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to adopt this rule, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, we are very con-
cerned about this rule that provides for
the consideration of H.R. 2002, the fis-
cal year 1996 Transportation appropria-
tions bill. We regret that we must op-
pose it.

We supported the resolution as it was
reported from the Committee on Rules,
although we were aware of some prob-
lems with the original rule. For exam-
ple, many of us were concerned that
the majority on the Committee on
Rules gave the line item veto provision
protection under the rule. While we all
agree that reducing the Federal deficit
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is one of the most important tasks fac-
ing us in the Congress, and the Presi-
dent must have tools to help accom-
plish that task, the text of H.R. 2002,
which the rule makes in order, should
not be part of this debate today.

It is yet another example of protec-
tion for a controversial and major
change in law, and one that the House
and the other body have already had
the opportunity to work their will on.
The process is working, Madam Speak-
er, even if it is a little slower than
some Members would like.

Nonetheless, Madam Speaker, we felt
that, overall, the rule as it was re-
ported on Wednesday was proper and
was fair. We have generally been sup-
portive of the majority’s stated inten-
tion to provide open, unrestricted rules
for as many of the appropriations bills
as possible, and for its policy of provid-
ing waivers of House rules only when
the authorizing committees agree to
those waivers.

This rule was in compliance with
those goals. Unfortunately, whether
because of oversights and errors or be-
cause of the opposition from some in
the majority party to the rule as it was
reported, or perhaps some combination
of these reasons, we are now being
asked to consider a controversial
amendment that changes entirely the
nature of the rule as reported. We do
not believe that this is the fair or right
thing to do, Madam Speaker.

We are especially concerned that the
amendment to the rule will provide a
waiver of rule 212 for a provision in
H.R. 2002 that repeals section 13(c) of
the Federal Transit Action Act, that
section of law that provides labor pro-
tections for transit workers. Under sec-
tion 13(c), the Department of Labor re-
views all Federal grants to transit
agencies to ensure that the Federal
money would not be used to the det-
riment of transit employees.

As the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. RAHALL] testified in the Commit-
tee on Rules, when Congress passed the
Urban Mass Transportation Act, we en-
tered into a contract with transit em-
ployees. Congress said that the use of
Federal funds to be used to acquire pri-
vate transit companies should not
worsen the transit employees’ position.
Section 13(c) is thus, in effect, a con-
tract made with the concurrence of the
transit industry with transit employ-
ees.

Madam Speaker, in a show of biparti-
san unity that is somewhat rare these
days, the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHu-
STER] and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA], the chairman and
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Surface Transportation of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. PETRI] and the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] and the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Transportation of the Committee on
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Appropriations, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. CoLEMAN], all asked that
the Committee on Rules not protect
that section of the bill which includes
the provision to repeal section 13(c),
and to abrogate existing collective bar-
gaining agreements.

We feel strongly that the bipartisan
request of these Members, including
those who represent the committee
with legislative jurisdiction over the
section, should have been honored.

Madam Speaker, whether or not one
supports section 13(c) is not the point
of our objection. The point is that we
should not even be debating the com-
plex issues presented by this section as
an add-on to an appropriations bill. In
fact, we should not consider the repeal
of any major provision of any law in
the context of an annual appropria-
tions bill; but certainly we should not
be asked to protect such a provision
from a point of view when the leader-
ship of the authorizing committees dis-
agree unanimously with including the
provision in an appropriations bill, and
strenuously object to our doing so, as
in fact they do.

This sweeping legislative change will
have an enormous effect on transit
workers and their families in many of
our Nation’s cities. An issue of this
magnitude should go through the nor-
mal legislative process, with hearings,
markup, and consideration on the floor
that is handled by the authorizing
committee. That is how Members
should decide on the validity of section
13(c). Its repeal should not be part of an
appropriation bill.

Madam Speaker, as | mentioned ear-
lier, we have other concerns about the
rule, but we have generally been sup-
portive, as | have said, of the attempts
by the majority on the Committee on
Rules to report most of the appropria-
tions bills with basically open rules.

We have, however, been critical of
the committee’s decisions to provide
waivers of standing House rules for
provisions in the bills as reported by
the Committee on Appropriations when
waivers have not been provided for
amendments that Members are seeking
to offer. We thought in this rule as re-
ported that we had reached a fairly
good balance in that respect, and we
very much regret that objections to
the rule as reported mean that the pro-
vision repealing section 13(c) will be
protected from the rule by a point of
order, while several Members were de-
nied similar protection for amend-
ments that they sought to offer to the
bill.

In particular, Madam Speaker, we ob-
ject to this waiver if the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN] is not ac-
corded the same protection for his
amendment to reform, rather than to
repeal, section 13(c), and we believe
that serious oversight should be cor-
rected.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 2002 is a very
important piece of legislation, affect-
ing, as it does, the transportation and
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infrastructure decisions our commu-
nities will be making in the years to
come. The bill affects all Americans.
Many of us regret that the bill slights
funding for mass transit and that it
slights funding for central transpor-
tation safety programs. Many of us
who support strong fuel economy
standards, the corporate average fuel
economy standards, so-called, for auto-
mobiles, are concerned that they are
frozen in the bill. Nonetheless, we had
hoped to be able to consider the bill
and our objections to it under a fair
and open rule.

We regret that apparently will not be
the case. The only fair way to deal
with this situation would be to allow
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLE-
MAN] to offer his amendment that pro-
poses reform of section 13(c). If the pre-
vious question is defeated, that is the
amendment, in fact, that we will offer.

We cannot express strongly enough
our opposition to the amendment to
the rule, especially when the request of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLE-
MAN] to be given waivers to protect his
amendment was denied. Again, Madam
Speaker, we oppose the amendment to
the rule. If we must be required to ad-
dress the repeal of a major law in an
appropriations bill, both sides should
have the opportunity to present their
case and Members should be permitted
to consider a reasonable alternative to
the repeal of that law.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, let me address the
concerns that have been raised by the
gentleman from California. First, with
regard to the line-item veto, | want to
stress that the inclusion of the lan-
guage in this particular bill regarding
line-item veto is designed to simply
allow us an opportunity to reaffirm
what this body has already done.

On February 6 of this year, this
House passed the line-item veto provi-
sion. The language that is included in
this rule is identical to the language
that was previously passed on Feb-
ruary 6, so we are not asking for the
House to change its previous action.
We simply included this as a means to
reemphasize the commitment that this
House has to a line-item veto. We chose
to include it in an appropriations bill
because there is nothing that the line-
item veto is more pertinent to than ap-
propriations.

The whole point of a line-item veto
in the hands of the President is to
allow the President the opportunity to
veto specific line items included in ap-
propriations bills passed by this House.
We felt that it was appropriate in light
of the delay that we feel is happening
between trying to bring together the
versions passed in the House and Sen-
ate that at this time in the appropria-
tions process, we wanted to allow the
House the opportunity to reemphasize
its support for this measure that

reserve the bal-
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passed overwhelmingly earlier this
year.

Let me also address the particular
rule amendment that | will be offering
at the close of this debate. Once again,
Madam Speaker, | want to emphasize
that these changes were made in ac-
cordance with the protocol that has
been followed by the Committee on
Rules and by the authorizers and the
appropriators throughout this appro-
priations process in that these changes
are made as a result of agreement be-
tween the chairman of the authorizing
committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the gentleman
from the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON], and the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Transportation
of the Committee on Appropriations,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
WOLF].

There were some concerns between
these gentleman that had not been re-
solved as of the time the Committee on
Rules considered and passed out this
rule. After the rule was passed by our
committee, they were able to resolve
some of these differences, and the
amendment that we are presenting
today reflects the agreement that they
were able to reach. There is absolutely
nothing inconsistent with this proce-
dure that we have followed with what
we have done in previous appropria-
tions bills. Once again, what is being
included is a result of agreement
worked out between the appropriators
and the authorizers. We have had simi-
lar waivers for every other appropria-
tions bill that has come before this
House so far this year.

Let me say one other word. That is
about the 13(c) provision. What we are
attempting to do is simply allowing
the House the opportunity to discuss
this measure. We believe it is impor-
tant that the House discuss this meas-
ure now, as the outcome of the debate
on 13(c) will have a definite impact on
funding requirements for transpor-
tation throughout our Nation. The
waiver in the rule protects language in
the bill that repeals section 13(c) of the
Federal Transit Act regarding labor is-
sues. Under this open rule, Members
are allowed to offer amendments af-
fecting the provision, allowing for con-
sideration by this House and for vote
by the entire membership.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], chairman of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, |
rise in support of the substitute rule
being offered today. | had gone to the
Committee on Rules and requested
that several items that are legislative
in nature and therefore would be viola-
tions of rule XXI, that they not be pro-
tected from points of order. The origi-
nal rule acceded to my request on these
items. Since that point we have had
several discussions with the leadership
on some of the items of concern and
have reached an accommodation.
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I am pleased to say in the report that
I will be allowed to raise points of
order against two legislative provi-
sions, and | intend to do so: the central
artery language, and appropriations for
the Safe Communities Program, which
is unauthorized.

In addition, unauthorized transit
projects, as well as the national driver
register, will be made subject to an au-
thorization in a House-passed bill. This
is essentially what | have been request-
ing, and this protects the integrity of
the House rules, as well as the preroga-
tives and jurisdiction of the authoriz-
ing committee.

In addition, we have been able to
reach accommodation on legislative
language relating to the Hot Springs
Airport. The substitute rule does not
grant my request to leave unprotected
the repeal of section 13(c) of the Fed-
eral Transit Act, as well as a related
provision concerning arbitration of dis-
putes in the National Capital region. |
understand that these are leadership
initiatives, and | support the leader-
ship on protecting these provisions.

Madam Speaker, therefore, | urge
support for the substitute rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. COLEMAN], a member of the
Subcommittee on Transportation of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Speaker, let
me say at the outset, and | should say
also to my colleague from Pennsylva-
nia, we have problems certainly on this
side of the aisle with this particular
amendment to the rule being brought
to the floor of the House. It is a break
with tradition, certainly. Let me just
say, | was handed 2 minutes ago this
Waldholtz amendment. We have had
days to go before the Committee on
Rules, yet they cut some kind of deal
behind closed doors.

I do not understand why we wanted
the public not to take a part in the
rules process. What happened in the ne-
gotiations? Who was in them? | do not
know. Who said what? We do not know.
I was told just a minute ago by the
chairman of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, the au-
thorizing committee, that the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions was involved in negotiations.
That is interesting. The public does not
know that, do they, unless we just take
their word for it? We do not know what
was said in there. | think this is a ter-
rible way to do business.

On their side of the aisle they started
out this session of Congress by clamor-
ing for openness, telling us how we are
going to change all these kinds of
things, and yet here we are, breaking
with the tradition of the House and
amending a rule on the floor. They
could go back to the Committee on
Rules in open public debate and discuss
what they are doing, but they do not
want to do that.

Last week we amended the Interior
appropriations bill to limit debate. |
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think there might have been some abil-
ity on the part of everyone to under-
stand that process, but to do this this
way is ridiculous. Let me tell the Mem-
bers some of the things they protected
and did not protect. That is why this
rule ought to be defeated. Let me tell
Members what this new amendment to
the rule protects.

As Members may or may not know,
there are 13 transit projects that we de-
termined in our Subcommittee on
Transportation, 13 transit projects that
had not been authorized by the author-
izing committee. Yet, the chairman, a
Republican, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, FRANK WOLF, decided nonethe-
less we should fund these. Our side of
the aisle agreed that yes, many of
these are ongoing, many of these are
planned, and we should fund them, but
in order to fund them, you have to pro-
tect them under the rule.

The chairman of the authorizing
committee went to the Committee on
Rules and said, ““Do not protect unau-
thorized legislation,” we will get an
authorization for these that we think
are valid and ought to be authorized.
Sure enough, the Committee on Rules,
in open public debate, agreed. They
said, ““You are right, we should not ap-
propriate these unauthorized projects.”
We all accepted that.

Let me say to the Members, there
were 15 or 20 Members of Congress that
did not like that, but it was probably
the right thing to do. | congratulate
the Committee on Rules for doing it.
However, hold the phone, wait a
minute, we now have an amendment
here on the floor that | got to see 2
minutes ago, not in front of the Com-
mittee on rules, not open to public de-
bate, not written about, permitted to
be written about by the media. Here it
is, right here. | got to see it just 2 min-
utes ago. Wait a minute, have we had a
public debate on the Committee on
Rules on this issue? No.

Let me tell the Members what they
do. Let me tell Members about these 13
projects. These are just an example of
what they did. Let me tell about these
13 unauthorized projects, as we were
told. They protected Canton-Akron-
Cleveland Commuter, $6.5 million. We
cannot strike it on a point of order.
Wait a minute, we have got to go to
the authorizing committee on DART
North Central, DART Dallas-Fort
Worth RAILTRAN, Miami-North 27th
Avenue, Memphis Regional Rail, New
Orleans Canal Street, Orange County
Transit Way.

Hold it, wait a minute. We are going
to protect St. Louis—St. Clair exten-
sion. No, the Puerto Rico issue is going
to have to be authorized again. Tampa
to Lakeland Whitehall Ferry Terminal,
Wisconsin Central Commuter; hold it,
we are going to protect Pittsburgh Air-
port, phase 1, $22.630 million.

We are picking and choosing in this
amendment, already picking and
choosing? Let us not make any mis-
take about it, when we vote, when we
vote today in a few minutes, or when-
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ever it is that the determination is
made to vote on the previous question,
a motion can be made by the author,
the gentlewoman from Utah [Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ], when we have the oppor-
tunity to vote on this particular mo-
tion, what happens is that we self-
enact these.

Madam Speaker, it is my understanding that
the Republicans are going to break with the
tradition of this House and substantially
amend a rule on the floor. | say it is my under-
standing, and not that | know, because | have
not been consulted on this issue. It is not that
| haven't been available. We were all here late
into the night. | spent most of yesterday and
this morning in committee with my colleagues
on the other side. My staff has reached out to
theirs and still not even a word to advise or
counsel. That does not make for a family
friendly schedule either for myself or my staff.

Last week, we amended the rule governing
debate on the Interior appropriations bill to
limit debate. This was done with the consulta-
tion of the ranking Democrat of the Appropria-
tions Committee. | have consulted with many
Members with more tenure than | and all
agree that amending a rule is without prece-
dent in modern times. Because it was for the
good of the consideration of that bill and was
limited to time restrictions, Democrats agreed.

| understand the frustration those on the
other side must feel on the slow process of
open rules. | too am frustrated. Long did Mem-
bers across the aisle object when the Demo-
cratic majority wrote rules on appropriations
bills limiting debate and in those instances
where we felt an immediate need, protecting
certain provisions from points of order. | do
not wish to mislead anyone. When we were in
charge, we tried to cultivate rules which al-
lowed a reasonable amount of time for debate,
but yet provided guidelines so that the appro-
priations process moved along at an efficient
pace. However, the amendment that the ma-
jority is going to offer today does not limit de-
bate. It substantially changes the rule. This is
a dangerous precedent and frankly | am sur-
prised that a leadership that prides itself on
open rules and open debate would go behind
closed doors after the legislative process had
worked in the open, then cut a deal signifi-
cantly changing the rule. You could have re-
turned to the Rules Committee, pleaded your
case again, and asked for a second rule, but
that would have required a 1-day layover on
the rule and we couldn't wait 1 day—even
though it would serve to preserve the integrity
of the House and of the legislative process.
Also it would have been open to the public.

The frustration over the pace of the appro-
priations bill on the floor is no reason to set
new precedent in this Chamber and move to
substantially amend a rule on the floor, be-
cause a few, albeit influential members, did
not get their way in the Rules Committee. The
reason we have the Rules Committee is so
that the competing interests of all Members
may be heard when setting the parameters of
debate. That is what we did on this bill. All the
Members interested in shaping the rule went
to the committee and pleaded its case.

No one got everything they asked for and a
few Members were unhappy with the rule. So
what did the leadership do? It went behind
closed doors to draft an amendment changing
the rule. In this case, the leadership not only
blocks the constructive input of the minority, it
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suffocates the will of a significant portion of
majority Members.

| am disappointed that the majority has cho-
sen to do this on the transportation appropria-
tions bill. This is one of the few appropriations
bills both sides agreed would move through
with little rancor. While not completely enam-
ored with the bill, | had conceded several
times in testimony and in conversation to
Members that Chairman WoLF had dealt with
the bill in a fairly evenhanded manner—until
now.

What does the Republican amendment do?
Well, that's a good question and until just a
few minutes ago | didn’t know for sure. This
amendment that Republicans will offer at
some unknown point, will reverse the decision
of the Rules Committee and rewrite major
labor laws. It does not strike the ability to at-
tach the line-item veto to this bill—legislation
which has already passed this House and
which we are supposed to go to conference
with the Senate on who does not agree with
our approach. Again, that is why we have the
deliberative process. The leadership has said
that it did not want to bog down the appropria-
tions process with authorizing legislation. That
is what allowing this provision to remain does.

Adhering to the procedures of the House, |
testified before the Rules Committee and
asked that three legislative items not be pro-
tected in the rule. Two of those items repeal
labor protection provisions—section 13(c) col-
lective-bargaining rights and arbitration stand-
ards for the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority, a matter never discussed in
our subcommittee. | also asked the Rules
Committee to make in order my amendment to
reform instead of repeal one of the provisions,
section 13(c) if they protected its repeal. The
Rules Committee, which is comprised of nine
Republicans and four Democrats, did not pro-
tect the two labor provisions as requested by
the chairman of the subcommittee, allowing
opponents to strike these ill-advised provi-
sions. This amendment—crafted behind
closed doors and without precedence on the
House floor—reverses that decision.

We all agree that section 13(c) needs to be
reformed. However, as demonstrated by the
close 23-t0-25 vote my reform amendment ex-
perienced in the Appropriations Committee,
there is no consensus on this issue. | believe
this issue is better left to the authorizing com-
mittees and the Department of Labor. Repeal-
ing section 13(c) is an attack on the collective-
bargaining rights or our Nation’s 200,000 tran-
sit workers. | understand that the chairman be-
lieves that repeal of section 13(c) will some-
how help to compensate for the disproportion-
ate reduction in funds that transit took in this
bill.

Section 13(c) is intended to assure that the
distribution of Federal grants to local transit
systems does not harm transit workers and
that employee issues arising out of Federal
transit grants are properly addressed through
collective bargaining. In its 30-year history,
13(c) has provided a remarkable measure of
labor-management stability in an industry that
has experienced unprecedented growth and
change. In urban, suburban, and rural commu-
nities alike, 13(c) has provided an effective
system for transit systems to manage signifi-
cant changes without harming employees.

For those of us who are genuinely con-
cerned about the delays attributed to the 13(c)
program, striking the repeal or allowing my
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amendment would have allowed the Depart-
ment of Labor a reasonable amount of time to
process the 13(c) applications. The Depart-
ment of Labor has moved to address concerns
about the time it takes to certify some labor
agreements. On June 29, the Department
published in the Federal Register substantive
revisions to the 1978 guidelines which will
leave in place the important employee protec-
tions, but will establish strict timeframes for
the certification of protections in a more expe-
ditious and predictable manner. Under these
proposed rules, DOL certification permitting
the release of funds will occur within 60 days.

| have heard from literally thousands of the
transit workers who will be effected by this re-
peal. Workers from Dallas, TX; Orange Coun-
ty, NJ; La Mesa, CA, and elsewhere. They all
share the same sentiment “please don't take
away the assurance of collective bargaining.”
Collective bargaining was created so that dis-
ruptions in labor caused by Federal grants
could be dealt with in a manner fair for man-
agement and labor. This amendment to the
rule protects the repeal of section 13(c) mak-
ing it impossible for me to offer a reform
amendment.

The third provision | requested not be pro-
tected, but the Rules Committee did protect
from a point of order is a section in the bill
forcing DOT employees receiving workers
compensation who are eligible to retire should
retire. Sounds good on the face of it. How-
ever, what the bill and report don't tell you is
that substantial numbers of these retirees are
disabled. They have been receiving workers
compensation for several years. When you re-
ceive workers compensation, no money is
credited toward the retirement system. There-
fore, if you were an Air Traffic Controller who
had 5 years of Federal service before becom-
ing totally disabled for work in 1976, you
would be eligible for the minimum retirement
annuity—$130 month. This is drastically less
than wage-loss benefit under the present sys-
tem. How do you expect a disabled Federal
employee to live on $130 a month?

Unfortunately when the doors were closed
and member’s projects were being protected,
the disabled Federal employee was not.

We will probably not have a lot of time be-
fore the vote against the previous question. As
demonstrated by the fact that we just received
the amendment, the majority does not want
these substantive changes to the amendment
aired on the floor of the House. | urge my col-
leagues to vote “no” on the previous question
so that we can restore reason and fairness to
the process.

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

Mr. COLEMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Speaker, |
just entered the Chamber. Did | hear
the gentleman say that the list of
projects that he was holding are unau-
thorized?

Did | understand correctly that that
list that the gentleman is holding is of
unauthorized projects, projects that
this House or Senate have never au-
thorized?

Mr. COLEMAN. That is right. The
Republican Party said at the outset,
the day we were swearing in our new
Speaker, that we were not going to do
those kinds of things.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman
will yield further, will the House have
the opportunity to vote to accept these
projects separately or collectively?
Will we have a separate vote?

Mr. COLEMAN. Absolutely not. They
have protected these projects. There is
nothing Members can do about it, even
if they are unauthorized. They made
exceptions very specifically for certain
of the projects that they wanted to ac-
cept. | just think this is doing some-
thing we should not do.

There is nothing wrong, let me say to
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, they know this, we know this,
there is nothing wrong with going to
the Committee on Rules and getting a
rule they want, but can we not at least
have a debate on these as a matter of
fact? We do not have that. | do not un-
derstand all the rationale for the ones
Members protected and did not protect.
Is the public not entitled to know? It is
taxpayer money, is it not? Of course it
is. Do not tell us you cannot do that.

Madam Speaker, | think it is time
that we understand what this amend-
ment does, so | say to the Members, be
careful when you vote. | am going to
ask Members on both sides of the aisle
to be absolutely careful when they vote
on making the decision on making the
previous question. The correct vote
will be ““no.”

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may
consume.

I think it is important that we let
the public know exactly what happened
and how this rule came about. On
Wednesday, the Committee on Rules
passed out a rule that failed to protect,
deliberately, by design, a list of
projects that are unauthorized, because
the appropriators and the authorizers
had been unable to agree that they
should be included. Accordingly, these
projects that the gentleman has re-
ferred to were not included for protec-
tion in the rule, meaning that they
would be subject to a point of order on
the floor; that therefore, it would be
not in order to allow them to be dis-
cussed, and that Members of this House
would not be able to have a vote.
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On Thursday, Madam Speaker, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER] and others met and were able
to reach further agreement. They
agreed that these projects should be al-
lowed to be discussed on the floor of
the House. Amendments to knock
these projects out are certainly in
order, and such amendments have al-
ready been prefiled, but they agreed
that the Members of this body ought to
have the opportunity to discuss them.

Once again, Madam Speaker, let me
stress that unauthorized projects have
been included for discussion in every
appropriations bill that we have con-
sidered this year. But it has only been
done where there has been agreement
between the authorizers and the appro-
priators, and such agreement was
reached on these projects yesterday.
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There has been some intimation that
somehow this was a secret. In fact,
Madam Speaker, | explained this rule
in great detail to the Legislative Di-
gest late yesterday afternoon. | ex-
plained to them exactly what we had
done on these mass transit projects. |
explained to them exactly what we had
done on the 13(c) requirement. There is
nothing that has been kept secret in
any way here.

This has been discussed with the
news media. | assume they published
their reports. If not, that is something
over which we have no control.

Again, let me stress at the time the
rule was passed out of the committee
there was disagreement between the
authorizers and the appropriators as to
whether they should be considered.
After the rule was passed out, they
were able to come to an additional
agreement.

It is interesting, | think, to note that
the two projects about which the gen-
tleman has raised the most objection
are included for Members on his side of
the aisle. The St. Louis metrolink
project is a project in the district of
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT]. The Pittsburgh Airport phase 1
is in the district of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MASCARA].

We are not picking and choosing,
Madam Speaker. We are not favoring
one party over another or members of
one committee over members of an-
other. We are treating all similarly sit-
uated projects the same.

The projects on this list have not
been authorized. There was disagree-
ment. The agreement was reached that
we could consider them, but, as this
rule reflects, these projects will be sub-
ject to authorization by the House.

We have two opportunities to review
these projects, one in the appropria-
tions process and one in the authoriza-
tion process. We are not picking and
choosing, Madam Speaker. We are al-
lowing the Members of this House the
opportunity to discuss these items, to
make amendments to determine
whether we want to fund them or not,
all in accordance with the protocol
that has been followed throughout this
appropriations process.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN].

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Speaker, the
gentlewoman is talking about last
Thursday. That was last night. We
were in session last night until about
11. The amendment | have got is dated
July 21, 10 a.m. That is today. That is
about an hour ago. | think that that is
not the way we ought to legislate.

She says it is not done in secret. |
guess not. America has had 62 minutes
to find out what is in your amendment.

Let me just also say to the gentle-
woman that last week, in dealing with
another amendment to a rule, we did it
for limiting debate. This is different. |
hope the Members will recognize that
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it is different in casting their vote
today.

Adhering to the procedures of the
House, | testified as a Member of the
minority before the Committee on
Rules and asked that three legislative
items not be protected in the rule. Two
of those repeal labor protection provi-
sions, section 13(c) of the collective
bargaining rights and arbitration
standards for the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority, a mat-
ter never discussed in our subcommit-
tee.

I also asked the Committee on Rules
to make in order an amendment if they
decided, like your amendment has de-
cided this, to not protect the repeal of
13(c) since it is legislation. Your deci-
sion is, no, no, you are not going to be
able to reform it.

I asked the Committee on Rules,
please, if you are going to protect it, at
least let me have an amendment that
would reform it and not completely re-
peal it. But your amendment does not
allow me to do that because you are
not the Committee on Rules.

I hope you understand that what you
are doing with this amendment is cut-
ting off our rights in the minority. A
lot of us think that that is not the way
that we ought to be legislating.

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

Mr. COLEMAN. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana.

Mr. WILLIAMS. | appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

Madam Speaker, the gentleman and |
have been here for a number of years. |
have been here for 17 years. | have lis-
tened during all of those years to a Re-
publican marketing effort to try to
convince the American people that the
former Democratic leadership, whether
it was Tip O’Neill, Tom Foley, Jim
Wright, or whoever was corrupt, cor-
rupt in part because they would not
allow Republicans an up-and-down vote
on major issues. They constantly re-
peated the misrepresentation that we
had gag rules. Since | have been here,
not one time, count them, not once
have the Democrats used this kind of a
stealth process to protect pork. Not
once.

Mr. COLEMAN. Reclaiming my time,
if | might, just in closing, | would urge
all Members to understand that on the
motion to recommit that is going to be
made by the gentlewoman from Utah,
we need to be together, those of us who
believe on both sides of the aisle that
this procedure and this procedure is
wrong, we should vote no. Let us per-
mit the Committee on Rules to write a
rule that the Committee on Rules is
charged with writing.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Let me simply point out that, under
the rules, the gentleman will have an
opportunity to move to strike the pro-
vision on 13(c). So the gentleman will
get an up-or-down vote on whether or
not to repeal this particular provision.
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If the motion to strike is successful,
then we will go back and be able to re-
view this for the authorizing process.
So there is an opportunity for the gen-
tleman to strike this provision under
the rules.

Madam Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Goss], my colleague on the Committee
on Rules.

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

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from Utah for yield-
ing me this time. | want to commend
her for the excellent job she is doing
handling this rule. As a veteran on the
Committee on Rules with some very
good battle scars of my own from man-
aging the transportation appropria-
tions bill the last couple of years, |
very well know the challenges posed by
this particular bill and the difficulty
coming up with a fair formula that
keeps everybody happy and addresses
every Member’s concern. It is a virtual
impossibility.

Traditionally, this bill, perhaps more
than others, has highlighted the ten-
sion that exists between the appropri-
ators and the authorizers; and, frankly,
that is what we are seeing played out
here, some of that tension, and | know
it is a frustrating process.

The budget process is supposed to
work so that the authorizers set the
policy decisions which are supposed to
be agreed upon by the Congress before
the money is spent. That makes sense.

The reality is that we seldom com-
plete our authorizing work before the
appropriations cycle begins and, as a
result, we end up with spending bills
that are filled with programs that have
not been authorized and legislative
provisions that in a perfect world prob-
ably should not be there but neverthe-
less are important in the Nation’s busi-
ness, which seems to have a higher pri-
ority, | think, and most do, than the
exactness of our rules as long as our
rules are free and fair, which is what
we are trying to do.

Let me be clear. This is not the fault
of any one committee or any one chair-
man. This is the fault of a budget proc-
ess that has gotten, in my view, much
too complex, somewhat unworkable
and probably not up to the task in our
current fiscal and political environ-
ment that we have.

The Subcommittee on Legislative
and Budget Process of the Committee
on Rules, working with our counter-
part, the Subcommittee on Rules and
Organization of the House, both these
subcommittees together have begun
holding hearings on the larger question
of reforming the budget process. Of
course, the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight and the Govern-
ment Resources and the Committee on
the Budget are involved in this as well.

Perhaps next time we have a trans-
portation appropriations rule on the
floor we will actually have some of
these systemic problems resolved and
reduce some of the tensions.
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With regard to this specific rule, 1
think the gentlewoman from Utah has
spoken terribly well to the issues that
are out there and what has happened. |
think we are up to date, and | think
she is absolutely right. There will be a
fair chance to deal with these issues.

| think the Committee on Rules has
tried to develop a fair product that re-
spects the wishes of the authorizers to
the greatest extent possible, which is a
guiding principle because of the situa-
tion between the appropriations cycle
and the authorizing cycle. But we also
want to assure that the hard work that
the Committee on Appropriations has
done in making the very tough spend-
ing decisions they have got to make as
we get on the balanced budget glide
path, we have got to preserve that
work, too.

This is an attempt to balance that,
and | think it does pretty well. It con-
tains necessary waivers in order to
allow the process to move forward to
the point it has been negotiated as we
get to this part of our calendar.

Madam Speaker, to my colleagues
still concerned about our commitment
to bringing forward a deficit lockbox
that works, and | mention this because
there has been a great deal of interest
in it specifically, I remind the folks
that are interested in a deficit lockbox
that works that our Rules Committee
in fact yesterday marked up a bill and
we are hoping to keep it on track and
bring it up to the floor for next week.

We think we have got a pretty good
device that is going to work pretty
well. It is simple and it is flexible.

Finally, | think this particular rule
is written to send a strong signal to the
other body that we are serious about
our version of the line-item veto which
we think very much is the version that
will work.

Madam Speaker, | urge support of
the rule. Once again, | want to con-
gratulate the gentlewoman from Utah
for her professional way of handling
this. She has described it exactly cor-
rectly, and there is ample opportunity
for everybody to get a vote on these is-
sues as we go through the total cycle.

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. ORTON].

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

Mr. ORTON. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, | rise in opposition
to the rule for the reasons stated, that
it is protecting many pork projects.

This simply shows the additional
need for the line-item veto. | am con-
cerned, however, that the Speaker has
stated ‘“‘line-item veto bites the dust,”
or ‘““‘we won’t get to it this year,” as
quoted in the Washington Times. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] is even quoted in the Times say-
ing, ““Perhaps the best thing is to wait
until fall when the budget is finished.
There’s no sense in going through with
it now.”
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I rise to commend the Committee on
Rules for allowing either the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
or the gentleman for Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] to offer what is in effect my
amendment, to attach the line-item
veto to the transportation appropria-
tion bill.

On Wednesday the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] and |
came before the House Committee on
Rules with an amendment to apply the
provisions of H.R. 2 to this bill. H.R. 2
was the line-item veto bill which
passed the House in February with an
overwhelming margin of 294 to 134.

I also announced my intention to
offer an amendment to apply the line-
item veto to each and every appropria-
tion bill remaining.

I am both pleased and amused to see
that the Committee on Rules in direct
response to my proposal has taken my
idea and adopted it as their own. After
all, imitation is the sincerest form of
flattery.

During debate on this bill, 1 will be
supporting the Solomon-Clinger line-
item veto amendment, which is in re-
ality the Orton-Spratt amendment.
However, pride of authorship is not
what is important here. Getting line-
item veto back on track is the issue.

Enactment of this amendment is not
an empty exercise. We have embarked
on this campaign because | am dis-
turbed by the previous statements of
the Speaker reported in the press.
Some have speculated the demise of
line-item veto is due to a reluctance of
the Republican Congress to give this
power to a Democrat President. Others
ascribe this to an honest disagreement
between the House and Senate.

Either way, it is my strong belief
that there is no reason not to apply
line-item veto to additional spending
bills this year.

Madam Speaker, | strongly support
the line-item veto. Last year | led the
fight to get this bill on the floor. This
year | voted for it. It is my belief the
taxpayers should not suffer from con-
gressional inaction on this issue. Every
bill we pass that is not subject to line-
item veto means millions and poten-
tially billions of dollars of unnecessary
spending that we will not cut.

Madam Speaker, | rise in strong opposition
to the resolution for the reasons stated by my
colleague from California. This rule protects
specific pork barrel projects from points of
order. These are spending projects which
have not been considered, debated, or author-
ized by the Transportation Committee and this
body will not have the opportunity to eliminate
them from this appropriation bill.

Does it seem hypocritical to anyone to
adopt a rule which protects specific pork barrel
projects and in the same rule allow an amend-
ment to provide the President with line-item
veto authority to veto those same pork barrel
projects? Where is the reponsibility in such a
rule? Wo unto the credibility of the Congress
if we adopt this rule to protect our pork and
then rely on the President to make us respon-
sible by vetoing line items of pork from this
legislation.
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While | oppose this rule, | do support the
amendment to apply line-item veto to this leg-
islation. In past weeks | have become very
concerned over the delay in adoption of the
line-item veto. On June 7, 1995, in a Washing-
ton Times article entitled “GOP Puts Line-ltem
Veto on Slow Track,” Chairman SOLOMON is
quoted as saying, “Perhaps the best thing is
to wait until fall when the budget is finished.
There is no sense in going through with it
now.” Then on July 13, 1995, in the Washing-
ton Times article entitled, “Line Item Veto,
Product Liability Issues Bite the Dust:” Speak-
er GINGRICH is quoted as saying, “My sense is
that we won't get to it this year.”

Madam Speaker, | commend the Rules
Committee for allowing either Representative
SoLOMON or CLINGER to offer what is in effect
my amendment to attach line-item veto to the
Transportation appropriations bill, H.R. 2002.

On Wednesday, Representative JOHN
SPRATT and | came before the House Rules
Committee with an amendment to apply the
provisions of H.R. 2 to this bill. H.R. 2 was the
line-item veto bill which passed the House in
February by an overwhelming vote of 294 to
134. | also announced my intention to offer an
amendment to apply line-item veto to each
and every appropriations bill remaining for
consideration this fiscal year.

| am both pleased and amused to see that
the Rules Committee, in direct response to my
proposal has taken my idea and adopted it as
its own. After all, imitation is the sincerest form
of flattery. During debate on this bill, | will be
supporting the Solomon-Clinger line-item veto
amendment, which is in reality the Orton-
Spratt amendment. However, pride of author-
ship is not what is important here, getting line-
item veto back on track is the issue.

The enactment of this amendment is not an
empty exercise. | have embarked on this cam-
paign because | am very disturbed by recent
statements by the Speaker and others re-
ported in the press that line-item veto may be
dead for this year. Some have speculated that
the demise of line-item veto is due to a reluc-
tance of a Republican Congress to give this
power to a Democrat President. Others as-
cribe this to an honest disagreement between
the House and Senate. Either way, it is my
strong belief that there is no reason not to
apply line-item veto to individual spending bills
this year.

Madam Speaker, | am a strong support of
line-item veto. Last year, | led the fight to get
this bill to the floor of the House. This year, |
voted for final passage. It is my belief that the
American taxpayer should not suffer from con-
gressional inaction on this issue. Every bill we
pass that is not subject to line-item veto
means millions and potentially even billions of
dollars of unnecessary spending that will not
be cut.

Finally, while | am pleased that the Solo-
mon-Clinger amendment has been made in
order, | hope that this will not be merely a
one-time symbolic effort to express the impor-
tance of line-item veto.

While Speaker GINGRICH and Majority Lead-
er DOLE may have given up, | have not. And
this House cannot abandon our strong biparti-
san effort to enact line-item veto for the Presi-
dent of the United States, regardless of his or
her party affiliation.

If we are to succeed in that effort, we must
put maximum pressure on both Houses of
Congress to come to agreement. We should
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apply line-item veto individually to each and
every bill we send over to the other House. |
pledge to continue the struggle to do so, and
ask for the support of every Member of the
House in this effort.

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 4% minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. Mi-
NETA], the ranking member of the au-
thorizing committee.

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

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, | rise
in very, very, very strong opposition to
this rule and urge a ‘“‘no’ vote on the
previous question.

There are two reasons for my opposi-
tion. First is the substance of the legis-
lation that we are dealing with. Sec-
ond, because of the process.
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Now, there are many areas of concern
in this rule and in this legislation. One
of the areas | would like to point out is
the area of my concern about section
13(c) of the Federal Transit Act.

As Members know, at the request of
the authorizers, the Committee on
Rules reported out a rule that did not,
did not, protect points of order with re-
spect to the repeal of section 13(c) in
the Department of Transportation ap-
propriations bill.

As part of that request, we had also
asked that if the section 13(c) repealer
were protected, that the rule make in
order an amendment to be offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLE-
MAN] on 13(c).

What we have in this rule is the
worst of both worlds; the 13(c) repealer
is protected from a point of order and
a reform amendment is not made in
order.

Madam Speaker, this rule is not fair.
As Members know, a repeal of section
13(c) could adversely affect the jobs
and lives of hundreds of thousands of
transit workers across the country.

As the ranking Democratic member
of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure with jurisdiction
over this issue, I am particularly op-
posed to the use of an appropriations
bill to make such sweeping legislative
changes affecting so many transit em-
ployees and their families in so many
cities.

An issue of this magnitude should
move through the normal legislative
process with hearing, markup, and con-
sequent floor action spearheaded by
the authorizing committee and not
tucked away in the deep recesses of an
appropriations bill.

This problem is further compounded
by failing to make in order a reform
amendment that could have been of-
fered and should have been offered by
my colleague from Texas, Mr. COLE-
MAN, relative to 13(c).

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MINETA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.
Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Speaker,

that is just the one point | wanted to
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make. When the gentlewoman from
Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ] stood up and
said they can offer a motion to strike
it, there are a lot of Members on both
sides of the aisle that think there is a
middle ground, that we do not have to
do an either/or; we either have the 13(c)
or we do not.

A lot of us, including the Secretary
of Labor, including, by the way, the
promulgation of rules that was an-
nounced on June 30th, agree that there
ought to be a middle ground by which
we can get reform of 13(c); not an ei-
ther/or, take-it-or-leave-it like the gen-
tlewoman’s amendment to the rule
causes us to do.

Madam Speaker, I am just going to
say, the amendment of the gentle-
woman from Utah precludes us from
that middle ground. We cannot offer it.

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it is only fair that if
a provision repealing a program is pro-
tected, that we be given an opportunity
to offer an amendment which would re-
form the program, as our colleague
from Texas has just indicated, and
make its repeal unnecessary, especially
when such a reform amendment almost
prevailed, almost prevailed, at the
Committee on Appropriations by a 2-
vote margin.

Now, the second reason | am in oppo-
sition, the process is outrageous, be-
cause what we have is the ability to
file a rule, let it lay overnight so that
Members are able to see what the rule
is. But in this instance, they filed a
rule and now by stealth have an
amendment coming to us to amend the
rules.

Now, which amendment are we going
to talk about? The 1 a.m. Waldholtz
amendment of July 21, or are we talk-
ing about the 10 a.m. July 21 amend-
ment? To me, this is outrageous that
this kind of process is taking place
with the use of the Committee on
Rules to abrogate the legislative proc-
ess.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, let me respond to
the concerns expressed first on the
line-item veto amendment. When the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] and
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPRATT] came to the Committee
on Rules, we agreed that this was an
appropriate time for this House to reaf-
firm publicly its support of the line-
item veto that was passed by this
House on February 6.

But | need to point out that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. ORTON] was not the
same text as passed by the House on
February 6. The Orton amendment did
not include authority for the President
to veto targeted tax benefits. Those are
special tax provisions intended to bene-
fit 100 people or less.

The amendment in order under the
bill, however, consisting of the text of
H.R. 2 itself, was already agreed upon
and voted on and supported by this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

House in February. Making the amend-
ment in order under the rule allows the
House the opportunity to once again
express our support, with the identical
text, including line-item veto for these
targeted tax benefits.

Addressing once again the 13(c), let
me stress, Madam Speaker, that the
way the rule is now constructed allows
us to vote on repeal of 13(c) and allows
those who want to continue this pro-
gram to move to strike. We will have
an opportunity to vote on whether or
not this program should continue. If
there is sufficient sentiment in this
House that this program should con-
tinue, then we can go through a process
of debate and consideration of nec-
essary reforms through the authoriza-
tion process. But we believe it is appro-
priate first to find out whether there is
enough support in this House for the
continuation of this program.

With that, Madam Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. HARMAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from Utah
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ] for yielding, espe-
cially since she knows | rise in opposi-
tion to this rule.

The reason | am opposed is because
once again the lockbox is not included.
However, | would like to say to the
gentlewoman, and to the other Repub-
lican and Democratic members of the
Committee on Rules, how pleased | was
that yesterday, finally, a lockbox bill
was reported with bipartisan support.
Now the question is when will the
House consider it?

This is the lockbox. It is still empty.
We have disposed of five appropriations
bills. We will dispose of the agriculture
bill later today. That is six. Now we
are considering a rule for the transpor-
tation bill that excludes a lockbox
amendment.

We have made over $200 million in
cuts so far this year; cuts which will
not go to deficit reduction. | know the
gentlewoman from Utah joins me, as do
many of our other colleagues, in feel-
ing that it is far past time to have the
lockbox enacted into law. Let us do it
quickly and let us get on with reducing
the deficit, which the American people
demand.

Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BoNIOR], the Democratic whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, let me
if 1 could put this debate, as it revolves
around 13(c), into some perspective.
The radical, extreme leadership on the
Republican side of the aisle has de-
cided, once again, that it will engage in
class warfare against working people in
this country.

Since 1979, 98 percent of all new in-
come in America was generated by the
top 20 percent of America. The oth