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As additional conferees from the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, for consideration of sec-
tions 702 and 704 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference: Mr. SHUSTER, Ms. MoL-
INARI, and Mr. OBERSTAR.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, for consideration of sec-
tions 713-14, 717, 879, 1302, 1304-5, and
1311 of the Senate amendment, and

modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs: GOODLING, FAWELL,
and PAYNE.

There was no objection.
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 181 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 181

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXII1, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2107) making
appropriations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. Points of order against con-
sideration of the bill for failure to comply
with section 306 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
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 or 6 of
rule XXI are waived except as follows: begin-
ning with ““: Provided” on page 46, line 25,
through “‘part 121" on page 47, line 6; and
page 76, line 10, through line 13. Where points
of order are waived against part of a para-
graph, points of order against a provision in
another part of such paragraph may be made
only against such provision and not against
the entire paragraph. The amendments
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution may be
offered only by a Member designated in the
report and only at the appropriate point in
the reading of the bill, shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall
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
amendments printed in the report are
waived. During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering 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. Amendments so printed shall
be considered as read. The Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone
until a time during further consideration in
the Committee of the Whole a request for a
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recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be fifteen
minutes. During consideration of the bill,
points of order against amendments for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2(e) of rule XXI
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CAaMP). The gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLoMoON] is recognized for 1 hour.

REQUEST TO AMEND HOUSE RESOLUTION 181

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | would
respectfully ask unanimous consent
that the amendment to House Resolu-
tion 181 that | have placed at the desk
be considered as adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON:

Page 2, line 14, after ““line 6;” insert ‘“‘be-
ginning with ‘: Provided’ on page 61, line 22
through ‘Reserve’ on page 62, line 4;”.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CAMP). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from New York?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY],
pending which I yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 181 is
an open rule. It provides for consider-
ation of H.R. 2107, the Department of
Interior and related agencies appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1998. The
rule provides an open amending proc-
ess, allowing any Member of this House
to offer cutting amendments or offset-
ting amendments, including limitation
amendments normally allowed under
an open rule. No additional restrictions
are written into this rule. This is the
open amendment process. It also offers
an acceptable compromise for many
Members on the contentious issue of
funding the National Endowment for
the Arts.

The rule provides 1 hour of general
debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. The rule also provides necessary
waivers to allow the bill to be consid-
ered on the House floor here today. The
rule waives section 306 of the Budget
Act, which prohibits matters within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
the Budget in a measure not reported
by that committee, against consider-
ation of the bill.

The
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The Committee on Rules understands
this waiver to be technical in nature
and that it does not constitute a sub-
stantive violation of the Budget Act.
Otherwise we would not be giving the
waiver here today.

The rule also provides certain waiv-
ers of points of order against the bill
itself with certain exceptions as speci-
fied in the text of the rule. Members
have copies on the desks in front of
them.

Specifically, the rule waives clause 2,
prohibiting unauthorized and legisla-
tive provisions in an appropriations
bill, and also clause 6, prohibiting reap-
propriations, of House rule XXI against
the bill, except as noted in this rule.

The first items in the bill left ex-
posed to points of order for lack of au-
thorization or legislating on an appro-
priations bill are two provisions relat-
ing to Forest Service credit issued for
purchasers of timber for the construc-
tion of roads, and a limitation on the
availability of timber purchaser road
construction credits to small busi-
nesses. These provisions were objected
to by the chairmen of the authorizing
committees, the Committee on Agri-
culture and the Committee on Re-
sources.

The second item in the bill left ex-
posed to a point of order for lack of au-
thorization is a $10 million appropria-
tion for necessary expenses of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. Speaker, the exposure of this
agency to a point of order in this rule
bears further explanation. As | men-
tioned earlier, clause 2 of House rule
XXI1 prohibits unauthorized appropria-
tions and legislation on an appropria-
tions bill. Those are the rules of the
House.

General appropriations bills are priv-
ileged on this House floor. However,
the Committee on Appropriations in
modern practice has sought special
rules from the Committee on Rules
which provide for consideration of bills
and waive appropriate points of order.
Mr. Speaker, in the 104th Congress the
Republican leadership established a
protocol relating to waivers of
unauthored programs or legislative
language in general appropriations
bills. Under this protocol, the Commit-
tee on Rules would provide the nec-
essary waivers to enable the bill to
come to the floor if the authorizing
committee chairmen did not object to
them. If the authorizing chairmen ob-
ject to the waivers, then under the
leadership’s protocol, the Committee
on Rules would leave the specific lan-
guage in question exposed to a point of
order on the floor.

We attempted to do that a few min-
utes ago, before the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. YATES], the ranking mem-
ber, objected, because it was inadvert-
ently protected for the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, which if we had re-
ceived the letter in a timely manner
from the Commerce Department, we
would have certainly left that measure
exposed, as we have others like the
NEA.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from lllinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | would
tell the gentleman | would not have ob-
jected to his amendment had he in-
cluded as well protection for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. SOLOMON. Again there is abso-
lutely nothing | would not do for the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES].
The gentleman is the most respected
member of this body. I think we all
agree to that on both sides of the aisle.
But let me explain why.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GoobD-
LING], chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, wrote to
the Committee on Rules and rec-
ommended that the National Endow-
ment for the Arts not be allowed to
continue without an authorization
from his committee and, hence, that
the $10 million in the bill for the NEA
be exposed to a point of order. We are
again honoring the protocol, and we
are honoring the request of that com-
mittee chairman of that very impor-
tant committee.

Mr. Speaker, the House has grappled
with the issue of funding arts programs
for many years now, and this year is no
exception. The NEA, as we know it, is
likely to be stricken from the bill by a
point of order. As a matter of fact, it
will be, we are told.

After that occurrence, the rule pro-
vides that it shall be in order to con-
sider an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS]
which represents a different approach
to Federal arts funding. This amend-
ment contains a block grant art pro-
posal which provides a total of $80 mil-
lion, 40 percent of which is dedicated to
state art commissions in the individual
States and 60 percent to local school
boards for school-based art activities.
In other words, we give 40 percent of
this $80 million to the local school dis-
tricts in Members’ congressional dis-
tricts so that they can develop the art
programs as they see fit and not as
some bureaucrat here in Washington
sees fit.

Mr. Speaker, the House should ex-
plore various alternatives to address
the Federal commitment to the arts. |
have long believed that rather than
take the money from the taxpayers,
perhaps we should just pass the hat
around at the next Academy Awards
presentation. The amount that we col-
lected at that award might double last
year’s NEA budget. Certainly those
people can afford it with their tens of
millions of dollars in salaries and their
earnings.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
believes this compromise of exposing
NEA to a point of order to respect the
committee system while allowing a
vote on the approach of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] to Federal
arts assistance is a fair and workable
accommodation for all parties in-
volved.
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Mr. Speaker, if I might continue to
describe the rule, it also makes in
order two additional amendments, one
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
WELDON] relating to the Canaveral Na-
tional Seashore and the deficit reduc-
tion lockbox amendment offered by the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO].
These amendments are debatable for 10
and 20 minutes respectively, are equal-
ly divided between a proponent and an
opponent and are not subject to further
amendment. The rule also waives all
points of order against the amend-
ments.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this rule
waives clause 2(e) of rule XXI, which
prohibits nonemergency amendments
to be offered to a bill containing an
emergency designation under the Budg-
et Act against amendments to the bill.

The rule also includes one motion to
recommit, with or without instruc-
tions, for the minority.

Having finished describing this im-
portant rule, I might emphasize the
importance of supporting the lockbox
amendment made in order by this rule.
There are many Members on the other
side of the aisle, | think they call
themselves the Blue Dogs, and they all
have asked for this amendment to be
made in order, along with the gen-
tleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] and Re-
publicans on this side. This amendment
is made in order for them.

The Crapo amendment will make the
budget process more user friendly for
Members who wish to offer spending
cut amendments on the floor of the
House and the Senate. When a spending
cut amendment is adopted, savings
from that amendment will be credited
to deficit reduction and not left hang-
ing there to be used for other spending
purposes.

This amendment is identical to the
bill that was reported by the Commit-
tee on Rules during the last Congress
and passed this House under an open
rule on September 13, 1995, by a biparti-
san vote of 364 to 59. We would expect
that same vote today; as a matter of
fact, an even stronger vote since a new
Congress has been seated since that
time and most of those are fiscally con-
servative Members. Similar lockbox
language was also adopted by the
House on two other occasions attached
to bills like this, appropriations bills.

Mr. Speaker, with such vast support
for the amendment during the last
Congress, it follows that it should once
again be included with these funding
bills.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, for yielding me the
customary one-half hour, and 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, at the outset, | want to
be perfectly clear that the rule we are
considering today will Kill for all times
the National Endowment for the Arts.
My Republican colleagues might say
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that they are creating a smaller sub-
stitute program, which is like throwing
an 11-foot rope down a 12-foot well to
rescue someone. The fact remains, Mr.
Speaker, with this rule, they are Kill-
ing Federal support for the arts.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a congres-
sional district in the entire country
that has not benefited from the NEA.
Even the district of my good friend, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] got eight National Endowment
for the Arts grants in fiscal year 1994,
including the Crandall Library in Glens
Falls, which put on folk and tradi-
tional art programs; the UNIMA-USA
Theater in Hyde Park; arts awareness
in Lexington, NY, which put on visual
arts programs, and the Mettawee Thea-
ter Company in Salem; and Music for
Salem.

| recognize that in the past, there
have been some bad decisions on the
part of the NEA but their number was
small, and today it is zero. According
to the Atlanta Journal-Constitution,
less than four ten-thousandths of NEA
funds have been misdirected. Again,
Mr. Speaker, less than four ten-thou-
sandths of NEA funds have been mis-
directed. But even since then, Jane Al-
exander and her NEA staff have taken
extraordinary steps to ensure that of-
fensive programs are not funded.

Mr. Speaker, artists supported by the
National Endowment for the Arts have
gone on to win Pulitzer Prizes, Na-
tional Book Awards, Emmys, and
Tonys. In fact, the man who wrote the
play “Driving Miss Daisy,” Alfred
Uhry, says that his play, and | quote,
“never would have gotten out of the
garage if not for the support of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts.”
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Yet the Republican leadership wants
to add this program to the increasing
pile of popular Federal programs that
they have already eliminated.

Now | might add, Mr. Speaker, the
National Endowment for the Arts is al-
ready operating under enormous cuts.
Two years ago my Republican col-
leagues cut it by 39 percent. Today the
total NEA budget amounts, and | wish
the Members would listen, the total
NEA budget today amounts to one one-
thousandth of 1 percent, one one-thou-
sandth of 1 percent of the entire Fed-
eral budget. In other words, Mr. Speak-
er, it is not much.

So, Mr. Speaker, this debate really is
not about money, it is about philoso-
phy. It is about ending arts experience
for millions of Americans, all for the
sake of taking a political stand.

Mr. Speaker, enough is enough. Art
in all of its forms touches our souls in
ways that just cannot be measured in
political points, and despite the huge
cuts the arts endowment still manages
to bring Shakespeare to the inner
cities, classical music to the Midwest
and ballet to the suburbs. It improves
children’s basic skills, it improves
their math ability, raises their SAT
scores and enriches their lives, and the



July 10, 1997

Republican leadership has no business
taking that away.

President John Adams once said:

“l must study politics and war so
that my sons may have the liberty to
study mathematics and philosophy in
order to give their children the right to
study painting, poetry and music.”

Mr. Speaker, John Adams was right.

To my colleagues who by their sup-
port of this rule decide that we do not
need the NEA, let me say that since
the National Endowment for the Arts
was created in 1966 there has been an
explosion of community arts across the
entire country. Thanks to the NEA,
Mr. Speaker, we have eight times more
nonprofit theaters, thanks to the NEA
we have seven times more dance com-
panies, and thanks to the NEA we have
four times more orchestras and opera
companies. Without the National En-
dowment for the Arts only people in
big cities like Boston, Los Angeles,
New York, and Houston would be able
to enjoy the arts, but thanks to the
NEA people all over the country of all
ages now experience the joys of art.

And these art experiences, Mr.
Speaker, do more than just bring peo-
ple joy or educate our children. Amer-
ican culture exports raise thousands
upon thousands of dollars a year. Every
dollar that the National Endowment
for the Arts provides attracts an aver-
age of $12 from other sources. The non-
profit arts industry represents 6 per-
cent of our gross national product. Ac-
cording to the Ohio Hamilton Journal
News, it is as big an industry as con-
struction.

Mr. Speaker, the arts are most defi-
nitely in our national interest. The ex-
cuse that this represents a singular un-
authorized appropriation is not en-
tirely true. There are 13 unauthorized
appropriations in this bill, all of which
got waivers, all except the National
Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a State in
this country that does not benefit from
the National Endowment for the Arts.
These are wonderful programs, and it
would be a shame to see them suffer.
Anyone who has gone to a children’s
festival, anyone who has experienced a
small dance troop, anyone who has en-
joyed folk art or seen the benefits of
art-based literacy programs should join
me in keeping this program alive. Al-
though we cannot measure the dollar
benefits of art programs, school
lunches, health care for poor children
or home heating assistance, there is no
reason to eliminate them.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
protecting the National Endowment by
opposing this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, my good friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MOAKLEY] quoted John Adams. As my
colleagues know, over the Fourth of
July | had the opportunity to respond
to the President’s Fourth of July mes-
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sage, and in my message to the Amer-
ican people | said:

“The Founding Fathers designed a
government with limited defined pow-
ers, but that idea has been turned on
its head,” | said, ‘“‘because instead of
the government doing only what the
Constitution allows it to do, it does
whatever the Constitution does not for-
bid it to do.”

And let me tell my colleagues some-
thing: What our Founding Fathers
could not even comprehend is the idea
of paying more in taxes than they do
for food and shelter. Do my colleagues
know that? They could not even begin
to comprehend the idea of the Amer-
ican people working 6 months out of
the year just to pay for the cost of gov-
ernment. Our Founding Fathers would
have rolled over in their graves if they
saw what has been happening here.

And, yes, we have over the last 3
years, we have eliminated 270 programs
and bureaus and agencies and bureau-
crats to bring this budget into balance.
That is what this is all about today.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER], a very valu-
able Member of this body, a member of
the Committee on Rules, vice-chair-
man of the Committee on Rules, to ex-
pound on that thought a little bit.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from Glens Falls, the distin-
guished chairman of the committee,
for yielding this time to me. This has
obviously been an extraordinarily con-
tentious debate, and | have to say first
that to see the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MoakLEY] stand here and
make his very eloquent arguments on
the second anniversary of his liver
transplant is a very important state-
ment to this House, and | appreciate
the fact that he has stepped forward.

But now having said that, | have got
to say that | completely disagree with
virtually everything the gentleman
from Massachusetts said. The fact is
John Adams did envisage the time
when we would see that third genera-
tion from politics and war to mathe-
matics and philosophy to music and po-
etry. He envisaged the idea of young
people in future generations being able
to participate in the arts.

Mr. Speaker, | feel very strongly
about that. My father passed away this
spring, and he had been chairman and
president of the opera company in Kan-
sas City, MO, and he was very involved,
and he and | had many arguments
about that. My dear friend, the gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. YATES] and |
have discussed this before: My dad
wanted me to be a strong supporter of
the National Endowment for the Arts,
but I told him that as we looked at es-
tablishing priorities it is very impor-
tant for us to realize that there is Gov-
ernment subsidization of the arts be-
cause we provide a tax deduction for
people to make these contributions.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLOoMON] mentioned the fact that
many of my constituents could in fact
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participate by contributing to the arts.
Many large corporations have called
for continued support for the National
Endowment for the Arts. But | think
we should do everything we can to en-
courage them to participate through
even greater philanthropy.

And | have to say that having sup-
ported the Crane amendment myself in
the past, this compromise is going to
allow those local communities to enjoy
Shakespeare, poetry, other very, very
important arts because 40 percent of
this funding will be going to State arts
commissions and 60 percent to local
school districts as we look at this com-
promise. And during that period of
time, if this can in fact become law,
and obviously there is a big question
about that based on what might happen
in the other body and down on the
other end on Pennsylvania Avenue, but
if we were to put this package into
place, it seems to me that we could
continue down this road of encouraging
more and more people to contribute.

The arts are very, very important,
and | am very proud that my family
has spent many years as supporters of
the arts. But it seems to me that, as we
look at our priorities here, to claim
that the sky is going to fall if the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts is not
maintained exactly as it is today is a
ludicrous argument because they are
going to continue, the Government will
continue to support them through pro-
viding opportunities for tax deductions
to be out there, and | hope very much
that we can move ahead with this bal-
anced compromise approach.

Support this rule, and let us move
ahead with the bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY], the ranking member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York just said that
this is about saving taxpayers money.
That is not what it is about at all.

Just last week, | would point out,
this House voted for enough B-2 bomb-
ers, which the Pentagon did not want,
to pay for the National Endowment for
the Arts for 108 years.

In my judgment this rule, Mr. Speak-
er, is a sham and a fraud. It is a cynical
abuse of power to prevent Members of
both parties from voting to save the
National Endowment for the Arts.
That is all it is.

The rule prevents the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] from offering
a simple amendment to restore funding
for the NEA on the grounds that it is
not authorized, and then it allows an
amendment which is 28 pages long
which, in essence, is a complete and
total rewrite of the NEA: No hearings,
no public comment and not produced
by any committee that | know. It is
not a legislative product; it is a politi-
cal product. It is a device which was
designed by the committee simply to
allow Congress to assassinate the NEA
behind the smokescreen of this sub-
stitute amendment. It is a procedural
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power play to prevent Members of both
parties who went up in the Committee
on Rules yesterday asking for the sim-
ple right to vote to continue the NEA
as is. And it ought to be turned down
because it is a smokescreen.

Mr. Speaker, it is a sham substitute.
It provides block grants to State agen-
cies, but the agencies who are supposed
to receive that money have themselves
said they do not want this arrange-
ment. They have said:

State art agencies rely upon Federal lead-
ership in funding and identifying and ad-
dressing cultural needs that are truly na-
tional. We need a partner agency at the Fed-
eral level to play a leadership role in work-
ing with our organizations and agencies.

It also provides a tiny bit of funding
to each school district in the country,
probably about $500 per school. That is
an amount so small that we have been
urged by our Republican friends on the
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education to
eliminate a number of programs be-
cause those provide such small grants
that they are not worth having.

Let us not kid ourselves. If we want
to save the NEA, there is only one way
to do it. It is not to buy into this
phony smokescreen of a substitute
amendment. It is purely and simply to
vote ‘‘no’” on this rule, take this back
to the Committee on Rules, put the
Yates amendment in order. That is the
least destructive thing to do; it is the
most fair-minded thing to do. If we
were going to have the Ehlers amend-
ment before us, at the very least we
ought to have the Yates amendment
before us also so that people can choose
between conflicting substitutes.

| urge people not to be taken in by
this sham power play. Vote ‘“‘no’” on
the rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA], one of the hard-working
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations. He is the chairman of the
Appropriations Subcommittee on Inte-
rior.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, | hope all
of my colleagues will vote for the rule.
This will allow us to debate a bill of
great significance. | think sometimes
it ought to be called the enhanced
quality of life bill rather than the Inte-
rior bill, because everything that we do
in this bill literally enhances the qual-
ity of life for our people. It is the fu-
ture.

For example, the greatest single
source of recreation in this Nation, and
it cuts across all spectrums of society,
is the national forests, the parks, the
fish and wildlife refuges, the BLM
lands. These resources are not only a
source of recreation, but also a source
of education, because many schools
take their young people to fish and
wildlife facilities, to the national for-
ests, as part of an education process.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

O 1500

So that enhances the quality of life
for all 260 million Americans. Like-
wise, this bill deals with our energy fu-
ture.

Just this past week | talked to a
young lady in my family, who is 14%.
She cannot wait to get her driver’s li-
cense. She is looking forward to get-
ting out into the workaday world
sometime and owning an automobile.
We need to be concerned about energy,
because energy means jobs, energy
means growth in our economy, energy
means a quality of life that people can
get in their automobile and travel at a
reasonable cost. We are blessed in this
Nation with relatively cheap energy.

We heard a lot about the tax bill in
the recent debate. Of course, energy is
very much a part of that, because the
key to a balanced budget is growth,
growth in the economy. To have
growth you have to have energy at a
modest cost. It is vital. We spent not
only lives but a lot of money in Desert
Storm to protect energy sources. This
bill supports a lot of research to pro-
vide the technologies to assist with
meeting our goals of an improved envi-
ronment and a growing economy as we
look forward to the future into the
next century. It truly is a bridge to a
better quality of life in the century
ahead.

It also deals with other things. One
of the subjects that is under discussion
is the National Endowment for the
Arts. Mr. Speaker, | would not begin to
denigrate the NEA. | think they have
done some excellent work. We had a
symphony group that went out to the
schools in my district. If Members
watched the concert on the Mall on
July 4 when they ran the tag lines, we
noticed there was support by the NEA.
I think it was a great thing. PBS said
it is the most watched program they
have. | could go on with others.

But likewise | would point out that
perhaps the most graphic piece of art-
work in this city is at the Holocaust
Museum, what is called Remember the
Children. There are the little plates,
ceramics, that have incorporated the
artwork of children from all across this
Nation as to what the Holocaust means
to them. That was done without an
NEA grant. Let me mention also, if we
take the passageway from here to the
Cannon Building, we see the artwork
from schools across the country. Many
of us participate in that arts program.
There is no NEA grant, they did it
without an NEA grant.

What do we do in this bill? We pro-
vide that $80 million, that is $100 mil-
lion that we have provided over each of
the last 2 years minus the administra-
tive costs, because we are going to send
it back to the communities. We are
going to send it back to the State arts
agencies. The arts agencies in my
State get a budget from the legislature
that they increase every year. Why?
Because they have had a very success-
ful administration. They actually get
three times as much from the Ohio
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Arts Agency than they do from here.
We want to give them some additional
help, because they are out there on the
ground.

Last, it provides for sending money
back to the schools, back to the chil-
dren, where we really teach arts edu-
cation, where we really teach an appre-
ciation of the cultural heritage of this
Nation.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. LEwis], the minority whip of
the Democratic Party.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today on behalf of the artists, the
writers, the actors, the musicians, the
schoolchildren, and the thousands upon
thousands of people in Georgia and
around the Nation who benefit from
the National Endowment for the Arts. |
rise on behalf of all of these people to
plead with all of my colleagues, Demo-
crats and Republicans, to defeat this
rule, this rule which abolished the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts without
so much as a vote.

It was President Lyndon JOHNSON
who said:

Art is a Nation’s most precious heritage,
for it is in our works of art that we reveal to
ourselves and to others the inner vision
which guides us as a Nation. And where there
is no vision, the people will perish.

We cannot and we should not and we
must not abandon the role of the Fed-
eral Government in supporting the
arts. Bombs, not books; planes, but not
poems; missiles, but not music: Is this
the legacy we will leave for our chil-
dren? | say no, and the American peo-
ple say no. There is a role for our gov-
ernment to play in supporting the arts,
and that role is through the National
Endowment for the Arts.

This rule abolishes the NEA. It does
not even permit a vote. This rule is a
travesty. It is an insult to our democ-
racy. Mr. Speaker, let us defeat this
rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELoOsI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the poet Shelley once
wrote that the greatest force for moral
good was imagination. God knows, our
children and the people of America, but
especially our children, need all of the
imagination they can get to face the
challenges of the future. Yet, the rule
before us today serves to stifle imagi-
nation and stifle debate by eliminating
the National Endowment for the Arts
without even the formality of a vote.

Mr. Speaker, the music and the arts
are their own excuse for being, but
they also help our children learn to
gain confidence, to reduce barriers to
communication, and to enrich the lives
of the American people.

Despite a 32-year history of the NEA
of bringing the arts to communities all
across America, to almost every con-
gressional district, funding over 100,000
grants, and despite the overwhelming
support of the American people, and
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despite the economic benefits pointed
out by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the rule today
eliminates the NEA without even the
formality of a vote.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this uncivil rule and uncivilizing rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA].

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, at the outset | certainly
want to commend the gentleman, our
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGuULA] for the fine work he has
done on this Interior appropriations
bill. I regret that his subcommittee has
been put in this untenable position. |
understand that the emotions are run-
ning very high on both sides of this
issue.

But although the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. YATES] and | and many oth-
ers of us went before the committee
yesterday and asked for democracy,
that is all we asked for, we sought pro-
tection for an up-or-down vote on this
very important issue, and what did we
get? We got a rule that is rigged for a
legislative procedure that deprives the
body of an up-or-down vote on this
issue.

Mr. Speaker, | must tell the Members
that therefore, | must, regretfully, op-
pose this rule. We should allow a vote
on the Yates amendment with the
waiver. This would give us adequate
funding for the coming year, and this is
very important, Mr. Speaker, not a
rule that permits an unexamined block
grant, so-called block grant, to sub-
stitute for the authorization process of
the authorization committee. | am a
member of that committee, and we
should have a deliberate, proper, intel-
ligent procedure in the committee
which is consistent with a world-class
democracy. That is the American way.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to this
rule—fully understanding that it is difficult to
oppose a so-called open rule.

Mr. Speaker, at the outset | want to com-
mend the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
for his fine work on this Interior appropriations
bill. And | regret that his subcommittee has
been put in this untenable position. However,
I nevertheless must rise this afternoon in op-
position to this rule and in support of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts.

| understand that emotions run high on this
very sensitive issue. Some people, probably a
majority in this House, feel that support for the
arts is a cause worth fighting for and that the
NEA is a worthwhile endeavor. | also under-
stand that there are those in this House that
want to eliminate all Federal support for the
arts.

| disagree with them but recognize their
right to their position.

So Mr. YATES and |, and many of our col-
leagues, went to the Rules Committee yester-
day and asked for democracy. We sought pro-
tection for a simple up-or-down vote on the
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Yates amendment to restore funding to the
NEA.

And what did we get in this rule? A rigged
legislative procedure that deprives this body of
a vote—up or down—on this issue.

| understand that the NEA has not been au-
thorized in years. | submit that is not the fault
of the supporters of the NEA. As a member of
the authorizing committee, | would be happy
to vote for a properly structured bill that re-
forms, restructures, and preserves the NEA.

So we asked for the routine waivers for Mr.
YATES' amendment, something that is done all
the time around here, and incidently, the same
protections granted to Mr. EHLERS’ block grant
amendment. We were simply asking the Rules
Committee to allow the democratic process—
that's democratic with a lower-case “d"—to
work.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, if the NEA amend-
ment is offered and defeated, | can live with
that. Because the process has been allowed
to work. The principle of majority rule should
have been recognized.

That's the American way.

But the House should have the right to work
its will on this issue after a complete and open
debate.

While | am here, allow me to address the
Ehlers-Hunter block grant approach.

| applaud these well-intentioned efforts.
However, | submit that this is not the time and
the Interior appropriations bill is not the place
to undertake a complete overhaul of our arts
funding process.

We simply do not have the time to fully ana-
lyze these new proposals. Indeed, this is a job
for the authorizing committee—the Education
and Workforce Committee.

Mr. Speaker, you know my position on the
NEA. | have worked for years to reform,
strengthen, and protect the NEA.

Since its formation over 30 years ago, the
National Endowment of the Arts has provided
the public side of a very valuable public-pri-
vate partnership to foster the arts. The people
in this room represent the private side of that
partnership.

Since the NEA's birth, the number of com-
munity orchestras has grown from 22 to 422.
The number of professional dance companies
has risen from 37 to 300. Community orches-
tras have jumped from 58 to over 1,000.

The NEA has provided the critical support
which allowed production of such American
classics as the original “Driving Miss Daisy,”
“The Great White Hope,” and a “Chorus
Line.” The NEA has brought us the television
programs ‘“Live from the Lincoln Center” and
“American Playhouse.”

All told, over 11,000 artists have received
fellowships from the endowment. They've won
dozens upon dozens of Pulitzer Prizes, Mac-
Arthur Awards, and National Book Club
Awards.

The arts have been found to be an impor-
tant part of a child’s development. Exposure to
the arts nourishes imagination and creativity. It
develops collaborative and teamwork skills, in
addition to flexible thinking and an apprecia-
tion for diversity.

A University of California study has shown
that after 6 months of piano lessons, pre-
schoolers demonstrated significant improve-
ment in the types of reasoning required to
excel in math and science.

It has been the NEA'’s role to leverage—not
replace—the private funding that is so nec-
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essary to allow this type of growth and
achievement to occur.

Aside from the creative benefits of the arts
industry to the community are the financial
benefits to the community. The nonprofit arts
industry generates $36.8 billion annually in
economic activity, supports 1.3 million jobs,
and produces $790 million in local government
revenue and $1.2 billion in State revenue.

So why then is the NEA under fire?

| think everyone in this room would agree:
A balanced budget is a laudable goal. The
NEA, like every other agency of the Federal
Government including the Pentagon and
NASA, should contribute to that effort. How-
ever, the reduction should be proportionate
and fair and even-handed.

But there has been nothing even-handed
and fair about the proposals to eliminate the
NEA. And that's what | have been fighting for
several years now to both reform and renew
the NEA.

Funding for the NEA stood at $165 million
2 years ago. This year it stands at $99 million.
If the NEA’'s opponents win this round this
year, funding will be down to the $10 million
range for the sole purpose of shutting it down.

So | must oppose this rule. We should allow
a vote on the Yates amendment—with the
waiver. This would give us adequate funding
for the coming year—thereby giving the au-
thorizing committee the time to reform and
renew the NEA in a proper, deliberate, and in-
telligent manner that is consistent with a
world-class democracy.

That, my colleagues, is the American way.

Oppose the rule. Support the arts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HOUGHTON].

(Mr. HOUGHTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, | rare-
ly speak from the well of the House,
and | even more rarely speak about a
procedural issue, but in this case | feel
I must. This is a bad rule and it should
be defeated. If we stand for anything,
we stand for openness.

Frankly, that is why | am here, to be
able to use this voting card, to be able
to express my opinion. We are going to
be prevented from doing that. It is the
heart of this Congress, it is the heart of
the forum, where we express our feel-
ings as Republicans and Democrats.
This rule suppresses that discussion. If
the NEA cannot stand on its own and
stand the test of debate, it should go
down, but let us have a vote on it.

I am a Republican, I am a proud Re-
publican, and we Republicans, when we
assumed leadership in the House, prom-
ised we would not shut off debate on
critical issues. We preach this. Now let
us practice it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
object in the strongest possible terms
to this rule. The action of the House
leadership to deny a vote on the floor
of the House on whether to retain or to
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abolish the National Endowment for
the Arts is unconscionable and is an
act of cowardice. It is an insult to de-
mocracy and a great disservice to the
American public. The rule specifically
targets the NEA for extinction. It
waives points of order against every
other amendment but one. Why? Be-
cause they are not confident they have
the votes to defeat the NEA in a fair
and open vote.

The rule is a cynical attempt to pre-
vent the elected representatives of the
American people from even voting for
or against abolishing a major Govern-
ment agency. Instead, the rule permits
the Ehlers amendment, which is noth-
ing but a snare and a delusion. That
amendment would abolish the NEA and
instead distribute $600, on average, to
every school district for the arts, $600
to all school districts. To what use
could they put that?

What is really at stake is the avail-
ability of art to the American people
across the country. Before the NEA
there were 58 orchestras in the coun-
try. Today there are more than 1,000.
Before the NEA there were 37 profes-
sional dance companies. Now there are
300. Before the NEA, there were 1 mil-
lion people who attended the theater
each year. Today more than 55 million
attend.

Do we want to go back to that era,
when art was available only in large
cities, and only to those who could af-
ford large sums of money? That is what
is at stake. Vote against this rule. Do
not be deluded.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for vyielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that those artis-
tic surgeon’s hands that saved the gen-
tleman’s liver are the ones that got
some training from the NEA.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
this rule, because the Committee on
Rules has failed to allow this House to
vote for the continued funding of the
National Endowment for the Arts. In-
stead, it gives us the Ehlers amend-
ment, and | urge all my colleagues to
read that amendment, because it first
abolishes the National Endowment for
the Arts. This is a bad idea. Members
might ask why, why is it bad for Amer-
ica?

It is bad for the schools, it is bad for
our communities, and most of all, it is
bad for business, so bad that the presi-
dents and CEO’s of America’s largest
corporations have written the Speaker
asking him to sustain the funding for
the arts. Companies likes Pepsi-Cola,
Dean Witter, Procter & Gamble, B.F.
Goodrich, Chase Manhattan Bank have
joined 70 other Fortune 500 companies
in requesting the support of the NEA.
Why? Because the structure of the NEA
serves as a clearinghouse for giving
grant money.

Most importantly, creativity is
America’s greatest gift. Preserve cre-
ativity, preserve the NEA.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. FORBES].

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

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very sad time
for me as a Republican Member of this
House, because for 40 years when the
Republicans were in the minority we
made it clear that we would not do
things this way. We would always have
the sunshine and daylight allow us to
bring an issue up on the floor and have
an up-or-down vote. That is what
should happen for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. This critical pro-
gram has done so much good. It is the
Republican Congress, the 104th Con-
gress, that clamped down on the atroc-
ities that had come to symbolize un-
fairly this agency.

We need to move forward. There have
been 121 instances in the last Congress
where we appropriated unauthorized
programs, and there is no reason why
this program and the Yates amend-
ment could not have a vote. | would
suggest to my colleagues that we need
an up-or-down vote on the NEA. Absent
that, | regret that we are going to have
to vote against the rule. That is some-
thing | truly regret having to do.

On the so-called compromise, if Mem-
bers love the Department of Education
and they love the Department of the
Interior, they are going to love sending
$80 million more through that bureauc-
racy, which is not sensitive to the arts
in America.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ].

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

O 1515

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Rules abuses the rights
of Members by not allowing an amend-
ment supported by Republicans and
Democrats alike to keep the National
Endowment for the Arts alive. That is
undemocratic, and the President will
veto it if it comes to him in that way.

I know the value of the arts to my
communities in New Jersey, in Jersey
City, Hoboken, Newark. They have re-
vitalized downtown businesses, attract-
ing conferences, conventions, increased

tourism, new business, boosting the
value of commercial and residential
real estate.

They are a powerful, positive eco-
nomic ripple effect in our commu-
nities. To eliminate that funding hurts
our communities. They are important
for the education of our children. They
move beyond math and science to
something equally important, imagina-
tion and creativity, allowing students
to interpret their community and the
world around them. And the arts are a
bridge to cross-cultural understanding,
bringing us together as a nation. The
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NEA brings the richness of our people
to the poorest in our communities. So
vote no on the rule. Vote to save the
arts and vote to preserve our rights as
Members in this House.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

[Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.]

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for vyielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, this is not about the
merits of the NEA. We already know
that a majority of the House supports
the NEA and if we had a vote it would
pass. It is about the process. It is a con-
tinuing pattern in this Congress and in
the last Congress. In the last Congress
we saw when a majority of the Con-
gress wanted to keep the Government
open, the majority would not allow the
vote. We saw in this Congress when a
majority of the Congress wanted to end
the debacle with the flood disaster in
the Midwest, the majority in the Con-
gress would not allow a vote.

We saw in the B-2, and | voted for the
B-2, that the majority in this Congress
tried to strip the amendment and
caused us to wait 10 hours to consider
that bill. We are going to do the same
thing today because no matter what
happens with this rule, the NEA will
get funded because that is the will of
the majority, the real majority of the
House and not the ruling majority.

Just this week in Mexico, last Sun-
day, we saw the ruling party allowed
free and fair elections and respected
the will of the people, but the majority
party of this House does not respect
the majority will of the House itself.
What a shame that is. Defeat the rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

[Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.]

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | rise on behalf of the chil-
dren. | rise against the attack on the
NEA because it is summarily unaccept-
able.

SOS: The Fourth of July will have to
be canceled in Washington, DC, for the
NEA sponsored last week, the NEA
sponsored last week the Fourth of July
celebration for this Nation. How unfor-
tunate that the Yates amendment and
other amendments to restore NEA
funding in the Committee on Rules
were not allowed.

Quality of life issues: Less than 0.6
percent of the Federal budget is spent
on our children and the arts. Rep-
resenting most of the arts community
in Houston, let me say to you that this
is a ridiculous trampling on the arts,
the culture and the history of this Na-
tion. What a tragedy that this Nation
does not recognize what the real qual-
ity of life is all about. We are going to
win this. We are not going to see the
clocks turned back. We are going to
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stand up for the children so they know
what art is about, they know their cul-
ture and they know their history. We
are going to stand up and make sure
this rule is defeated.

I ask my colleagues to join me. Bring
up the quality of life and let us keep
the Fourth of July celebrated in the
United States of America.

Mr. Speaker; | speak in order to express my
vehement intent to oppose this rule for H.R.
2107—the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies appropriations bill of 1968. The
related agency that this rule seeks to eliminate
is the National Endowment for the Arts.

The current funding level of $10 million ap-
propriated in H.R. 2107 for the NEA is sum-
marily unacceptable and needed to be
changed. My amendment restored funding for
the NEA to $99.5 million.

The difference between my amendment and
the amendment of my colleague, Representa-
tive YATES, was that my restoration was offset
by a reduction in the Forest Service—forest
and rangeland research appropriation; while
his restoration was offset by using the strate-
gic petroleum reserve.

| am outraged that the Rules Committee has
decided to stop the democratic process by not
allowing the Congress to do its job. The Rules
Committee had decided to use Gestapo ma-
neuvering in not allowing the House of Rep-
resentatives to vote on such an important
issue as preserving an important part of Amer-
ican culture through the arts.

How is it that the chairman of the Rules
Committee can completely stop the demo-
cratic process. Why are we all here? The
Rules Committee was never used to stop the
democratic process. Under the dictator type
leadership of the Republicans, the democratic
process is not taking place.

If the House of Representatives to hold its
title as the people’s House, then Democrats
and Republicans should work together in
openness and fairness. But that is simply not
the case. The Republican majority of the
House has the power to decide which legisla-
tion will be brought to the floor and what will
be voted on. However, under the Republican
dictatorship of the Rules Committee, the full
House is completely stopped from voting on
important legislation of the American people.

| am outraged at where this debate on fund-
ing for the NEA is heading. The opponents of
funding for the NEA are quick to trot out the
occasional bad choices made by the NEA.
However, it is important to highlight and inform
the American public of the vast majority of ac-
tivities funded by the NEA.

In Houston, TX, the Alley Theater is an ex-
cellent representation of the value of the NEA
and the arts in Texas. The Alley Theater is
family oriented with over 200,000 persons at-
tending productions annually. To quote Paul
Tetreault, the managing director of the Alley
Theater in Houston, “the NEA has given
meaning support to the Alley and its audi-
ences for many years.” However, this year,
the Alley was denied funding for a production
as a result of reduced budgets. He states that,
“it was a great surprise and disappointment to
see that support interrupted at a time when
the Alley is realizing its greatest artistic
achievements.” Mr. Tetreault goes on to say
that, “many other deserving theaters, muse-
ums, dance and opera companies have been
even more deeply affected by having their
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grant requests denied. Their losses, like that
of the Alley’s, will have a collateral effect on
the quality of life in the communities they
serve, to the detriment of arts education, com-
merce, and tourism.”

Mr. Speaker, that is what this debate is
about. The quality of life for Americans and
their families and children throughout this
country. This is not about the few bad choices
made by the NEA in the past. This is about
the ability of children and families to view pro-
ductions of plays and musicals; the ability of
children and families to experience art and art
education; the ability of a child to travel across
town to an outdoor play with his father and
mother and share in a meaningful family out-
ing where the love of a family can be shared;
where a community can come together in
place; where the quality of life for residents in
a city can be improved by an arts event that
both educates and entertains.

What is the need to summarily eliminate an
area of the Federal Government that is work-
ing. Funding for the NEA represents less than
six-ten-thousandths—0.0006 percent—of the
entire Federal budget. With that six-ten-thou-
sandths percent—0.0006 percent, the NEA is
still the largest single source of funding for the
nonprofit arts in the United States. This invest-
ment of the U.S. Government is an investment
in the quality of life for families and children.
It spawns investment and giving to the arts by
the American people, private and corporate
donors. However, increased demands on all
sectors of private giving have recently pre-
sented corporate and individual donors with
tough choices. How can we expect private do-
nations to the arts to increase, when we do
not keep our commitment to the NEA. This is
the time that the Federal Government should
be making an investment in the NEA, not clos-
ing it.

Who are we really hurting if we do not fund
and support the arts. We are hurting middle
class and poor America. Seven point five—7.5
percent—of funding for the NEA goes directly
to projects in under-served communities.
Through access and outreach related grants,
the NEA has helped to make the arts acces-
sible to millions of Americans who could not
otherwise afford them. What does that mean?
It means that children in poor communities will
not have access to plays, musicals, stage pro-
ductions, and arts education that serve to in-
crease the quality of life and overall edu-
cational value of American children. We are
hurting the very people that we are sent here
to help. We are hurting families who are trying
to raise their children to respect the commu-
nity. Mr. Speaker, we are hurting America.

Most grants of the NEA help support com-
munity outreach projects, free and touring con-
cerns, and educational initiatives that make
our major institutions accessible to all Ameri-
cans. How many children will not hear the
sweet and magnificent sounds of the sym-
phony and orchestra because of this bill. How
many families that cannot afford to by tickets
to the symphony will be left out of valuable
and quality appreciation of the performing arts.

Cutting funding for the NEA will not only
negatively affect cities, but it will also nega-
tively affect rural, small town communities.
NEA grants serve communities in both urban
and rural areas. In most small towns across
the country, traveling tours, exhibits, and con-
certs are the major exposure to the live per-
forming arts that children receive. The small
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town and rural communities cannot afford to
support a full symphony, orchestra, or mu-
seum.

Funding for the NEA is not a Republicans
versus Democrats issue. There are even Re-
publicans that support level funding for the
NEA. It is not a conservative versus liberal
issue. Funding for the NEA is a cultural issue.
Important cultural, educational, and artistic
programs are funded by the NEA. Business
leaders, educators, cities, States, and even
law enforcement officials support funding for
the NEA. After schools arts programs keep
kids off the streets. We have all heard the
phrase “an idle mind is the devil's workshop.”
If we are able to reach kids and take them off
of the streets via an after school arts program,
then why don’'t we. Funding for the NEA ex-
poses inner city minority children to Hamlet
and the Othello.

The Cultural Arts Council of Houston/Harris
County receives funding from the NEA. They
have over 115 members that receive funding
from them. These organizations would be dra-
matically hurt by the destablization of funding
due to cuts in the NEA.

The NEA stimulates local and national
economies and helps to create jobs. It is esti-
mated that nationally, the NEA generates $37
billion in economic activity and returns $3.4
billion in Federal income taxes to the U.S.
Treasury each year. The estimated impact to
the Houston community because of funding
cuts to the NEA was a negative $1.5 million
across all manners of organizations both great
and small. Houston’s diversity of institutions
makes it a great city. We do not believe in elit-
ism. Cultural diversity is keen. If funding for
the NEA is drastically cut, then the negative
impact in Houston will be devastating, estimat-
ing that it will cost the city over $3 million in
economic gains.

The Houston Ballet is internationally known.
C.C. Conner, the managing director of the
Houston Ballet expressed that, “private sup-
port cannot replace the role of the Govern-
ment cultural funding.” He states that, “fund-
ing from the NEA has played a significant role
in Houston Ballet's growth from a small re-
gional company to what is today, according to
many dance critics, one of the premier dance
companies in the United States * * * how-
ever, one can safely say that Texas' citizens
and taxpayers are losing jobs and income as
a result of NEA cutbacks.”

The NEA makes the arts accessible to all
Americans. There is no doubt that a people
and culture without a preservation of the arts
in history are doomed. | urge my colleagues to
oppose this dictatorial rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss] a very valuable member of
the Committee on Rules and chairman
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished gentleman from Glens
Falls, NY, for yielding me the time and
I rise in support of this mainly open
rule.

Mr. Speaker, the Interior appropria-
tions bill, which is what this is, pro-
vides important funding to protect our
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natural resources for future genera-
tions, including our children. The un-
derlying bill is an excellent example of
doing more with less.

We are going to save money by focus-
ing our limited resource in priority
areas. Even though this bill spends $100
million less than last year’s appropria-
tion, it still provides important fund-
ing increases for our national parks,
the National Forest System, and the
National Wilderness Refuges, which
many Americans and American chil-
dren use.

Especially important for my home
State of Florida, this is a vehicle for
the crucial Everglades restoration
funds. These funds permit us to meet
the Federal commitment in our ongo-
ing effort to restore and preserve for
future generations, especially our chil-
dren, the unique river of grass.

Another important provision is the
extension of the Outer Continental
Shelf oil and gas exploration morato-
rium, which protects Florida’s fragile
coastline from oil slicks and pollution.
Each year for the last 13 years Con-
gress has passed this moratorium, and
I am pleased that the committee has
once again seen fit to include this com-
monsense measure. So many people
enjoy our beaches and shores, includ-
ing, of course, all Americans, many
visitors, and especially our children.

As always, there are some issues in
this bill that remain controversial and
probably always will be. But the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has
done an outstanding job balancing the
very diverse views of this body.

This rule likewise reflects a genuine
workable compromise. | think it is a
good process. | think the rule is a good
rule, and | think it is a good bill.

If the NEA is the only way to culture
in America, then we have got a prob-
lem. This rule provides for us to look
at other ways to get public money, tax
dollars, to the public for the purpose of
the arts. Those who suggest the sky is
falling on the arts if the NEA is cut
back or curtailed do not understand
that there are many ways and many as-
pects to the arts. | believe that the
block grant opportunity is one we
should examine, and will under this
rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. MALONEY].

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, | rise against the rule and in
support of one of America’s greatest
treasures, the National Endowment for
the Arts.

My colleagues, who want to slash the
NEA budget, say it is elitist and con-
troversial. Some claim that eliminat-
ing the NEA will help cut the deficit.
But their numbers do not add up. The
NEA budget represents only 0.01 per-
cent of the Federal budget. That trans-
lates into 35 cents a person, little more
than the cost of one postage stamp. In
fact the NEA actually brings in money.
The arts generate $36 billion in revenue
and pay $3.4 billion in Federal income
taxes.
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In New York State, the NEA is a
boon to the economy. The arts employ
approximately 174,000 New Yorkers and
attract millions of tourists annually,
producing an estimated $13 billion in
revenue. Without the NEA, local thea-
ter and educational groups that intro-
duce children to the arts will be forced
to dim their lights. That would be a se-
rious loss to this country.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, this rule needs to be defeated be-
cause if it passes, the National Endow-
ment for the Arts and all the great
work that it does will be defeated.

During our hearing on the Sub-
committee on Interior of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, we heard from a
young lady by the name of Denyce
Graves. She grew up just a very few
miles from here, right next to the Ken-
nedy Center, but the Kennedy Center
could have been a world away. She
never had the money to go to the Ken-
nedy Center.

But because of an NEA grant, there
was a community opera production
that she went to when she was a teen-
ager. She was inspired by it. She went
on to devote her career to being an
opera singer. She now plays Carmen at
the Met. That may not seem important
to the Members of this body, but I
know it is important to millions of
young families and children around the
country who would like that similar
opportunity and will not have that op-
portunity if it is only the elitist orga-
nizations that are funded. NEA works
on behalf of the real people of America.
Give their talent an opportunity to ex-
press itself. We are all richer because
of it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. Pryce], a very distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the distinguished chairman of
the committee for yielding me the
time. | rise in strong support of this
fair rule. This is about the NEA, but it
is only a small part of this legislation.
This appropriations bill is also about
preserving our Nation’s rich heritage,
our natural resources like our national
forests and parks; our human re-
sources, like improving native Amer-
ican education and the many museums
and cultural centers all around the
country.

This bill is about keeping our history
and heritage alive for people of all ages
and all walks of life to see and to
enjoy. What we do today in this bill
will not just preserve our past for the
record books, it will also enable us to
educate our children and grandchildren
about who we are and where we came
from and the events that shaped our
Nation’s history. By caring for these
precious resources, we honor the legacy
of our land and the struggles and the
accomplishments of those who came
before us.
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Mr. Speaker, summer is a time when
many of our constituents pack up the
family and head off to vacation, maybe
to the Nation’s Capital to take advan-
tage of the diverse cultural institu-
tions that Washington has to offer. |
am pleased to note that the bill pro-
vides priority funding for the Smithso-
nian Institution, the National Gallery
of Art, the John F. Kennedy Center and
the National Holocaust Museum.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
worked very hard to find a way to re-
solve the controversies surrounding the
funding for the National Endowment
for the Arts. This has been a difficult
emotional issue for Members on both
sides of the debate, and many thought-
ful arguments have been made for why
the NEA should or should not continue
as it is today. | believe this rule offers
a very fair approach to debating the
question of whether the Federal Gov-
ernment should be engaged in promot-
ing the arts in America and to what de-
gree.

This rule permits the House to de-
bate an amendment which will trans-
form the current NEA to a block grant
program funded at $80 million, to be
administered by the States. This may
not be the preferred option for those
who strongly support the NEA, but in
my view it is an honest, good faith at-
tempt to resolve this difficult situation
and to maintain an appropriate Federal
commitment to promoting the arts and
the culture in American society.

Mr. Speaker, in closing let me say
that | deeply appreciate the hard work
of my colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

We all recognize the tight con-
straints of the Federal budget and the
contentiousness of many of these is-
sues. He has crafted a bill that bal-
ances good government choices with a
paramount need to restore, preserve,
and protect our Nation’s natural and
cultural resources. This is a respon-
sible bill. And under this rule we will
have a chance for an open debate. |
urge my colleagues in the strongest
possible terms to vote for this fair and
open rule and to support the Interior
appropriations bill that it supports.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, we
look back over history and we see that
the great civilizations are not remem-
bered for the wars that they fought.
They are not remembered for the peo-
ple that they killed in those wars.

The great civilizations of history are
remembered for the arts that they pro-
vided for their people: music, art,
sculpture, and literature. But through-
out those ages, it was not always easy
for those who advocated the arts.
There were always those in govern-
ment who wanted to prevent the arts
from progressing.

When Rodin developed the great
sculpture of the Burghers of Calais,
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they would not pay him for that. Mi-
chelangelo was thrown in jail. The im-
pressionists were prevented from pre-
senting their art. So all through his-
tory we had those who have objected to
the arts.

I may be soon visiting Rome. When |
go to Rome and | go to La Scala or | go
to the National Gallery in Naples or |
go to the Pitti Palace or the Uffizi,
allow me to say to those ltalians that
we, the greatest Nation in the world,
also preserve and support the arts.
Vote no on this rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. DICKS].

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | had the
honor of serving on the Subcommittee
on Interior for 21 years, both under the
chairmanship of the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. YATES] and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. To me this is
one of the saddest days that | can re-
member.

I believe that the National Endow-
ment for the Arts deserves the support
of the Congress and of the American
people. | believe that if we go back to
1964 and we see the Endowment created
and we look at the growth in funding
from the private sector, it matches the
growth of our Federal support for the
endowment.
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| believe that over 100,000 grants have
been made and less than 50 have been
controversial. When we think of the
arts, we think of controversy. | think
that is an incredible record.

I urge my colleagues today to sup-
port the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY] and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. Let us defeat
this rule. Let us send them back to the
Committee on Rules and come out here
with an amendment that allows us to
vote up or down on the NEA. This
block grant thing is nothing but a
fraud, in my opinion.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CAPPS].

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

Mr. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
fierce opposition to the rule. In my dis-
trict in California the National Endow-
ment for the Arts has supported such
valuable programs as the Children’s
Creative Project, the Santa Barbara
Museum of Art, Cal Poly Arts, the
Santa Barbara Symphony Orchestra,
UC Santa Barbara Arts and Lectures,
Cuesta College Public Events, and the
list goes on and on.

The National Endowment for the
Arts also contributes to the economy
of California. Funding for NEA is only
a mere 0.001 percent of our Nation’s $1.7
trillion dollar Federal budget, but this
seed money snowballs when private and
nonprofit sectors see the government’s
endorsement and then add to it.
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Small amounts of public arts support
leverages immense amounts of outside
funding, which have the net result of
creating more jobs, greater profits, and
more taxes. The work of NEA can be
justified simply on the basis of what it
does to advance the arts, but it also
contributes to the vitality as well as to
the economy of our communities. It is
a positive, positive national force. Let
us defeat the rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from lllinois
[Mr. CRANE], a distinguished member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Unfortunately, we only have 1
minute we can allocate to him, but he
deserves it.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | will try to compress a lot in
1 minute.

One of the things that struck my
mind is there was $10 million provided
for of continued funding for NEA, and
with their 20 percent overhead costs,
that leaves $8 million for distribution.
That $8 million for distribution | think
we can probably raise out of the pock-
ets at least of those colleagues here
who are such staunch supporters of the
NEA.

One of the things that concerns me
about it is the maldistribution of NEA
funds. The majority of those funds go
to D.C., New York, and L.A. My dis-
trict is significantly larger than D.C.
in population. We got $5,000. But Wash-
ington, DC, got double what my whole
State of Illinois got.

It is a good old boy network. It is
time to terminate that and depend
upon the voluntary contributions to-
taling $9.5 billion a year out of the
pockets voluntarily of citizens.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
say that that good old boy network my
friend just referred to is run by a
woman.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to inquire
of the time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CAaMP). The gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY] has 5 minutes re-
maining and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLOMON] has 6 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. ALLEN].

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. Maine is a small
State but there the NEA has helped us
achieve innovative arts programming.

As a former president of the Portland
Stage Co., | have seen firsthand how a
very small amount of Federal funding
helps to support local efforts. It spurs
the local economy. In Portland, for ex-
ample, over 150,000 people a year visit
the Children’s Museum, and while
there they eat in our restaurants, they
shop in our stores and they revitalize
our economy.

In rural Maine, small
NEA funds help musical,

amounts of
theatrical,
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and other performing groups brighten
our communities.

Leslie Abrams, one of Maine’s best
comediennes, put it well: “A world
without art is gray, lifeless, dull. The
musicians, the actors, the dancers, the
sculptors, the composers, the painters,
the photographers, the choreographers,
the writers and, yes, even the
comediennes like myself, are there to
bring color and joyful noise to the
world. We help others find what is uni-
versal in our experience.”

Support the NEA. Vote against this
rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DUKE CUNNINGHAM], a very val-
uable Member of this body.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, if
we want to save the arts and save the
arts for children, $80 million goes to all
States, not the majority to New York
or my State of California. There was a
Republican compromise back in 1995.
As the chairman of the subcommittee,
along with the majority leader, we
brought moderate Republicans, con-
servatives, in an agreement to save the
arts for 3 years. Give them $99 million,
let them establish their own endow-
ment, their own endowment, and take
it off of taxpayers.

Twenty million dollars in adminis-
trative fees, the rest of it going to New
York and California, very little to
many of the States, we decided to get
rid of that. Let us put the money down
to the States, down to the children,
and take it out of the liberal hands of
the NEA.

What this rule does is eliminate the
organization, not the arts. If we want
our rhetoric to go where it is and save
the arts, let us put the money down
there. When we talk about policy, when
the Democrats were in the majority
they eliminated this amendment on an
up or down vote because they knew it
would pass, that the money would get
to the children, not to the liberal NEA
itself.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER].

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

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I am a
little bit troubled by this. | would say
to my good friend that this rule is ab-
solutely a gag rule.

Now, we have had some examples in
the Committee on Appropriations
about some of the abuses in the NEA.
Certainly we do not like the abuses
that have occurred in this NEA. But let
me remind my colleagues of this: There
are abuses that occur in all programs.
We do not close down our military
academies simply because we have had
scandals. In the Naval Academy, all
the academies, we have had scandals.

We have funded on this floor over $20
billion for a B-1 bomber, which | sup-
ported, that has never flown a mission
and took no part in the Persian Gulf. It
has never flown a mission. We do not
stop building airplanes.
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One of the greatest things for my
kids, when they were going to school in
this little country school, was when
the local symphony from Charlotte or
Raleigh or someplace would come and
do a skit for them. They were abso-
lutely enraptured by it.

This is a good program. We want to
weed out the bad things but, in my
view, this rule is absolutely a gag rule
to keep us from doing what is the
democratic way in this House. Vote
down this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

We have heard a lot about a gag rule
on this floor today. Let us be perfectly
clear. This rule is an open rule. Any
Member can stand up here and offer
any amendment under an open rule
that is allowed under the rules of this
House. That is clear.

Several years ago | wrote a book,
“Before Its Time,” which dealt with
balancing the Federal budget. In that,
dealing with the arts, | said then the
central question is whether or not the
Federal Government should be subsi-
dizing art and humanities, and went on
to say, ‘“As George Will points out, we
had the poetry of Walt Whitman and
the paintings of Grandma Moses’’—
from my district—*‘without this Kkind
of aid.”

I went on to say that, “While it may
be true that reducing funding would re-
sult in fewer of these activities, private
funding can and should be able to fill
the gap. In fact, subsidies account for a
mere fraction of what the actual
amount spent on the arts is. In 1990,
Americans donated nearly $8 billion to
the arts, culture, and the humanities.
The commitment to the arts goes far
beyond the NEA.”’

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from |Illinois [Mr. YATES], a
dear friend, a fellow who has done so
much for the NEA, and whose amend-
ment should be made in order but it is
not.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, as we have heard in this
debate, the fundamental question that
is involved is the one that we had with
respect to the Crane amendment. This
is a vote to determine whether or not
we Kkill the NEA. This is a vote that
will deprive me of the opportunity of
offering an amendment that will allow
the House to determine the question as
to whether funds should be allowed to
keep NEA in operation.

One point should be made, Mr.
Speaker. If this rule is approved, it is
inevitable that NEA will be stricken
from the bill on a point of order and
nobody will be allowed to offer an
amendment with respect to NEA.

One point is indisputable. If this rule
goes down, this rule will come back
with only one change, the opportunity
to offer an amendment for NEA. That
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is all that will be required. Therefore,
if we are for the National Endowment
for the Arts, as I know many of my
friends on the Republican side are,
then we must vote against this rule. It
is that simple.

More than that, if we think that
Members of the House should be al-
lowed to vote on this question and not
be required to accept it as an imprima-
tur from the Committee on Rules, we
should vote against this rule.

The gentleman from California, Mr.
DAvID DREIER, my good friend, talked
about the fact that if NEA is killed, we
will have the same kind of an arts com-
munity throughout the country. Mr.
Speaker, nothing is further from the
truth. NEA brings the arts to every
American community, not just to the
big cities.

Oh, we will have the big cities with
their arts, as they always have. We will
have Chicago and New York and we
will have Houston and Los Angeles. All
of them will have the same kinds of
wonderful arts companies that they
have had. But the cities, small cities
like Jessup, IA, or Gilpin, GA, popu-
lations of 2,500, will not be able to get
the benefits of the arts.

I should read to my colleagues, and |
do not know whether | will have
enough time, but | want to point out
there was a witness who appeared be-
fore our committee from Jessup, IA,
who pointed out what a grant to that
small farm community meant to the
people who were there. When they
heard that they were going to have a
quartet come to Jessup, IA, the local
furniture store supplied the beds, an-
other family would sacrifice a TV.

I would refer my colleagues to page 3
of the hearings for 1994 if they want to
see what happened to this small com-
munity which had this grant. It was a
wonderful, wonderful experience for
which it would be deprived in the fu-
ture if the arts go down. | hope we will
vote down this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
just say that out of respect for the gen-
tleman from Illinois, we let him go a
little beyond his time. We hope our col-
leagues will allow the majority leader
to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY], our distinguished major-
ity leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding me this time.

Let me begin by extending my com-
pliments to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMON] and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] and
the other members of what | might
dare characterize as the long suffering
Committee on Rules for completing
their work again late last night to
bring this rule to the floor today.

I would also like to give my com-
pliments to the chairman of the Inte-
rior appropriations bill, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], a fine gen-
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tleman and a decent and honorable
man respected by the whole body.

And my particular compliments to
my good friend, the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. YATES].
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Mr. YATES and | have labored over
this issue throughout all the years |
have been here, and he, even years be-
fore 1 came; and | have found him in
every instance to be a gentleman, a
compassionate, a concerned, a sharing
and a caring man, stubbornly holding
to his point of view, but | appreciated
him then and | appreciate him now.

Mr. Speaker, every year, in every
summer that | have been in Congress,
we have dealt with the Interior appro-
priations bill, and in each of these
times the debate has been, more than
anything else, about the National En-
dowment for the Arts.

In some respects | think that has
been unfortunate because of all the
good things that are covered in this
bill that too often get overlooked. The
National Endowment for the Arts has
always been, in this case, bigger than
life. It has always been a very small
fraction of the total spending of the
bill, in this case less than $100 million
in a $14 billion bill.

The National Endowment for the
Arts is small with respect to the extent
to which the Nation supports the arts,
$100 million or less as over and against
the $10 billion that the American peo-
ple put out. It is certainly small rel-
ative to the people’s business, which is
a $1.6 trillion budget that will be
brought into balance as we complete
all of this year’s work.

What makes it so big? What makes it
so big? It is made big by the concerted,
well-funded, well-motivated efforts of
the art elite in America, who want the
focus to be not on whether or not there
will be funding over the arts, but
whether or not they will be in control
of the funding of the arts.

This rule, | said, makes in order the
Interior appropriations bill, which has
within it $10 million for support of the
arts from the Federal Government; $10
million not protected by an exception
to the rules of the House. The rule also
makes in order an amendment that
would give $80 million to support for
the arts if passed.

So what we find here is people who
mobilize their efforts to protect their
control over $10 million as opposed to
having local control over $80 million.
My colleagues do not think this is
about control? My colleagues do not
think this is about power? My col-
leagues do not want to confess it is
about an elite that says let us keep the
money in our arts community centers
across the country and within our con-
trol so we can decide what is art and
what is not art?

That is precisely what it is about.
Should we, in fact, have the good peo-
ple of lowa decide for themselves at the
local level what they would support, or
should they send off an application to a



July 10, 1997

board of art censors in the East who
know better what is or is not art suit-
able for the people in lowa? Should we
have the local control? Should we have
a fair disbursement of the money so ev-
erybody in this Nation on a per capita
basis gets a fair share of the art? Or
should we have it sent to the arts cen-
ters like Soho in New York City?

Should we make it more possible for
more children to have more Crayolas in
their hands by virtue of local control
where they can do art, or should we
have already privileged artists and
privileged troops and privileged organi-
zations in our major cities have addi-
tional money that supports the already
rich budgets they have?

This is not about whether or not
there is Federal funding for the arts
supported by the Congress. This is
about whether or not the Congress will
let that funding be controlled and dis-
bursed by an elite group or whether it
will be controlled and disbursed by the
local community.

If my colleagues want more funding
for the arts than what is in the bill, if
they want fair distribution of the fund-
ing for the arts that is in the bill, if
they want local communities to deter-
mine for themselves what is or is not
art that they would like to see in their
communities from this bill, vote “‘yes”
for this rule and make this in order.

If, on the other hand, they want to
perpetuate a system of art censorship
held in the hands of a group of elite ac-
tivists sponsored by the Federal Gov-
ernment of the United States for the
express purpose of deciding this is or
this is not art, then vote for control,
vote against freedom, vote against fair-
ness, vote for the status quo, and they
can have that.

If my colleagues truly, in their heart,
can reach down and say it is fair to
continue the National Endowment for
the Arts, which has been the single
most visible and deplorable black eye
on the arts in America that | have seen
in my lifetime, as opposed to what real
people and their real communities did
to celebrate the arts, music, classics in
their own communities for 200 years
before there was a National Endow-
ment for the Arts, | say vote for this
rule, vote for freedom, vote for the
children, vote for the parents, and vote
against elite control of art in America.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 five legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 181.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to express my strong opposition to this rule
that would set the terms of the debate for the
fiscal year 1998 Interior appropriations bill. |
must oppose this rule because it is a gag
rule—it denies those of us in the House who
support continued funding for the National En-
dowment for the Arts the opportunity to make
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our case, and instead makes in order an NEA-
killing amendment.

The bill as reported by the Appropriations
Committee reduces funding for the NEA to
$10 million from the current year's funding
level of $99.5 million. And that's on top of a
40 percent cut already inflicted on the NEA 2
years ago. | understand that Members of the
Republican leadership have been spearhead-
ing the effort to eliminate the NEA—reminis-
cent of a Republican-led effort to get rid of Big
Bird a few years ago—and that's why we have
this rule before us. What | fail to understand
is why.

The NEA plays an extremely important role
in educating our children about art and pro-
moting the arts. Not only is this a worthwhile
endeavor in and of itself—the arts enrich our
lives and are an integral part of our culture—
but the arts also contribute to a vibrant econ-
omy all across our country. In fact, to those
who say the NEA is a waste of taxpayers
money or a luxury we can't afford in era of
tight budgets, | say the NEA is a wise invest-
ment. While the NEA comprises only a tiny
fraction of the total Federal budget—approxi-
mately 1/1000th—for this small investment mil-
lions of nonfederal dollars are matched to fur-
ther promote the arts, and the arts return more
than $3 billion to the Federal treasury in arts-
related commerce.

Through the NEA, the arts are supported in
every State, reaching people in small towns
and rural areas who otherwise may have no
opportunity to enjoy music, dance, or theater.
Eliminating the NEA and replacing it with a
new bureaucracy that would be required to ad-
minister this untested unproven block grant
system would jeopardize those opportunities
and would end the Endowment's grants for
lifelong learning programs such as those that
serve our Nation’s adults, senior citizens, and
disabled citizens. Access to the arts that
young people and adults now enjoy through
public radio and television and touring cultural
programs would be canceled.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to reject this rule. Let us stand with
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the Na-
tional Association of Counties who believe
there is a Federal role in the arts and with the
National Assembly of State Arts Agencies
which opposes block granting all Federal arts
dollars. Let us stand up for nurturing our chil-
dren and our country’s cultural heritage. This
rule is wrong, it is antidemocratic, and it
should be defeated.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong opposition to this rule. This rule can
work to ruin the livelihoods of numerous splen-
did artists in my district; halt the regeneration
of the city of Peekskill, village of Cold Spring
and several other struggling communities; and
to deny many of my constituents theater,
dance, opera, painting, and other artistic medi-
ums.

This shortsighted decision to severely crip-
ple our Nation's preservation of culture will
haunt us in the near future. All of us like to
think of the United States of America as a civ-
ilized country, but how civilized is a country
that abandons their commitment to the arts.
How civilized is a country that does not
prioritized art and culture as the inevitable
measurement of our society? When we look
for signs of early and ancient man, where do
we find it? In the arts that ancient cultures left
behind.
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Absent the argument of whether or not the
NEA should continue, there is a yet a bigger
concern being debated here—Democracy.
This rule denies this Chamber a straight up
and down vote on funding the NEA. It allows
an attempt to reach compromise by block
granting arts funds without any hearings. This
amendment, while supposedly sympathetic to
the arts, operates on the premise of eliminat-
ing the NEA—a premise with which | cannot
agree.

Henry Wadsworth Longfellow wrote that:
“Art is the child of Nature; yes,

Her darling child, in whom we trace
The features of the mother’s face,
Her aspect and her attitude.”

That quote leads me to ask one question.
What kind of mother are we then if we de-
value the arts? Allow a vote on NEA funding.
Defeat this rule.

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to this unfair and damaging rule. The fu-
ture of the National Endowment for the Arts
lies to the balance. The important programs
funded through the NEA play an integral part
in our communities and schools, in turn, hav-
ing a tremendous positive impact on the future
of our children and society as a whole. As a
member of the Congressional Arts Caucus, |
take a special interest in protecting the future
of the NEA.

The NEA plays a crucial role in providing
the tools necessary to enhance the arts pro-
grams of our Nation. Without it, access to mu-
seums, theaters, festivals, and other celebra-
tions of the arts would be greatly limited. We
cannot allow this to happen.

The arts play a vital role in education and
enhance our communities. By promoting art
programs in our schools, we create more well-
rounded, self-confident students who excel in
their studies. Art programs benefit our commu-
nities by bringing together a wide range of cul-
tural activities for all our citizens while also
strengthening local economies.

New York City is home to numerous muse-
ums, theaters, and dance groups who rely on
funding from the NEA. These attractions draw
millions of tourists each year to our city, gen-
erating billions of dollars for the New York City
economy while creating thousands of jobs for
its residents. In my District of Queens, numer-
ous art programs rely on funding from the
NEA. | was proud to have 12 cultural groups
from my district benefit from the NEA during
fiscal year 1997. If their funding were discon-
tinued, it would have a devastating effect on
their future and the Queens community.

Mr. Speaker, it would be a tragic mistake to
destroy the National Endowment for the Arts.
The positive influences it has had on our
schools and communities are numerous and
far-reaching. | urge my colleagues to vote
against this unfair rule and save the future of
the National Endowments for the Arts.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to the rule, and to express my dis-
appointment that the whole House will not
have the opportunity to decide the fate of the
National Endowment for the Arts [NEA].

The arguments in favor of limited funding for
the NEA are hollow and without merit.

Government support for the arts is not a
program for the elite.

Eliminating the endowment will do almost
nothing to reduce the deficit.

The private sector cannot and will not pro-
vide sufficient funding to make up this loss.
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Let me tell you the many reasons that most
Americans believe in government support for
the arts:

The arts stimulate economic growth. For
every dollar the NEA invests in communities,
there is a 20-fold return in jobs services, and
contracts.

The arts invest in our communities. The arts
develop in our citizens a sense of community,
and contribute to the livability for families in
that community.

The arts are basic to a thorough education.
Student achievement and test scores in aca-
demic subjects can improve when the arts are
used to assist learning in mathematics, social
studies, creative writing, and communication
skills.

| invite anyone who thinks the NEA is not
needed to visit the Puppet Company Play-
house in Glen Echo Park, just a few miles
from the Capitol.

It's a 200 seat theater created out of a por-
tion of an historic ballroom at Glen Echo Park.
The audience is usually made up of children
accompanied by their families and teachers,
representing the cultural and economic diver-
sity of Maryland, Virginia, and the District of
Columbia. An NEA grant allows the Puppet
Co. to keep the ticket prices low so that many
young families can attend the performances.
The associates who run the company work
hard for modest salaries in the true spirit of
keeping their company nonprofit.

| think most taxpayers would be pleased to
know that they support such a worthwhile
project.

Mr. Speaker, our legislative agenda could
have far-reaching implications for the cultural
vitality of our Nation. Therefore, | cannot sup-
port this rule.

Art is how we remember. It is important,
even vital, that we support and encourage the
promotion of the arts so that the rich and cul-
tural story of our past can be made available
to future generations.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | regret that
| will not be present for this important debate,
due to a death in my family. However, |
strongly oppose this rule because it fails to
waive points of order on the section of the bill
that provides funding for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. Waiving points of order on
this section would protect the Appropriations
Committee’s work, and allow the issue of Fed-
eral funding for the arts to reach the House
floor.

Numerous Members from both sides of the
aisle testified yesterday before the Rules
Committee in favor of allowing a straight up or
down vote on the National Endowment for the
Arts [NEA] on the House floor. But instead,
the Rules Committee decided to deny the
Members of this body an opportunity to vote
on this issue, which affects millions of people
across the country.

Our Federal investment in the NEA is an in-
vestment in our children’s educational devel-
opment and in our Nation's economic growth.
The $99.5 million we invest in the NEA yields
a return of $3.4 billion to the Federal Treasury.
| know of no other investment we make that
yields so great a return.

Studies have shown that investments in arts
education yields other dividends as well. For
example, we now know that playing the piano
helps students better learn math and science.
It is “penny wise and pound foolish” for us to
sacrifice the investment in arts education that
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we have been making in our children and our
communities—particularly without an up-or-
down vote by this democratic Congress.

As a majoritarian body, the House has an
obligation to ensure that members of Con-
gress have the opportunity to determine the
future of the NEA by voting on it, rather than
being blocked by a procedural issue. The NEA
has played an essential role in our society for
over 30 years. It is simply unfair to make any
decision affecting its continuation—and in turn
affecting the millions of citizens who benefit
from NEA-funded programs—uwithout the ben-
efit of a vote by the entire House of Rep-
resentatives.

This is not a parochial issue. All Members of
this House recently received a letter from
Americans United to Save the Arts and Hu-
manities, an organization of business leaders,
expressing their strong support for the NEA.
The CEO of the Xerox Corp., the chairman
and CEO of Sun America, Inc., the chairman
and CEO of the Sara Lee Corp., and over 100
other business leaders endorsed continued
Federal funding for the NEA as well as the
National Endowment for the Humanities
[NEH]. As their letter explained, “The NEA
and the NEH have each been valuable com-
ponents in creating a healthy business cli-
mate. We value employees with a solid edu-
cation in the arts and humanities. * * * Expo-
sure to an arts education produces workers
with such skills as analysis, synthesis, evalua-
tion and critical judgement—key elements to
success in today's competitive global econ-
omy.” The letter went on to say, “We recog-
nize the tight constraints of the Federal budg-
et. However, it is evident that there is a clear
parallel between the Federal investment in cul-
ture and the willingness of corporations, foun-
dations and individuals to support cultural ac-
tivity.” Business leaders know how important
the NEA's contribution to the arts is to the
success of our Nation in the global economy.

The Rules Committee’s failure to protect the
NEA against points of order is simply a ruse
to prevent a majority of House Members from
exercising their will on this issue. Arguments
that the NEA should not be funded because it
is unauthorized are disingenuous. As we all
know, a lack of authorization never prevents
this body from appropriating funds for any pro-
gram, unless opponents of that funding need
a handy excuse. In fact, a Congressional
Budget Office report from January 1997
states, “The CBO is unaware of any case in
which appropriations have not been provided
for a program solely because its authorization
has expired.” In fiscal year 1997, this House
passed appropriations for 121 programs which
were unauthorized. Obviously, authorization is
not an absolute requirement, but one that the
majority applies selectively.

The Ehlers/Hunter amendment to retain
funding for the arts in the form of State block
grants is an unacceptable substitute. Federal
leadership and funding play the essential role
in the effort to make arts available in every
community to every citizen. The State arts
agencies rely upon Federal leadership and di-
rect funding of national initiatives to attract pri-
vate, corporate, and foundation support to the
arts, especially from funders who can be en-
couraged to provide matching support on a re-
gional or national basis. The National Assem-
bly of State Arts Agencies [NASAA], which
represents the State and special jurisdictional
government arts agencies of the United
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States, strongly opposes block grants to
States.

Under a block grant system, there would be
great difficulty in creating a fair formula for al-
locating arts funding among the States. In ad-
dition, NEA grants that go to one district often
benefit numerous other communities and
States. This is particularly true in the case of
exhibits or performance groups that travel to
various locations. Block grants would eliminate
the incentive that currently exists under our
system of direct Federal funding to give
money to fund arts programs with interstate
benefits.

The full House of Representatives deserves
the opportunity to vote on the NEA, not on
block grants which are unacceptable to the
State arts agencies, to our constituents, and to
most Members of Congress.

For these reasons, | urge my colleagues to
defeat the rule on the Interior appropriations
bill.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
opposition to the rule for the Interior appropria-
tions bill because it doesn’t waive points of
order on funding for the National Endowment
for the Arts.

Unless this rule is defeated, the House will
never have a straight up or down vote on
funding for this vitally important agency—a
vote that NEA supporters would clearly win.

A majority of the House is ready to offer the
American people a full chorus of beautiful art,
but opponents want them to settle for some-
one singing solo in the shower.

| support the NEA because it's a solid finan-
cial investment, helping to generate $3.4 bil-
lion in Federal income taxes.

| support the NEA because it's a solid edu-
cational investment, lifting America to new lev-
els of cultural endeavors and bettering our na-
tion immeasurably.

And | support the NEA because it's a solid
investment in America’s cultural heritage,
bringing art to communities throughout the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the arts and the NEA by voting to defeat
the rule before us.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to op-
pose the rule and support the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. The NEA is a great invest-
ment for the American people and, quite frank-
ly, | think that our time would be better spent
debating an issue other than a program which
costs each American a grand total of 38 cents
a year.

I would like to specifically highlight one of
these propaganda newsletters that came to
my office denouncing the NEA as “offensive”
and “elitist”. Imagine my surprise when | saw
that one of these objectionable grants was
Dances for Wave Hill a program which is held
in my district.

Most of the Members of this body may not
be familiar with Wave Hill but the residents of
the Bronx are proud of this facility which en-
compasses 28 acres of gardens and wood-
lands overlooking the Hudson River. Dances
for Wave Hill is a series of outdoor perform-
ances produced by Dancing in the Streets, a
group specifically founded with the intention of
introducing dance to new audiences.

You might wonder what is so objectionable
about the program. Strangely enough, some
groups are angry that there is no subway stop
in the garden so they have labeled Dances for
Wave Hill as an elitist program.
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It is time we took a good look at the cam-
paign of misinformation which has been aimed
at the NEA. The funding for the NEA is money
well spent and | urge all of my colleagues to
defeat the rule.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, as the
House considers legislation which does not
allow a fair and open debate, and vote, on the
National Endowment for the Arts, | urge my
colleagues to consider the words of Elliott
Levitas, writer, attorney, former member of the
Georgia House of Representatives and former
United States Congressman representing the
Fourth Congressional District of Georgia:
CULTURAL WAR RAGES IN AMERICA—ALL

GREAT CIVILIZATIONS OF THE PAST HAVE

PROVIDED PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS

(By Elliott Levitas)

Proposals in Congress to abolish the rel-
atively minuscule public funding for the
arts, humanities and noncommercial public
TV and radio lie at the heart of a cultural
war raging in America.

In the face of charges of elitism, budget
deficits and controversial subject matter,
the real issue is whether there is a vital role
for government to seed and supplement the
private sector in promoting, preserving and
transmitting American culture.

Every great civilization has provided pub-
lic support for its arts and culture. Whether
it was Egyptian, Babylonian, Greek, Roman,
Spanish, French, British or whatever, these
towering forebears of our culture all pro-
vided essential support for their artists,
writers, thinkers, architects and dramatists,
in addition to funds made available through
private sponsorship by patrons.

The great art traditions of China, Japan,
India and the ancient civilizations of Central
and South America, all derived support and
encouragement from the governments.

Societies which did not provide this insti-
tutionalized support did not attain the
heights of great artistic creativity, nor pass
it on. We look at the Visigoths, the Huns,
the Tartars and other societies long forgot-
ten because they did not do so.

Do we believe our American cultures,
which enrich the spiritual life of our people,
should be cultivated? If so, history teaches
us that there is an essential role for govern-
ment, albeit small. Whom do we wish to
emulate, the Visigoths or the Greeks?

The suggestion that budget deficits can be
fought by eliminating cultural funding is a
blatant fraud on an anxious and credulous
public. The total amount of budget support
for the National Endowment for the Arts is
less than .009 percent of governmental ex-
penditures. To eliminate that amount does
not even meet the test of “‘every little bit
helps.”

Should the arts share across-the-board
budget reductions? Yes. Eliminate the arts
funding? No.

Indeed, if we apply the ‘“‘cost-benefit’ test,
the small cost returns great benefit to cul-
tural creativity.

No, this issue is not budget deficits, but
cultural war. Groups of modern-day ‘‘know-
nothings,”” advocates of thought control and
would-be cultural dictators would just as
soon see the richness of American culture
disappear with a new Dark Age. Their fear of
cultural diversity and their demand for uni-
formity of mind is what the cultural war is
all about.

Nor is elitism a serious argument. Govern-
ment support for American culture not only
reflects Shakespeare, Beethoven and Pi-
casso, but also provides for Howard Fenster,
folk music, cowboy poets, Native American
crafts and jazz. The issue of elitism is phony.

Even though in recent years the endow-
ments have vastly expanded the audiences in
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the countryside, it has never been a mass au-
dience, even among the Romans and Greeks.
But the few have usually preserved the gifts
of culture for the many. Those few, who may
be more numerous than some politicians be-
lieve, can distill and pass on the essence of
our national cultural treasures.

If we want to avoid the errors of the past
and benefit from its achievement, let us fol-
low the path that all great civilizations trav-
eled. Let our government continue its small,
but essential, role in providing the seed to
ensure that our diverse American cultures
will continue to find greatness and will be
there for future generations as they enrich
our lives today.

Let us follow
Visigoths.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in opposition to the rule and to advocate on
behalf of full funding for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts (NEA).

Mr. Chairman, the arts are the heart of our
Nation and the NEA is the heart of the arts.
Today, there are those who would rip out the
heart of the artistic community.

Current funding for the The National Endow-
ment for the Arts is certainly a modest effort.
It accounts for less than 1/1000 of 1% of our
Federal budget.

The impact of this small program is immeas-
urable. Today, more Americans have access
to the arts than ever before.

Each year, the Arts Endowment opens the
door to the arts for millions of school children,
including many at-risk youth.

The few isolated cases of controversial art
work are not an accurate representation of the
thousands of grants the NEA gives out each
year.

Must we burn the entire orchard if there are
a few apples that are not to our liking?

Join me to help lend a voice to the painters
and the sculptors, the singers and the musi-
cians and the actors—the artists of this coun-
try.

Esteemed colleagues, | urge you to join me
in opposing this rule.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in opposition to this rule, and in opposition to
H.R. 2107 without the changes necessary to
bring it into accordance with the Budget
agreement worked out between the White
House and Congressional Republicans. | will
not support a measure that goes back on the
promises made to the American people to pro-
tect our remaining open spaces through the
Land and Water Conservation Fund or protect
our limited assistance to the arts through the
National Endowment.

As a proud member of the Blue Dog Coali-
tion, | have focused on balancing the Federal
budget while protecting our national priorities,
including the environment, the arts, and hu-
manities. As we have seen, many of our col-
leagues claim that we cannot justify continuing
to fund the Endowments for social and fiscal
reasons. Yet it is specifically for these reasons
that we must continue support. Despite a 40%
cut in funding over the past two years, the
NEA continues to make a great investment in
the economic growth in every community in
America. The nonprofit arts industry alone
generates $37 billion annually in economic ac-
tivity, supports over 1.3 million jobs and re-
turns $3.4 billion to the Federal Government in
income taxes. That is a huge return on a small
investment.

When this economic gain of the arts and hu-
manities is added to the educational benefits,

the Greeks and not the
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the increase in quality of life that they provide,
and the public support for the Endowments, it
is obvious that we must continue to fund the
arts. Each year, more people attend perform-
ing arts events than all professional sports
events combined. The study of the arts and
humanities helps students think critically and
creatively, while working across traditional dis-
ciplines—skills that workers need to progress
into the twenty-first century. Also, the Endow-
ments preserve America’s heritage by funding
libraries, museums, folk festivals, theaters,
arts centers, and dance studios which draw
families and businesses to participate in the
cultural life of their communities. Ultimately,
the NEA economically brings diverse people
together and builds bridges of understanding.

| urge you to join me in creating a more pro-
ductive America by supporting the National
Endowments. Vote no on the rule; support the
NEA. Thank you and | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 217, nays
216, not voting 2, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 259]
YEAS—217

Aderholt Collins Goodling
Archer Combest Goss
Armey Condit Graham
Bachus Cooksey Granger
Baker Cox Greenwood
Ballenger Crane Gutknecht
Barr Crapo Hall (TX)
Barrett (NE) Cubin Hansen
Bartlett Cunningham Hastert
Barton Davis (VA) Hastings (WA)
Bass Deal Hayworth
Bateman DelLay Hefley
Bereuter Diaz-Balart Herger
Bilbray Dickey Hill
Bilirakis Doolittle Hilleary
Bliley Dreier Hobson
Blunt Duncan Hoekstra
Boehlert Dunn Hostettler
Boehner Ehlers Hulshof
Bonilla Ehrlich Hunter
Bono Emerson Hutchinson
Brady English Hyde
Bryant Ensign Inglis
Bunning Everett Istook
Burr Ewing Jenkins
Burton Fawell Johnson (CT)
Buyer Foley Johnson, Sam
Callahan Fowler Jones
Calvert Fox Kasich
Camp Frelinghuysen Kim
Campbell Gallegly King (NY)
Canady Ganske Kingston
Cannon Gekas Klug
Chabot Gibbons Knollenberg
Chambliss Gilchrest Kolbe
Chenoweth Gillmor LaHood
Christensen Gilman Largent
Coble Gingrich Latham
Coburn Goodlatte LaTourette
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Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Redmond
Regula

Riggs

Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen

Smith (M)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)

NAYS—216

Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (W1)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara

Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
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Skelton Tauscher Waters
Smith, Adam Thompson Watt (NC)
Snyder Thurman Waxman
Spratt Tierney Wexler
Stabenow Torres Weygand
Stark Towns Wise
Stokes Turner Woolsey
Strickland Velazquez Wynn
Stupak Vento Yates
Tanner Visclosky

NOT VOTING—2
Schiff Slaughter

0O 1610

Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. RA-
HALL changed their vote from ‘“‘yea”
to ““nay.”

Mr. McHUGH changed his vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”’

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CAMP). Pursuant to House Resolution
181 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
2107.

O 1613

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2107) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1998, and for other purposes, with Mr.
LATOURETTE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.
O 1615

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have had a spirited
debate on the rule. | think for those
that are watching from the gallery it
has to be quite evident, and those that
are watching on C-SPAN, that this is a
democracy, that each person who is a
Member here representing 600,000 peo-
ple has an opportunity to be heard and
present a point of view. But, after we
have had these discussions, we go for-
ward.

I hope that as we take this bill for-
ward that each Member will look at it
on its merits, determine as we deal
with the amendments what is in the
best interests of the 260 million people
we represent.

This truly is a quality-of-life bill be-
cause much of what we do in this bill
touches the lives of Americans, and |
want to say at the outset | hope that in
our dealing with this legislation that it
will have the same great spirit of co-
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operation that | have had with the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] over

the years that we have served on this
committee. He has been a partner, as |
was to him in the years we have
worked together, and he has been a
great individual to work with, and,
most importantly, to call my friend.
And while occasionally we would have
a difference, in every instance what we
did reflected what we felt was in the
best interests of this Nation.

This bill represents important ac-
complishments on a lot of common ob-
jectives. Much of what is in here, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]
and | have supported not only this year
but in years past, and | think on bal-
ance, over the years, we have developed
legislation that has been productive for
this Nation.

The bill totals $13.1 billion. It is a few
million dollars less than last year. But
essentially it goes forward with the
programs that are important to the
people and that is to enhance the qual-
ity of life in these United States. The
bill provides significant funding for all
the agencies under our jurisdiction, but
I think basically we have tried to ac-
complish a couple of critical objec-
tives.

One is to meet a backlog in mainte-
nance. We have had the Secretary of
the Interior and Agriculture and the
directors of the land management
agencies and many others, testify
about the enormous backlog of prob-
lems that need to be addressed in our
parks, in our forests, in our fish and
wildlife facilities, in the Bureau of
Land Management.

Here we see a chart that outlines the
enormous maintenance needs. | think
it is very important that we make
every effort to address that in legisla-
tion, and we have done so, and we have
done this as a team effort, both with
myself and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES]. This includes things like
the Smithsonian, $250 million that
needs to be spent there for mainte-
nance; the Fish and Wildlife Service,
$536 million, and my colleagues can see
all the different agencies. But we have
done it in a fiscally sound and an envi-
ronmentally responsible way. Much of
this maintenance is important to the
protection of the environment in this
Nation.

For example, in the Everglades we
have fully funded the administration’s
request for the restoration of the Ever-
glades. This is something that is im-
portant to all people, and certainly it
is a team effort because the State of
Florida is making a very strenuous ef-
fort. They have financially the help in
bringing the Everglades back to what
they have been in the past, to be a very
important part of our Nation’s eco-
system, a very important part of our
Nation’s environment.

We have continued and enhanced the
recreation fee demonstration for the
land management agencies. This start-
ed 2 years ago. Prior to that time, fees
that were collected in the Park Serv-
ice, the forests, the Fish and Wildlife
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Service, went to the Treasury and con-
sequently there was no incentive to do
so. Last year, with the support of this
body, we gave authority to the various
agencies to collect fees, but the impor-
tant difference was they got to keep
them, and this has been a very success-
ful program.

We have had support not only from
the agencies, but the public. They like
the idea that if they pay a few dollars
to enter a park, that the money is
going to stay there and not be sent to
the U.S. Treasury.

The program is working out very
well. This year we have added a new
change, and that is that fees that were
under the old program, collected prior
to the inception of the new program,
still went to the Treasury. We changed
that. So now a hundred percent of what
is collected at the agencies like the
parks and forests and so on will be kept
in that service. Eighty percent will
stay right where it is collected, and |
think this will help a great deal. For
example, in the national parks it is es-
timated that in 3 years it will amount
to $400 million.

Now we have encouraged the agencies
in the language of the bill to use this
money to address some of the mainte-
nance problems that | have outlined
here.

We began last year an emphasis on
forest health because that is impor-
tant; the suppression of disease, forest
fuel reduction, vegetation manage-
ment, wildlife habitat and watershed
improvements. The testimony in our
committee was clearly in support of
the enhancement of the forest health
program, a couple hundred million
acres, a vast resource and asset of this
Nation, and we have addressed that
problem in many ways throughout this
bill.

Fire management has been given pri-
ority. We see it on our televisions, the
forest fires, and of course to avoid this
problem we have to manage the forests
carefully.

We have required the Forest Service
to operate under a multiple-use man-
date. That means forestlands are avail-
able for grazing, for mineral explo-
ration. The multiple-use mandate cov-
ers, as | mentioned, grazing, mineral
exploration.

It is an interesting thing that this
bill is $13 billion, but the activities
that are funded in this bill generate $9
billion in receipts. So we only have a
net cost of $4 billion, and those are re-
sources that belong to all the people
that are being developed in the mineral
exploration, offshore oil, many dif-
ferent sources that are part of produc-
ing $9 billion for the Treasury of the
United States and for the people.

| visited the Angeles National Forest
just outside of Los Angeles, and to see
families out there, who are in part of a
city of something like 20 million peo-
ple, have an opportunity to recreate
outdoors. The kids can see a deer, can
see other forms of wildlife, perhaps
drop a line in the creek and fish. One of
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the beauties of the national forests is
that they are available for the multiple
use, and if my colleagues go to a place
like Angeles National Forest, right on
the edge of this city, they will realize
how important this is. And this is true
all across the country; Allegheny Na-
tional Forest in Pennsylvania and
many others that are available for peo-
ple to use.

Now we are going to have an amend-
ment to cut the Forest Service road
program. We will talk more about that
at the time, but let me say to Members
that are listening or watching this, do
not be too quick to commit on that. |
think there are some very compelling
reasons to not vote for this cutting
amendment because it goes to our abil-
ity to rebuild and maintain existing
roads. It is a very important environ-
mental use of these funds. We have
been very careful in the way that we
have allocated resources to the Forest
Service, and the dollars that are there
are important for particularly the
recreation user. Something like 77 per-
cent of the roads are used for recre-
ation. And when individuals and fami-
lies go out on these roads, we need to
ensure that they are safe, that they are
comfortable, that they can get access
to the facilities. There are 18,000 dif-
ferent recreational facilities in the na-
tional forest, and people need access to
those facilities.

The bill provides for the construction
of very limited new timber roads, less
than 2 miles to be exact, not very
much. Ninety-five percent of the appro-
priated construction dollars for roads
go for safety, for environmental im-
provements to existing roads and to
close roads.

O 1630

We obliterate, wipe out, more roads
than would be built. We are trying to
make the roads that are there usable
to the public for the many multipur-
poses.

I would point out that the forests
have tripled the visitor days of the
Park Service, three times as much, be-
cause people can participate on a wide
variety of activities on forest lands.
The forests are a family recreation fa-
cility, so a steelworker in Johnstown,
PA, can load up the family on his 2
weeks’ vacation, go to Allegheny Na-
tional Forest, know when he follows a
road that the bridge is going to be safe,
that the road is going to be safe, that
his camper is not going to go over the
side of the hill and that he is going to
enjoy that experience, as 87 million
other Americans are doing each year.
Mr. Chairman, | hope Members will
look at this amendment with caution
and carefully consider these points.

We have over 121,000 miles of hiking
trails in the national forests. Money in
the roads budget also maintains those
trails so people are safe, so people can
enjoy them. Again, | would urge all
Members to look carefully before they
take away this ability to carefully
manage our forests, to provide the
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recreation user, the people of this Na-
tion, a good experience, before we do
something that will inhibit people’s
ability to use this land, which belongs
to all 260 million Americans.

Much of the roads budget is for main-
tenance. We want to ensure that these
roads are safe, and things like guard-
rails are just one example. We recog-
nize that there is a greater interest in
maintaining the forest for recreation
purposes. Ten years ago, in fact, less
than that, in 1990, in this bill, we pro-
vided for over 11 billion board feet of
timber harvest. The bill today is a lit-
tle over 3 billion board feet. We have
had a reduction of 66 percent, from 11
to 3.8 billion, because we are trying to
balance the timber program and other
multipurpose uses of these lands.

I would also point out, because of the
practices, and they started under the
leadership of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES] of maintaining forest
health, that we are growing each year
in the national forest 17 billion board
feet. So we have a net gain of 14 billion.
We are growing 14 billion more board
feet than we are cutting. | think that is
good management. That is what we
have tried to do.

Mr. Chairman, | want to talk a little
bit about energy, because right now en-
ergy prices are relatively low. | was in
Europe not long ago, and when we see
prices there of $4 or $5 a gallon, we
really appreciate what it is in the Unit-
ed States to be able to pull up to a
pump and get gasoline for maybe $1.20
a gallon. But we need to be diligent and
vigilant in continuing energy research
and in continuing to manage our en-
ergy resources wisely. Energy, as |
mentioned in the debate on the rule, is
vital to a nation. Just think about it.
Clothing is just one example. A lot of it
comes out of a barrel of oil, but that is
a small item. Think about how our in-
dustries are impacted.

I remember some of the Members
were here in the late 1970’s when we
had petroleum shortages, and how jobs
were lost, how schools had to close
down. We do not want that to happen
again. Therefore, it is important that
we rmanage our energy resources care-
fully. We fund the research. We do not
do this carelessly. Our energy research
programs require matching funds from
the private sector. If we are going to
have a technological development pro-
gram, we want the private sector to
contribute their fair share, because
that means that they believe in what
we are doing.

As a result of this research, we are
getting new energy sources. | think,
looking down the road, this becomes
very important for this Nation. For us
to have the kind of growth that will
get that deficit down to zero, we have
to have available a lot of energy. That
means that we need to continue the
R&D in our programs.

We have an enormous supply of coal.
I know there will be some who oppose
and we have rescinded, in this bill, $100
million of clean coal money, but we
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also keep what is required to fulfill our
contractual obligations to those who
have committed to participate on a 50—
50 matching basis, or even a greater
private share. The average has been 60
private, 40 public to develop clean coal
technology.

What does it mean? It means that
this technology will be sold not only in
the United States but all around the
world. We hear a lot about China these
days. China today is burning more coal
than the United States, and we burn a
lot in this country. The electricity
that lights this Chamber is coming
from a pound of coal or a ton of coal,
but in spite of the amount that we use,
China is using more coal today than we
are. Therefore, as we develop the clean
coal technology we can sell this to
China, because they are developing also
an environmental movement.

Likewise | would point out that we
have an interest in this, because if they
do not develop and use this kind of
technology, those emissions are going
into the atmosphere and will have an
impact on all of us.

I think what we are trying to do in
this bill, to encourage research in al-
ternate fuels, and the use of coal in a
clean burning way, and the Depart-
ment of Energy tells us that by 2010 we
will have technologies that will allow
us to burn coal that emits 10 times less
sulfur and nitrogen than is allowed
under the current law, that is twice as
efficient as conventional power plants,
and emits less than half as much car-
bon dioxide.

For example, this bill provides for re-
search into low emission boilers. What
does that mean? It means that the boil-
ers that will be developed, and this is
all in partnership with the private sec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tor, will be far more efficient than the
ones we use today in our utility indus-
try. That means we can burn the coal
in a clean way, and at the same time
have a high degree of efficiency.

The programs leverage a lot of sup-
port from the private sector.

I want to mention a little bit about
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. | know
this does not have a wide range of in-
terest, but the Bureau of Indian Affairs
is vitally important to the over 2 mil-
lion American Indians. We have a re-
sponsibility, a treaty responsibility
and a responsibility as a nation that
cares, to do what is right by the native
Americans. We increase the tribal pri-
ority allocation by $76 million over last
year. Why is that important? Because
this promotes and encourages local
control. We are trying to encourage the
Indian tribes to become self-sufficient,
to develop their own economy, to pro-
vide ways in which they help them-
selves in education, in jobs, and be-
come part of the American dream. So
we say to the tribes who manage their
own affairs, we are going to give you
more money to make your own priority
judgments as to what is important to
the people that you represent.

We have had the debate on the NEA.
| do not think we need to talk anymore
about that. | would just say to all
Members, this is a good bill. We have
been very fair in what we have done on
projects. We had 2,000 requests from all
of the Members, from literally, | sup-
pose, almost every Member, 2,000 dif-
ferent items that were requested by
our colleagues to be put in the bill. We
have done a lot of these. We have done
as many as we could. We have done
them on a totally nonpartisan basis. |
did not count, but I suspect if we added
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up the administration’s requests plus
the requests from our friends in the mi-
nority, we have funded more of those
than we have on the majority side.

We valued projects on their merits
and not as to the source of the request.
We wanted to make sure that we did
what was fair and what was good for
this Nation, what was good for the peo-
ple; trails, for example, in the Con-
tinental Divide out in the Western part
of the country, and | could go on and
on in pointing out some of the very
constructive projects that have been
funded in this bill that will, again, as |
mentioned earlier, enhance the quality
of life of the people of this Nation.

I hope all Members will take some
time to study the bill and understand
what we have tried to achieve. We have
tried to achieve better management,
we have tried to achieve things that
will be good for this Nation that make
a lot of sense in terms of expending
taxpayer dollars.

For the record | would like to note two tech-
nical corrections to the report as follows: on
page 67 and page 74 of the committee re-
port—House Report 105-163, insert the word
“International” before “Arid Lands Consor-
tium” and on page 37 of the committee re-
port—House Report 105-163, the committee
bill funding level in the table for “cultural pro-
grams” should be $18,699,000 and the lan-
guage on page 38 of the report for “Cultural
programs” should say “The Committee has
provided an additional $135,000 for uncontrol-
lable expenses.”

Mr. Chairman, | include for the
RECORD a table detailing the various
accounts.

The table referred to is as follows:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1998 (H.R. 2107)

FY 1997 FY 1998 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bill Enacted Estimate
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

Management of lands and resources. 575,664,000 587,495,000 581,591,000 +5,927,000
Wildland fire management 352,042,000 280,103,000 280,103,000 71,939,000
Central hazardous materials fund 12,000,000 14,800,000 12,000,000 ..o
Construction 4,333,000 3,154,000 3,254,000 -1,078,000
Payments in lieu of taxes 113,500,000 101,500,000 113,500,000 .. - +12,000,000
Land acquisition 10,410,000 9,900,000 12,000,000 +1,590,000 +2,100,000
Oregon and California grant lands 103,015,000 101,406,000 101,406,000 -1,609,000  ..ooirereintnreneeneennns
Range improvements (indefinite) 9,113,000 7,510,000 9,113,000 ... +1,6083,000
Service charges, deposits, and forfeitures (indefinite) ....................... 7,966,000 7,966,000 7,966,000
Miscellaneous trust funds (indefinite) 7,605,000 7,605,000 7,605,000

Total, Bureau of Land Management 1,195,648,000 1,121,539,000 1,128,538,000 -67,110,000 +6,999,000

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Resource management 526,047,000 561,614,000 591,042,000 +64,995,000 +39,428,000
Construction 59,256,000 35,921,000 40,256,000 -19,000,000 +4,335,000
Natural resource damage nent fund 4,000,000 4,628,000 4,128,000 + 128,000 -500,000
Land acquisition 44,479,000 44,560,000 53,000,000 +8,521,000 +8,440,000
Cooperative endangered species conservation fund .. 14,085,000 14,000,000 14,000,000 -85,000
National wildlife refuge fund 10,779,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 -779,000
Rewards and operations 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
North American wetlands conservation fund .............cocoiiveiiiiccnnae 9,750,000 15,000,000 10,500,000 +750,000 -4,500,000
Rhinoceros and tiger conservation fund 400,000 400,000 400,000
Wildlife conservation and appreciation fund 800,000 800,000 800,000

Total, United States Fish and Wildlife Service...........c.cocevveeeeenenne 670,596,000 687,923,000 725,126,000 +54,530,000 +37,203,000

National Park Service

Operation of the national park system 1,154,611,000 1,220,325,000 1,232,325,000 +77,714,000 + 12,000,000
National recreation and preservation 37,976,000 42,063,000 43,934,000 +5,858,000 +1,871,000
Historic preservation fund 36,612,000 45,612,000 40,412,000 +3,800,000 -5,200,000
Construction 182,744,000 150,000,000 148,391,000 -34,353,000 -1,609,000
Land and water conservation fund {rescission of contract authority) -30,000,000 -30,000,000 -30,000,000
Land acquisition and state assistance 53,915,000 70,800,000 129,000,000 +75,085,000 +58,100,000
Everglades restoration fund 100,000,000 -100,000,000

Total, National Park Service (net) 1,435,858,000 1,598,800,000 1,564,062,000 +128,204,000 -34,838,000

United States Geological Survey
Surveys, investigations, and research 740,051,000 745,388,000 755,795,000 +15,744,000 +10,407,000
Minerals Management Service

Royalty and offshore minerals management..........ccovoeeceeincrncecnnene 156,955,000 157,922,000 139,621,000 -17,334,000 -18,301,000
Qil spill research 6,440,000 6,118,000 6,118,000 -322,000 ..

Total, Minerals Management Service 163,395,000 164,040,000 145,739,000 -17,656,000 -18,301,000

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement

Regulation and technology 94,172,000 93,209,000 94,937,000 +765,000 +1,728,000

Receipts from performance bond forfeitures (indefinite) ... 500,000 500,000 500,000
Subtotal 94,672,000 93,709,000 95,437,000 +765,000 +1,728,000
Abandoned mine reclamation fund (definite, trust fundj................... 177,085,000 177,348,000 179,624,000 +2,539,000 +2,276,000
Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enfcrcement... 271,757,000 271,057,000 275,061,000 +3,304,000 +4,004,000
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Operation of Indian programs 1,443,502,000 1,542,305,000 1,526,815,000 +83,313,000 -15,490,000
Construction 100,531,000 125,118,000 110,751,000 +10,220,000 -14,367,000
Indian land and water claim settiements and
miscellaneous payments to indian: 69,241,000 59,352,000 41,352,000 -27,889,000 -18,000,000
Indian guaranteed loan program account ... 5,000,000 5,004,000 5,000,000 .o -4,000
(Limitation on guaranteed loans} (34,615,000) (34,615,000) (34,615,000)
Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs 1,618,274,000 1,731,779,000 1,683,918,000 +65,644,000 -47,861,000
Departmental Offices
Insular Affairs:
Assistance to Territories 37,468,000 39,494,000 40,494,000 +3,026,000 + 1,000,000
Northern Marianas Islands Covenant ..........e.cecereirinieeeccneneenn. 27,720,000 27,720,000 27,720,000

Subtotal, Assistance to Territories 65,188,000 67,214,000 68,214,000 +3,026,000 +1,000,000
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1998 (H.R. 2107)—Continued

FY 1997 FY 1998 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bill Enacted Estimate
Compact of Free A: iation 10,038,000 8,445,000 8,445,000 -1,593,000
Mandatory pay t 13,500,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 -1,500,000
Subtotal, Compact of Free A: iati 23,538,000 20,445,000 20,445,000 -3,093,000  ...ocvvvriinnieeian
Total, Insular Affairs 88,726,000 87,659,000 88,659,000 -87,000 +1,000,000
Dep: tal manag it 58,286,000 58,286,000 58,286,000
Office of the Solicil 35,443,000 35,443,000 35,443,000
Office of Inspector General 24,439,000 24,500,000 24,439,000 -61,000
National Indian Gaming Commission 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
Office of Special Trustee for American INAIANS ........ccceveerernsnernsasrarene 32,126,000 39,337,000 32,126,000  .coererererenrnnnreninnes -7,211,000
Total, Departmental Offices 240,020,000 246,225,000 239,853,000 -67,000 -6,272,000
Total, title |, Department of the Interior:

New budget (obligational) authority (net) 6,335,599,000 6,566,851,000 6,518,192,000 +182,593,000 -48,659,000
Appropriations (6,365,599,000) (6,596,851,000) {6,548,192,000) {+182,593,000) (-48,659,000)
Rescissi {-30,000,000) (-30,000,000) {-30,000,000)

{Limitation on guaranteed loans) {34,615,000) (34,615,000) {34,615,000)

TITLE Il - RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Forest and rangeland h 179,786,000 179,781,000 187,644,000 +7,858,000 +7,863,000
State and private forestry 155,461,000 156,408,000 157,922,000 +2,461,000 +1,514,000
National forest system 1,278,176,000 1,325,672,000 1,364,480,000 +86,304,000 +38,808,000
Wildland fire management 1,080,0186,000 514,311,000 599,715,000 -480,301,000 +85,404,000
Reconstruction and constructi 180,184,000 146,084,000 160,122,000 -20,062,000 +14,038,000
Land acquisition 40,575,000 41,057,000 45,000,000 +4,425,000 +3,943,000

Acquisition of lands for national forests special acts 1,069,000 1,069,000 1,069,000

Acquisition of lands to complete land exchanges (indefinite) . 210,000 210,000 210,000
Range betterment fund (indefinite) 3,995,000 3,811,000 3,811,000 184,000  iveenriinnennneseressaserssenes

Gifts, donations and bequests for forest and rangeland research .... 92,000 92,000 92,000
Midewin national taligrass prairie restoration fund . 100,000 100,000 +100,000  .cocicinninenneanssicanens
Cooperative work, Forest Servi 128,000,000 +128,000,000 + 128,000,000
Total, Forest Service 2,919,564,000 2,368,595,000 2,648,165,000 -271,399,000 +279,570,000

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Clean coal technology:

Rescission 140,000,000 -153,000,000 -100,000,000 +40,000,000 +53,000,000
Deferral -133,000,000 + 133,000,000
b | -140,000,000 -286,000,000 -100,000,000 +40,000,000 +186,000,000
Fossil energy research and development..............ccovevmneeneerennn 364,704,000 346,408,000 312,153,000 -52,551,000 -34,255,000
Alternative fuels production (indefinite) 4,000,000 -1,500,000 -1,500,000 42,500,000  .oiiiiiiiisiiennsesssssisessens
Naval petroleum and oil shale reser 143,786,000 117,000,000 115,000,000 -28,786,000 -2,000,000
Energy conservation 569,762,000 707,700,000 636,766,000 +67,004,000 70,934,000

Economic regulation 2,725,000 2,725,000 2,725,000
Strategic petrols reserve -11,000,000 209,000,000  ...ocoiiiiiiennnesnnianen +11,000,000 -209,000,000
(By transfer) (220,000,000)  ..oovrrereresnnresenrresrersenes (209,000,000} {-11,000,000) {+209,000,000)
Energy Inf ion Admini ion 66,120,000 62,800,000 66,800,000 +680,000 +4,000,000

Total, Department of Energy:

New budget (obligational) authority {net)............cceverveierueranes 992,097,000 1,158,133,000 1,031,844,000 +39,847,000 -126,188,000
Appropriations {1,132,097,000) (1,444,133,000) (1,131,944,000) {-153,000) (-312,189,000)
Rescission {-140,000,000) {-153,000,000) {-100,000,000) (+40,000,000) (+53,000,000)
Deferral {-133,000,000) (+133,000,000)

(By transfer) (220,000,000) {209,000,000) {-11,000,000) (+209,000,000)

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Indian Health Service
Indian health services 1,806,268,000 1,835,465,000 1,829,008,000 +22,7398,000 -6,457,000
Indian health facilities 247,731,000 286,535,000 257,310,000 +9,579,000 -29,225,000
Total, Indian Health Service 2,054,000,000 2,122,000,000 2,086,318,000 +32,318,000 -35,682,000
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
Indian education 61,000,000 -61,000,000  .ocoiiinninnnnnnnnnnnanenns
OTHER RELATED AGENCIES
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation
Sal and expenses. 19,345,000 19,345,000 18,345,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Institute of American Indian and Alaska
Native Culture and Arts Development

Payment to the institute 5,500,000 5,500,000 3,000,000 -2,500,000 -2,500,000
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1998 (H.R. 2107)—Continued
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FY 1997 FY 1998 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bilt Enacted Estimate
Smithsonian Institution
Salaries and exper 318,492,000 334,557,000 334,557,000 +16,065,000 ...
Construction and improvements, National Zoological Park.............. 3,850,000 3,850,000 3,850,000
Repair and restoration of buildings 39,000,000 32,000,000 50,000,000 + 11,000,000 + 18,000,000
Construction 10,000,000 58,000,000 - -10,000,000 -58,000,000
Total, Smithsonian Institution 371,342,000 428,407,000 388,407,000 +17,065,000 40,000,000
National Gallery of Art
Salaries and expenses. 54,281,000 53,899,000 55,837,000 +1,556,000 + 1,838,000
Repair, restoration and renovation of buildings........cccvvniireieirnnnns 5,942,000 5,942,000 6,442,000 +500,000 +500,000
Total, National Gallery of Art 60,223,000 59,841,000 62,279,000 +2,056,000 42,438,000
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts
Operations and maintenance 12,475,000 11,375,000 11,375,000 -1,100,000
Construction 12,400,000 9,000,000 9,000,000 -3,400,000
Total, John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts............... 24,875,000 20,375,000 20,375,000 4,500,000 ..o
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars
Salaries and expense: 5,840,000 5,840,000 1,000,000 -4,840,000 -4,840,000
National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
National Endowment for the Arts
Grants and administration 82,734,000 119,240,000 10,000,000 -72,734,000 -109,240,000
Matching grants 16,760,000 16,760,000  ...coriviiiiiiiininnininne -16,760,000 -16,760,000
Total, National End t for the Arts 99,494,000 136,000,000 10,000,000 -89,494,000 -126,000,000
National Endowment for the Humanities
Grants and administration 96,100,000 118,250,000 96,100,000 -22,150,000
Matching grants 13,800,000 17,750,000 13,900,000 -3,850,000
Total, National Endowment for the Humanities .........co.cccovvrnnnen 110,000,000 136,000,000 110,000,000  .coovviivniiirinriicrineans -26,000,000
Institute of Museum and Library Services/
Office of Museum Services
Grants and admini ion 22,000,000 26,000,000 23,390,000 +1,390,000 -2,610,000
Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 231,494,000 298,000,000 143,390,000 -88,104,000 -154,610,000
Commission of Fine Adts
Salaries and expense! 867,000 867,000 907,000 +40,000 +40,000
National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs
Grants. 6,000,000 6,000,000 6,000,000
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Salaries and expense: 2,500,000 2,745,000 2,700,000 +200,000 -45,000
National Capital Planning Cormmission
Salaries and expenses. 5,390,000 5,740,000 5,700,000 +310,000 -40,000
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission
Salaries and expenses. 500,000 500,000 .o
United States Holocaust Memorial Council
Holocaust Memorial Council 31,707,000 31,707,000 31,707,000
Total, title Il, related agencies:

New budget (obligational) authority (net)...........ceeeevveerererennn 6,792,244,000 6,533,085,000 6,450,237,000 -342,007,000 -82,858,000
Appropriations {6,932,244,000) {6,819,095,000) (6,550,237,000) (-382,007,000) (-268,858,000)
Rescission {-140,000,000) (-153,000,000) (-100,000,000) (+40,000,000) (+53,000,000)

(By transfer) {220,000,000) (209,000,000) (-11,000,000) (+208,000,000)

TITLE 11l - EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS
Emergency appropriations (P.L 105-18) 386,592,000 <386,592,000  ..ccceniinnninenenieeeeens
Grand total:

New budget (obligational) authority (Net)..........ccreeersscceresnee 13,514,435,000 13,099,946,000 12,968,429,000 -546,006,000 -131,517,000
Appropriations (13,297,843,000) {13,415,946,000) {13,098,429,000) {-199,414,000) (-317,517,000)
Emergency appropriations {386,592,000) (-386,582,000) ....covererrernrrrnerianrnrnnenne
Rescissions (-170,000,000) (-183,000,000) {-130,000,000) (+40,000,000) (+53,000,000)

(Limitation on guaranteed loans) (34,615,000) {34,615,000) {34,615,000)

(By transfer) (220,000,000}  .ooveriveerivereieaensiansiens (209,000,000} (-11,000,000) (+209,000,000)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1998 (H.R. 2107)—Continued

FY 1997 FY 1998 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bill Enacted Estimate
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management 1,185,648,000 1,121,539,000 1,128,538,000 -67,110,000 +6,999,000
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 670,596,000 687,923,000 725,126,000 +54,530,000 +37,203,000
National Park Service 1,435,858,000 1,588,900,000 1,564,062,000 +128,204,000 -34,838,000
United States Geological Survey 740,051,000 745,388,000 755,795,000 +15,744,000 + 10,407,000
Minerals Management Service 163,395,000 164,040,000 145,739,000 -17,656,000 -18,301,000
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement................... 271,757,000 271,057,000 275,061,000 +3,304,000 +4,004,000
Bureau of Indian Affairs 1,618,274,000 1,731,779,000 1,683,918,000 +65,644,000 -47,861,000
Departmental Offices 240,020,000 246,225,000 238,953,000 -87,000 -6,272,000
Total, Title | - Department of the Interior...........ovevervrercrceinireserinne 6,335,599,000 6,566,851,000 6,518,192,000 +182,593,000 -48,659,000
TITLE !l - RELATED AGENCIES
Forest Service 2,819,564,000 2,368,595,000 2,648,165,000 -271,399,000 +279,570,000
Department of Energy 992,097,000 1,158,133,000 1,031,844,000 +39,847,000 -126,189,000
Indian Health Service 2,054,000,000 2,122,000,000 2,086,318,000 +32,318,000 -35,682,000
Indian Education 61,000,000 -61,000,000  ....ooveeererecreeeeereeneneene
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation...........c.cccnniniiniinns 19,345,000 19,345,000 18,345,000 -1,000,000 -1,000,000
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture
and Arts Development 5,500,000 5,500,000 3,000,000 -2,500,000 -2,500,000
Smithsonian Institution 371,342,000 428,407,000 388,407,000 +17,065,000 -40,000,000
National Gallery of Art 60,223,000 58,841,000 62,279,000 +2,056,000 +2,438,000
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts... 24,875,000 20,375,000 20,375,000 -4,500,000 ..o,
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars - 5,840,000 5,840,000 1,000,000 -4,840,000 -4,840,000
National Endowment for the Arts. 99,494,000 136,000,000 10,000,000 -89,494,000 -126,000,000
National Endowment for the Humanities 110,000,000 136,000,000 110,000,000  .ooiveeiirieniieerenneene -26,000,000
Institute of Museum Service: 22,000,000 26,000,000 23,390,000 +1,390,000 -2,610,000
Commission of Fine Arts 867,000 867,000 807,000 +40,000 +40,000
National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs 6,000,000 6,000,000 6,000,000
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2,500,000 2,745,000 2,700,000 +200,000 -45,000
National Capital Planning Commission 5,390,000 5,740,000 5,700,000 +310,000 -40,000
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission .........ccecceeeenienens 500,000 -500,000 ..o
Holocaust Memorial Council 31,707,000 31,707,000 31,707,000
Total, Title i - Related Agencies 6,792,244,000 6,533,095,000 6,450,237,000 -342,007,000 -82,858,000
TITLE Il - EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS
Emergency appropriations (P.L 105-18) 386,592,000 -386,592,000  ...ocvrrrierreienenn

Grand total 13,514,435,000 13,099,846,000 12,968,429,000 -546,006,000 -131,517,000
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Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to substitute, | was always a sub-
stitute, it seems like, for the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES], and
to talk a little bit about this Interior
appropriations bill.

Mr. Chairman, | certainly want ev-
eryone here to know that | have en-
joyed the 21 years that | have had an
opportunity to work with the gen-
tleman from Ohio, [Mr. RALPH REG-
ULA], who is the new chairman on this
committee and has served for many
years, and worked under the gentleman
from lllinois, [Mr. SID YATES] when he
was chairman. We have a very good bi-
partisan committee that tries to work
together on these important natural
resource issues.

Obviously, many on our side today
are quite unhappy about the fact that
we did not or will not get an oppor-
tunity to have an up-or-down vote on
the National Endowment for the Arts,
but we had a vote on the rule. We lost
by one vote. Now we are going to con-
sider this bill.

| also believe that there is a lot of
good that comes out of this bill. The
Interior appropriations bill provides
funding for the National Park Service.
It does provide funding and has in the
past for the National Endowment for
the Arts and Humanities, for the For-
est Service, for the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, for the Bureau of Mines, for
many of the energy conservation pro-
grams and alternative energy programs
of the Department of Energy. So this is
a very positive piece of legislation.

It also provides funding, as | men-
tioned, for the Indian tribes in this
country. We do have a trust respon-
sibility to those tribes. It is a serious
responsibility. We also fund the Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Of course, we have had debates on
this floor over the Endangered Species
Act. | would say to my colleagues here,
there is probably not a congressional
district in America that has been more
affected by the Endangered Species Act
than the Sixth District in the State of
Washington. | have seen the harvest on
our forests there go down by about 95
percent, maybe 98 percent, because of
the requirements of protection for the
spotted owl and the marbled murrelet.

The President’s forest plan is in place
in the Northwest. We have received
funding under this plan to try and do
something about watershed restora-
tion, watershed analysis, ecosystem
protection and management. All of
that comes out of the Interior appro-
priations bill.

I want Members to know that | think
that we have an outstanding chairman
and an outstanding ranking member in
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
YATES], and an excellent staff that has
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done a lot of very good and positive
work on this legislation.

One of the issues that will come up
today is the question of forest roads.
This is a very controversial issue. Last
year we had a major debate on this
issue on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. | want to tell my col-
leagues, | feel that | did not do as good
a job on this issue last year as | needed
to. We won, we prevailed, but | do not
think | explained it as well as | should
have explained it. | worked up a little
chart here and | would like my col-
leagues to see it. It is a small chart. |
think they will understand what it is.

This program here lays out the For-
est Road Program that we have for the
country. Of that, of the money that is
being spent this year on the Forest
Road Program, there will be 2,000 miles
of road reconstruction. This is going
out and fixing up existing roads so they
do not cause environmental problems,
so that they do not cave in, so there is
not siltation. They have to replace the
culverts. They have to fix these roads.

Then, there are only 480 miles, this is
under purchase or credit, only 480 miles
of new roads being built, and most of
those roads are short roads into areas
where there has already been timber
harvesting.

O 1645

I will bet no one in this place knows
this number, 90 percent of the roads, 90
percent of what is happening on the
roads is for recreational purposes. Peo-
ple go in and this is the access point to
go into our wilderness areas, to go into
our lakes, to go into our camping
areas. It is recreation. And these roads
are very, very important for that pur-
pose.

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

Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | think
it is appropriate at this time, 1 want to
read a statement from Secretary
Glickman; the Forest Service is in his
jurisdiction. It fits in with what the
gentleman is saying.

A letter from the Secretary to me
today says:

However, the $41.5 million reduction the
amendment proposes goes too far in elimi-
nating important construction and recon-
struction efforts that provide public safety
and environmental benefits.

Mr. DICKS. Another point, Mr.
Chairman, if we do not have roads, if
we have got forest fires out there, we
have got to be able to get the men and
women who fight these forest fires into
those woods. And the road program is
much less dense than it is on the BLM
lands, much less dense than it is on pri-
vate lands.

This is done very carefully. This is
not being done by James Watt. This is
being done by the Clinton-Gore-Babbit-
Glickman administration. Jim Lyons,
former staff member here on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, is in charge of
the Forest Service program. He is a
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committed environmentalist. He has
said that the amendment that will be
offered by Mr. KENNEDY and the gen-
tleman from Illinois, [Mr. PORTER] goes
too far. It will cut into the reconstruc-
tion of roads. It will cause environ-
mental damage, and it will require 400
to 500 people in the Forest Service to
be laid off. It is a meat-ax approach to
dealing with this problem.

Then, of course, we have some small
amount of roads that are built with ap-
propriated funds, 165 miles of recon-
struction. This is going out and fixing
up those roads again, and only 8 miles
with appropriated funds are used for
new construction. And, in fact, down
here at the bottom, we have the oblit-
eration of roads; 1,500 miles of roads in
those Forest Service lands are being
taken out, the ones that are no longer
necessary, and they are being taken
out and replaced.

To my friends and colleagues who
think that we are doing too much in
terms of timber harvesting, let me
show them what is happening in this
country in terms of harvesting of tim-
ber off the Federal timberlands. This is
the miles of roads. This is the histori-
cal Federal Road Program. And we
used to do, here was 8,870 miles. That
was in 1985. Then we went down to 6,545
miles. Here it is, in 1995, we are down
to 2,868 miles. We are down to 2,652
miles, of which only 18 percent are new
construction.

What has happened on timber sales in
this country, we used to do 10 billion
board feet off the Federal timberlands.
This year the administration budget
request is for 3.7 billion board feet.
That is over the entire country. If the
Kennedy-Porter amendment is adopt-
ed, that will be reduced down to 1.7 bil-
lion board feet.

What does that mean? That means
what we have done in essence is create
a shortage, a shortage of timber, a
shortage of lumber. What that means is
when people go out to build a house or
build an apartment, the cost of that
goes up. That is why the home builders
have been urging the Congress to at
least do the 3.7 billion in the Clinton
administration budget, but not to cut
it back to 1.7, which is the effect of this
amendment.

So this is a very major issue. | hope
Members will be not stampeded. | know
that the environmental community is
making this their No. 1 priority. But
please listen to the members on the
committee who have had some experi-
ence, who know something about it,
who know a little bit about this issue.

I want Members to know that we
have cut back about as far as | think
we should cut back in terms of timber
harvesting. As | said, in my forest at
the Olympic National Forest in the
State of Washington, we have gone
from 250 million board feet down to 10
million. This is all done by thinning
sales now. So we have taken a huge
cut. But to kill the road program in my
judgment is a terrible mistake.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

He talked about the billions of board
feet that we are going to lose in terms
of timber production. That means also
hundreds of thousands of logging fami-
lies who are going to have no where-
withal to pay their mortgages, send
their kids to college, and do all the
other things that we like to do in
America as part of the American
dream. This will be a devastating blow
to a lot of working folks in this coun-
try.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the other
point is, we have to import about 30
percent of our saw wood timber today
from Canada. And what that means is
they are going out and harvesting like
crazy up in Canada to supply the Amer-
ican market, because we are not har-
vesting at historic levels off of our Fed-
eral lands.

I think, frankly, we had to make
some reductions in timber harvesting. |
am not opposed to that. What | am op-
posed to is that we have it down now to
a level that | think is clearly sustain-
able, and we are going to have this
amendment today that will even take
it down further, which is going to drive
up the price of lumber. And it is not
well thought out. It cuts into road re-
construction money in the name of
cutting out money for new roads, and
it just misrepresents the facts.

I have never seen, in my entire ca-
reer, and | have seen a lot of distor-
tions in my entire career up here, be-
lieve me, but this one, what this
amendment says it does and what it ac-
tually does, there is more distance be-
tween this and anything | have seen. It
is not right. | think a lot of Members
here have been misled, and if they ac-
tually knew the facts they would be
voting against this amendment.

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

Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

He has just made a very lucid, factu-
ally substantiated statement, the best
I have heard in years on this floor
about the issues involved in this ques-
tion of timber harvesting and the rela-
tionship with the road program. The
gentleman represents a great saw tim-
ber area of the country.

In my district, we have pulp wood
principally and we do not have the big
saw timber trees, but it is as important
a yield for our forests, for the pulp and
paper industry and the particle board
industry, as the saw timber is for the
lumber and homeowner and home
building sector of our economy.

Something | think is very important
to understand, we are talking about a
sustainable yield, a renewable resource
in forestry. We are also talking about
roads that are used for other purposes
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than for timber harvesting. There are
all sorts of recreational activities that
take place on these roads, and they
never get, those other uses rarely get
charged for the cost of the road con-
struction that is always attributed to
timber harvesting.

I know in the forests in my district
and in northern Wisconsin and in the
upper peninsula of Michigan that we
now have an above-cost operation; that
is, the cost of the road is more than
amply paid back simply by the cost
and the value of the timber harvesting.
And there are all these recreational
benefits that follow upon the road pro-
gram.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is absolutely correct. Ninety
percent of the utilization of these roads
is for recreational purposes. | am sure
the gentleman knows in the forests of
Minnesota the same thing that I know
in the Olympic Peninsula. This is
where the people go to recreate, they
go to the lake, they go to the wilder-
ness, they go camping, hiking, they go
hunting, fishing. They use this road
system. This is not an evil, terrible
thing.

What is evil, what is terrible, what is
environmentally dangerous is not to
sustain those roads. What is misunder-
stood here today is that most of the
money that is being taken out, most of
that money would be used for road re-
construction to fix up problem roads
and make them safer so that they do
not wind up blowing out and going into
the stream, and replacing culverts so
that salmon can get back up and repro-
duce. That is a big part of the cut that
is in this budget today.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman has stated the case exceed-
ingly well. And | just say that those
who are advocating this amendment do
not have in mind the roads and their
utility or their significance. They real-
ly want to get at the timber harvesting
program. | think we have a fair balance
of sustainable yield management on
the national forests of this country. We
ought not to cut it or gut it by means
of this amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | would
point out to the gentleman, out in re-
gion 6, used to be the No. 1 timber pro-
ducing area in the Nation, we have
gone from about 4% billion board feet
down to about less than 1 billion board
feet, an 80 percent reduction, an 80 per-
cent reduction. Hundreds of mills have
gone out of business.

All we are saying is, can we not have
a little balance here? Let us remember
that this program provides recreation
and opportunities that are different,
and it is not just timber harvesting. |
am asking my friends, many from
across the country, look at the facts
here, look at what Secretary Glickman
said. Do not just be swept up because
you are being pressured by certain
groups. | just ask for a fair evaluation
of the facts. Give us that. Look at it
and hopefully we will have the right
vote.
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, along
with what the gentleman said, another
point is, here is a 2 by 4. Seven years
ago it was 22 cents a foot. Today it is
44 cents a foot. What does that trans-
late into? Two thousand dollars to
$3,000 more for a frame house, and that
means that young people will have an
additional burden when they want to
seek that first home, because the forest
cut has been so reduced. This saw foot
comes out, a lot of it, from our na-
tional forests.

Mr. DICKS. That is why the home
builders have made this one of their
most important issues. They are very
concerned about what the gentleman,
the chairman has pointed out. We have
created this shortage. When we create
a shortage, we drive up the price. And
so we are trying to do this fairly. We
are trying to do it on a sustainable
basis. We are trying to make sure that
the money is used for demolition and
for fixing up troubled roads. But with
this amendment, we are going to take
away a huge part of the money that is
there to fix up troubled, environ-
mentally dangerous roads, and this is
just because | am afraid the people who
are offering this amendment do not
serve on this committee and do not
talk to the Forest Service and do not
understand the complete implications
of what they are doing. Their intent
may be pure but what happens is not.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT], a very dis-
tinguished and productive member of
our subcommittee.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

I certainly want to congratulate him
for a very hard effort, well-deserved ap-
plause in connection with this bill and
certainly to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES] and the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] who
worked very hard on this bill as well.
And the staff. | think we too many
times overlook how hardworking the
staff is to try to put this all together
and get it to the floor and keep track
of it all.

I am a member of this subcommittee,
Mr. Chairman. | am delighted to be
part of it because it has been a pleasure
to work on this bill. It protects our
natural resources. Even though it is
funded below last year’s level, it keeps
our Nation on track to achieve a bal-
anced budget. So this was a difficult ef-
fort trying to put the numbers to-
gether, even though they are below last
year’s, to meet the priorities of our Na-
tion and protect the environment but
also protect our natural resources.

So we were able to increase a number
of programs in this bill that needed in-
crease. | want to call particular atten-
tion to a few of the highlights of the
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bill as they affect my region of the Pa-
cific Northwest.

The National Park Service is an im-
portant agency to many Americans. It
is going to receive a $78 million in-
crease in funding, making it the third
straight year that this committee has
increased park operations.

The chairman also included a provi-
sion that allows parks and refuges and
forests which participate in the rec-
reational fee demonstration program
to keep 100 percent of the fees, not to
send them back here to Washington
but to keep them in the location in
which they will do the most good. This
is going to benefit Lake Roosevelt Na-
tional Recreation Area in my district.
It is a new fee demonstration partici-
pant. We are going to keep a lot of
those fees and use them to improve
really the commercial activities and
the maintenance activities that are
necessary within the park itself.

We are going to also achieve a tre-
mendous backlog maintenance problem
in our parks, and that program will as-
sist in that regard.

The native American programs in
this bill are increased. The tribal prior-
ity allocation which was mentioned by
the chairman is increased by $76 mil-
lion. This funding goes directly to the
tribes, directly affects my district in
the Pacific Northwest and it bypasses
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and |
think that is a good approach.

I am concerned that this bill does not
meet the President’s request in the
area of Indian health because Indian
health care’s inflation is well above the
normal inflationary rate, and for too
long the native American population
has been a low priority for the adminis-
tration and the Congress and their
health needs. | hope the other body will
increase this funding level.

What | want to say, too, most impor-
tantly, following up on the debate that
we have just had here and the discus-
sion regarding our national forests and
public lands, over the last 3 years we
have spent an unsustainable $2.3 billion
fighting fires on our national forest
lands.
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That is unacceptable, but that is due,
in my judgment, to the fact that we
have diseased forests and we have
unmanaged forests. That is unaccept-
able. Should be to all Americans.

As a result of this, we have seriously
addressed in this bill the issue of im-
proving forest health. Disease suppres-
sion, forest fuel reduction, vegetation
management, watershed improve-
ments, research, and reforestation are
all increased. This is a good environ-
mental bill.

With regard to the timber road issue
that is coming up, | urge my colleagues
do not be persuaded by some outside
group that is going to score this bill on
an environmental basis and be pushed
into making the wrong judgment.
Study the facts. This timber road re-
duction provision that is coming up is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

going to hurt the small operator. It
will not hurt the big operator. It will
hurt the small operator. And that will
do damage to the forest health and the
multiple use concept in our national
forest.

Remember that about 80 million visi-
tors go into the national forests and
use the forest roads that are currently
in place. And we are obliterating forest
roads by a ratio of 4 to 1. Four times as
many are obliterated as those that are
built.

So Members should be very careful
about this bill and look very carefully
at this amendment because it is a red
herring and we should not be persuaded
by it.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, as a member of the Subcommit-
tee on Interior of the Committee on
Appropriations, | want to express my
appreciation to the hard work and
leadership of its chairman, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. ReEGuULA], and
also to the very distinguished ranking
member. Serving on this subcommit-
tee, one gains an even greater apprecia-
tion for the great loss that this body
will experience when the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] retires. So |
thank him for his leadership.

I also want to recognize the profes-
sionalism of the staff on this bill.
Debbie Weatherley, Loretta Beaumont,
Chris Topik, Joel Kaplan and Angie
Perry. Barbara Wainman, the chair-
man’s personal assistant, Curt Dodd,
and of course Del Davis, who has to as-
sume a Herculean load, given the fact
that the minority staff are so few in
number with so many responsibilities.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman has
said, this is clearly one of the most im-
portant subcommittees in the entire
Congress. We have some very con-
troversial issues, though, and we are
going to spend most of our time on
those controversial issues. But it
should be expressed that there are
some very fine things in this bill. For
example, $136 million increase for the
Everglades; a $78 million increase for
the national parks; $42 million more
for operating the Fish and Wildlife
Service.

There are a great many needs within
those organizations. |1 will not take the
time to go into them, but we are ad-
dressing those needs. There is a $16
million increase for natural resource
science research by the U.S. Geological
Service. These things go unmentioned
because we focus exclusively on the
controversial issues.

Thirty-one million in program in-
creases go to native Americans. Very
much deserved. The Indian Health
Service will bring more Indian health
care to communities. In fact, we are
providing modular dental units on res-
ervations where dental services are
sorely lacking.

But, of course, there are some defi-
ciencies in this bill, at least in my

H5071

opinion, and in the opinion of the rank-
ing minority member. Weatherization
assistance is an example. | wish we
could do more in the way of weather-
ization assistance because we decrease
it by over $30 million.

The automobile fuel cell research, I
think, has a great deal of potential,
which may not be realized because we
are cutting back on that almost en-
tirely. That has potential for meeting
the clean air standards.

But most importantly we are going
to focus on the NEA and it needs to be
focused on. It should be restored to its
existing level of $99 million.

The value of the logging subsidy to
private timber companies is over $250
million a year. The taxpayer foots this
bill to build roads in forest areas 87
percent of which would otherwise be
uneconomical. They’ve built 378,000
miles of road. Fifty percent more road
than in nonforest service lands roads
that cause landslides, erosion and silta-
tion of our streams. The National En-
dowment for the Arts deserves to be
funded. Private timber companies
don’t.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. HANSEN], a distinguished member
of the Committee on Resources.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, it is in-
teresting now that we have come into
this interesting bill, which the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has
done some super work on, and a lot of
people, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES], have worked very hard on
this particular piece of legislation. |
think it is interesting that most of us
who campaigned on the idea that we do
not want any tax increases, we are
against tax increases, if anything we
are going to balance the budget this
time, yet we seem to come up with an
amendment that is pending that is
called the Kennedy-Porter amendment
which, in effect, is going to raise taxes
indirectly on every American.

How is it going to do that? Well, one
thing, those of us who come from the
West, | hope people realize that last
year there were more fires in our pub-
lic lands across America than any time
in history, and that cost over $1.2 bil-
lion to fight them.

I am a member of the Committee on
National Security and we have re-
quests from the Forest Service, BLM,
and every firefighter: Give us some of
those old airplanes; we want to convert
them to tankers because we have to go
in and fight those fires.

So they are going to save $41,000, ac-
cording to this amendment. At the
same time we are going to spend bil-
lions and billions of dollars and we are
going to decimate the West. There goes
those beautiful forests. The folks from
the East who fly over them and say,
look at that green carpet, it is gor-
geous, it is beautiful, | love it. And yet
when we want to go in and Kill the pine
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beetle, which is taking them out, no,
here comes these same environmental
groups saying, oh no, you cannot do
that, and they put injunctions on it.

Now, the professional foresters came
in before the committee | chaired for a
few years and they say, if we do not
Kill the pine beetle by taking that sec-
tion out, they will Kkill every tree in
here. And if they Kill every tree, that
beautiful green forest becomes tooth-
picks. And then they say and we will
have a sure bet that we will have a fire.
And then they say we will have a sure
bet we will have a flood. And then they
say it will take Mother Nature 200
years to bring it back to the way it
was.

So why did we not just go in there
when we had the opportunity and take
care of that infestation of pine beetles?
Now, because we could not go in there
and do that, we now have what we call
a fuel load. So now we have a fuel load
in America heavier than we have ever
had. Why do we have the fuel load? Be-
cause we cannot go in, we do not have
the roads, and we cannot thin the for-
ests. We cannot take down all these
down fuels.

So what do we have? We have fires.
And we can count on it. The best peo-
ple in America are saying that we will
have more fires in America this year
than we have ever had. So we are going
to spend billions of dollars fighting the
fires when we could have the roads that
the people could go in.

What about these young people that
want to build homes? The gentleman
from Ohio talked about the increase. |
remember in 1967 when | built a home
for me and my wife and my family that
I thought was wonderful, and | looked
at the 2 by 4’s and they were 83 cents
apiece. | bought some 2 by 4’s the other
day and they were $4 apiece. Now,
there goes the cost up.

Keep in mind what we will do with
this amendment from PORTER and KEN-
NEDY. First, we are going to raise the
taxes of Americans rather substan-
tially; second, all the people who use
the roads will not be able to use them,
and 90 percent of it is used for recre-
ation and, third, we will burn the West.

So let it burn, my colleagues, and
vote for this amendment they have
here; do not let it burn and vote
against the amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. Lowey], a member of the
committee.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
would like to express my great respect
for our chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio, [Mr. REGULA] and our outstand-
ing leader, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES]. And although he fought
vigorously to defeat the rule, which
would have given us an opportunity to
support the National Endowment for
the Arts, we lost, and | would like to
direct my remarks to the Ehlers-Hun-
ter amendment regarding the National
Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. Chairman, in a nation of such
wealth and cultural diversity, it is a
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tragic commentary on our priorities
that we are here today debating the
elimination of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, an agency that
spends less than 40 cents per American
each year. One of the standards by
which we judge a civilized society is
the support it provides for the arts. In
comparison to other industrialized na-
tions, the United States falls woefully
behind in this area, even with a fully
funded NEA.

But let us be honest, my colleagues.
This is not a fight over money. The Re-
publican leadership wants to eliminate
the NEA because they are concerned
about artistic expression in a free soci-
ety. This battle is not about defending
the values of mainstream America, this
is about pandering to Pat Robertson
and the Christian Coalition. The Re-
publican assault on the arts, on cul-
tural expression itself, is an outrage
and it must be defeated.

Polls overwhelmingly show that the
American public supports Federal fund-
ing for the arts because students, art-
ists, teachers, musicians, orchestras,
theaters, dance companies across the
country benefit from the NEA. For
many Americans, whether they live in
the suburbs, our cities, or our rural
areas, the NEA is critical in making
the arts affordable and accessible.

If those reasons are not compelling
enough for some, let us just talk dol-
lars and cents. Because for every $1 the
NEA spends, it generates more than 11
times that in private donations and
economic activity. That is a huge eco-
nomic return on the Government’s in-
vestment, and we certainly do not need
to be from New York to see the impact
of the arts on a region’s economy.

Instead of debating this issue on the
merits, the NEA opponents delight in
telling sensational stories about
objectional projects. Let us be very
clear on the facts. Out of more than
112,000 NEA funded grants over the past
32 years, only 45 were controversial.
That is less than 0.04 percent of all
grants.

Moreover, under the very able leader-
ship of Jane Alexander, the NEA has
restructured the grant process to en-
sure the mistakes of the past cannot be
repeated. | urge my colleagues to de-
feat the Ehlers-Hunter amendment and
preserve the NEA.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, |
rise to request a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] regard-
ing the status of ongoing restoration
work at the Independence National
Historical Park in Philadelphia.

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

Mr. FOGLIETTA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to address the gentleman from
Pennsylvania’s concerns about this im-
portant work. And | might add also
that if the gentleman saw the chart of
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backlogged maintenance, this is a clas-
sic example of how we have neglected
to maintain an extremely valuable re-
source of this Nation.

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, Independence Park
has been known to have been under-
going a significant utilities restoration
project. Several years back | walked
through the halls of Congress with a
corroded pipe because the sprinkler
system in Independence Hall was com-
pletely inoperable. A fire could have
destroyed that national treasure in 20
minutes.

The chairman then, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES], and the cor-
responding chairman in the other body
came to my rescue and provided the
money for emergency assistance. | ap-
preciated that and | appreciate the sub-
committee’s provision of $4.3 million
on the project to preserve Independ-
ence Hall and the other historic build-
ings surrounding it. This is generous,
and | thank the chairman, but | am
concerned because the administration
had requested $6.3 million for this
project. | understand these funds are
absolutely required to implement the
park’s master plan for the next cen-
tury.

This country has existed for two cen-
turies because of what happened in this
park and Independence Hall. I am hop-
ing that we can work together in con-
ference on this funding so that this
project can proceed on schedule.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, | un-
derstand the gentleman’s concerns and
I share them. Let me assure him that
the committee strongly supports this
construction work.

As the gentleman knows, this com-
mittee has provided more than $40 mil-
lion over the past several years to take
care of the critical maintenance needs
of Independence Hall.

O 1715

Mr. REGULA. Unfortunately, the
Parks Service has a backlog. As | men-
tioned earlier, the Senate allocation is
higher than the House number. Were
the Senate to fund this project, and if
other high priority needs for construc-
tion are met, then | would certainly
give a lot of consideration to support-
ing increased funding for this project.
It is a very important piece of work,
and | am very strongly in favor of tak-
ing care of it. This is one of our Na-
tion’s great cherished monuments.

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would yield, it is also
the heart of my district.

Mr. REGULA. It is across the street,
as | understand it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI], a member of the
committee.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in great respect
for the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REG-
uLA], the distinguished chairman of the
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subcommittee. | appreciate his fine
work in bringing this legislation to the
floor. And | join my colleagues in ex-
pressing great esteem for our col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES], for the great tradition
that he has brought to this Congress of
support for the arts and support for
preserving our national and natural
heritage as well. It is indeed an honor
for every one of us who serves in this
body to call him “‘colleague.”

So it is with regret that | rise to op-
pose an amendment that will come up
later, the Ehlers amendment, and hope
it will not be part of this legislation at
the end of the day.

As | am fond of saying in this Cham-
ber, there are so many fig leaves
around here that it is beginning to
look like the Garden of Eden. Today’s
fig leaf is the Ehlers amendment,
which is supposed to give cover to
those who voted to eliminate the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, but
alas, it is a transparent fig leaf.

It is interesting to me that, in the
course of the Committee on Rules de-
bate and debate on the floor, our Re-
publican colleagues said that we had to
eliminate the $99 million in funding for
the NEA because we need to reduce the
deficit. Now, hiding behind the trans-
parent fig leaf, the Republicans say
that we can vote for $80 million
through the Ehlers amendment. It is
clear that this is not about reducing
the deficit, it is about content restric-
tion; it is about conformity instead of
creativity.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY], the distinguished majority
leader, when he spoke earlier, said that
the Ehlers amendment would put more
Crayolas in our children’s hands. Yes,
and that is just about it. The Ehlers
amendment would amount to about $1
per child for the arts.

Do we not want more for America’s
children? | am certain the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] wants more
for his new grandson, who was born
yesterday. | am pleased to welcome
him to the grandparent’s club, the best
club there is. Let us hope that our
grandchildren can express themselves
freely. In order for that to happen, we
should reject the Ehlers amendment
and bring back the NEA.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Ehlers amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] has 2Y%:
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CAPPS].

Mr. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, | agree
with my colleagues that there are
many positive features in this bill. But
I am particularly sensitive to its cul-
tural institutional components, and
here the bill deserves a mixed review.

I am pleased that funding for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities
is being sustained, not in abundance,
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but at current levels. On the other
hand, | lament what is happening to
the National Endowment for the Arts.

What is most troubling about this, in
my judgment, is that we here in the
Congress have taken on the role of art
critics who can make judgments about
what is good or what is bad art, and the
electorate has not asked us to do that.

I am also extremely bothered by the
large, devastating cuts to the Wilson
Center down the street. The Wilson
Center has done distinguished work. It
would be extremely short-sighted if we
were to destroy this very excellent re-
search center.

Mr. Chairman, my first contact with
Congress came more than a decade ago
when | testified on behalf of the arts
and the humanities, and | gave my tes-
timony to the committee directed by

the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES], who is now my colleague.
The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.

YATES] has given years of distinguished
service in supporting our national cul-
tural institutions, and | want to say
that | am so honored to be working at
his side.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE], a very
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], for yielding
me the time, and | rise in opposition to
the Porter-Kennedy amendment.

This amendment eliminates funding
allocated to the forest road program.
But this program builds, improves, and
maintains forest roads. Those who sup-
port the amendment argue that the
forest road program provides a subsidy.
I respectfully disagree.

I would like to take this opportunity
to commend to my colleagues this
piece of literature prepared by Price
Waterhouse that says ‘‘the forest roads
program does not contain a subsidy for
timber purchasers and provides an effi-
cient and effective mechanism for fi-
nancing road construction and recon-
struction.”

These roads are an important tool
used to manage the resources in our
national forests. Just last August, a
staffer of mine spent 14 days fighting
wildfires in Oregon. It was the forest
roads that provided him and other fire-
fighters with their sole access over
land to the safety of their fire camp 6
miles away. Without such roads, access
over land would have been next to im-
possible, causing a great loss of both
time and energy.

But it is not just access for our wildland fire-
fighters that is important, these roads also pro-
vide access for our resource managers and
foresters, hunters, fishermen, and those who
just want to take a walk in the woods.

| urge Members to look past the political
rhetoric that many groups would have them
believe. If you support promoting forest health
and sound environmental stewardship, | urge
you to support the forest roads program and
defeat the amendment.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield the
remaining time to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. YATES], the distinguished
ranking minority member.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for vyielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to pay my trib-
ute to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGULA]. He and | worked on this bill
for many, many years. He knows it
thoroughly. And, for the most part, |
think that this bill reflects good judg-
ment on his part.

In view of the fact that the bill and
the rule have killed NEA, | will not
support the bill. In many respects it is
a good bill. It provides additional funds
for building our parks, our natural re-
sources, but it devastates almost
equally important cultural programs.

I mentioned what it had done to the
National Endowment for the Arts. And
although it gives its approval to appro-
priations for the National Endowment
for the Humanities, it Kills the Wood-
row Wilson Center, which | think has
done good work over the years, and it
suspends work on the Museum for the
American Indian. We have been waiting
year after year after year for a mu-
seum to pay tribute to the great people
who first inhabited this country.

So, Mr. Chairman, again | pay my
tribute to the gentleman from Ohio
IMr. ReGcuLA]. | look forward to work-
ing with the Senate to add some im-
provements to the bill, particularly in
the cultural aspects of it; and | hope
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
RecuLA] will work with me in that re-
spect.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | will
use my last minute to announce what |
have been advised, and that is that the
leadership advises that they would like
to work to between 10 and 12 tonight.
The objective would be to finish by 2
p.m. tomorrow, and | think we can eas-
ily do that if we work until that time
tonight.

We will probably roll votes until
about 7 p.m., and then after we have
done that group, we will roll again for
a couple hours. So this, | think, will
give the Members an idea of what the
rest of the evening will be like as far as
schedule and what we could anticipate
for tomorrow.

Mr. Chairman, | just close by saying
this is a good bill. | hope all of our col-
leagues will look at it carefully as we
go through the various amendments
and then on final passage.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the Sanders amendment to H.R. 2107. This
amendment would increase funding for the
payments in lieu of taxes [PILT] by $19 mil-
lion. These payments are absolutely vital to
our counties that have a decreased tax base
due to federally owned land located within the
county boundaries.

These payments help defray the costs of
law enforcement, fire prevention, search and
rescue and infrastructure needs in those coun-
ties that must provide these essential services,
yet do not have the revenue stream normally
provided by private property tax collection.
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Coming from a State where 87 percent of
the land is federally owned, you can imagine
how strapped our rural counties are when it
comes to providing these essential public
services. The PILT Program was established
to address the fact that the Federal Govern-
ment does not pay taxes on its own land. Un-
fortunately, PILT payments have never ap-
proximated the revenue the local governments
would otherwise generate through private
property taxes.

| appreciate the gentleman from Vermont of-
fering this amendment and | urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today to express my strong disappoint-
ment in the fact that the majority members of
the Appropriations Committee refused to in-
clude, in the bill we are discussing today, the
$700 million that was included in the biparti-
san, 5-year balanced budget agreement for
Federal land acquisition.

Over $300 million of the $700 million was
slated to go to the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund [LWCF], the Federal trust fund, es-
tablished to purchase private lands for outdoor
recreation or for preservation for future gen-
erations.

Last month, when we learned that this
money might not be included in the bill, |
joined 22 of my colleagues on the Resources
Committee in sending a letter to Chairman
REGULA to remind him that the LWCF is cur-
rently owed about $11 billion which has accu-
mulated because money meant for the fund
has been directed for other uses, like bal-
ancing the Federal budget.

This misdirection of LWCF funds has cre-
ated a tremendous backlog of purchases of
threatened land designed to protect the public
health and the environment.

| was overjoyed, Mr. Chairman, when |
heard that the balanced budget agreement
had provided an additional $700 million for
Federal land acquisitions.

This additional funding would have meant
the possibility that funding could finally be re-
alized to begin acquiring land at the Salt River
National Park and Historical Preserve, on the
island of St. Croix in my district, the Virgin Is-
lands.

Salt River National Park was authorized in
1992, creating an approximately 1,000 acre
park offering a unique combination of bio-
logically significant flora and fauna. Salt River
is also best known as the only documented
site where Christopher Columbus landed in
what is now the United States.

Tragically, since its authorization, there has
not been any Federal land acquisitions at Salt
River. This is a concern because a major hotel
development had been proposed for the
mouth of the Salt River Bay, including the
area of the Columbus landing site.

While the development permits for this
project have been denied by the courts, the
current owner of the property believes that an
opportunity still exists to sell the property and
re-initiate the hotel project. It is essential, in
order to preserve this magnificent area, for
LWCF funds to be appropriated for the Park
Service to acquire key private tracts of land at
Salt River.

| urge my colleagues to continue to insist
that the previously allocated $700 million be
made available to address the threats faced at
Salt River, as well as, for the other hundreds
of priority Federal land acquisition and local
recreation projects across the country.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Interior appropriations bill in its cur-
rent form. It shortchanges the Land and Water
Conservation Fund [LWCF]. It shuts down the
National Endowment for the Arts. And it is
packed with irresponsible government sub-
sidies such as the timber roads credit and
special breaks for clean coal technology.
Thankfully, we have some opportunities today
to fix some of these problems and send the
President legislation he can sign.

My colleague from California [Mr. MILLER]
plans upon offering an important amendment
that will restore the commitments the leader-
ship made to the President on funding for the
Land and Water Conservation Fund [LWCF].
This amendment will provide for two critically
important land exchanges: the New World
Mine in Montana and Headwaters Forest in
California. Some of my colleagues oppose
these purchases, and | respect but disagree
with their views. But that is not the point. The
point is that this provision was part of the
budget deal that this Congress agreed to with
the President. There are a lot of aspects of
this budget agreement with which I'm not in
agreement with, but I, along with more than
300 of my colleagues, supported the budget
agreement when it passed on this floor. As
Members supported the budget deal the Con-
gress/Clinton compromise, it is only reason-
able to uphold the key provisions of the same.
Specifically the commitment to increase the
LWCF by some $700 million, that is the Miller
amendment that will be offered in good faith
and in accord with the budget agreement.

Similarly, the bill in its current form shuts
down the National Endowment of the Arts. A
number of our colleagues insist on making in-
flammatory, and I'm sad to say inaccurate,
statements about the NEA and its priorities.
The fact remains that most of the money we
spend on the arts goes to providing cultural
experiences for children in communities
across the Nation who would not otherwise
enjoy such opportunity or experiences. The
President, furthermore, has indicated that he
will veto this bill if Congress does not restore
funding for the NEA.

Instead of more endless, partisan bickering,
this House should continue funding the NEA
at previous levels. This would have been a
compromise. While | and a number of my col-
leagues would like to strengthen our commit-
ment to the arts, | recognize that this is cur-
rently not likely. So | am willing to face reality
and move forward with the legislative program
for our Nation. | would have hoped that those
who disagree would at some point be willing
to do the same.

In addition to these important amendments,
we will debate an amendment to eliminate the
special subsidy program for timber roads in
our National Forests. | am not sure how many
of my colleagues are aware of the fact that
this bill includes $40 million so that the Fed-
eral Government can reimburse timber compa-
nies for their road construction costs, road
graded so that the same entities can harvest
the timber. That is $40 million less of tax dol-
lars that we can spend on educating our kids,
cleaning up the environment, providing heat
assistance for the elderly, and any number of
other worthy and important activities serving
our communities.

You will hear many claims that, according to
Price Waterhouse, these millions of dollars do
not amount to a subsidy. Please bear in mind
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that this Price Waterhouse analysis was the
result of a timber industry funded study, frank-
ly the results dont seem surprising. I'm
underwhelmed by such industry produced fod-
der. Beware of a special interest financed
study that supports the special interest access
to the Federal taxpayer pocketbook. We
should end this fiscally and environmentally
unsound program today by voting for the Por-
ter-Kennedy amendment.

Like just about all of the legislation we con-
sider in this House, this is a true question of
priorities. | believe and | have long believed
that we can effectively manage our National
Parks and Forests, that we can preserve fund-
ing for the arts and humanities and that we
can deal fairly with members of Native Amer-
ican Tribes while we at the same time spend
money responsibly and eliminate programs
and unwarranted subsidies that have failed
their goal or that enrich special interests. We
should use this Interior appropriation legisla-
tion to achieve such goal. Indeed, there are
those that wish to preserve the subsidy pro-
gram for logging roads, there are those who
wish to preserve the so-called Clean Coal
Technology Program, and there are those who
want the Federal Government to extinguish
the commitment to the arts. | disagree, these
actions run counter to sound policy and are
not supported by the American public.

| have always viewed the Interior appropria-
tions bill as an opportunity for Congress to
both protect the environment and save tax-
payer dollars—what has become recognized
as the Green Scissors approach—and this
year is no different. We should pass the Miller
amendment, preserve our commitment to the
arts, pass the Porter-Kennedy amendment,
and pass the Klug-Miller-Foley amendment.
Then we’ll send the President a bill that he
can sign and show the American people that
sometimes, when given the opportunity, Con-
gress is capable of real change and can do
our decisionmaking task fairly, efficiently, and
above all competently.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. | know that today’s de-
bate on the fiscal year 1998 Interior Appropria-
tions will largely focus on funding for the arts
and humanities, but | would like to take a mo-
ment to highlight several provisions included in
the bill which | am very pleased to support.

As you may know, citizens of the freely as-
sociated states of the Federated States of Mi-
cronesia, the Republic of the Marshall Islands,
and the Republic of Palau, can freely migrate
to Guam under the provisions of the Compact
of Free Association between the United States
and these nations. Appropriations to reimburse
Guam for the impact of the Compact are au-
thorized under Public Law 99-239. In the Om-
nibus Appropriations Act of fiscal year 1997
[P.L. 104-134], 6 years of partial reimburse-
ment for Guam was included for the social
and educational costs of this migration. | am
pleased that H.R. 2107 again includes $4.58
million as partial reimbursement to Guam. |
would like to thank Chairman ReGcuLA and
Ranking Member YATES for their leadership on
this issue and for working to fulfill this impor-
tant Federal obligation.

H.R. 2107 also includes an additional $1
million for brown tree snake eradication re-
search as requested by the administration.
This funding is vital for the efforts to control
this non-indigenous species which has deci-
mated Guam'’s indigenous bird species and is
the cause of countless power outages
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throughout the island. | thank Chairman Reg-
ula and his staff for their willingness to take a
serious look at this problem and understand
the ongoing and potential impact of this un-
controlled non-indigenous species.

| am also pleased that technical assistance
to the territories has been increased by $1 mil-
lion to approach a more adequate level and
has remained separate and distinct from fund-
ing to control the brown tree snake. | look for-
ward to continuing to work with my colleagues
and the other body to see that all of these im-
portant provisions remain intact.

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, | rise to note a matter which is of
great concern to myself and the members of
the Commerce Committee on both sides of
the aisle. H.R. 2017, contains language which
would allow the sale of approximately 10 mil-
lion barrels of oil from the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve.

The legislative language in H.R. 2017
changes existing law regarding the drawdown
of the SPR, and violates House Rule 21 which
prohibits legislating in an appropriations bill.
Yesterday, we asked the Rules Committee to
issue a rule which did not waive points of
order against this language. Unfortunately, be-
cause of some miscommunications, the rule
waived the point of order and an objection
was made to the unanimous-consent request
to modify the rule.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, | am disappointed that
the point of order which would lie against this
provision was waived. However, | have spo-
ken with Mr. REGULA and Mr. SOLOMON about
this and | understand they will work with me
to see that this language is removed at con-
ference.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

Amendments printed in House Report
105-174 may be offered only by a Mem-
ber designated in the report and only
at the appropriate point in the reading
of the bill, are debatable for the time
specified, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, are not subject to an amendment,
and are not subject to a demand for di-
vision of the question.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment, and
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2107

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, namely:

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

For expenses necessary for protection, use,
improvement, development, disposal, cadas-
tral surveying, classification, acquisition of
easements and other interests in lands, and
performance of other functions, including
maintenance of facilities, as authorized by
law, in the management of lands and their
resources under the jurisdiction of the Bu-
reau of Land Management, including the
general administration of the Bureau, and
assessment of mineral potential of public
lands pursuant to Public Law 96-487 (16
U.S.C. 3150(a)), $581,591,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $2,043,000 shall
be available for assessment of the mineral
potential of public lands in Alaska pursuant
to section 1010 of Public Law 96-487 (16 U.S.C.
3150); and of which $3,000,000 shall be derived
from the special receipt account established
by the Land and Water Conservation Act of
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i)); and of
which $1,500,000 shall be available in fiscal
year 1998 subject to a match by at least an
equal amount by the National Fish and Wild-
life Foundation, to such Foundation for chal-
lenge cost share projects supporting fish and
wildlife conservation affecting Bureau lands;
in addition, $27,300,000 for Mining Law Ad-
ministration program operations, to remain
available until expended, to be reduced by
amounts collected by the Bureau and cred-
ited to this appropriation from annual min-
ing claim fees so as to result in a final appro-
priation estimated at not more than
$581,591,000; and in addition, not to exceed
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, from annual mining claim fees;
which shall be credited to this account for
the costs of administering the mining claim
fee program, and $2,000,000 from communica-
tion site rental fees established by the Bu-
reau for the cost of administering commu-
nication site activities: Provided, That ap-
propriations herein made shall not be avail-
able for the destruction of healthy,
unadopted, wild horses and burros in the
care of the Bureau or its contractors.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

For necessary expenses for fire use and
management, fire preparedness, suppression
operations, and emergency rehabilitation by
the Department of the Interior, $280,103,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
not to exceed $5,025,000 shall be for the ren-
ovation or construction of fire facilities: Pro-
vided, That such funds are also available for
repayment of advances to other appropria-
tion accounts from which funds were pre-
viously transferred for such purposes: Pro-
vided further, That persons hired pursuant to
43 U.S.C. 1469 may be furnished subsistence
and lodging without cost from funds avail-
able from this appropriation.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise for the purpose
of a colloquy with my friend, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

As the gateway for more than 12 mil-
lion immigrants between 1892 and 1954,
Ellis Island holds a unique place in our
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Nation’s history. More than 90 million
Americans trace their roots to Ellis Is-
land, and 1% million visitors from
around the world tour the island every
year.

Unfortunately, some parts of the is-
land are not receiving the attention
they deserve, and last month the Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation
included the south side of Ellis Island
on its annual list of the 11 most endan-
gered historic places in the United
States.

The south side of Ellis Island consists
of more than two dozen buildings that
served as hospital wards during the
first part of this century. These build-
ings have great historical significance.
In fact, the cure for pink eye was dis-
covered there.

Due to years of weather-related dam-
age, however, the hospital complex is
seriously decayed. Roofs are caved in,
walls are crumbling, and in some build-
ings stalactites of lime hang from the
ceiling. These buildings are literally
falling apart, and allowing them to
decay beyond repair would be a na-
tional disgrace.

I am very pleased that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] has included
report language in the bill at my re-
quest that directs the Park Service to
come up with an immediate plan to
stabilize these buildings. | also want to
reiterate my hope that, working with
the Senate, we may be able to find a
small amount of money in the bill to
begin basic emergency repairs in the
future.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?
Mrs. LOWEY. |
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
Lowey] for her interest and efforts.
Ellis Island truly is a national treasure
that has desperate needs for construc-
tion repairs.

Unfortunately, the Park Service con-
struction budget is severely con-
strained by its overwhelming backlog
of critical maintenance projects, $570
million, as our chart showed, which
consists of serious public health and
safety issues.

Should the Senate provide funds for
the project, and if the other priority
construction needs are met, | will give
serious consideration to supporting the
project. It is a good project and de-
serves support. | look forward to work-
ing with the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY] to ensure the
project’s successful completion.

Mrs. LOWEY. | thank the gentleman.
We really owe it to the memory of our
ancestors and for the benefit of future
generations to preserve these build-
ings. 1 am very appreciative of the
chairman’s support for getting us on
the path to do just that.

yield to the gen-
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
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CENTRAL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FUND

For necessary expenses of the Department
of the Interior and any of its component of-
fices and bureaus for the remedial action, in-
cluding associated activities, of hazardous
waste substances, pollutants, or contami-
nants pursuant to the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation and L.i-
ability Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. section
9601 et seq.), $12,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That notwithstand-
ing 31 U.S.C. 3302, sums recovered from or
paid by a party in advance of or as reim-
bursement for remedial action or response
activities conducted by the Department pur-
suant to section 107 or 113(f) of such Act,
shall be credited to this account to be avail-
able until expended without further appro-
priation: Provided further, That such sums re-
covered from or paid by any party are not
limited to monetary payments and may in-
clude stocks, bonds or other personal or real
property, which may be retained, liquidated,
or otherwise disposed of by the Secretary
and which shall be credited to this account.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to take
this time to, if | could, participate in a
colloguy with the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA] if that would be in order.

Mr. Chairman, there seems to be a
lot of confusion surrounding, at least
in my mind, the funding level for the
automotive fuel cell research and de-
velopment program within the Energy
Conservation Program. First, | want to
clarify the funding level for the ad-
vanced automotive technology pro-
gram. It is my understanding that the
committee recommended more money
for the advanced automotive tech-
nology program this year than was ap-
propriated in the years 1996 and 1997.

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. | yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The comparable program was
funded at $104,640,000 in fiscal year 1997
and the committee recommendation
for fiscal year 1998 is $104,796,000. This
represents an increase of $156,000. It is
an increase of over $4 million above the
1996 level.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. | thank the
gentleman for that. Although the total
amount for the advance automotive
technology program received an in-
creased recommendation from the com-
mittee over the past 2 years, | have
heard from the Department of Energy
that the fuel cell program has received
a significant reduction in funding, per-
haps as much as $10 million.

Mr. REGULA. If the gentleman will
yield further, the department is not
correct. It is true that the committee
has recommended a slight reduction
from last year’s appropriation to the
fuel cell program due to the difficult
choices we have had to make in trying
to balance the budget.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. It is further my
understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the
Department of Energy approved grants
within the fuel cell program and that
these grants have had an impact on the
market value of the companies that
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have been designated as grantees. A
part of my confusion is how these
grants could have been approved by the
DOE, the Department of Energy, if the
funding for these grants were depend-
ent on future appropriations. |1 also am
not clear whether the grant recipients
can receive a portion of their grant
even when the amount appropriated is
not enough to fund all the depart-
ment’s approved grants.

Mr. Chairman, | understand there is
some good research being conducted
within this program, including some
research in my home State of Michi-
gan, but the gentleman can see there
still appears to me a lot of confusion
surrounding the issue. | am asking the
gentleman today to work with me to
clarify some of this confusion sur-
rounding the funding level for the
automotive fuel cell program.

Mr. REGULA. | would be glad to
work with the gentleman from Michi-
gan to help clarify any confusion he or
others may have regarding the auto-
motive fuel cell program.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 1 appreciate
that from the gentleman, and | thank
the gentleman for joining me in the
colloquy.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to request a col-
loquy with the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA] regarding the fate of on-
going restoration work at the Fort
McHenry National Monument and His-
toric Shrine in Baltimore.

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

Mr. CARDIN. |
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. 1 am pleased to ad-
dress the gentleman from Maryland’s
concerns about this important work.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
concerned that the bill does not pro-
vide the $1.8 million needed by the
Park Service for high priority con-
struction work to complete the res-
toration of Fort McHenry. Last year
Congress appropriated $800,000 for the
work on the fort. This was part of a $2.6
million project designed to preserve
the birthplace of our National Anthem.
To date significant work has been un-
dertaken to repair and repoint the
fort’s main exterior brick walls, dating
back to the War of 1812. Additional
funding is needed to complete preserva-
tion of underground bombproof rooms,
powder magazines and Civil War period
defense works at the site.

I am concerned that the action of the
committee threatens the timely and ef-
ficient completion of the necessary
work. Finding sources of historically
compatible bricks and artisans skilled
at this restoration work has been dif-
ficult, but the project is now underway
and we should complete it.

Mr. REGULA. | understand the gen-
tleman’s concerns. Let me assure him
that despite our decision not to include
construction funding for Fort
McHenry, the committee strongly sup-
ports this work. Unfortunately, the Na-

yield to the gen-
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tional Park Service has a $5.6 billion
construction and repair backlog, $575
million of which deals with the critical
maintenance needs regarding public
health and safety issues.

Mr. CARDIN. | understand the pres-
sures the committee is under this year
and particularly that the Park Serv-
ice’s fiscal year 1998 construction budg-
et included two extremely high cost
projects, but the Fort McHenry project
is also a priority and is in danger of
being cut off in the middle. The Senate
allocation is more generous than the
House numbers. Should the Senate pro-
vide funds for this project, can | ask
the gentleman to support the funding
construction at Fort McHenry?

Mr. REGULA. Fort McHenry is one of
this Nation’s great historic treasures.
Were the Senate bill to fund this
project and if the other high priority
needs for construction are met, then |
would give serious consideration to
supporting the project. It is an impor-
tant project and deserves funding. |
look forward to working closely with
the gentleman from Maryland to en-
sure the successful completion of this
construction in a timely and efficient
manner.

Mr. CARDIN. | thank the gentleman.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

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

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
engage the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee in a colloquy, but
before | do | want to commend the
chairman and the subcommittee for
placing a moratorium on the accept-
ance and processing of mining claim
patent applications made under the
Mining Law of 1872. By the continu-
ation of this moratorium, | think the
subcommittee expresses the view of the
majority of the Members of this body,
if given the opportunity, they would
vote for a comprehensive reform of the
Mining Law of 1872.

While | do commend the Committee
on Appropriations for continuing this
patent moratorium, | think it is impor-
tant that we be up front in recognizing
that this provision is only a Band-Aid
that will not staunch the hemorrhag-
ing of the public’s mineral wealth
under the Mining Law of 1872. Radical
surgery is what is required. | hope that
one day we will get around to doing
that.

Mr. Chairman, the committee bill
provides $4.5 million for grants to the
eight heritage areas designated by the
Omnibus Parks Act signed into law
last year. Of this amount, three herit-
age areas are to receive the maximum
amount allowed under that law, $1 mil-
lion each, because the committee has
determined they are further advanced.
That leaves $1.5 million for the remain-
ing five heritage areas.

Is it the committee’s intent for the
National Park Service to distribute
this funding roughly evenly among
those five heritage areas, with no area
receiving less than $200,000?
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RAHALL. 1
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. That would be the in-
tent of the committee.

Mr. RAHALL. | thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio and com-
mend him for his work on this bill as
well as the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. Dicks], the ranking minority
member.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, | move to strike the last
word.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Ohio for engaging in this colloquy
with me regarding the heritage areas,
an initiative that 1 know he and the
members of the committee have long
supported and supported very strongly.

I would like to speak particularly of
the Blackstone River Valley National
Heritage Corridor in my State of Rhode
Island as well as the bordering State of
Massachusetts. This is one of the real
examples of State partnership between
Massachusetts and Rhode Island that
we have. | also want to commend the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McGovERN] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. NeaL] as well for
their long work on this issue.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. |
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. | thank
the gentleman from Rhode Island for
yielding. | want to thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGuULA] for the
manner over the years in which he has
treated the Blackstone funding prior-
ities. It has been very encouraging and
he has been more than generous with
his time as well as his support of this
project. I know that since | represent
the town of Blackstone that this really
commemorates a remarkable part of
the manufacturing history of America.
I am delighted with his pronouncement
today that he will support us on the
Senate side when this legislation goes
to conference.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. |
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. NEAL]. This is a real example
of us working together on a bi-State
issue, but one that pulls us all together
because of the nature of the heritage
corridor.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. |
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. MCGOVERN. | want to thank the
gentleman from Rhode Island for yield-
ing to me, and | want to associate my-
self with his remarks as well as the re-
marks of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. NEAL]. The Blackstone
River Valley National Heritage Cor-
ridor is a crown jewel of the National
Park Service and showcases our natu-
ral resources while preserving the his-
tory of that area. | want to also express

yield to the gen-
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my deep gratitude to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. We genuinely
appreciate his consideration of our
comments regarding this subject,
which is of tremendous importance to
not only Rhode Island but Massachu-
setts, where I am from. | appreciate it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. I
want to thank both my colleagues from
Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, | realize the difficult
choices the chairman and the members
of the committee are faced with, but |
want to discuss with the gentleman the
fact that this bill provides no construc-
tion funds in fiscal year 1998 for the
Blackstone Corridor.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. |
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. | understand the gen-
tleman’s concerns. | would point out
that the Blackstone River Valley Her-
itage Project is one of the flagships of
our national program. It has set a
standard. Let me assure the gentleman
that our decision had nothing to do
with the committee’s support for the
Blackstone Corridor. The National
Park Service has a $5.6 billion backlog
of major priority construction projects;
$575 million of that deals with critical
backlog maintenance, needs such as
failed water systems, broken sewer
lines, deteriorating utilities, unsafe
dams and other major health and safe-
ty projects. I might add, as | said in
the opening statement, we are very
sensitive about the backlog mainte-
nance problems.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. | ap-
preciate the gentleman’s position and I
know the committee’s support for the
Blackstone Valley River Heritage Cor-
ridor. 1 know the chairman’s sensitiv-
ity to the notion of passing the bill last
year as we did during the last Congress
and putting some of the construction
funds in place, but then it is sort of
analogous to building a house but not
putting the furniture in it. We do not
want to jeopardize this project by not
following through on our commitment
to it as we did through the authoriza-
tion bill last year.

Should the Senate allocation in this
year’s bill be more generous than the
House number and should the Senate
provide the funds for this project, can I
ask the gentleman as chairman and the
members of his committee to consider
supporting this project once again as
he has done in the past?

Mr. REGULA. | would advise the gen-
tleman were the Senate to fund this
project for fiscal year 1998 and if the
other priority needs for construction
are met, | very much hope that we can
provide the construction funding for
the Blackstone Heritage Area. It is a
good project and it deserves strong sup-
port. |1 do look forward to working
closely with the gentleman from Rhode
Island and the other two gentlemen
that spoke to ensure the ongoing suc-
cess of this project.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. We
certainly appreciate the chairman’s
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consideration and look forward to
working with him for the success of
this project, which means a great boon
to our area in northern Rhode Island
and Massachusetts as well, which has
seen a great growth in jobs as a result
of this wonderful model project in this
country of what a heritage corridor can
do for the economy of a given region. |
want to thank the chairman for his
work on this.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

CONSTRUCTION

For construction of buildings, recreation
facilities, roads, trails, and appurtenant fa-
cilities, $3,254,000, to remain available until
expended.

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

For expenses necessary to implement the
Act of October 20, 1976, as amended, (31
U.S.C. 6901-07), $113,500,000, of which not to
exceed $400,000 shall be available for adminis-
trative expenses: Provided, That no payment
shall be made to otherwise eligible units of
local government if the computed amount of
the payment is less than $100.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. SANDERS:

Page 5, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: “‘(increased by
$19,000,000)"".

Page 59, line 10, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ““(reduced by
$47,500,000)"".
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, this

bipartisan amendment which is being
introduced by the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr. BAss] and myself does
two important things that most Mem-
bers of this body agree with.

First, it deals with the very serious
problem of underfunded mandates, of
forcing citizens in close to 2,000 coun-
ties in all 50 States to pay more in
local property taxes than they should
be paying because the Federal Govern-
ment has fallen very far behind in its
payment in lieu of taxes on federally
owned lands. This amendment address-
es this problem by increasing payments
in lieu of taxes by $19 million, from
$113.5 million to $132.5 million.

Mr. Chairman, | should add here that
this amount is exactly the amount au-
thorized for fiscal year 1995, when Con-
gress passed the reauthorization for
PILT in 1994. In other words, this
amendment provides what the Congress
promised cities and towns all over this
country 3 years ago that we should be
doing. We made a commitment, we
should honor that commitment, and
that is what this amendment does.

Mr. Chairman, the PILT program was
established to address the fact that the
Federal Government does not pay taxes
on its own land.
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These Federal lands can include na-
tional forests, national parks, fish and
wildlife refuges, and land owned by the
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Bureau of Land Management. Like
property taxes, PILT payments are
used to pay the school budgets, law en-
forcement, and other municipal ex-
penses. Communities all over this
country are upset by the lack of fair-
ness that they are receiving from the
Federal Government, which is why this
amendment is endorsed by the Na-
tional Association of Counties.

Mr. Chairman, despite an increase
that was granted 3 years ago in the
PILT authorization levels, the actual
appropriations have been kept nearly
level, resulting in a revenue shortfall
to local communities in real terms. For
fiscal year 1997, for example, local gov-
ernments will receive only 60 to 70 per-
cent of the payment level which was
set in the authorization. This amend-
ment would begin to address this un-
funded mandate by increasing the pay-
ment in lieu of taxes program to where
it was in real terms 10 years ago.

The formula by which payments in
lieu of taxes are made is a complicated
one, and each property is treated some-
what differently, but on average, on av-
erage, if this amendment passes, each
local government would see a 17-per-
cent increase in PILT money, and that
is a significant advantage to thousands
of communities all over this country.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great
deal of discussion recently about evo-
lution and our concerns for local com-
munities and local government. It is
high time that the Federal Govern-
ment accepted its responsibility to do
right by local communities.

Mr. Chairman, the $47.5 million that
we are using for these purposes, in
other words, deficit reduction and in-
creasing PILT payments to local com-
munities all over America, would be
transferred from the Fossil Energy Re-
search and Development Program. Ac-
cording to the report of the fiscal year
1997 budget resolution which passed the
House last year, the Republican resolu-
tion, and let me quote from that, and |
quote:

The Department of Energy has spent bil-
lions of dollars on research and development
since the oil crisis in 1973 triggered this ac-
tivity. Returns on this investment have not
been cost effective, particularly for applied
research and development which industry
has ample incentive to undertake. Some of
this activity is simply corporate welfare for
the oil, gas and utility industries. Much of it
duplicates what the industry is already
doing. Some has gone to fund technologies in
which the market has low interest.

Mr. Chairman, these are not my
words. These are the words from the re-
port of the fiscal year 1997 budget reso-
lution produced by the leadership of
the Republican party. But obviously it
is not only Republicans or conserv-
atives who feel this way; progressives
agree. Public Citizen has this to say
about the Fossil Energy Research and
Development Program, and | quote:

Fossil energy programs have received over
$15 billion in Federal funding since 1974. The
fossil energy industry is prosperous and ma-
ture, and it is not deserving of a continuing
large share of taxpayer support.
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Mr. Chairman, the bottom line is,
progressives and conservatives support
this concept. |1 would urge Members
from both sides of the aisle to vote for
it.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. Chairman, | know the PILT Pro-
gram is popular, but we have to make
priority judgments. We have to decide
what best serves the interests of the
people of this Nation.

What we have done in the fossil pro-
gram is look at it very carefully, and
we have reduced it over the past couple
of years by 30 percent, and we want to
avoid cutting any more.

I think this term ‘‘corporate welfare’’
is used very carelessly, because we
have established a policy that we do
not fund these energy research projects
unless the private sector puts in a sub-
stantial share of funding. These are
very important partnerships.

And | want to point out one other
thing. We made a policy in the fossil
research program that once the tech-
nology is developed, the Government is
out of it. We do not spend any money
on commercialization. Once it is prov-
en that a low emission boiler works,
then it is up to the private sector to
take over from there.

I simply say that to point out that
we have tried to make these programs
very efficient. We have restructured
the programs so that we are not com-
mitted to large costly demonstration
projects.

But my colleagues have to remember
that this country relies on fossil fuels
for the majority of its energy require-
ments and will continue to do so for
the foreseeable future. That is coal, oil,
and natural gas. This is what makes
this Nation great; this is what drives
this economy.

I think one of the great advantages
our Nation has over our European com-
petitors is low-cost energy. It is re-
flected in the fact that we have a 4 per-
cent growth in the economy. In 1997, we
hope that the deficit will be down
under $50 billion. But to do that we
have to keep research in fossil fuels, we
have to ensure that in the future we
are going to have the advanced tech-
nologies that will allow us to use our
fossil energy sources in a very efficient
and environmentally sensitive way.

Of course some of the critics contend
that we should put more money into
alternative energy sources and aban-
don research on traditional energy, the
energy resources that fuel our econ-
omy, but | think that does not make
sense given the realities of today’s
economy and the importance of fossil
fuel.

I think that a lot of this research is
designed to reduce the environmental
impact of the use of fossil fuels because
realistically that is going to be our en-
ergy source for as far as the eye can
see. And if we want to leave for future
generations the opportunity to have
the same quality of life that we have
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had, we have to ensure that we can use
fossil fuel in an energy-efficient way
and that we can use it in an environ-
mentally safe way.

What does that add up to? It adds up
to research which improves the tech-
nologies, which develops new fossil fuel
technologies which reduce emissions,
which use energy more efficiently, and
it creates jobs at the same time we ex-
plore the alternative energy sources.

We have done that in this bill, and 1
think it would be a serious mistake in
terms of this Nation’s economy to take
money out of this fossil research pro-
gram. It will cost $47.5 million from re-
search to provide $19 million more for
PILT. It would be nice to give these ad-
ditional credits to local counties. We
have done that while trying to stay
within our allocation. But to cut our
fossil energy research program would
be very shortsighted in the long haul,
and for that reason | have to strenu-
ously object to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | hope that the Mem-
bers will support us in defeating this
amendment.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Sanders-Bass
amendment which would restore much
deserved funding to the PILT Program.
PILT Program, payment in lieu of
taxes.

Each year thousands of counties
across this Nation lose out on millions
of dollars in property tax revenue sim-
ply because the Federal Government
owns the property. While the PILT
Program was established to com-
pensate for this fact, it is woefully un-
derfunded. Since it was adopted in 1976,
the PILT Program has neither kept
pace with its authorized funding levels,
nor with the true costs of providing
services in support of the Federal
lands.

We have repeatedly tried year after
year to increase PILT payments, and
unfortunately there is never any
money for the PILT payments. And, as
I said, it has not kept pace with the
funding levels, the authorization lev-
els, and that is why there is strong sup-
port of the Sanders-Bass amendment.

But if my colleagues take a look at it
from an equity point of view, local gov-
ernments have a right to be com-
pensated for untaxable land which is
owned by the Federal Government
within their jurisdiction, for providing
services to Federal employees, their
families, and to the users of the public
lands. PILT funds are used by these
communities for important programs
such as education, law enforcement,
emergency search and rescue, fire and
emergency medical services, solid
waste management, road maintenance,
and other health and human services.

In my district, Mr. Chairman, there
are many counties where the Federal
Government is the largest land owner,
and our school districts cannot even
bond to build a new school because
most of the land is encumbered by the
Federal Government and is nontaxable.
Therefore we do not even have a tax
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base to put forth a school system and
to maintain a school system.

Therefore | urge my colleagues to
cast a vote for equity by voting in
favor of the Sanders-Bass amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Michigan
for yielding the balance of his time to
me, and | hate to disagree with my
good friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. RecuLA] especially since we are
going to do a colloquy in a few mo-
ments. But bottom line is the program
that we are talking about here is cor-
porate welfare. That is what the Fossil
Energy Research and Development
Program is, and that is not just my
opinion. | remind the Members that it
was the 1997 budget resolution of the
Republican party which said, and 1
want to repeat this:

The Department of Energy has spent bil-
lions of dollars on research and development
since the oil crisis of 1973 triggered this ac-
tivity. Returns on this investment have not
been cost effective, particularly for applied
research and development which industry
has ample incentive to undertake. Some of
this activity is simply corporate welfare for
the oil, gas and utility industry.

Mr. Chairman, let me quote from the
Congressional Budget Office:

In the area of fossil research and develop-
ment, commercial firms already spend a
great deal of money to develop new tech-
nologies. The major new technologies for en-
hanced oil recovery, for example, have come
from private industry, not DOE.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
point to make, and | want the Members
to hear this:

Among the beneficiaries of the petroleum
research and development program are some
of the largest multinational energy conglom-
erates in the world, including: Exxon, Chev-
ron, Conoco, Texaco, Amoco, Phillips Petro-
leum, ARCO and Shell.

When Kkids around the country can-
not get an education because this land
is their land, the public land is not
paying taxes, payment in lieu of taxes,
should these major multinational cor-
porations be the industries that we are
subsidizing? | think not.

Mr. Chairman, this project, the fossil
energy program, is being targeted as
one of the dirty dozen corporate sub-
sidies by the Stop Corporate Welfare
Coalition, which includes National
Taxpayers Union, Taxpayers For Com-
mon Sense, USPIRG, and Citizens
Against Government Waste.

Mr. Chairman, this concept is sup-
ported by progressives and conserv-
atives and people in between. Let us
stop subsidizing large multinational
corporations who do not need tax-
payers’ money. Let us help local com-
munities all over America get the pay-
ments in lieu of taxes that they need.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment before the committee this
evening, and | want to certainly thank
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Interior for having crafted a bill that
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has created more headaches than |
would ever want to have in a given
week.

The question here really is, as he
puts it, a question of priorities. There
are over 2,000 counties in this country
in 49 States, the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS] said 50 States,
that suffer as a result of chronic under-
funding of the payment in lieu of taxes
system in this country. The amend-
ment that my colleagues have before
them today will contribute not only to
the PILT issue but also the deficit re-
duction.

Now, as other speakers have men-
tioned this evening, communities with
significant Federal lands cannot col-
lect the same Kkinds of property taxes
as communities can that do not have
Federal lands, and as has been men-
tioned before, the Federal Government
moved to create a system whereby pay-
ments will be made in lieu of property
taxes, but these authorizations and
these commitments have been chron-
ically underfunded.
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In fact, today the Federal Govern-
ment only pays a little more than 60
percent of what they are obligated to
pay. What is the result of this? The re-
sult is that we have for communities in
the affected areas a Hobson’s choice.
Either they can disproportionately in-
crease taxes in order to meet their
funding obligations, or they can pro-
vide fewer services: education, fire, and
other services that are so necessary for
communities.

I would not be standing before the
Members today concerned with this
amendment if it was not for the fact
that this is a question of equity and
fairness. We are talking about adding
$19 million to the $132.5 million, which
would bring the funding level up to
what it was supposed to have been in
fiscal year 1995, when | entered Con-
gress.

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

Mr. BASS. | yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, | would
just like to rise in support of this
amendment and thank my colleague
the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bass] and the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] for the excel-
lent work they have done with the
amendment.

I would just like to take a moment to
underscore the important point the
gentleman has made, that this is about
inequity, it is about meeting our com-
mitments, meeting the commitments
that were made when Congress author-
ized the Payment In Lieu of Tax sys-
tem. These are cities and towns that
have national forests within their bor-
ders, and they are obligated at times
for services, not just those of schools
or municipal services that so many
cities and towns have, but oftentimes
services that take place in the bound-
aries of the national forest: rescue
services, fire services.
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The burdens that we place on them is
one that we need to recognize. We need
to recognize that the PILT has failed
to live up to the obligations that were
originally made, and that by putting
that forward, $19 million to make up
some of this difference, we move with a
system that is fairer, one that helps us
meet our commitments, and one that
provides a lot of these towns with prop-
erty tax relief, because so many of
them rely on their property base for
the taxes that they use to pay for mu-
nicipal services.

So while I would like to commend
the chairman for his work in putting
together this bill, I would like to lend
my support to the gentleman from New
Hampshire and the gentleman from
Vermont, and encourage my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, | thank my
colleague.

Reclaiming my time, Mr. Chairman, |
would point out that if we were to fully
fund the PILT program in fiscal year
1998, we would have an obligation of
$224 million. We are talking about
$132.5 million, so we are certainly not
asking for everything that is really
due.

I just want to conclude by saying
that this is a bipartisan amendment.
Any time the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] and | are producing an
amendment together, Members can be
sure it is bipartisan. It is an issue of
fairness, an issue of giving what is due
the towns, giving the towns what they
are due. It is not full funding, as | said
a minute ago, but Mr. Chairman, it is
a step in the right direction.

If Members support equity, if they
support help to communities that need
assistance in funding for critical serv-
ices in areas where there are Federal
lands, please support the Sanders-Bass
amendment.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment. The gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] is at-
tempting to increase funding for Pay-
ment In Lieu of Taxes, which is not
necessarily a bad initiative, but he
seeks to do so in a very reckless man-
ner. The fossil energy program is one of
the least understood and most impor-
tant at the Department of Energy, sup-
porting important cost-shared research
and development activities to make en-
ergy resources we use the most cleaner
and cheaper.

This also enhances our energy secu-
rity as these resources are our most
abundant domestic sources of energy.
The Energy Information Agency has
predicted that we will continue to rely
on these resources and these sources of
energy for over 85 percent of our en-
ergy needs well into the 21st century.

Additionally, any commitments the
United States makes in the area of
global climate change will necessitate
that we find ways of reducing emis-
sions without crippling our economy.
Thus, it is vital that we maintain this
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modest commitment to cleaner and
more efficient energy.

Over the last several years fossil en-
ergy has undergone significant
downsizing, roughly 10 percent each
year. Now is not the time to seek addi-
tional savings from this program. This
R&D work is conducted throughout the
United States by a wide range of small
and large companies. This amendment
calls for an across-the-board cut, which
in no way takes into account the needs
of specific programs.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the defeat of
this amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. | move to strike the
requisite number of words, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, in Minnesota if a pri-
vate citizen fails to pay his or her prop-
erty tax bill within 7 years, they lose
their property. The Federal Govern-
ment is 20 years behind in keeping up
with its payments to the counties of
northern Minnesota and elsewhere
around this country under the terms of
the Payment In Lieu of Taxes legisla-
tion.

Twenty-five years ago, as a staff
member for my predecessor, John
Blatnik, who served in this body, |
helped write the language that became
the Payment In Lieu of Taxes law that
is in place today. As a Member, | have
worked to keep it in place, to expand
it, to update it. But it has not kept
pace with the needs of the counties in
which these great Federal landholdings
are located, and it has not kept pace,
by any means, with inflation.

These are lands held in public trust
for all Americans to enjoy, and they do
come from all over the United States
to enjoy the land of northern Min-
nesota, the boundary waters, canoe
area, the Voyageurs National Park, Su-
perior National Forest, I can go on
with several others, and | will not
name them.

But who is stuck with the bill? When
the accident happens on the highway
between Duluth and Grand Portage,
MN, up in Cook County, it is the Cook
County sheriff’s department that has
to come to scrape the bodies off the
highway. It is the Cook County hos-
pital that has to stay open 24 hours a
day to accommodate them, in a little
county of 3,600 people, 94 percent of the
land in public ownership, most of it
Federal, and they do not have the re-
sources. How can 6 percent of the land
sustain the total needs of that area and
all the tourists who come from all over
America to enjoy this land, and then
they say, well, take care of our health
needs, take care of our safety needs,
take care of our requirements, law en-
forcement requirements, while we are
in your midst?

All of America holds these lands in
trust, and all of America should help
pay the bill. We have not kept pace
with the needs. That is what this
amendment simply does.

It is unfortunate, | say to my col-
league from Pennsylvania, that it
comes out of a project or out of a re-
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source or a fund that benefits a re-
source in his district. That is the budg-
et economy we are dealing with. | also
happen to have iron ore mining and
manganese deposits in my district, and
the research conducted by the Bureau
of Mines was terminated. The Bureau
of Mines was eliminated under this
budget economy of ours. That is unfor-
tunate.

But this is an obligation of all Amer-
icans to those who live in the area
where we took land and said we are
going to hold it in public trust.

Let us take St. Louis County. We
could put the whole State of Massachu-
setts into St. Louis County; not all of
the people, but the geography. Some
people might say, that is a good thing;
not the folks in northern Minnesota,
however. That is how big this county
is, 3,000 miles of county roads that
have to be maintained on this little
county budget.

All we are saying is increase, in-
crease the funding under this Federal
program to help this county take care
of search and rescue, law enforcement
costs, lost hikers who are out there in
the Superior National Forest who need
help. Someone has a fishhook in their
eye in the Boundary Waters canoe
area, they have to be treated in the
Cook County Hospital, or in the Cook
Hospital in St. Louis County.

Sanitary enforcement, planning and
zoning, health services, groundwater,
surface water, all of those are needs
that the county has to attend to, and
they do not have the resources to deal
with it. All we are saying is help them
keep pace.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let me
pick up on a point that the gentleman
has made. In 1980 in real dollars PILT
payments were $180 million. Today
they are $113 million. It is the commu-
nities and the children and the citizens
of those communities who are suffer-

ing. | just wanted to reiterate that
point.
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |

thank the gentleman for that elabo-
ration.

We are simply making an appeal for
fairness, those of us who represent
areas with large land jurisdictions in
Federal holdings, for justice, decency,
and respect for the people who are
holding, who are the custodians of
these lands held in public trust for all
Americans. Help them pay the bill.
Vote for the Sanders-Bass-Oberstar
amendment.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by
thanking our chairman, the gentleman
from Ohio, Mr. RALPH REGULA, for the
outstanding work he has done on this
major piece of legislation and involve-
ment in working with all of us. We
commend him for that.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment in-
creases payments in lieu of taxes fund-
ing for counties and schools by $19 mil-
lion, to $132 million for fiscal year 1998,
while at the same time reducing the
Federal deficit by $29 million. More
than 20 years ago this Congress recog-
nized a serious inequity existed in
areas containing a high percentage of
Federal property. Since the Federal
Government does not pay taxes on its
own property, these areas were left
without any source of funding to pro-
vide for local schools and county serv-
ices.

In 1976, we attempted to correct this
inequity and provided funding in the
form of payments in lieu of taxes, or
PILT payments. However, since provid-
ing these payments, this Congress has
failed to fully fund the PILT Program.
Each year 1,789 communities in each of
the 50 States lose needed Federal pay-
ments due to the failure of the Federal
Government to appropriately com-
pensate these communities for lost
property tax revenue on federally
owned lands. The Sanders-Bass amend-
ment corrects this shortcoming, and
provides an increase of $1.86 million of
necessary funding for the communities
in my own State of California.

To put this amount into perspective,
many of the areas that will receive this
funding were recently under water
when the midwinter storms caused se-
vere flooding. In January, the State of
California suffered approximately $1.8
billion in damage. Each of the 10 coun-
ties in my district were declared a nat-
ural disaster area. The $1.86 million in
PILT payments is sorely needed to re-
build after this serious disaster.

There are other reasons, however, to
support this amendment. This money
goes directly to local schools and rural
counties who can least afford a loss of
funding. In one California county, re-
cent funding losses have forced the
school district to completely cut out
extracurricular activities, including
sports and field trips, food service for
one of its elementary schools, library
services, two-thirds of its transpor-
tation services, all fine art programs,
teacher training courses, a school
nurse program, and all capital expendi-
tures.

If these same cuts had been made in
urban and inner city areas, lawsuits
would have been filed and service levels
would undoubtedly have been nec-
essarily restored.

Mr. Chairman, today we heard a lot
of discussion over the need for Medi-
care and the need to provide medical
services for our elderly residents. Be-
fore any of our citizens can receive
Medicare or Medicaid assistance they
first must be able to have roads to
travel on to get to the hospitals, ambu-
lances to carry them in when needed,
and hospitals to go to. By underfunding
our rural counties, we have forced
these counties to cut back on county
services. These county services include
road maintenance, ambulance service,
search and rescue, law enforcement,
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snowplowing, bridge maintenance, hos-
pitals, and all local ground support for
maintenance of Federal lands.

If the county services were to go
away, the Federal Government would
not have an infrastructure in place to
service its public lands. When visitors
get lost on public lands, it is the coun-
ty search and rescue that comes to
their aid. When visitors to public lands
need police protection, that need is
filled by county services.

Mr. Chairman, | support the Sanders-
Bass amendment because it gives nec-
essary assistance to counties otherwise
left without a source of funding. | urge
my colleagues to vote for public
schools and county services by support-
ing this amendment.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if we are engaged in a comparison
of the size of the counties that we rep-
resent, 1 would like to enter my entry
in the contest. My good friend, the gen-
tleman from California, [Mr. JERRY
LEwis], and | represent San Bernardino
County, which is larger in size than the
States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
Maryland, Delaware, and Massachu-
setts combined.
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Both of us, while we support the
PILT program, oppose the offset provi-
sion that is contained in this amend-
ment offered by my good friend, the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS].

May | stress that while the support
for this amendment deservedly is bi-
partisan, the opposition is also biparti-
san. | would like to make that very
clear.

Let me say in case there is any doubt
about it that my very large county is
probably about 75 percent owned by the
Federal Government, and we benefit as
much from PILT payments as any
other county in the United States,
probably considerably more because we
are the largest county in the United
States. And if there was any way that
we could provide adequate funding for
this program, other than taking it out
of research programs which | have been
supporting for the last 30 years, | would
be very happy to support this amend-
ment.

But | want to make it clear that the
target for funding the PILT program is
not a proper target. If there is any
question about the value of energy re-
search and specifically fossil energy re-
search to this country, we ought to dis-
pel it. This country has had a flourish-
ing, developing, expanding economy be-
cause we conducted research on energy
technologies of all Kkinds, beginning
with the atomic energy program in
World War 11, and | have been involved,
of course, with that program which
preceded the creation of the Depart-
ment of Energy.
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Now, what can we say that would ele-
vate the priority for energy research? |
have tried to defend these research pro-
grams over the years in every way that
I could. | think all of you know that
according to most economists, half of
the economic growth in this country,
the increase in gross national product,
stems from investments that we make
in research. We make it in solar energy
research; we make it in fuel cell re-
search. We make it in all kinds of re-
search. And we support a multitude of
research programs.

Why pick on these research programs
which collectively generate the growth
in the U.S. economy and make us the
world’s leader in order to support
something which deserves support but
does not deserve support at the expense
of what creates the growth for this
country? It creates the jobs that we are
training people in the schools for and
does all of these other things.

I think that there is a failure to rec-
ognize the importance of these invest-
ments. | want to stress them in every
way that | can.

Now, | also do not like, and | hope I
do not offend anybody by making this
statement, to argue support for this on
the grounds that this research is cor-
porate welfare.

Many of my colleagues have heard
me debate our dear departed friend,
Bob Walker, who | think coined this
phrase because he objected to most
forms of applied research that involved
cooperation between the Government
and the private sector. That is what
this fossil energy research does. Bob
used to decry any of these kinds of pro-
grams because he would say they are
corporate subsidies. They are corporate
welfare.

I happen to know a lot about cor-
porate welfare. The biggest corporate
welfare program in the world was the
oil depletion allowance, which provided
a very large subsidy to a very profit-
able industry over very many years
until we woke up to the fact that it
really was corporate welfare and we
eliminated it.

These programs of cost-shared re-
search, in which the role of the Federal
Government is frequently only 5 or 10
percent, leverage the most important
investments by the private sector that
can be made.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BROWN
of California was allowed to proceed for
1 additional minute.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, we should be proud of the fact
that these shared research programs
exemplified by the fossil energy re-
search programs have contributed as
much as they have. Have they all been
successful? No. Over the last 25 years, |
could give my colleagues a long list of
those which did not produce and which
were canceled, sometimes without
being completed. Much of our nuclear
program could be criticized. We have
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got nuclear plants around the country
that were built but never used. My
good friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks] has some in his
area. But do we regret the fact that we
spent money to develop the world’s
best nuclear power system? No. The na-
ture of research is that you get some
winners and you make a few losers
once in a while. But if you do not con-
tinue to make the investments, you
will never make progress.

I will stand in every case where an
offset is made from energy research to
support a worthy program and oppose
it, much as | would like to support the
worthy program. We are cutting at the
lifeblood of this country’s future when
we begin to take out the funds for this
offset from research programs of any
kind.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to begin
by expressing appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] for the
fine legislation that is before us, but
would like to say a few words in sup-
port of the Bass-Sanders amendment
and give an example from my own dis-
trict.

Last fall, as many of my colleagues
know, President Clinton, with a few
quick words and the stroke of a pen,
created the massive Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument in
southern Utah. Contained within the
1.7 million acre monument are two
counties in Utah, Kane and Garfield
Counties. Thousands of tourists are
now flocking to this area because it
has been advertised in virtually every
travel magazine in the country and the
burden of those tourists falls squarely
upon the 10,000 residents of those two
counties.

These small counties have excruciat-
ingly small tax bases. Garfield County,
for instance, is 98 percent owned by the
Federal Government. Yet every local
resident must now pay for the costs of
law enforcement, search and rescue,
trash pickup, and other services in-
curred by tourists to the monument.
That is fundamentally unfair.

Since we as Americans own the land,
the Federal Government, not the resi-
dents of Kane County or Garfield Coun-
ty, should pay those bills.

This amendment is an important in-
cremental step toward placing more of
the costs of Federal lands where they
belong, on the Federal Government. |
encourage my colleagues to vote yes on
the Sanders-Bass amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to strike the reqg-
uisite number of words.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand the concern they have for PILT.

Let me point out to my colleagues
that we put in $12 million more than
was requested by the President in his
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budget. We recognize how important
this is to those who have Federal lands,
and for that reason we increased the
PILT program $12 million over what
the President requested.

But, as the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROwWN] pointed out, our fossil
energy research and development is
also an important program. And we
have, over the years, developed syner-
gically advanced technology, as has
been stated many times. We can burn
coal more cleanly and efficiently be-
cause of the fossil energy research ef-
fort. For every barrel of oil we pro-
duced, we have left two in the ground.
And we have invested millions of dol-
lars under the leadership of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN] in
developing technologies to recover
these resources.

The reason we have cheap fuel in this
country, the reason our economy is the
strongest in the world, is in part be-
cause we have readily available energy
resources and that is the result of the
things that we have done in the past in
fossil research, a result of the commit-
tee, the Committee on Science, having
the vision to authorize these programs.

We have another problem. That is, we
are phasing down contracts, but we
have contractual obligations. If we
take $47 million out of the fossil re-
search program, we are going to breach
contracts. We are going to have law-
suits against this government.

We have already reduced the fossil
program 30 percent. So let me say, and
I endorse what the gentleman from
California [Mr. BROwN] said, PILT pay-
ments are, but this is not the place to
take the money because we want to
keep those jobs, we want to keep this
economy strong. We will not get to a
balanced budget unless we have growth
in the economy. Energy is the lifeblood
of this Nation. It is critical to continue
to develop these advanced technologies
to lead us to the 21st century.

And let me say, too, in our fossil re-
search programs, we have insisted on
cost-share participation from the pri-
vate sector. This is not a giveaway.
And one of the reasons these programs
have been so successful is because the
private sector gets involved with their
own money.

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

Mr. REGULA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, | was
remiss in not thanking the chairman
and recognizing the chairman for his
efforts to increase the funding of PILT.
I really do appreciate the initiative.

This is not a comment in any way on
the gentleman’s custodianship of that
extraordinarily difficult budget which
he has to administer. These are very
difficult choices. We understand that.
We understand the need for research.
We have spent millions of dollars on
those research projects for fossil fuel
over the years. | compliment the chair-
man on the job he has done. It is just
that we feel that we need to go further.
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Mr. REGULA. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, | understand what the
gentleman is saying. As | pointed out
in the general debate, this bill is less
than last year, not much but it is less
and, therefore, we simply cannot do all
the good things we would like to do.
But | think the fossil research pro-
grams are vital. These are contractual
relationships. The government, the
United States Government has a re-
sponsibility to complete these con-
tracts because the private sector has
invested its money, and to suddenly
pull the rug out from under them
would be not only unfair but could be
very costly in lawsuits.

Far more important, if this Nation is
to continue to grow, to have jobs, to
have opportunities, to continue to be a
world leader, we need to develop the
fossil energy resources so we can use
them in an environmentally safe way,
we can use them at a low cost to our
economy; and certainly we have a pro-
posal from the EPA to decrease, in ef-
fect, the levels of particulate matter.
That, again, emphasizes how important
research on fossil energy is to the fu-
ture of this Nation.

If we are to meet these new more
stringent standards on air quality, we
have to continue the fossil research
programs. As the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN] pointed out, | do
not quarrel with the PILT program.
That is why we increased it $12 million
over the President’s budget request.
But | think to take money out of the
fossil program would be a serious mis-
take in terms of the future of this Na-
tion.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to strike the reg-
uisite number of words.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGuULA] for the outstanding work that
he has done on this budget. | applaud
his efforts. We just disagree on this
issue.

This is the bottom line. It is not
complicated. You have heard it from
conservatives and progressives, Demo-
crats, Republicans and Independents.
This is tripartitism. The issue is that
we have 1,700 communities throughout
the United States of America in 50
States who are not receiving fair com-
pensation from the Federal Govern-
ment.

In fact, in 1980, in real dollars, they
were receiving then $180 million in
PILT payments. Today it is $113 mil-
lion, significant reduction in PILT pay-
ments.

In terms of the fossil energy research
and development program, what we
have got to ask ourselves is whether or
not we should be subsidizing Exxon,
Chevron, Conoco, Texaco, Amoco, Phil-
lips Petroleum, ARCO and Shell. These
are profitable multinational corpora-
tions. | frankly do not think they need
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these subsidies. 1 would simply point
out that opposition to the fossil re-
search program is widespread from con-
servatives, from progressives. It was
targeted as one of the quote unguote
dirty dozen corporate subsidies by the
Stop Corporate Welfare Coalition
which includes the National Taxpayers
Union, not necessarily a progressive or-
ganization, | do not get a terribly high
rating from them, Taxpayers for Com-
mon Sense, USPIRG, Citizens Against
Government Waste.

The choice is clear. Do we stand up
for the kids who are not getting ade-
quate education throughout this coun-
try because of lack of Federal pay-
ments, or do we stand with some com-
panies that really do not need the sub-
sidies. | would urge a ‘“‘yes’ vote for
the Sanders-Bass amendment.

0O 1830

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
will be postponed.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, |
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to engage the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGuULA],
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
terior of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, in a brief colloquy.

I first want to take a moment to
thank the gentleman from Ohio and his
staff and the ranking member and the
staff of the minority for the tremen-
dous effort they have put forth in
bringing this legislation to the floor. |
realize the many challenges that they
have and the many needs that we have
throughout the Department of the In-
terior and the demands on Interior ap-
propriations.

Mr. Chairman, | was going to offer an
amendment to increase funding for the
National Park Service for a project in
my district known as Seminole Rest, a
historic site renovation project at Ca-
naveral National Seashore in east
central Florida. Although 1 will not
offer that amendment, | strongly sup-
port efforts to develop this site in a
manner which preserves both its re-
sources while making them available
for public enjoyment.

Mr. Chairman, it is my hope and un-
derstanding that the gentleman will
work with me and the National Park
Service and the Department of the In-
terior to help preserve and develop this
project, Seminole Rest at Canaveral
National Seashore.

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

Mr. MICA. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Florida for his

rise to
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comments and | would be pleased to
work the gentleman and with the Na-
tional Park Service to find appropriate
means to address the problems at Sem-
inole Rest.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, | thank the chairman and |
will be submitting a more lengthy
statement, a complete statement, for
the RECORD.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to express my
concern that we may miss an opportunity to
save a resource of great significance to both
my State of Florida and our Nation—Seminole
Rest, which is located at the Canaveral Na-
tional Seashore. This 26-acre site sits on the
edge of Mosquito Lagoon in one of the last
pristine environmental preserves along the
East Coast of the United States. On this prop-
erty are located three cultural resources; a
shell midden known as Snyder Mound as well
as two historic buildings; the Instone House
and the Caretaker's House.

Seminole Rest holds archaeological re-
sources which reflect periodic occupation over
a period of about 2000 years. In fact, Snyder
Mound is one of the most significant and
unique Indian middens in the United States.
This midden contains the remains of shellfish
and other refuse discarded by prehistoric Indi-
ans who inhabited the site as early as 800 AD
and may represent as much as 700 years of
prehistoric occupation. The two historic
houses are significant for their design and in-
tegrity, and have been located on the property
since before 1890. On March 19, 1997, Semi-
nole Rest was listed on the National Register
of Historic Places.

| strongly believe we should be acting to de-
velop Seminole Rest in a manner which pre-
serves its resources while making them avail-
able for public enjoyment. Additional property
north and south of Seminole Rest should be
acquired both to act as a protective buffer and
to provide for an interpretive display—one
which would trace the history of the Indians
who once lived on the site. Further space ex-
ists for marine life exhibits, limited public boat-
launching facilities and boat tours from Semi-
nole Rest to Canaveral National Seashore.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, despite the ob-
vious archaeological and historical significance
of this tremendous resource, Seminole Rest
today lies in a state of abandonment and dete-
rioration. Despite the obvious potential of
Seminole Rest, the two houses on its property
are in desperate need of repairs and restora-
tion. And with many other shell middens lost
over the years to erosion and construction,
Snyder Mound is one of the last sites of its
kind and may be lost as well. However, | am
concerned that the appropriations bill before
us today lacks the critical funding which would
permit the National Park Service to act to save
this resource.

Today | had intended to offer an amend-
ment to provide an additional $2 million to the
National Park Service for operation and main-
tenance so that it might act to save Seminole
Rest. | will instead withdraw my amendment
and have agreed to work with both my distin-
guished colleague, Chairman REGULA, and
with the National Park Service to ensure that
we preserve and develop Seminole Rest as a
national and historic resource.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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LAND ACQUISITION

For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tions 205, 206, and 318(d) of Public Law 94-579,
including administrative expenses and acqui-
sition of lands or waters, or interests there-
in, $12,000,000, to be derived from the Land
and Water Conservation Fund, to remain
available until expended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is reserved.

The Clerk
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Miller of Cali-
fornia:

Page 5, after line 15, insert:

PRIORITY FEDERAL LAND ACQUISITIONS AND

EXCHANGES

To carry out priority Federal land ex-
change agreements and priority Federal land
acquisitions by the National Park Service,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Bu-
reau of Land Management, and the United
States Forest Service, up to $700,000,000 to be
derived from the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $65,000,000 is
for the acquisition of identified lands and in-
terests in lands and for other purposes to
carry out the Agreement of August 12, 1996,
to acquire interests to protect and preserve
Yellowstone National Park, and not to ex-
ceed $250,000,000 is for the acquisition of iden-
tified lands and interests in lands, at the
purchase price specified, in the September
28, 1996, Headwaters Forest Agreement.

Mr. MILLER of California (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the chairman for his res-
ervation of his point of order.

The purpose of this amendment
which | am offering is to try to reinsert
into this bill, the legislation that is be-
fore us, the $700 million, for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund for the
acquisitions that were discussed within
the Committee on the Budget and
within the budget agreement agreed to
between the leadership of both Houses
and the President of the United States.

The Land and Water Conservation
Fund, as most Members understand,
was intended by Congress to provide
the resources to protect, enhance, and
expand our Nation’s parks, wildlife ref-
uges, public lands and forests. The
trust fund has accumulated some $12
billion and is growing at the rate of
nearly $1 billion a year.

So when the conferees to the budget
agreement provided for priority land
acquisitions of some $700 million, they
were not being fiscally irresponsible at
all. What they were trying to do is to
get this Congress to meet its obligation

will report the amend-
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to the people of this country to make
sure that the legacy of this country
with respect to the greatest of our nat-
ural resource assets, our parks, our ref-
uges, our wilderness areas and those
areas yet waiting to be acquired is pre-
served.

Two of the most important to me in
this fiscal cycle is that which is to deal
with the buyout of the New World
Mine, which was a mining development
which was providing the threat to Yel-
lowstone National Park above the
Clark’s Fork River. | think the admin-
istration and the mining company
came to a wise agreement not to go
forward but certainly they were enti-
tled to compensation.

The other is in the Headwaters For-
est in northern California, where we
have one of the last remaining stands
of old growth forests, of redwood trees,
that clearly the Nation has made a de-
cision they would like to preserve. Cer-
tainly the people of California recog-
nize that these forests say a great deal
about the heritage of this country and
the importance of those forests to the
American people.

Again, negotiations have been en-
tered into, including the State of Cali-
fornia, the Federal Government, this
administration, Members of Congress
to try to come to an agreement for the
purchase price. This $700 million would
allow these two purchases to go for-
ward and also providing additional
money for other purchases and priority
projects within the agreement.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate that some
people who perhaps do not know as
much about the priorities and the
needs of the Park Service got involved
in suggesting to the committee maybe
where this money should have been
spent, and they would have been better
off not doing that. But I am also ter-
ribly afraid that we will lose the oppor-
tunity to have this money be used for
this purpose should this bill pass with-
out this amendment to it, and we will
lose the opportunity both for the ac-
quisition of the Headwaters and of the
New World Mine and the backlog.

It is interesting, as we told Members
we were going to offer this amendment,
a great many Members have called our
office saying could they be included.
That is not our purpose in 