
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5282 May 16, 1996
the virus which causes AIDS, a conference on
the disease was told 24 April.

On a continent plagued by Acquired Im-
mune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS), the mili-
tary faces extra risks and in some countries
like Congo, the United Nations estimates
every second soldier is infected with the HIV
virus that causes the disease.

‘‘Prevalence rates in many armies of the
developing world, especially in Africa, are
exceptionally high,’’ Malawian Defense Min-
ister Justin Malewezi told an AIDS con-
ference for high-ranking military officers
from 13 South and East African countries.

He said highly trained army and air force
officers seemed to be particularly at risk and
that countries might find it hard to train
enough men to replace them.

‘‘When the military is weakened, so too is
the security of the country it is intended to
defend,’’ Malewezi said, opening the three-
day meeting in the northern town of
Mangochi.

Many countries in the region estimate up
to a tenth of the population is infected with
human immuno-deficiency virus (HIV).

The World Health Organization director for
Africa, Ebrahim Samba, said soldiers were a
high-risk group because they were young,
mainly between the ages of 15 and 24, sexu-
ally active and away from home for long
stretches at a time.

‘‘They are often in search of recreation to
relieve stress and loneliness,’’ he said in a
message read to the meeting.

‘‘They feel vulnerable in a profession which
excuses or encourages risk-taking. Off-duty
soldiers can be counted on to have money,
but not necessarily condoms, in their pock-
ets.’’

Samba said soldiers often paid prostitutes
for sex or slept with women from the local
community wherever they were based or de-
ployed. Drug pushers also preyed on the mili-
tary.

Stuart Kingma, a UN adviser on AIDS in
the military, said Zimbabwe’s army had an
HIV infection rate three to four times higher
than that in the civilian population.

One in two of the nearly 20 million people
infected with the virus worldwide were in
sub-Saharan Africa, he said.

Kingma listed Congo, Uganda, Gabon,
Kenya and Zimbabwe as African countries
where the situation in the military was par-
ticularly bad.

f

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SKEEN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. CANADY] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, this evening I rise to address the
Equal Opportunity Act, legislation
which Senator DOLE and I introduced
on July 27 of last year.

This legislation will, if enacted, end
the use of race and gender preferences
by the Federal Government in Federal
employment, Federal contracting, and
in the administration of other Federal
programs.

The principles of equal treatment
and nondiscrimination on which this
legislation is based are principles
which are at the heart of the American
experience. They embody an ideal
which generations of Americans have
honored and sought to realize, an ideal
to which we as a people have long as-

pired but an ideal which we have never
fully attained in our life as a Nation.

On Saturday of this week, May 18, we
will mark the 100th anniversary of the
Supreme Court’s decision in Plessy ver-
sus Ferguson, the decision which rep-
resents the culmination of disappoint-
ment in the struggle for equality be-
fore the law during the 19th century.

In Plessy by a 7–1 majority, the Su-
preme Court of the United States held
that Louisiana’s law requiring rail-
roads to provide racially separate ac-
commodations did not violate either
the 13th or the 14 amendments. Justice
Henry Billings Brown, in delivery the
court’s opinion, explained the dif-
ference between a distinction based on
race and prohibited discrimination.

He said as follows:
A statute which implies merely a legal dis-

tinction between the white and colored races
has no tendency to destroy the legal equality
of the two races or to reestablish a state of
involuntary servitude.

Brown went on to observe that in the
nature of things, the 14th Amendment
could not have been intended to abolish
distinctions based upon color. Accord-
ing to Brown, the 14th Amendment
challenged in Plessy reduces itself to
the question of whether the statute of
Louisiana is a reasonable regulation.

Brown then concluded:
We cannot say that a law which authorizes

or even requires the separation of the races
is unreasonable.

This is a shameful decision. And al-
though the segregationist doctrine em-
bodied in Plessy has been rejected by
the courts most strikingly in Brown
versus Board of Education, the case it-
self has never been directly overruled.
Indeed, the core holding of Plessy that
Government may make distinctions in
the treatment of its citizens based on
their race remains the law of our land.

Justice Harlan’s dissent in Plessy,
which, is recognized as the most fa-
mous dissent in the history of Amer-
ican jurisprudence, has been vindicated
by history but the principles so elo-
quently articulated in that dissent has
not finally been accepted by the courts.
In words that would often be cited by
those seeking to overthrow the Jim
Crow system, Justice Harland pro-
nounced:

Our Constitution is colorblind. The law re-
gards man as man and takes no account of
his surroundings or of his color when his
civil rights, as guaranteed by the supreme
law of the land, are involved.

Harlan found a Louisiana statute un-
constitutional because the Constitu-
tion of the United States does not per-
mit any public authority to know the
race of those entitled to be protected in
the enjoyment of their civil rights.

Simply put, Government may not
have regard to the race of its citizens
when the civil rights of those citizens
are involved.

The color-blind ideal was the touch-
stone of the American civil rights
movement until the mid 1960’s. In 1947,
Thurgood Marshall, representing the
NAACP Legal Defense and Educational

Fund in a brief for a black student de-
nied admission to the segregated Uni-
versity of Oklahoma Law School, stat-
ed that principle unequivocally. Classi-
fications and distinctions based on race
or color have no moral or legal validity
in our society. They are contrary to
our Constitution and laws.

b 1945
Marshall’s support for the color-blind

principle, which he later, unfortu-
nately, abandoned, is vividly revealed
by Constance Baker Motley, senior
United States district judge for the
southern district of New York, in an
account included in Tinsley Yar-
borough’s biography of Justice Harlan.
Judge Motley recalled her days work-
ing with Marshall at the NAACP as fol-
lows:

Marshall had a Bible, to which he
turned during his most depressed mo-
ments. Marshall would read aloud pas-
sages from Harlan’s amazing dissent. I
do not believe we ever filed a major
brief in the pre-Brown days in which a
portion of that opinion was not quoted.
Marshall’s favorite quotation was our
Constitution is color-blind. It became
our basic creed.

Marshall admired the courage of Har-
lan more than any justice who had ever
sat on the Supreme Court. Even Chief
Justice Earl Warren’s forthright and
moving decision for the court in Brown
did not affect Marshall in the same
way. Earl Warren was writing for a
unanimous Supreme Court. Harlan was
a solitary and lonely figure writing for
posterity.

In the face of the vociferous opposi-
tion to the Equal Opportunity Act, and
any other proposal to end the use of
preferences, we would do well to re-
member the long battle that was
fought to establish a legal order based
on the principles set forth in justice
Harlan’s dissent.

Professor Andrew Carl, in his admira-
ble history ‘‘The Color Blind Constitu-
tion,’’ identifies the centrality of the
color-blind principle to the civil rights
movement. Professor Carl says as fol-
lows:

The undeniable fact is that over a period of
some 125 years, ending only in the late 1960s,
the American civil rights movement first
elaborated then held as its unvarying politi-
cal objective a rule of law requiring the
color-blind treatment of individuals.

In 1964, the U.S. Congress took a
great stride forward toward the realiza-
tion of that objective. With the passage
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Con-
gress established a national policy
against discrimination based on race
and sex.

It is the supreme irony of the modern
civil rights movement that this crown-
ing achievement was so soon followed
by the creation of a system of pref-
erences based on race and gender, a
system contrived first by administra-
tive agencies and the Federal courts
and then accepted and expanded by the
Congress.

The 1964 Civil Rights Act constituted
an unequivocal statement that Ameri-
cans should be treated as individuals



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5283May 16, 1996
and not as members of racial or gender
groups; an unequivocal statement that
no American should be subject to dis-
crimination, which Senator Hubert
Humphrey, the chief sponsor in the
Senate of this legislation, defined as a
distinction in treatment given to dif-
ferent individuals because of their dif-
ference race.

Yet the ink was hardly dry on the
1964 law when a process of trans-
formation began and the system of
preferences was erected piece by piece.
This took place not because Congress
had failed to express its intention
clearly, but because of a court system
and an administrative structure deter-
mined to pursue their own purposes de-
spite the clearly expressed purpose of
the Congress.

Since the issue of imposing quotas
and granting preferences based on race
to compensate for historical wrongs
had been the subject of controversy
during the year preceding congres-
sional consideration of the 1964 act,
Congress was careful to directly ad-
dress the issue in the text of the law it-
self.

Section 703(j) of the act stated that
nothing in Title VII of the act shall be
interpreted to require any employer to
grant preferential treatment to any in-
dividual or to any group because of the
race of such individual or group in
order to maintain a racial balance.

The managers of Title VII, Senator
Clark of Pennsylvania, and Senator
Case of New Jersey had submitted a
joint memorandum on the subject
where they stated, and I quote:

Any deliberate attempt to maintain a ra-
cial balance, whatever such a balance may
be, would involve a violation of Title VII be-
cause maintaining such a balance would re-
quire an employer to hire or refuse to hire on
the basis of race. It must be emphasized that
discrimination is prohibited to any individ-
ual.

It is, I think, impossible to imagine a
clearer more unambiguous statement
of congressional intent on the subject
of racial preferences. But in the face of
this directly expressed purpose in the
law, the bureaucracy and the courts de-
cided to chart their own course. In the
place of the principles of individual
rights, equal opportunity and non-
discrimination, which were embodied
in the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the courts
and the bureaucracy moved forward
with the establishment of a system
based on the concepts of proportional
representation, group entitlement, and
guaranteed results. This approach was
foreshadowed by Judge John Miner
Wisdom of the fifth circuit in United
States versus Jefferson County, where
he upheld school desegregation guide-
lines promulgated by the Office of Edu-
cation under Title VI of the 1964 act
and stated, and again I quote.

The Constitution, according to Judge Wis-
dom, is both color-blind and color conscious.
The criterion is the relevancy of color to a
legitimate governmental purpose.

This is, indeed, a far cry from the
clear principles articulated by Justice

Harlan and doggedly pursued by the
civil rights movement throughout
most of its history.

The concepts of proportional rep-
resentation, group entitlement and
guaranteed results found full-blown ex-
pression in the Nixon administration’s
Labor Department order No. 4, which
was first issued in November of 1969
and was aimed at the activities of all
Federal contractors.

The order stated the rate of minority
applicants recruited should approxi-
mate or equal the rate of minorities to
the applicant population in each loca-
tion.

This was clearly a mandate for pro-
portional representation. A more direct
conflict with the provision of 703(j) of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act would be im-
possible to devise.

After a minor flack over order num-
ber 4, a revised order was issued by the
Labor Department in February 1970. No
substantive changes were made. The
revised order number 4 provided that
the affirmative action programs adopt-
ed by contractors must include goals
and timetable to which the contrac-
tor’s good faith efforts must be di-
rected to correct deficiencies in the
utilization of minority groups.

This construct of goals and time-
tables to ensure the proper utilization
of minority groups clearly envisioned a
system of proportional representation
in which group identity would be a fac-
tor, often the decisive factor, in hiring
decisions. Distinctions in treatment
would be made on the basis of race.

The concept of proportional represen-
tation embodied in order number 4 not
only defied the intent of section 703(j)
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, but also
contravened the express non-
discrimination provisions of the Execu-
tive Order it was issued to implement.
That is the Executive Order requiring
affirmative action.

The course was set by the bureauc-
racy and the courts did little to inter-
fere. With few exceptions, until the Su-
preme Court decided the Adarand case
last year, the color-blind ideal was an
eclipse. Year after year the system of
preferences granted or imposed by the
Federal Government grew with the ac-
tive support of the Congress itself.

The dominant attitude was captured
in 1978 in the opinion of Justice
Blackmun in the Bakke case, which
dealt with a California medical
school’s policy of preferential admis-
sions for minority students. Justice
Blackmun distilled the rationale for
preferential policies. He said, and I
quote, ‘‘in order to get beyond racism,
we must first take account of race. In
order to treat some persons equally, we
must treat them differently.’’

In the face of the provision of title VI
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, that no
person in the United States shall, on
the ground of race, color or national
origin be excluded from participation
in, be denied the benefits of, or be sub-
jected to discrimination under any pro-
gram or activity receiving Federal fi-

nancial assistance, the closely divided
court in Bakke recognized that race
could at least be a factor in determin-
ing eligibility for admission to an edu-
cational institution receiving Federal
financial assistance.

The system of preferences is based on
the notion that we can only overcome
our history of discrimination by prac-
ticing discrimination. To guarantee
the equitable apportionment of oppor-
tunities, Americans must be divided,
sorted and classified by race and gen-
der. It is the responsibility of govern-
ment not to create a level playing field
for all Americans, but to determine
outcomes based on race and gender.
Rather than dealing with its citizens as
unique individuals who are equal in the
eyes of the law, the Government of the
United States must treat everyone as
group members, as people whose bio-
logical characteristics determine the
scope of their claims on our govern-
ment.

The Equal Opportunity Act rejects
this vision of America. It would over-
turn the status quo of race and gender
preferences and return to the principles
on which the Civil Rights Act of 1964
was based. In place of group rights, it
would establish respect for individual
rights.

It is very important to focus on the
specific provisions of the Equal Oppor-
tunity Act. Simply stated this legisla-
tion would prohibit the Federal Gov-
ernment from intentionally discrimi-
nating against or granting a preference
to any person or group based in whole
or in part on race, color, national ori-
gin or sex in three areas: Federal con-
tracting, Federal employment, and the
administration of other federally con-
ducted programs or activities.

In addition, it would prevent the Fed-
eral Government from requiring or en-
couraging Federal contractors or the
recipients of Federal financial assist-
ance to discriminate or grant pref-
erences based on race or sex.

Let me elaborate on a few key points.
First, the bill applies only to Federal
programs and activities. It, therefore,
does not affect programs or policies ad-
ministered by State and local govern-
ments, the private sector, or colleges
and universities.

Second, the Equal Opportunity Act
does not affect our comprehensive re-
gime of anti-discrimination laws. All
forms of racial and sex-based discrimi-
nation that are illegal under current
law would remain so under the Equal
Opportunity Act.

In addition, all remedies currently
available to individuals who have been
discriminated against will remain com-
pletely unaffected by this bill. Though
you will hear claims to the contrary, it
is simply not the case that this bill
weakens, undermines or otherwise af-
fects laws that make it illegal to dis-
criminate on the basis of race and sex.
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Third, the bill draws an important

distinction between preferential treat-
ment and affirmative action. Pref-
erential treatment is prohibited and af-
firmative action, as originally con-
ceived, is permitted and expressly pro-
tected.

I think we all recognize that the
term affirmative action has come to
describe a whole range of measures,
from casting a wider net at the recruit-
ing and outreach stage to outright
quotas, setasides and other numerical
preferences.

Section 3 of the Equal Opportunity
Act expressly provides that the govern-
ment may continue affirmative action
in the form of vigorous outreach and
recruitment efforts. Steps taken to in-
crease the size of the applicant pool for
a contracting or employment oppor-
tunity, including steps targeted spe-
cifically at women and minorities, are
permissible so long as at the decision
stage all applicants are judged in a
nondiscriminatory manner; that is,
without regard to their race or sex.

If the bill does not affect anti-dis-
crimination laws or nonpreferential
forms of affirmative action, then what
does it do? It would, in short, put an
end to all Federal programs that will
require the Government to take into
account the race or sex of American
citizens and to treat them differently
based on what group they belong to.

There is frustrating unwillingness on
the part of many people to acknowl-
edge what we all know; namely that
there are many, many such programs
and policies currently being adminis-
tered by the Federal Government: Con-
tracting setasides and bid preferences,
grant programs targeted solely at
women and minorities, and hiring and
personnel systems that are driven by
numerical goals and timetables. These
are all preference programs that, on
their face, discriminate on the basis of
race and sex, and these are the pro-
grams that would be eliminated under
the Equal Opportunity Act.

b 2000

The heart of the Equal Opportunity
Act is found in its definition of pref-
erence. The bill as recently passed by
the Subcommittee on the Constitution
defines the term preference as an ad-
vantage of any kind, including a quota,
set-aside, numerical goal, timetable, or
other numerical objective. This func-
tional definition makes clear that it is
not what we call a policy, a practice, or
a program that determines its appro-
priateness.

The test is how that policy, practice,
or program actually operates. If the
policy, practice, or program gives an
advantage of any kind to individuals
because of their race or gender, it is
unlawful. Those who oppose the Equal
Opportunity Act have the burden of ex-
plaining why anyone should receive an
advantage of any kind based on race or
gender.

The supporters of preferences realize
that this burden is indeed a heavy one.

They understand that the American
people are opposed to the system of
preferential treatment that has been
erected over the years since 1964. They
know the power of the principles of
equal treatment and nondiscrimina-
tion. They know that Americans have
an instinctive respect for individual
rights.

The defenders of the status quo of
preferential treatment have chosen not
to meet this challenge. They have de-
cided that a principled defense of group
rights and proportional representation
would not be successful, since it is so
clearly at odds with values that are
central to the American experience. So
rather than attempting such a prin-
ciple defense of preferences, they have
launched a campaign of confusion and
distortion.

Mr. Speaker, the recent barrage
against the Equal Opportunity Act is
just the most recent phase of the long-
standing effort to conceal the realities
of the preferential system from the
American people. I can cite many ex-
amples of the distortions used to de-
fend the status quo and to attack the
Equal Opportunity Act. But the re-
marks delivered by President Clinton
at the National Archives on July 19,
1995, the President’s famous ‘‘mend it,
don’t end it’’ speech, stands as the epit-
ome of distortions in defense of the sta-
tus quo of preferences.

The President’s speech is indeed a
handy compendium of the rhetorical
devices used to obscure the issues and
to mislead the American people. The
core of the President’s speech is found
in the four so-called standards of fair-
ness for affirmative action programs.
The President summarized these stand-
ards as follows, and I quote:

No quotas in theory or practice, no illegal
discrimination of any kind, including reverse
discrimination, no preference for people who
are not qualified for any job or other oppor-
tunity.

And as soon as the program has suc-
ceeded, it must be retired. Any pro-
gram that does not meet these four
principles must be eliminated or re-
formed to meet them.

This statement by the President rep-
resents an attempt to redescribe and
redefine reality. In it, words are
stripped of their ordinary, commonly
understood meaning and infused with a
new meaning. When the President says
he is against quotas, he signals his rec-
ognition that the American people are
against quotas, and that some other
terminology must be used to describe
the system of perferances based on race
and gender, a system which apportions
benefits based on group membership.
But when the President denounces
quotas, he fails to explain how a quota
is different from a set-aside under
which contract opportunities are re-
served for members of a particular race
or gender group. And he does not ex-
plain how a system of goals and time-
tables under which race and gender de-
termine who receives a job and who
does not receive a job, is any less un-

just than a system of quotas under
which race and gender determine who
receives a job and who does not receive
a job.

When the President says no pref-
erences for the unqualified, he conven-
iently glosses over the fact that indi-
viduals who are more qualified are sys-
temically denied jobs and other oppor-
tunities solely because they belong to
the wrong racial or gender group.

When the President says that, as
soon as a program has succeeded, it
must be retired, he fails to specify the
standard of success and he fails to tell
us when exactly when we can expect
these supposedly temporary programs
to end.

When the President says we should
have no illegal discrimination of any
kind, he fails to explain how the sys-
tem of counting by race and gender can
be reconciled with either the letter or
the spirit of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. The President and the other de-
fenders of preferential policies have
constructed a fictitious world, a world
where discrimination pure and simple
is given another name and called just.

The Equal Opportunity Act rejects
that fictitious world. It rejects the
false descriptions of the programs,
policies and practices of the Federal
Government which have been foisted
on the American people by the defend-
ers of the status quo. The Equal Oppor-
tunity Act is based on an understand-
ing of the flaws of the system of pref-
erences based on race and gender. It is
based on a realistic evaluation of the
way that system operates and the in-
justice for which it is responsible.

It recognizes that the system of pref-
erences unfairly places burdens on and
denies opportunities to those who have
been guilty of no wrongdoing. Simply
because of their race or gender, while
granting benefits to individuals who
are not victims of discriminatory con-
duct, it recognizes that the system of
preferences is by its very nature dis-
criminatory and morally wrong.

The Equal Opportunity Act is based
on an understanding that the existence
of the system of race and gender pref-
erences unfairly casts a cloud over the
accomplishments of individuals who
are members of favored groups and de-
prives those individuals, the individ-
uals the system is supposed to benefit,
of the full measure of respect they are
due for their individual achievements.

Mr. Speaker, finally, and most im-
portantly, the Equal Opportunity Act
is based on the recognition that the
system of race and gender preferences
sends a message from government to
the American people that we should
think along racial and gender lines, a
message which only reinforces preju-
dice and discrimination in our society.

As long as the Federal Government is
engaged in the business of classifying
and sorting the American people into
racial and gender groups, can we really
expect to reach the goal of a society
free of prejudice and discrimination? It
has been 100 years since Justice Harlan



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5285May 16, 1996
spoke so eloquently of the color-blind
Constitution. Since that time, we have
made much progress in reducing preju-
dice and discrimination in America.
But we are far, far from the goal of a
society in which individuals are treat-
ed as individuals and where irrelevant
biological characteristics are treated
as irrelevant.

As we mark the 100th anniversary of
the shameful Plessy decision, we
should turn our attention again to the
principles so forcefully stated by Jus-
tice Harlan in his renowned dissent.
Those principles find expression here in
this Congress in the Equal Opportunity
Act.

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we reaf-
firm the principles of equality before
the law and nondiscrimination. We can
do so clearly and unequivocally by
passing the Equal Opportunity Act and
ending the odious system of race and
gender preferences established by the
Federal Government. We can recognize
once and for all that each American
has the right to be treated by our gov-
ernment, not as a member of a particu-
lar race or gender group, but as an in-
dividual American citizen, equal in the
eyes of the law.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. MANZULLO (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY) for today after 3 p.m., on
account of a family emergency.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ABERCOMBIE) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. RICHARDSON, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WELDON of Florida) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DICKEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, on May 21.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ABERCROMBIE) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. BORSKI.
Ms. PELOSI.

Mr. MENENDEZ.
Mr. MORAN.
Mr. SERRANO.
Mr. VENTO.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. TORRES in two instances.
Mr. KANJORSKI.
Mr. BARCIA in two instances.
Ms. DELAURO.
Mr. STOKES.
Mrs. MALONEY in three instances.
Mr. CLYBURN in two instances.
Mr. TOWNS in three instances.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. UNDERWOOD in three instances.
Mr. GORDON in 10 instances.
Mr. KLECZKA.
Mr. FAZIO of California in two in-

stances.
Mrs. THURMAN.
Ms. HARMAN.
Ms. WOOLSEY.
Mr. LANTOS.
Ms. SLAUGHTER.
Mr. WARD.
Ms. NORTON.
Mr. COLEMAN.
Ms. ESHOO.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WELDON of Florida) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. QUINN.
Mr. DAVIS.
Mr. GREENWOOD.
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. LAZIO of New York.
Mr. DORNAN.
Mr. GEKAS.
Mr. GINGRICH.
Mr. WALSH.
Mr. LAHOOD.
Mr. HORN.
Mr. SHUSTER.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
Mr. THOMAS.
Mr. NETHERCUTT.
Mrs. KELLY.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. CANADY of Florida) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
Mr. SHAW.
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
Ms. WOOLSEY.
Mr. STEARNS.
Mr. CONDIT.
Mr. MCDADE.
f

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight reported that that
committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, bills of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 1836. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to acquire property in
the town of East Hampton, Suffolk County,
New York, for inclusion in the Amagansett
National Wildlife Refuge; and

H.R. 1743. An act to amend the Water Re-
sources Act of 1984 to extend the authoriza-
tions of appropriations through fiscal year
2000, and for other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, May 20, 1996, at
2 p.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3036. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Utilities Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—RUS Specification for
Aerial Service Wires (7 CFR Part 1755.700–
.704) received May 16, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3037. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting amend-
ments to the fiscal year 1997 appropriations
requests for the Department of Agriculture
[USDA], pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1106(b) (H.
Doc. No. 104–215); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

3038. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting the Secretary’s se-
lected acquisition reports [SAR’s] for the
quarter ending March 31, 1996, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2432; to the Committee on National
Security.

3039. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Cargo Pref-
erence: Available U.S.-Flag Commercial Ves-
sels (RIN: 2133–AB25) received May 16, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on National Security.

3040. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Employment Standards, Department of
Labor, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural
Workers Protection Act (RIN: 1215–AA93) re-
ceived May 16, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities.

3041. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Imple-
mentation of Section 273(d)(5) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934, as Amended by the
Telecommunications Act of 1996—Dispute
Resolution Regarding Equipment Standards
[GC Docket No. 96–42] received May 14, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3042. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of the Amateur Service Rules to
Implement a Vanity Call Sign System [PR
Docket No. 93–305] received May 16, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

3043. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Trade Regulation Rule
on Misbranding and Deception as to Leather
Content of Waist Belts (16 CFR Part 405) re-
ceived May 16, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3044. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting an update to the
PLO Commitments Compliance Act report
on March 1, 1996, pursuant to Public Law 104–
107, section 604(b)(1) (110 Stat. 756); to the
Committee on International Relations.

3045. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Of-
fice of Foreign Assets Control, Department
of the Treasury, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and Bosnian
Serb-Controlled Areas of the Republic of
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