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look forward to working with them next year to
build on this year’s success.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.

The question is on the conference re-
port.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 21,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 510]
YEAS—401

Abercrombie Cunningham Hastings (WA)
Ackerman Danner Hayworth
Aderholt Davis (FL) Hefley
Allen Davis (IL) Hefner
Andrews Davis (VA) Herger
Archer Deal Hill
Armey DeFazio Hilleary
Bachus DeGette Hinchey
Baesler Delahunt Hinojosa
Baker DelLauro Hobson
Baldacci DelLay Holden
Ballenger Dellums Hooley
Barcia Deutsch Horn
Barr Diaz-Balart Houghton
Barrett (NE) Dickey Hoyer
Barrett (WI) Dicks Hulshof
Bartlett Dixon Hunter
Barton Doggett Hutchinson
Bass Dooley Hyde
Bateman Doolittle Inglis
Becerra Doyle Istook
Bentsen Dreier Jackson (IL)
Bereuter Duncan Jackson-Lee
Berman Dunn (TX)
Berry Edwards Jefferson
Bilbray Ehrlich Jenkins
Bilirakis Emerson John
Bishop Engel Johnson (CT)
Blagojevich English Johnson (WI)
Bliley Ensign Johnson, Sam
Blumenauer Eshoo Jones
Blunt Etheridge Kanjorski
Boehlert Evans Kaptur
Boehner Everett Kasich
Bonilla Ewing Kelly
Bono Farr Kennedy (MA)
Borski Fattah Kennelly
Boswell Fawell Kildee
Boucher Fazio Kim
Boyd Filner Kind (WI)
Brady Flake King (NY)
Brown (CA) Foglietta Kingston
Brown (OH) Foley Kleczka
Bryant Forbes Klink
Bunning Ford Klug
Burr Fowler Knollenberg
Burton Fox Kolbe
Buyer Frank (MA) Kucinich
Callahan Franks (NJ) LaFalce
Calvert Frelinghuysen LaHood
Canady Furse Lampson
Cannon Gallegly Lantos
Capps Ganske Latham
Cardin Gejdenson LaTourette
Carson Gekas Lazio
Castle Gephardt Leach
Chabot Gibbons Lewis (CA)
Chenoweth Gilchrest Lewis (GA)
Christensen Gillmor Linder
Clay Gilman Lipinski
Clayton Goode Livingston
Clement Goodlatte LoBiondo
Clyburn Goodling Lofgren
Coble Gordon Lowey
Collins Goss Lucas
Combest Graham Luther
Condit Green Maloney (CT)
Cook Greenwood Maloney (NY)
Cooksey Gutierrez Manton
Costello Gutknecht Manzullo
Cox Hall (OH) Markey
Coyne Hall (TX) Martinez
Cramer Hamilton Mascara
Crane Hansen Matsui
Crapo Harman McCarthy (MO)
Cubin Hastert McCarthy (NY)
Cummings Hastings (FL) McCollum
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McCrery Pitts Smith (TX)
McDade Pombo Smith, Adam
McDermott Pomeroy Smith, Linda
McGovern Porter Snowbarger
McHale Portman Snyder
McHugh Poshard Solomon
Mclnnis Price (NC) Souder
Mclintosh Pryce (OH) Spence
Mclntyre Quinn Spratt
McKeon Radanovich Stark
McKinney Rahall Stearns
McNulty Ramstad Stenholm
Meehan Rangel Stokes
Meek Redmond Strickland
Menendez Regula Stump
Metcalf Reyes Sununu
Mica Riggs Talent
Millender- Riley Tanner

McDonald Rivers Tauscher
Miller (CA) Rodriguez Tauzin
Miller (FL) Roemer Taylor (MS)
Minge Rogan Taylor (NC)
Mink Rogers Thomas
Moakley Rohrabacher Thompson
Mollohan Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry
Moran (KS) Rothman Thune
Moran (VA) Roukema Thurman
Morella Roybal-Allard Tiahrt
Myrick Royce Tierney
Nadler Rush Torres
Neal Ryun Towns
Nethercutt Sabo Traficant
Neumann Salmon Turner
Ney Sanchez Velazquez
Northup Sanders Vento
Norwood Sandlin Visclosky
Nussle Sawyer Walsh
Oberstar Saxton Wamp
Obey Schaefer, Dan Waters
Olver Schaffer, Bob Watkins
Ortiz Schumer Watt (NC)
Owens Scott Watts (OK)
Oxley Sensenbrenner Weldon (FL)
Packard Serrano Weldon (PA)
Pallone Sessions Weller
Pappas Shadegg Weygand
Parker Shaw White
Pascrell Shays Whitfield
Pastor Sherman Wicker
Paxon Shimkus Wise
Payne Shuster Wolf
Pease Sisisky Woolsey
Pelosi Skaggs Wynn
Peterson (MN) Skeen Yates
Peterson (PA) Skelton Young (AK)
Petri Slaughter Young (FL)
Pickering Smith (NJ)
Pickett Smith (OR)

NAYS—21
Camp Granger Sanford
Campbell Hoekstra Scarborough
Coburn Hostettler Smith (M)
Conyers Johnson, E. B. Stabenow
Dingell Kilpatrick Stupak
Ehlers Levin Upton
Frost Paul Wexler
NOT VOTING—11
Bonior Hilliard Murtha
Brown (FL) Kennedy (RI) Schiff
Chambliss Largent Waxman
Gonzalez Lewis (KY)
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Messrs. CAMP, SMITH of Michigan,
and LEVIN changed their vote from
““yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”’

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

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS, MEDICAL LIABILITY
REFORM, AND EDUCATION RE-
FORM ACT OF 1998

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 264 and rule XXIII, the
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Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2607.
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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. 2607) mak-
ing appropriations for the government
of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. CAMP 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.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

(Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | apologize for my speech at
the moment, but considering where it
was 6 or 8 weeks ago, it is much better
and | appreciate the comments from
my fellow colleagues about my health.

I want to also thank the members of
my subcommittee, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], the gentleman from Kan-

sas [Mr. TIAHRT], the gentlewoman
from Kentucky [Mrs. NoRTHuP], the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr.

ADERHOLT], the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MorAN], the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DixoN] for
all their hard work on this bill.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MoORAN], the ranking member and |
have disagreed on many parts of the
bill, but he has always been very sup-
portive in his efforts, with polite de-
bate and working with us in those
areas where we could agree.

It is often a thankless job, but a nec-
essary one, for we frequently hear
about the residents of the District, but
we have a responsibility to the 260 mil-
lion Americans to whom this city is
very special.

H.R. 2607, the District of Columbia
appropriations bill, fully funds the Dis-
trict of Columbia at $4.8 billion. It pays
down $200 million of the District’s
short-term debt and provides $100 mil-
lion additional if savings are provided.
It provides $269 million for needed cap-
ital improvements, school and street
repairs. It reforms medical mal-
practice. It provides scholarship choice
for Washington, DC students.

With the enactment of the Balanced
Budget Act early this summer, the
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Congress relieved the District of some
$700 million in spending responsibil-
ities and provided the District with
some $235 million in net savings. Now,
this was not saved by the District, but
it was able to be used toward reducing
the District’s debt. Our bill uses these
savings to pay down debt and to fix the
crumbling schools and streets which
have been disregarded in many cases in
the Nation’s Capital.

The bill provides that additional
management savings the District
promised in its fiscal year 1999 budget
be moved to fiscal year 1998, with any
savings realized devoted to further def-
icit reduction.

Finally, District revenues over esti-
mates will be placed in a D.C. tax-
payer’s relief fund. That fund will per-
haps provide somewhere between $75
million and $100 million in much need-
ed taxpayer relief.

With over 100,000 taxpayers having
left the District in the past few years,
our bill tries to reach the twin goals of
making the city government more ef-
fective and keeping in place a tax base.
It really does not matter how efficient
we make D.C., because if we continue
driving taxpayers out of the District
then all we may be doing is just proc-
essing welfare payments.

Our bill also includes groundbreaking
provisions to provide educational
scholarships for the District’s children
and places noneconomic damage limits
on medical malpractice awards up to
$250,000, and permits the schools to
waive Davis-Bacon so that needed
school repairs can get done in a timely,
cost effective manner.

The House passed education scholar-
ships as part of the fiscal year 1996 bill,
and the medical malpractice reform in
this bill is based on the House passed
medical malpractice provisions of this
year’s budget bill.

Our bill also removed the tax exemp-
tion for the National Education Asso-
ciation and devotes their property tax
payment to charter schools.

Our bill also funds the University of
the District of Columbia Law School.
However, if it does not receive full and
unconditional accreditation, the funds
appropriated will be used for those stu-
dents currently enrolled to gain an
education elsewhere.

We provide District of Columbia po-
lice officers and fire fighters with a
needed pay raise based on merit—and
performance, for officers on the street,
not behind a desk. And we make sure
that school teachers have valid creden-
tials before they can receive a raise.

And, finally, our bill contains a num-
ber of important provisions to
strengthen the independence of the
D.C. inspector general and the chief fi-
nancial officer, and to provide the D.C.
Control Board with congressional di-
rection and priorities.

Our manager’s amendment, drafted
with the full support of the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MoORAN], my rank-
ing minority member, and incorporated
into the rule just passed, resolves sev-
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eral thorny issues, including making
sure that the control board selects an
independent vendor qualified by the Of-
fice of Management and Budget to up-
date the District’s current financial
management system.

Our bill also recognizes the policing
activity made by the U.S. Park Police
by providing, for the first time, funds
to reimburse the Park Police for their
major contributions to public safety.

Regarding Federal funds, the bill pro-
vides a total $827 million, including:
$180 million in Federal contribution to
the District, $169 million to corrections
for operations, $302 million to correc-
tions for facilities, $123 million for
courts, $23 million for pre-trial serv-
ices, $5.4 million for police merit raise,
$2.6 million for firefighters payraise,
$12.5 million for Park Police, $7 million
for Parental Choice Educational Schol-
arships, $1 million for District Edu-
cational Learning Technology Ad-
vancement Council [DELTA Council],
and $2 million for the DC Inspector
General.

The windfall of $235,000,000 realized
from the Revitalization Act is allo-
cated as follows: $200 million in deficit
reduction, $30 million in PAYGo street
and school repairs, and $5 million in
management performance fund.

In the bill we establish a D.C. tax-
payer relief fund and require that any
District revenue in excess of estimates
be deposited into the fund. It is esti-
mated that perhaps $75 will be depos-
ited. Tax cuts will be enacted by the
District City Council based on the rec-
ommendations of the D.C. Tax Revision
Commission and the Business Regu-
latory Reform Commission. The bill
also moves up to $100 million in fiscal
year 1999 management savings initia-
tives to fiscal year 1998, savings real-
ized devoted to deficit reduction.

In addition the bill includes several
other provisions.

Law School: Fully funds UDC School
of Law contingent upon receive full
and unconditional accreditation. If ac-
creditation is not received by February
28, 1998, school closes and remaining
funds re for D.C. resident student
scholarships at area law schools.

Davis-Bacon waiver, Permits D.C.
public schools to waive Davis-Bacon re-
quirements for school construction and
repairs, saving the District up to 20
percent. Similar waiver have been
granted for natural disaster like Hurri-
cane Hugo, the D.C. school situation is
a man made disaster but a disaster
nevertheless.

Pennsylvania Avenue reopening: At
the recommendation of a District City
Council Member, the bill re-opens that
section of Pennsylvania Avenue in
front of the White House to traffic. The
closure has disrupted the flow of traffic
and impeded citizen access to the
White House.

Welfare Cap: Places District Council
enacted welfare caps—holding pay-
ments to the higher of surrounding ju-
risdictions—into that portion of the
D.C. Code which is unamendable by the
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District Council. This provision en-
sures that the District will not again
become a welfare payment magnet.

Medical Malpractice Reform: District
physicians continue to pay medical
malpractice premiums as much as two
times greater than in neighboring
States, reducing the number of physi-
cians willing to practice in the city and
limiting access to health care. The
bill’s $250,000 cap on noneconomic dam-
ages, and joint and several liability re-
form could reduce such premium by 20
percent. Five of the District’s thirteen
hospitals operated at a loss last year,
and the cash strapped city government
paid $15 million in tort recoveries last
year.

The District of Columbia is the only
jurisdiction in the country with no
limits on malpractice awards.

Repeal of National Education Asso-
ciation Tax Exemption: The bill elimi-
nate the property tax exemption for
the National Education Association.
Currently, some 34 organizations are
congressionally chartered and exempt
from paying District of Columbia prop-
erty taxes. Only one, the National Edu-
cation is a labor union. The NEA has
announced that it agrees, it principal
to pay it’s one million, one hundred
thousand dollar tax bill.

There are many changes in this legis-
lation that are very much needed, and
many of the provisions are not in the
Senate bill.
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The Senate bill does not restrict pay
raises to those teachers who have valid
teaching credentials. The House bill
does. The House bill also on a biparti-
san basis strengthens the independence
of the District’s inspector general and
chief financial officer so they can carry
out their duties without interference.
The Senate does not.

The House bill also tightens up the
use of detailees and requires the user
office to pay for the detailees. This is
very much needed based on recent re-
ports showing certain city offices with
more employees than they admit to.
The Senate bill does not address this
issue.

The House bill also caps the out-
rageous tort awards which are driving
medical providers out of the District
and making medical care more difficult
and more expensive to get. The Senate
bill does not.

The House bill also cuts the size of
the Mayor’s security in half, from 30
members to 15, and puts those highly
trained police officers on the street to
go after criminals. The Senate bill al-
lows the mayor to keep the largest se-
curity detail in the Nation.

The House bill gives the city impor-
tant tools to improve its finances by
allowing for the recovery of fees and
costs for bad checks and by clarifying
the city’s authority over unclaimed
property. These are tools that are es-
sential if the city is to improve its fi-
nances. The Senate bill is silent on
those issues.
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The Senate bill does not provide the
District with the authority to make di-
rect deposits for all payments. The
House bill does. The House bill makes
sure that the congressionally created
Control Board is audited and that the
funds it earns as interest are appro-
priated by this body. The Senate bill
does not.

The House bill caps the District’s
welfare payments at the higher of the
surrounding jurisdictions. The Senate
bill permits the District to raise wel-
fare payments to as high as 50 percent
above the surrounding jurisdictions,
once more making Washington the wel-
fare capital of America.

The House bill includes language re-
storing fairness in the application of
the local property tax among labor or-
ganizations in the District. This provi-
sion will generate an additional $1.3
million in local tax revenues. The Sen-
ate bill does not address this issue at
all.

Those are just a few of the dif-
ferences between the House and the
Senate bills. The work that we provide
in this bill is certainly commendable.
We urge Members’ support for this leg-
islation.

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to begin
by taking this opportunity to express
my appreciation for the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and
the work that he has put into this ap-
propriations bill.

He and | do disagree on many of the
provisions in this bill and, in fact, on
many of the issues considered by this
Congress. We come from different parts
of the country and very different con-
gressional districts. We have very dif-
ferent ideologies, philosophies, and in-
fluences that govern our decisions. De-
spite all of this and despite our dis-
agreements, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and his staff
have been honest, forthright, and fair
throughout consideration of this bill.

I am also deeply impressed with the
way that the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] has been able to
bounce back from his stroke last sum-
mer. Such an ailment would challenge
any of us as we try to continue to re-
sume a normal life. Through it all, he
has not only worked to resume his re-
sponsibilities as a Member of the House
but has also carried forth his respon-
sibilities as chairman of the District of
Columbia Appropriations Subcommit-
tee.

| say to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], he has re-
mained a gentleman from the day he
took over as chairman of this sub-
committee, and | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to have worked with him.

Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum-
bia Appropriations Act is never an easy
bill to pass. The Congress has the re-
sponsibility to ensure that Federal
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funds appropriated to the District of
Columbia are spent wisely. We have the
responsibility to ensure that congres-
sionally created entities operate prop-
erly. We have the statutory respon-
sibility to approve the local expendi-
ture of locally raised revenues.

Yet, some Members are willing to ab-
dicate that responsibility and vote
against the District of Columbia Ap-
propriations Act unless, they can inter-
ject national and ideological issues
into this debate. The District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act is the
smallest appropriations bill, yet it be-
comes a magnet for controversial and
extraneous riders.

Congress has never been able to re-
sist the opportunity to play city coun-
cil for a day and impose its will on this
city. In fact, when 1 first ran for Con-
gress in 1990, my opponent boasted of
how he attached a rider to the D.C. bill
that prohibited the University of the
District of Columbia from spending
money to buy a controversial painting.
My colleagues may remember that
issue. He probably does. That was 6
years ago.

Every Member, well, not every Mem-
ber, but a number of Members attempt
to advance their own political careers
at the expense of the District of Colum-
bia.

Since then, | have seen amendment
after amendment being offered to the
D.C. appropriations bill that addressed
national or ideologic concerns. Prohi-
bitions on the use of funds for abortion,
prohibitions on the use of funds to
allow individuals to include domestic
partners in their health insurance poli-
cies have been perennial amendments.

In fact, they have become so common
that the District of Columbia’s city
council is unwilling to fight them any-
more and already included these riders
in their own budget submission. So all
those issues that have been given that
they have accepted them, they are al-
ready in the D.C. Council’s budget.

Recently, there have been amend-
ments on vouchers, on charter schools,
on Davis-Bacon. In the Senate, there
have been amendments changing the
Senate procedures on the use of holds.
Now, what does that have to do with
the District of Columbia changing an
arcane procedure within the District’s
own rules? That is not even relevant to
the House, never mind the Nation or
the District of Columbia. But it was an
amendment that was attempted to be
attached to this bill.

The House bill is more of the same.
The actual appropriations language in
the bill ends on page 27. The next 102
pages is dedicated to general provi-
sions. Think of that. The appropria-
tions process is concluded after 27
pages, and then we have got 102 pages
trying to do what is properly under the
purview of the authorizing committee
and does not belong in an appropria-
tions bill.

Some of the provisions are good. |
would like to see some of these things
enacted. Some of them are clearly

October 9, 1997

wrong. Almost all of them go beyond
the city’s request, and they interject
ancillary issues into this debate.

Now, in defense of the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], |
have to say that the bill we are dealing
with today is much better than the bill
that was considered by the subcommit-
tee. Of course, that is faint praise,
since the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. TAYLOR] put those provisions
in the subcommittee. But we have been
able to work closely together and we
have struck those provisions that cut
the local budget by $300 million. It
would have reduced the city employ-
ment by more than 2,000 positions and
imposed a residency requirement on
city employees.

Those issues were struck. Those are
not part of this bill, and that is very
fortunate. But the manager’s amend-
ment that we will offer today still is
necessary, because that further does
improve this bill, stakes out more
things that we both now agree ought
not to be in the bill. It strikes a num-
ber of provisions that have unintended
consequences, things that we never in-
tended to do, that would have adverse
consequences on the District or are
simply not appropriate for inclusion in
the bill.

But there remains, Mr. Chairman,
much more to be done. And that is why
I will be offering a substitute amend-
ment that will not only remove the re-
maining problems in this bill but will
also ensure that we can actually pass
the bill and have it enacted into law
before the continuing resolution ex-
pires.

We owe that to this country, to the
responsibility we assume as national
representatives in this Congress, and
we certainly owe it to the District of
Columbia residents to give the District
of Columbia its spending bill, not to
force them into a continuing resolution
situation where the Control Board can-
not even issue any long-term contracts
it is going to cost them much more
money to operate. It is not right to
force them into a continuing resolution
situation.

The only way to avoid that is to
agree to the amendment that brings us
back to the Senate version. We have 3
more working days before the existing
congressional continuing resolution ex-
pires. Let us pass my substitute
amendment and get this bill signed
into law during those 3 days.

After that has passed, we will have
plenty of time to debate school vouch-
ers, Davis-Bacon, medical malpractice,
welfare caps, prohibiting helicopter
flights, restricting the use of auto-
mobiles under 26 miles per gallon, new

financial management system con-
tracts, charter school leases, cutting
school administrators, closing Penn-

sylvania Avenue, repealing the NEA’s
tax exemption, restricting the ability
to fire the chief financial officer and
the Inspector General, and every other
ancillary provision that have been
added to this appropriations bill.



October 9, 1997

Nobody wants me to repeat that
long, long list again. But it makes a
point. Those are all issues that do not
belong in this bill. | support many of
these provisions, though. | mean, |
would like to see them done. Get them
done by the authorizing committee.

I would also support, though, the Dis-
trict’s Control Board. We set it up. Itis
doing a good job. The District’s author-
izing committee knew what they were
doing. They have a responsibility. Let
them fulfill their responsibility. Let
local governments, this is a basic fun-
damental Republican premise, let local
governments plan their own affairs.
Let them raise their own revenue, and
let them spend their own money. Let
them best determine how to serve their
citizens. It is their responsibility under
our democratic form of government.
Let them fulfill their responsibility.
Let us fulfill our responsibility.

Support my amendment that will let
us go back to the Senate version,
which is the consensus budget. Get the
bill enacted. Do the right thing.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance

of my time.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, of course taking the
suggestion of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MoRAN], we could just abol-
ish the House and just let the Senate
make our determinations and we could
all go home. But many of us think we
have additional ideas that we would
like to put forth.

There is some hypocrisy, Mr. Chair-
man, about the items that we have in-
serted here. First of all, the Constitu-
tion lays at the steps of the Congress,
the management of the District of Co-
lumbia. It is our full responsibility.
And we can certainly work with the
city council and the administration,
but we bear the responsibility for legis-
lation for the Nations Capital.

Second, many times it serves the mi-
nority’s interests well when they do
not go with the city, and sometimes
they want to go with the city. For in-
stance, the administration, without
any consultation with Congress, with-
out any consultation with the city
council, closed a section of Pennsylva-
nia Avenue, at great inconvenience to
the people of this city.

Now, without getting into the de-
bate, | have put language in our bill to
reopen, that closed section because we
have no evidence that that was closed
with good reason.
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We think that the city council, which
has asked us to insert the reopening
provision is acting within their powers
and that they should be consulted since
this being a city street rather than just
the administration making the deci-
sion.

Also, Congress enacted a few years
ago on a bill that moved the city’s resi-
dency requirement for its 30,000 em-
ployees to live within the city. The
District wanted to keep that residency
requirement. It was the Congress that
removed that, as it was pandering to
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the unions, and that has worked a se-
vere hardship upon the city.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
think the diligence of the chairman,
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. TAYLOR], is extraordinary, espe-
cially in the case of his medical prob-
lem, and he has fought back, and |
want to thank the chairman.

I would also like to thank the rank-
ing minority member, the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. As he
knows, | just gave Mary a box of candy
from California and there is another
one where that comes from, | would
say to the gentleman, to sweeten him
up.
IOI would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the chairman of the full com-
mittee. | have never voted for a D.C.
bill in the 6 years | have been here, be-
cause it has been general practice to
just have business as normal. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] says, ‘““Well, Duke, you complain
about it. If you think it is broke, fix
it.”” So | get my pittance on the D.C.
appropriations bill, but | want to tell
my colleagues something that is re-
warding: The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DixoN] has been wonderful,
and | even thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] for his mellowing
in his later years.

Mr. Chairman, | have spoken to
Members, and | realize that on the po-
litical side of this, it is difficult. It is
difficult in some cases for our Repub-
lican Members to go against the spe-
cial interests of the unions. | under-
stand it is difficult for Members on the
other side at the same time, and | have
talked to them about it. The actual is-
sues, they wish they could support, but
they cannot.

Mr. Chairman, when we talk about
campaign finance reform, we talk
about the essence of it is taking out
special interests so that we can actu-
ally help. I would also like to thank
the gentlewoman that represents the
District [Ms. NoRTON]. Although we
may disagree on issues, she was there,
she participated with her city. She had
hearings, she was present, she is not on
the subcommittee, but yet she took the
time to show up and do that.

I think it is just a shame, though,
that in the case of special interests
that we cannot pass legislation, or we
may have difficulty passing legislation
that will actually help the city, will
help children, will help parents, and |
think that the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], the chairman of
the subcommittee, has done a good job.

But what have we tried to do? | want
to assure my friends on the other side,
although we may talk about ideology,
and there may be some portions in
this, 1 want to tell my colleagues that
my motives are pure. | want to get the
most amount of dollars down to a
school system to where the school, the
average is 86 years old, and they have
to replace school roofs. A lot of the
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schools, the fire department has had to
take over because they are dangerous.
And if we can get the maximum
amount of dollars into those schools,
and it has been proven time and time
again in many, many States by
waiving Davis-Bacon for school con-
struction that we save a lot of dollars,
and that is the intent. This is an emer-
gency situation. It is not ideological to
me. To look at charter schools, in
which many cases the unions blasted
charter schools, but | think the sweep-
ing, overwhelming good that they do
and allowing the District of Columbia
to go into those, | think it is a benefit.

There is an union group that is ex-
empt from taxes. It will get $1.3 million
a year into the school system. That is
good. It gets more money to upgrade
the computers, because when we have
schools that age, | guarantee my col-
leagues that the technology and the
science equipment, the math, and we
have large amounts of students that do
not even finish and graduate from
those schools, we have to do something
to help that and to get the most
amount of dollars to do that.

We recognize the Jime Escolonti type
of teachers by increasing the funding
for those teachers that are
credentialed. There are many, and |
have met them because | live in the
District of Columbia, and there are
many good teachers in Washington,
DC, but yet they are plagued by teach-
ers that are not, like in many of our in-
nermost cities, and we want to recog-
nize those that do a good job and re-
ward them for that.

But | think most of all that there is
an area in which parents feel like they
are hopeless. Children do not have a
chance, and | would like to read this. It
is from Dr. King. He said,

In this spirit, House Majority Leader Dick
Armey of Texas and Representative Floyd
Flake, a Democrat from New York, and sev-
eral other Congressmen have proposed the
District of Columbia Student Opportunity
Scholarship Act.

Low-income, low-income parents
that feel denied will have a chance, for
the first time, to offer their children a
chance at a good education.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 4% minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], the
ranking Democrat on the full Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, my first
assignment in this House was the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriations sub-
committee after | went on the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and | have seen
the Congress for many years treat the
District of Columbia almost as its pri-
vate plantation.

The very first fight | ever had in this
House was when the Congress tried to
hold up money for construction of the
D.C. subway until they could reach
agreement that the District of Colum-
bia would proceed to build more high-
ways and another bridge into George-
town. | thought that kind of leverage
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was improper then, and | think it is
improper now.

We have a problem when Congress
tries to impose its own judgment on
how the city ought to run. We are pro-
viding governance without representa-
tion, because when we make decisions
that affect the lives of people in the
District of Columbia, they have no
remedy if we make the wrong decision
because they cannot vote us out of of-
fice. That is why it is essential for the
Congress to exercise restraint in its
oversight of the District of Columbia.

Now, | have seen a lot of efforts
through the years to have this Con-
gress micromanage the District. This
bill, in my view, is the worst effort
that | have ever seen on the part of the
Congress in all of the years | have been
here, going back to the time when this
Congress held up for 2 years needed
money to build the subway until the
subway became more expensive be-
cause of the delay. | do not believe that
it is in the public interest of the Dis-
trict or our taxpayers for us to get in
the way of the ability of the fiscal con-
trol board to try to bring order to Dis-
trict of Columbia affairs. This bill guts
their ability to do that.

It imposes Congress’s judgment on
vouchers. It requires vouchers be pro-
vided in order to send children in some
cases to private schools. Now, maybe
they ought to make that judgment, but
the Congress should not make that
judgment when they have no recourse
if they disagree with that judgment.
The Congress has overstepped its
bounds, in my view, in a good many
areas which the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] has already de-
scribed.

The issue here in my view is not
whether some of these policy judg-
ments should have been arrived at; the
issue is who should arrive at those
judgments. It is not the Congress; it is
the fiscal control board which was ap-
pointed to do the job.

So what the Moran amendment is
going to do, instead of unilaterally im-
posing actions on the District, the
Moran amendment is going to simply
ask the House to take the approach al-
ready adopted by Senator FAIRCLOTH,
hardly a raving left-wing radical; it
takes the approach which he has sug-
gested and would substitute that for
the approach taken by the subcommit-
tee.

Under ordinary circumstances, | do
not like to do that, because | do not
like to adopt Senate judgments with-
out further consideration. But given
the gross committee overreaching in
this case, by dictating to the District
on what it ought to do on airplane
flights, what it ought to do on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Law School, what it
ought to do on other financial arrange-
ments, it gives us no choice but to look
for a more responsible way, and that
more responsible way has been pointed
out by Senator FAIRCLOTH. So in my
view, we ought to adopt the Moran
amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

In addition to being the right thing
to do, it is the one thing that will
produce a real bill. We will not produce
a real bill by having the Congress dic-
tate to the District of Columbia. We
will produce a real bill, which dem-
onstrates that Congress also knows
how to exercise restraint, because that
will enable us to get a bill with a presi-
dential signature on it and that the
President shall not veto.

We are now 1 week into the fiscal
year. We should not be continuing to
push our ideological preferences, we
should be looking for practical solu-
tions. The Moran amendment is that
practical solution, and | would urge
support for it when the time comes.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAvis].

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | appreciate the chairman yield-
ing me this time, and | thank him for
one of the most thankless tasks in Con-
gress, and that is chairing the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
of the Committee on Appropriations;
and also the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MoRrAN], my friend from my neigh-
boring district.

I actually share a lot of concerns
that my friend from Virginia has ex-
pressed in terms of this bill over-au-
thorizing and in some areas going con-
trary to where these authorizers have
gone. We want to strengthen the con-
trol board. They have cut over $100 mil-
lion from the city budget over the last
2 years, | think very constructive fi-
nancial abilities, and there have been
some misrepresentations to the con-
trary.

There have been some comments
made that we could not get the streets
plowed during the snowstorm and the
big blizzard and the control board
could have paid the bills directly. This
legislation would not allow that, be-
cause they would have to come back to
Congress to reprogram under con-
tracts. Of course at the time of the big
blizzard, the control board was not
even up and operating.

Nevertheless, there are some very
good things in this bill that the chair-
man has put in. He has attempted to
work and try to bring us closer to-
gether on issues on which we have dis-
agreed, and | want to thank him and
express my appreciation for that.

Two years ago, consistent with my
sponsorship of the law creating the
control board for the District of Co-
lumbia, | supported what was then
known as the Gunderson amendment.
This was sponsored by our former col-
league, Steve Gunderson, and it sought
to enact educational reforms in the
District.

Along with the education commis-
sion of the States, | believed then and
I believe now that low-income scholar-
ships are a good vehicle for providing
poor students with choices and oppor-
tunities more financially advantaged
children enjoy, thus promoting equity.
While many of the Gunderson reforms
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were enacted, this one was not, and at
that time a Senate filibuster eventu-
ally Killed the proposal.

Today, the opponents of opportunity
scholarships in the District of Colum-
bia find themselves in an ever-shrink-
ing minority of public opinion. Oppo-
nents are increasingly hard-pressed to
justify their obstruction to change.
Though many opponents of reform send
their own children to private schools,
they persist in standing in the school-
house door when it comes to poor chil-
dren in the District of Columbia.

| stand with those who want to open
the schoolhouse door. | stand with my
colleagues in this House, like the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE],
and colleagues in the Senate like JoE
LIEBERMAN, MARY LANDRIEU, and PAT
MOYNIHAN. | stand with advocates like
Alveda King,, the niece of Martin Lu-
ther King, who supports scholarships of
this type as fulfilling the dreams of her
uncle.

Only the ostrich who sticks his head
in the sand would deny that our public
schools in our urban centers are in cri-
sis. In the District, eighth grade test
scores are 79-percent below the na-
tional average for math and 29-percent
below the national average for reading.
That is why the control board created
an emergency board of trustees last
year. They are continuing to struggle
with crises as diverse as violence,
leaky roofs, and poor attendance, and
for the fourth straight year schools
were not able to open on time in the
District of Columbia.

The reforms contained in the D.C. ap-
propriations bill would provide $7 mil-
lion for student opportunity scholar-
ships, and some 2,000 poor kids would
benefit.
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Parents would have to apply for the
money. Nobody is making them apply
for the money, but it gives them the
opportunity that the rest of us have. |
dare say not one Member of Congress
sends their kids to public schools. We
would like to extend these opportuni-
ties to some of the poorest in our urban
centers.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia,
Ms. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time, and | thank the gentleman for
his very hard work for the District of
Columbia. | thank the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] for his
hard work as well, and | want to say
that what | will say today is in no way
meant to detract from the hard work
and good faith that both the chairman
and the ranking member have shown as
they have worked for this budget.

| do hold up the statement of policy
of the administration to tell Members
why there are at least a half-a-dozen
reasons why this bill will be vetoed.
When we are talking about the Capital
of the United States, which is on its
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knees, we ought to be after a bill that
will be passed swiftly.

On behalf of the people of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 1 rise to ask for
Members’ support for the Moran sub-
stitute. | do so because the bill before
us violates basic democratic principles,
will cripple the District’s recovery, and
will undermine the difficult job we our-
selves have given to the Control Board,
whose efforts have the respect and con-
fidence of the majority of this body.

The substitute we offer is not a
Democratic substitute. The substitute
is the work of North Carolina Senator
LAUCH FAIRCLOTH, who has been de-
scribed as the most conservative Mem-
ber of the U.S. Senate. | can tell Mem-
bers all about that. In negotiations on
the D.C. rescue package just before the
balanced budget bill, I was unable to
keep the Senator from taking down
much of home rule and putting the
Control Board in charge of the city.

The Senator’s bill largely respects
home rule, but not because he cares
about that. Rather, it is because the
Control Board and the District submit-
ted a consensus budget that is itself so
conservative a document that even the
North Carolina Senator found no rea-
son to substantially alter it.

While Members here are lining up for
ways to spend a predicted surplus, the
Senate supported the District appro-
priation because the District uses its
surplus largely to pay down debt. The
Senate bill supported the District’s de-
cision to come into balance a year
early. It is the prudent, even conserv-
ative, fiscal policy that is at the core
of the Moran substitute that has rec-
ommended it across party lines. It was
reported out of the Senate Committee
on Appropriations 26 to 1.

Vouchers, of course, is the House
bill’s high profile controversial provi-
sion, but the people from Members’ dis-
tricts already know what to do when
that issue is put to them: 20 referenda,
20 defeats. 1 have already called the
roll on that during the rule.

For 30 years residents from States in
the north and south, east and west,
have rejected vouchers. Even when the
voucher advocates lose, however, they
double back and lose again, always by
more than they lost the first time. In
California they lost first by 61 percent,
and then by 70 percent; in Washington
State, first by 61 percent and then by 65
percent; in Massachusetts, first by 62
percent, and then they lost by 70 per-
cent. They cannot win for losing, Mr.
Chairman.

Here in the District the vote against
vouchers was the largest of all, an al-
most unanimous 89 percent. Unable to
trump that, the majority asked that
we substitute a Republican-worded poll
for the votes of the people | represent.

I respectfully disagree with the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER],
who suggested during debate on the
rule that the vote in D.C. was not a
voucher vote. It was exactly that. D.C.
residents rejected a tax credit for par-
ents who would send their children to
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private or religious schools, money
that otherwise would have gone to the
District’s general fund. A voucher by
any other name is still a voucher, and
until D.C. residents vote again on this
issue, this body cannot impose vouch-
ers without wiping away each and
every claim they have to American
principles of democracy.

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents a
compendium of provisions the majority
has been unable to pass despite their
control of both Houses: vouchers, medi-
cal liability, Davis-Bacon. The strategy
is simple: find a jurisdiction that can-
not fight back and simply impose their
will, like any old dictatorship; find a
jurisdiction whose delegate votes you
seized and work your will. They call
themselves a devolution Congress?
Shame on them. If they pass this bill,
they will be unable to make any claim
to devolution or democracy. | say to
the Members, if you want these ideo-
logically charged measures, do them on
your own dime with your open bill for
your own majority, not on the backs of
the taxpaying residents that | rep-
resent.

The ideological baggage may be the
most apparent, but it is not the most
appalling. After all, the majority often
cannot resist ideological targets but it
has refrained from targeting the five
distinguished citizens who sit on the
Control Board. Not content to go after
city officials, this bill unwinds much of
the most painstaking and vital work of
the Control Board. The bill does reck-
less damage, to name only some of the
most irrational provisions.

Mr. Chairman, | include for the
RECORD the following Statement of Ad-
ministration Policy:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, October 9, 1997.
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PoLICY—H.R.
2607—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA-

TIONS BILL, FY 1998

This Statement of Administration Policy
provides the Administration’s views on H.R.
2607, the District of Columbia Appropriations
Bill, FY 1998, as reported by the House Ap-
propriations Committee. Your consideration
of the Administration’s views would be ap-
preciated.

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 342 of the Committee bill, which would
provide for the use of $7 million in Federal
taxpayer funds for private school vouchers.
Instead of investing additional resources in
public schools, vouchers would allow a few
selected students to attend private schools,
and would draw attention away from the
hard work of reforming public schools that
serve the overwhelming majority of D.C. stu-
dents. Establishing a private school voucher
system in the Nation’s Capital would set a
dangerous precedent for using Federal tax-
payer funds for schools that are not account-
able to the public. If this language were in-
cluded in the bill presented to the President,
the President’s senior advisers would rec-
ommend that the President veto the bill.

While the Administration appreciates the
support of the Committee in developing a
bill that provides sufficient Federal funding
to implement the National Capital Revital-
ization and Self-Government Improvement
Act of 1977 (the Revitalization Act), we
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strongly oppose a number of the provisions
of the Committee bill, as described below.
Even if the provision concerning school
vouchers were to be stricken, the Committee
bill would remain unacceptable. Unless the
Administration’s concerns are satisfactorily
resolved, the President’s senior advisers
would recommend that the President veto
the bill. The Administration urges the House
to approve the Moran substitute amendment,
which would address a number of the con-
cerns detailed below.
PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 159 of the bill, which would require that
Pennsylvania Avenue in front of the White
House be opened on January 1, 1998. On May
20, 1995, the Department of the Treasury im-
plemented the security action to prohibit ve-
hicular traffic on Pennsylvania Avenue be-
tween 15th and 17th Streets. A White House
Security Review concluded that there was no
alternative to prohibiting vehicular traffic
on Pennsylvania Avenue that would ensure
the protection of the President of the United
States, the first family, and those working
in or visiting the White House Complex from
explosive devices carried in vehicles near the
perimeter. The Committee’s action would
jeopardize the safety of those inside the
White House Complex.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

The Administration opposes section 149 of
the bill, which would prohibit the District
from increasing public assistance payments
under the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families Program beyond the level provided
under the District of Columbia Public Assist-
ance Act of 1982. This restriction is incon-
sistent with the broad flexibility provided
under Federal welfare reform and could
hinder the District’s efforts to invest re-
sources in areas necessary to move individ-
uals off welfare and into work.

DAVIS-BACON ACT

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 363 of the Committee bill. As drafted,
this provision would permit waiver of the ap-
plication of the Davis-Bacon Act to con-
struction and repair work for the District of
Columbia schools. Waiving these protections
would deny payment of locally prevailing
wages to workers on Federally funded con-
struction sites. The Administration supports
the Sabo amendment to strike this provi-
sion.

ABORTION

The Administration strongly opposes the
abortion language of the Committee bill,
which would prohibit the use of both Federal
and District funds to pay for abortions ex-
cept in those cases where the life of the
mother is endangered or in situations involv-
ing rape or incest. Further, the Department
of Justice has advised that the language
would be unconstitutional regarding funds
provided to the District of Columbia Correc-
tions Trustee, to the extent the language
places an undue burden on a woman’s right
to obtain an abortion. The Administration
continues to view the prohibition on the use
of local funds as an unwarranted intrusion
into the affairs of the District and would
support an amendment, if offered, to strike
this prohibition.

MICROMANAGEMENT

The Administration opposes the provisions
of the Committee bill, that would further re-
strict or otherwise condition management of
the District government and expenditure of
funds, thereby undercutting the Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority’s (the Authority’s) oversight role
and responsibility for the District’s annual
budget.
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Specifically, the Administration opposes
provisions of the bill that would require the
District to direct surplus FY 1998 revenues to
a taxpayer relief fund and earmark $200 mil-
lion in local funds for deficit reduction.
These provisions do not reflect the consensus
agreement reached by the Authority, the
Council, and the Executive Branch on the FY
1998 budget for the District. Moreover, Con-
gress has given to the Authority the respon-
sibility for guiding the District toward long-
term financial health, and that role should
not be undercut by unnecessary micro-
management.

The Administration also opposes a provi-
sion that would amend the District’s tort
laws and impose a cap on punitive damages
at an arbitrary level. The Administration be-
lieves that these limits undermine the very
purpose of punitive damages, which is to
punish and deter misconduct. Furthermore,
the Administration strongly opposes any dif-
ferentiation between so-called ‘‘economic”
and ‘‘non-economic’” damages. ‘‘Non-eco-
nomic’’ damages are just as real as economic
damages, and limiting them imposes a hard-
ship on the most vulnerable members of our
society.

In addition, we oppose House language that
would restrict the District’s authority to im-
prove its financial management systems.
The District has been told by Congress, by
the General Accounting Office, and by the
Administration for some time that it needs
to improve its financial management sys-
tems. The DC Chief Financial Officer and the
Authority have taken steps to implement
the necessary improvements. The Congress
should not use this appropriations bill to
block those efforts.

TREASURY BORROWING AUTHORITY

The Committee bill includes language that
would prohibit the District from borrowing
to finance its accumulated general fund defi-
cit. It is not uncommon for cities recovering
from severe cash flow problems to finance
accumulated deficits through long-term bor-
rowing. The Revitalization Act allows the
District to borrow up to $300 million from
Treasury for deficit financing if the District
can show that it does not have private mar-
ket access. The District needs the flexibility
to use the treasury window for long-term
borrowing in case the private markets are
not accessible.

D.C. COURTS AND OFFENDER SERVICES FUNDING

The Administration strongly opposes lan-
guage in the Committee bill that provides
for funding the District of Columbia Courts
and Offender Services through the Office of
Management and Budget. The Administra-
tion urges the Committee to consider pass-
ing funding through stand alone accounts.
The Administration’s original proposal
called for funding to be passed through the
State Justice Institute.

Additionally, the Administration would
recommend that the House include language
that would make available funds collected
by the District of Columbia Courts for nec-
essary expenses, including the funding of
pension costs.

The Administration is committed to work-
ing with the House to produce a bill that will
assist the District in its continued efforts to-
ward financial recovery.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Members are re-
minded not to characterize individual
Members of the U.S. Senate.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the chairman of our full com-
mittee.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman who just spoke cares
deeply about the lives of the constitu-
ents that she represents and about the
welfare of this great city. | think to
charge the majority with the label of
being ideologically motivated, though,
is unfair. | heard it from the gentleman
from Wisconsin as well.

The fact is | do not think it is ideo-
logical to say to the NEA that is
housed in a great big facility here in
the city, that they ought to pay taxes
like everybody else. | do not think it is
ideological to try to tell the parents of
a youngster who is bound to go to a
school that has proven itself inferior
and incapable of delivering a decent
education. It is in these schools where
the youngster is effectively sentenced
to try to survive in that school, which
in turn yields a high probability that
he may ultimately be sentenced to
prison, if he survives. | do not think it
is ideological to say that he should
have another opportunity to go to an-
other school.

I do not think it is ideological to say
that we should come up with a system
that makes it cheaper to build new
schools, or repair older schools so they
can be habitable for youngsters, rather
than being bound and hogtied by ideo-
logical Davis-Bacon laws that say that
you have to pay higher wages and thus
have less money to repair the facili-
ties.

I do not think it is ideological to say
that a law school ought to quit conning
its students, giving them diplomas that
they cannot use, and simply get itself
accredited, so it gives the people that
participate in the enrollment in that
school an opportunity for a quality
legal education. Those are not ideologi-
cal propositions. They are simply com-
mon sense.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | would make it clear
that the National Education Associa-
tion has agreed to pay all of its prop-
erty taxes, and in fact, in this bill, it
would do so.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DixoN].

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

First, Mr. Chairman, let me say to
the ranking member that | can clearly
understand the most difficult job that
he has in this bill.

To the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, | have great respect for him. | just
think that he is entirely wrong on this
issue, and | admire the way and the
courage the gentleman has shown in
coming back and improving his own
health.

Let me say that this is a very, very
sorry hour for the House of Representa-
tives. | am reminded of the song that
“It Cuts Both Ways,”” because men and
women on this floor have tried to cut it
both ways. When they wanted some-
thing, they stuck it in the bill, whether
it was on my right or on my left.
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We had a concept of home rule, and |
will take my fair share of the blame for
not moving faster. But | worshipped at
the altar of home rule. We decided that
we wanted to place an intermediary be-
tween us and Congress, and we put a
Financial Control Board in place. This
bill has taken us from home rule back
to the plantation for 600,000 people.

If Members listen to what our chair-
man said, the things in this bill stem
from City Council actions. There will
be a time today that we will have a
chance to speak on the voucher system
and have a healthy discussion. The
gentleman from San Diego, CA [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], | appreciate that he is
operating in good will.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] has at-
tacked the Control Board in a Dear
Colleague letter that he sent out, the
instrument that Congress set up. Why?
Because he does not like a lot of the
things that it has done.

Just for one second, let me contrast
that with part of the voucher system.
The Control Board is selected by the
President. All the D.C. residents re-
ceive no money. They work at this for
nothing. It is a labor of love. These are
people who have good backgrounds
from diverse areas and do not need
this.

In the voucher system, we com-
pensate them for reviewing and giving
out 2,000 vouchers no more than $5,000
a year. Instead of letting the District
appoint these people, the Speaker and
the majority leader in the Senate give
a list to the President of the United
States to decide on who should get
2,000 vouchers. What are we Kkidding
ourselves about here? We are not inter-
ested in improving the quality of the
public or private schools; we are inter-
ested in beating our own political horse
here.

If Members listen to the rhetoric of
my good friend, the gentleman from
southern California, as | said before, it
was loaded with purr and snarl words:
“The labor bosses;” he even called the
gentleman carrying the rule, the chair-
man of the DNC.

Let us get serious about what we are
doing here. If we want to take back
home rule, let us do it cleanly, but let
us not do it in this very obscure way.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Dick-
EY].

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me
for the purposes of having a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to state
that he is to be commended for the
work that he has done, the outstanding
efforts and hard work in bringing this
bill to the floor, and during that time,
for being such a shock absorber for the
media criticism that he has received.
The same goes for the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

I have brought to the attention of
the chairman and to the D.C. appro-
priations a bill that would prevent two
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individuals who are unmarried from
adopting a child. This amendment has
been included in the House version of
the D.C. appropriations bill in the past.
I feel that the responsible adoption
amendment should be included in the
fiscal year 1998 bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciate the gentleman’s
concerns, and | will make every effort
to accommodate the gentleman’s re-
quest in conference.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 5 seconds to myself.

Mr. Chairman, | would say that | will
make every effort to ensure that provi-
sion is not accommodated in con-
ference, for what it is worth.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Ms.
STABENOW].

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak on a
subject that, while it affects the Dis-
trict of Columbia, it affects the entire
country.

Mr. Chairman, those of us in Michi-
gan care very deeply about the children
of the District of Columbia and this
city. | want to first congratulate the
very effective voice of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. ELEANOR HoLMES NORTON], the
Delegate, for her advocacy on behalf of
her constituency. This in particular to
me is a philosophical debate, an ideo-
logical debate around the issue of edu-
cation. This is the provision | wish to
speak to today in strong opposition in
this bill.

We saw this year children starting
school 3 weeks late, some later, be-
cause the roof was falling in in some
D.C. schools.
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The Republican ideology says the re-
sponse is to send 3 percent of the chil-
dren to private schools with vouchers.
The Democratic response is, fix the
roof. Fix the roof. Support public edu-
cation. Care about all of the children,
not just 3 percent that would be given
the opportunity to go to private
schools through the vouchers in this
bill.

We have today in USA Today a head-
line, ““‘Schools struggle to utilize tech-
nology.” Only a fraction of America’s
schools are integrating technology to
benefit their students, says an alliance
of prominent business and education
leaders, the CEO Forum.

I mention this because the $7 million
in this bill that goes to 3 percent of the
children for vouchers would rewire 65
public schools in the District of Colum-
bia for children. This is about a com-
mitment for all children in the District
of Columbia to be successful and com-
pete in that world economy that they
will face.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HORN].
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Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I am an
educator. | have spent 30 years of my
life in education, and | have long op-
posed vouchers generally, but | have fa-
vored vouchers to build competition
within public schools. Mr. Chairman,
we are in such a crisis in this city that
I will vote today to support vouchers.

In the 1960’s, I lived in the District.
My two children went to desegregated
public schools. They received a first
rate education. But since the 1960’s, we
have had a failure in management, a
failure in discipline, a failure in over-
coming dilapidated quarters, and that
is part of our problem.

Mr. Chairman, we simply cannot let
another generation of African-Amer-
ican students get out of school improp-
erly educated so they do not have any
opportunities in this society. | think it
has come to the point where we have to
face reality, and reality is to give a
shock to that system and get the job
done and get back to education.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MoRAN] for allowing me to speak and
also for his hard work. | also would
like to recognize the work of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY-

LOR].
Mr. Chairman, although | disagree
with much in the bill, I do agree that

we do need to give a raise to our local
police officers in the District of Colum-
bia, and that is included in the bill. For
that, | am appreciative.

On the other hand, | do take great
exception to this notion of vouchers
that is included in the bill. We should
make no mistake; when we hear the
Republicans say they are providing
scholarships, which sounds like a great
idea, they are not; they are providing
vouchers, which takes taxpayers’
money out of public schools and puts
that taxpayers’ money into private
schools. | think that is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum-
bia government is not without its
shortcomings. | represent Prince
George’s and Montgomery Counties. |
am their neighbor, and 1 know. But
they have also made tremendous
progress. The fact of the matter is, the
District of Columbia is not a planta-
tion to accommodate the whims of cer-
tain Members of Congress, nor is it a
laboratory in which we can experiment
on the people of the District of Colum-
bia. It is an elected democratic govern-
ment, and it deserves respect, and it
deserves the right to make its own de-
cisions.

Government does have a role. We in
Congress do have a role. We exercise
that role by putting in place the Con-
trol Board to assist in the management
of the District of Columbia. But now
this bill would supersede the role of the
Control Board and try to micromanage
government. It does so particularly in
the area of vouchers.

Mr. Chairman, this bill takes $45 mil-
lion over 5 years out of the District of
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Columbia and it gives it to 2,000 stu-
dents. That leaves behind 76,000 stu-
dents who need their roof repaired in
their schools, that need new books,
that need technological improvements,
that need teachers with better pay,
that need better overall facilities.

They say, ‘“We are doing this to help
the poorest of the poor. We are doing
this to help the people who are really
needy.” The problem is, it leaves be-
hind the middle class, the working
class, the people who pay the taxes in
the District of Columbia. Their chil-
dren do not get the benefit of this lat-
est experiment, and, again, | think
that that is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, | urge that this body
adopt the Moran substitute. It is a bal-
anced, fair approach, and it respects
the sovereignty and dignity of the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | would like to inquire how much
time we have remaining on both sides.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] has 4% min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] has
5% minutes remaining.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Michigan [Ms. KiL-
PATRICK].

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, |
offer thanks to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN], our ranking
member, for giving me the opportunity
to come before this body today, as well
as to the gentleman from California
[Mr. DixoN], who has shown his leader-
ship as we discuss the life of over
600,000 people in this city of ours, our
Capital City, who have no representa-
tion who can vote in this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, 600,000 people, more
than 4 States’ population, and yet they
have no vote here in this Congress. And
if they did, 1 do not think we would be
debating as we are today how they
would run their schools.

| stand here opposed to this legisla-
tion for many reasons. First of all, it
repeals the Davis-Bacon provision that
says that prevailing wages and safety
regulations will be had for the workers
who work on construction and repair
projects here in the District of Colum-
bia district with over 600,000 people.

It also closes the UDC Law School. It
is not a time to close our law school. It
is an opportunity for people to go to
law school who would otherwise not
have it. | think it is a tragedy.

Mr. Chairman, this bill talks about
school vouchers. Over 90 percent of
children in America go to public
schools. | am a parent and former high
school teacher and a graduate of all-
public universities. | have two children
who graduated from public school. One
is now a lawyer; the other owns her
own business. Many of us in this Con-
gress are products of public education.

Why then are we putting our will on
over 600,000 people in the District of
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Columbia who have said over and over
again, and in a vote of over 60 percent,
that they do not want vouchers?

Mr. Chairman, | say to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NorToN], Madam D.C. Congress-
woman, for your efforts we praise you.

Mr. Chairman, to all of my col-
leagues who want to run the District of
Columbia | say, leave them alone. Give
them D.C. statehood. That is what they
want, 600,000 people, more than the
population of four States. | think it is
unfortunate, and | urge my colleagues
to vote against this legislation.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say very quickly that | do not
think that the debate today is a matter
of who cares more about children. |
think both sides care deeply and pas-
sionately about children, and that is
something to celebrate.

But | have come to the conclusion
that it is not possible for the public
schools to reform internally without
the pressure that is put on them from
the outside through the concept of
competition. | think we all need to
think about it. The purpose of competi-
tion is not to destroy the public school,
the purpose of competition is to im-
prove the public school so that the pub-
lic school can be a viable institution
and a critical part of the culture of
America.

But | really believe that without the
competition that puts the pressure on
those within the public school to have
to begin to stand up, which many are
now beginning to do, and bring about
the essential reforms that are nec-
essary to give our children a chance to
become successful in life, it is not
going to work.

Mr. Chairman, this is the beginning
of a very important debate, and ulti-
mately the public will be set free, both
private schools will be effective and
public schools will be improved.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this bill for several im-
portant reasons, and | want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MoraN], the ranking member of
this committee, on his substitute.

First, the bill contains a very harm-
ful private school voucher provision. |
am very concerned that private schools
that receive Federal funding would not
be held accountable to the taxpayers. |
am also very concerned that funding
private religious schools with public
money is a clear violation of the con-
stitutional principle of state-church
separation.

As we all know by now, the funding
for the bill would provide vouchers for
approximately 3 percent of all D.C. stu-
dents. Mr. Chairman, | ask my col-
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leagues, what about the other 97 per-
cent who do not win this educational
sweepstakes? What kind of message
does a random lottery send to our
youth? It tells them that their future
is based on the luck of the draw, not
their effort and ambition and not equal
opportunity for all.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, the
answer is not a limited voucher pro-
gram, it is tougher academic stand-
ards, safer school buildings, smaller
classes, more teacher training.

This bill also repeals the Davis-Bacon
law for D.C. school construction
projects. This repeal will not improve
the District’s crumbling schools but
will discriminate against the District’s
construction workers. These workers
deserve to earn a decent wage. A recent
study, in fact, comparing school con-
struction costs in five States with
State prevailing wage laws and four
States without such laws found that
costs were actually lower in those
States governed by State prevailing
wages.

If those on the other side really care
about the District’s crumbling schools,
they should support H.R. 1104, the
Partnership to Rebuild America’s
Schools, which would provide the Dis-
trict with $15 million to rebuild its
schools and $5 billion nationwide.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | do not have a lot of time to re-
serve.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia has 15 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, with that amount of time | really
ought to reserve for rebuttal, would be
my preference. Perhaps the gentleman
from North Carolina would like to con-
clude or at least to use up a little more
of his.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, we have one remaining
speaker to close. We have the right to
close, | believe, do we not?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina has the right to
close. The gentleman from Virginia,
Mr. Moran, has used approximately 15
seconds to announce that he would like
to say something else. The gentleman
has 4 seconds remaining.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge my col-
leagues to support the substitute
amendment which gives us the Senate
bill. The Senate bill means that we will
have an enacted bill, we will do the
right thing by the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and, in my opinion,
the right thing by the Congress of the
United States.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WALsSH], the former chairman of
the subcommittee.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], chairman
of the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia, and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MoRAN], the ranking mem-
ber, for their hard work.

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman
from North Carolina took over this re-
sponsibility, | urged him to be bold,
and he has been bold. This city needs
dramatic attention, and this bill pro-
vides attention and it provides solu-
tions to many of the problems.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to dedi-
cate my time at the podium to talk
about this D.C. Opportunity Scholar-
ships Program. Whether we call them
scholarships or we call them vouchers,
they are a lifeline to the poor Kids in
this city and their families.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to tell my
colleagues a little bit about my home-
town in Syracuse, where | was first
married and raised my Kids in a strong
middle-class neighborhood in Syracuse.
There were two schools, a private
school, a parochial school, and public
school.

Mr. Chairman, these two schools
competed with each other for the Kkids.
The PTO’s from each school would go
up and down the street knocking on
doors, encouraging young parents to
send their kids to their schools. Both
schools taught Kkids, rich and poor and
middle-class.

The public school had eminently bet-
ter facilities. They had better bonding.
They had better gyms. They had better
science labs and all kinds of better fa-
cilities. The Catholic school provided
more nurturing and discipline. Kids in
trouble in one school could leave that
school and go to the other, and vice
versa. All of the kids were served. It
was great for the kids.

Mr. Chairman, | am convinced, | am
absolutely convinced, that we cannot
have good public schools if we do not
have good private schools.
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We cannot have good private schools
if we do not have good public schools.
In that middle class neighborhood, that
worked. In the poor neighborhoods, the
choice was not there because the poor
people could not afford the private
schools. This will give them that op-
portunity in this city.

This is not a union vote or an anti-
union vote. We have the highest re-
spect for teachers. They are a national
treasure. They take all of society’s ills
upon their shoulders and try to help
these kids to get through what other-
wise would be a difficult, difficult ex-
istence. This is not anti-teacher. This
is pro-teacher. The teachers need help.
Go to the inner city schools, go to the
public schools, ask the teachers, they
are stressed out. They are burned out.
This will help them. This will make
their schools better. It will make the
entire educational system of this coun-
try better.

Specifically, though, we are talking
about the District of Columbia. The
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teachers want better schools as much
as the parents do, if not more so, and
they are fighting a losing battle. Poor
families should have choices like mod-
erate income and wealthy families do.

In Syracuse, our public school super-
intendent sends his child to a private
school; so do some of the Members of
the school board. They do it for the
right reasons; that is a good decision.
Why? Because they could get the edu-
cation that they want at those schools.
In Washington, DC, the President of
the United States made a decision to
send his daughter to a private school.
Why? | do not care why. That is his de-
cision. But he has the resources to do
that.

Why should not poor families have
that choice? There is no ideological or
philosophical argument. There is no ar-
gument. To argue to the contrary is
hypocrisy. There is no solid, firm
standing to argue for public schools,
against vouchers, when they are send-
ing their kids to private schools.

Let us do this for the children. For-
get about ideology, forget about union
or nonunion. This is not that issue.
This is about breaking the cycle of pov-
erty and violence for the kids in our
cities, especially this city, this city
which we have so much love for and re-
spect for and compassion for.

| do not understand it, Mr. Chairman.
I do not understand how anyone could
argue against this simple program to
help some Kids in this great city.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
printed in part | of House report 105-315
is adopted and the bill is considered
read for the amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The text of H.R. 2607, as amended by
part |1 of House Report 105-315, is as fol-
lows:

H.R. 2607

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
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 1998
APPROPRIATIONS
FEDERAL FUNDS
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO THE OPERATIONS
OF THE NATION’S CAPITAL

For a Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia towards the costs of the oper-
ation of the government of the District of
Columbia, $180,000,000; as authorized by sec-
tion 11601 of the National Capital Revitaliza-
tion and Self-Government Improvement Act
of 1997, Public Law 105-33.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For the Office of the Inspector General,
$2,000,000, to prevent and detect fraud, waste,
and abuse in the programs and operations of
all functions, activities, and entities within
the government of the District of Columbia.

METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT

For the Metropolitan Police Department,

$5,400,000, for a 5 percent pay increase for
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sworn officers who perform primarily non-
administrative public safety services and are
certified by the Chief of Police as having met
certain minimum standards referred to in
section 148 of this Act.

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
DEPARTMENT

For the Fire and Emergency Medical Serv-
ices Department, $2,600,000, for a 5 percent
pay increase for uniformed fire fighters.

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS

For the public schools of the District of
Columbia, $1,000,000, which shall be paid to
the District Education and Learning Tech-
nologies Advancement (DELTA) Council es-
tablished by section 2604 of the District of
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995, Public
Law 104-134, within 10 days of the effective
date of the appointment of a majority of the
Council’s members.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
CoLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS

For payment to the District of Columbia
Corrections Trustee for the administration
and operation of correctional facilities,
$169,000,000, as authorized by the National
Capital Revitalization and Self-Government
Improvement Act of 1997, Public Law 105-33.

PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COR-
RECTIONS TRUSTEE FOR CORRECTIONAL FA-
CILITIES, CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR

For payment to the District of Columbia
Corrections Trustee for Correctional Facili-
ties, $302,000,000, to remain available until
expended, of which not less than $294,900,000
is available for transfer to the Federal Pris-
on System, as authorized by section 11202 of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997; and
$7,100,000 shall be for security improvements
and repairs at the Lorton Correctional Com-
plex.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Pursuant to the National Capital Revital-
ization and Self-Government Improvement
Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-33) $146,000,000 for
the Office of Management and Budget, of
which: (1) not to exceed $121,000,000 shall be
transferred to the Joint Committee on Judi-
cial Administration in the District of Colum-
bia for operation of the District of Columbia
Courts; (2) not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be
transferred to the District of Columbia
Truth in Sentencing Commission to imple-
ment section 11211 of the National Capital
Revitalization and Self-Government Im-
provement Act of 1997; (3) not to exceed
$22,200,000 shall be transferred to the Pretrial
Services, Defense Services, Parole, Adult
Probation, and Offender Supervision Trustee
for expenses relating to pretrial services, de-
fense services, parole, adult probation and
offender supervision in the District of Co-
lumbia, and for operating expenses of the
Trustee; and (4) not to exceed $800,000 shall
be transferred to the United States Parole
Commission to implement section 11231 of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997.

UNITED STATES PARK POLICE
For payment to the United States Park
Police for policing services performed within
the District of Columbia, $12,500,000.
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA SCHOLARSHIP FUND
For the District of Columbia Scholarship
Fund, $7,000,000, as authorized by section 342
of this Act for scholarships to students of
low-income families in the District of Co-
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lumbia to enable them to have educational
choice.
DIVISION OF EXPENSES

The following amounts are appropriated
for the District of Columbia for the current
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TAXPAYERS RELIEF

FunD

For the District of Columbia Taxpayers
Relief Fund, an amount equal to the dif-
ference between the amount of District of
Columbia local revenues provided under this
Act and the actual amount of District of Co-
lumbia local revenues generated during fis-
cal year 1998 (as determined and certified by
the Chief Financial Officer of the District of
Columbia): Provided, That such amount shall
be deposited into an escrow account held by
the District of Columbia Financial Respon-
sibility and Management Assistance Author-
ity, which shall allocate the funds to the
Mayor, or such other District official as the
Authority may deem appropriate, in
amounts and in a manner consistent with
the requirements of this Act: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds shall only be used to
offset reductions in District of Columbia
local revenues as a result of reductions in
District of Columbia taxes or fees enacted by
the Council of the District of Columbia
(based upon the recommendations of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Tax Revision Commission
and the Business Regulatory Reform Com-
mission) and effective no later than October
1, 1998.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DEFICIT REDUCTION

FunD

For the District of Columbia Deficit Re-
duction Fund, $200,000,000, to be deposited
into an escrow account held by the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, which
shall allocate the funds to the Mayor, or
such other District official as the Authority
may deem appropriate, at such intervals and
in accordance with such terms and condi-
tions as the Authority considers appropriate:
Provided, That an additional amount shall be
deposited into the Fund each month equal to
the amount saved by the District of Colum-
bia during the previous month as a result of
cost-saving initiatives of the Mayor of the
District of Columbia (described in the fiscal
year 1998 budget submission of June 1997), as
determined and certified by the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia: Pro-
vided further, That the District government
shall make every effort to implement such
cost-saving initiatives so that the total
amount saved by the District of Columbia
during all months of fiscal year 1998 as a re-
sult of such initiatives is equal to or greater
than $100,000,000: Provided further, That the
Chief Financial Officer shall submit a report
to Congress not later than January 1, 1998,
on a timetable for the implementation of
such initiatives under which all such initia-
tives shall be implemented by not later than
September 30, 1998: Provided further, That
amounts in the Fund shall only be used for
reduction of the accumulated general fund
deficit existing as of September 30, 1997.

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

Governmental direction and support,
$119,177,000 and 1,479 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $98,316,000, and 1,400 full-
time equivalent positions from local funds,
$14,013,000 and 9 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $6,848,000 and
70 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds): Provided, That not to exceed $2,500 for
the Mayor, $2,500 for the Chairman of the
Council of the District of Columbia, and
$2,500 for the City Administrator shall be
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available from this appropriation for official
purposes: Provided further, That any program
fees collected from the issuance of debt shall
be available for the payment of expenses of
the debt management program of the Dis-
trict of Columbia: Provided further, That no
revenues from Federal sources shall be used
to support the operations or activities of the
Statehood Commission and Statehood Com-
pact Commission: Provided further, That the
District of Columbia shall identify the
sources of funding for Admission to State-
hood from its own locally-generated reve-
nues: Provided further, That $240,000 shall be
available for citywide special elections: Pro-
vided further, That all employees perma-
nently assigned to work in the Office of the
Mayor shall be paid from funds allocated to
the Office of the Mayor.

EcoNoMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$120,072,000 and 1,283 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $40,377,000 and 561 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds,
$42,065,000 and 526 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $25,630,000 and
196 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds and $12,000,000 collected in the form of
Business Improvement Districts tax revenue
collected by the District of Columbia on be-
half of business improvement districts pursu-
ant to the Business Improvement Districts
Act of 1996, effective May 29, 1996 (D.C. Law
11-134; D.C. Code, sec. 1-2271 et seq.) and the
Business Improvement Districts Temporary
Amendment Act of 1997 (Bill 12-230).

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase of 135 passenger-carrying vehicles for
replacement only, including 130 for police-
type use and five for fire-type use, without
regard to the general purchase price limita-
tion for the current fiscal year, $502,970,000
and 9,719 full-time equivalent positions (in-
cluding $483,557,000 and 9,642 full-time equiv-
alent positions from local funds, $13,519,000
and 73 full-time equivalent positions from
Federal funds, and $5,894,000 and 4 full-time
equivalent positions from other funds): Pro-
vided, That the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment is authorized to replace not to exceed
25 passenger-carrying vehicles and the De-
partment of Fire and Emergency Medical
Services of the District of Columbia is au-
thorized to replace not to exceed five pas-
senger-carrying vehicles annually whenever
the cost of repair to any damaged vehicle ex-
ceeds three-fourths of the cost of the replace-
ment: Provided further, That not to exceed
$500,000 shall be available from this appro-
priation for the Chief of Police for the pre-
vention and detection of crime: Provided fur-
ther, That the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment shall provide quarterly reports to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate on efforts to increase efficiency
and improve the professionalism in the de-
partment: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, or May-
or’s Order 86-45, issued March 18, 1986, the
Metropolitan Police Department’s delegated
small purchase authority shall be $500,000:
Provided further, That the District of Colum-
bia government may not require the Metro-
politan Police Department to submit to any
other procurement review process, or to ob-
tain the approval of or be restricted in any
manner by any official or employee of the
District of Columbia government, for pur-
chases that do not exceed $500,000: Provided
further, That the District of Columbia Fire
Department shall provide quarterly reports
to the Committees on Appropriations of the
House and Senate on efforts to increase effi-
ciency and improve the professionalism in
the department: Provided further, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, or
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Mayor’s Order 86-45, issued March 18, 1986,
the District of Columbia Fire Department’s
delegated small purchase authority shall be
$500,000: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia government may not require the
District of Columbia Fire Department to
submit to any other procurement review or
contract approval process, or to obtain the
approval of or be restricted in any manner
by any official or employee of the District of
Columbia government, for purchases that do
not exceed $500,000: Provided further, That the
Mayor shall reimburse the District of Colum-
bia National Guard for expenses incurred in
connection with services that are performed
in emergencies by the National Guard in a
militia status and are requested by the
Mayor, in amounts that shall be jointly de-
termined and certified as due and payable for
these services by the Mayor and the Com-
manding General of the District of Columbia
National Guard: Provided further, That such
sums as may be necessary for reimbursement
to the District of Columbia National Guard
under the preceding proviso shall be avail-
able from this appropriation, and the avail-
ability of the sums shall be deemed as con-
stituting payment in advance for emergency
services involved: Provided further, That the
Metropolitan Police Department is author-
ized to maintain 3,800 sworn officers, with
leave for a 50 officer attrition: Provided fur-
ther, That no more than 15 members of the
Metropolitan Police Department shall be de-
tailed or assigned to the Executive Protec-
tion Unit, until the Chief of Police submits a
recommendation to the Council for its re-
view: Provided further, That $100,000 shall be
available for inmates released on medical
and geriatric parole: Provided further, That
not less than $2,254,754 shall be available to
support a pay raise for uniformed fire-
fighters, when authorized by the District of
Columbia Council and the District of Colum-
bia Financial Responsibility and Manage-
ment Assistance Authority, which funding
will be made available as savings are
achieved through actions within the appro-
priated budget: Provided further, That funds
appropriated for expenses under the District
of Columbia Criminal Justice Act, approved
September 3, 1974 (88 Stat. 1090; Public Law
93-412; D.C. Code, sec. 11-2601 et seq.), for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, shall
be available for obligations incurred under
the Act in each fiscal year since inception in
fiscal year 1975: Provided further, That funds
appropriated for expenses under the District
of Columbia Neglect Representation Equity
Act of 1984, effective March 13, 1985 (D.C. Law
5-129; D.C. Code, Sec. 16-2304), for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, shall be
available for obligations incurred under the
Act in each fiscal year since inception in fis-
cal year 1985: Provided further, That funds ap-
propriated for expenses under the District of
Columbia Guardianship, Protective Proceed-
ings, and Durable Power of Attorney Act of
1986, effective February 27, 1987 (D.C. Law 6-
204; D.C. Code, sec. 21-2060), for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, shall be
available for obligations incurred under the
Act in each fiscal year since inception in fis-
cal year 1989: Provided further, That not to
exceed $1,500 for the Chief Judge of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals, $1,500 for
the Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia, and $1,500 for the Exec-
utive Officer of the District of Columbia
Courts shall be available from this appro-
priation for official purposes.
PuBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

Public education system, including the de-
velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $673,444,000 and 11,314 full-time equiv-
alent positions (including $531,197,000 and
9,595 full-time equivalent positions from
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local funds, $112,806,000 and 1,424 full-time
equivalent positions from Federal funds, and
$29,441,000 and 295 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from other funds), to be allocated as
follows: $560,114,000 and 9,979 full-time equiv-
alent positions (including $456,128,000 and
8,623 full-time equivalent positions from
local funds, $98,491,000 and 1,251 full-time
equivalent positions from Federal funds, and
$5,495,000 and 105 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from other funds), for the public
schools of the District of Columbia; $5,250,000
(including $300,000 for the Public Charter
School Board) from local funds for public
charter schools: Provided, That if the en-
tirety of this allocation has not been pro-
vided as payments to one or more public
charter schools by May 15, 1998, and remains
unallocated, the funds will revert to the gen-
eral fund of the District of Columbia in ac-
cordance with section 2403(a)(2)(D) of the
District of Columbia School Reform Act of
1995 (Public Law 104-134); $8,900,000 from
local funds for the District of Columbia
Teachers’ Retirement Fund; $1,000,000 from
local funds for the District Education and
Learning Technologies Advancement
(DELTA) Council to be paid to the Council
within 10 days of the effective date of the ap-
pointment of a majority of the Council’s
members; $70,687,000 and 872 full-time equiva-
lent positions (including $37,126,000 and 562
full-time equivalent positions from local
funds, $12,804,000 and 156 full-time equivalent
positions from Federal funds, and $20,757,000
and 154 full-time equivalent positions from
other funds) for the University of the Dis-
trict of Columbia (excluding the U.D.C.
School of Law); $3,400,000 and 45 full-time
equivalent positions (including $665,000 and
10 full-time equivalent positions from local
funds and $2,735,000 and 35 full-time equiva-
lent positions from other funds) for the
U.D.C. School of Law; $22,036,000 and 409 full-
time equivalent positions (including
$20,424,000 and 398 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from local funds, $1,158,000 and 10 full-
time equivalent positions from Federal
funds, and $454,000 and 1 full-time equivalent
position from other funds) for the Public Li-
brary; $2,057,000 and 9 full-time equivalent
positions (including $1,704,000 and 2 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds and
$353,000 and 7 full-time equivalent positions
from Federal funds) for the Commission on
the Arts and Humanities: Provided, That the
public schools of the District of Columbia
are authorized to accept not to exceed 31
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver
education program: Provided further, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni-
versity of the District of Columbia, and
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail-
able from this appropriation for official pur-
poses: Provided further, That not less than
$1,200,000 shall be available for local school
allotments in a restricted line item: Provided
further, That not less than $4,500,000 shall be
available to support kindergarten aides in a
restricted line item: Provided further, That
not less than $2,800,000 shall be available to
support substitute teachers in a restricted
line item: Provided further, That not less
than $1,788,000 shall be available in a re-
stricted line item for school counselors: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
not be available to subsidize the education of
nonresidents of the District of Columbia at
the University of the District of Columbia,
unless the Board of Trustees of the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia adopts, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, a
tuition rate schedule that will establish the
tuition rate for nonresident students at a
level no lower than the nonresident tuition
rate charged at comparable public institu-
tions of higher education in the metropoli-
tan area: Provided further, That not less than
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$584,000 shall be available to support high
school dropout prevention programs: Pro-
vided further, That not less than $295,000 shall
be available for youth leadership and con-
flict resolution programs: Provided further,
That not less than $10,000,000 shall be avail-
able to support a pay raise for principals and
assistant principals and for teachers of the
schools of the District of Columbia Public
Schools with valid teaching credentials who
are primarily engaged in classroom instruc-
tion during the SY 1997-1998: Provided further,
That not less than $250,000 shall be available
to support Truancy Prevention Programs:
Provided further, That by the end of fiscal
year 1998, the District of Columbia Schools
shall designate at least 2 or more District of
Columbia Public School buildings as ‘““Com-
munity Hubs’ which, in addition to serving
as educational facilities, shall serve as
multi-purpose centers that provide opportu-
nities to integrate support services and en-
able inter-generational users to meet the
lifelong learning needs of community resi-
dents, and may support the following activi-
ties: before and after school care; counseling;
tutoring; vocational and career training; art
and sports programs; housing assistance;
family literacy; health and nutrition pro-
grams; parent education; employment assist-
ance; adult education; and access to state-of-
the art technology.

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

Human support services, $1,718,939,000 and
6,096 full-time equivalent positions (includ-
ing $789,350,000 and 3,583 full-time equivalent
positions from local funds, $886,702,000 and
2,444 full-time equivalent positions from Fed-
eral funds, and $42,887,000 and 69 full-time
equivalent positions from other funds): Pro-
vided, That $21,089,000 of this appropriation,
to remain available until expended, shall be
available solely for District of Columbia em-
ployees’ disability compensation: Provided
further, That a Peer Review Committee shall
be established to review medical payments
and the type of service received by a disabil-
ity compensation claimant: Provided further,
That the District of Columbia shall not pro-
vide free government services such as water,
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection,
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar
services to any legally constituted private
nonprofit organization (as defined in section
411(5) of Public Law 100-77, approved July 22,
1987) providing emergency shelter services in
the District, if the District would not be
qualified to receive reimbursement pursuant
to the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless As-
sistance Act, approved July 22, 1987 (101 Stat.
485; Public Law 100-77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et
seq.).

PusLIC WORKS

Public works, including rental of one pas-
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use
by the Council of the District of Columbia
and leasing of passenger-carrying vehicles
$241,934,000 and 1,292 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $227,983,000 and 1,162 full-
time equivalent positions from local funds,
$3,350,000 and 51 full-time equivalent posi-
tions from Federal funds, and $10,601,000 and
79 full-time equivalent positions from other
funds): Provided, That this appropriation
shall not be available for collecting ashes or
miscellaneous refuse from hotels and places
of business: Provided further, That $3,000,000
shall be available for the lease financing, op-
eration, and maintenance of two mechanical
street sweepings, one flusher truck, 5 packer
trucks, one front-end loader, and various
public litter containers: Provided further,
That $2,400,000 shall be available for recy-
cling activities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND
TRANSFER PAYMENT

For payment to the Washington Conven-
tion Center Enterprise Fund, $5,400,000 from
local funds.

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For reimbursement to the United States of
funds loaned in compliance with An Act to
provide for the establishment of a modern,
adequate, and efficient hospital center in the

District of Columbia, approved August 7, 1946

(60 Stat. 896; Public Law 79-648); section 1 of

An Act to authorize the Commissioners of

the District of Columbia to borrow funds for

capital improvement programs and to amend
provisions of law relating to Federal Govern-
ment participation in meeting costs of main-
taining the Nation’s Capital City, approved

June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-451;

D.C. Code, sec. 9-219); section 4 of An Act to

authorize the Commissioners of the District

of Columbia to plan, construct, operate, and
maintain a sanitary sewer to connect the

Dulles International Airport with the Dis-

trict of Columbia system, approved June 12,

1960 (74 Stat. 211; Public Law 86-515); sections

723 and 743(f) of the District of Columbia

Home Rule Act of 1973, approved December

24, 1973, as amended (87 Stat. 821; Public Law

93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321, note; 91 Stat.

1156; Public Law 95-131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219,

note), including interest as required thereby,

$366,976,000 from local funds.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY

DEBT

For the purpose of eliminating the
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit
as of September 30, 1990, $39,020,000 from
local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, ap-

proved December 24, 1973, as amended (105

Stat. 540; Public Law 102-106; D.C. Code, sec.

47-321(a)(1)).

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM
BORROWING
For payment of interest on short-term bor-
rowing, $12,000,000 from local funds.
CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION
For lease payments in accordance with the

Certificates of Participation involving the

land site underlying the building located at

One Judiciary Square, $7,923,000.

HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

For Human resources development, includ-
ing costs of increased employee training, ad-
ministrative reforms, and an executive com-
pensation system, $6,000,000.

MANAGEMENT REFORM AND PRODUCTIVITY

FUND

For the Management Reform and Produc-
tivity Fund, $5,000,000, to improve manage-
ment and service delivery in the District of

Columbia.

CRITICAL IMPROVEMENTS AND REPAIRS TO
SCHOOL FACILITIES AND STREETS
For expenditures for immediate, one-time
critical improvements and repairs to school
facilities (including roof, boiler, and chiller
renovation or replacement) and for neighbor-
hood and other street repairs, to be com-

pleted not later than August 1, 1998,

$30,000,000, to be derived from current local

general fund operating revenues, to be ex-
pended on a pay-as-you-go basis.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPON-
SIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU-
THORITY
For the District of Columbia Financial Re-

sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-

thority, established by section 101(a) of the

District of Columbia Financial Responsibil-

ity and Management Assistance Act of 1995,

approved April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public

Law 104-8), $3,220,000.

H8763

WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT

For the Water and Sewer Authority and
the Washington Aqueduct, $297,310,000 from
other funds (including $263,425,000 for the
Water and Sewer Authority and $33,885,000
for the Washington Aqueduct) of which
$41,423,000 shall be apportioned and payable
to the District’s debt service fund for repay-
ment of loans and interest incurred for cap-
ital improvement projects.
LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE

FuUND

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, approved De-
cember 4, 1981 (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law
97-91), as amended, for the purpose of imple-
menting the Law to Legalize Lotteries,
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co-
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3-
172; D.C. Code, secs. 2-2501 et seq. and 22-1516
et seq.), $213,500,000 and 100 full-time equiva-
lent positions (including $7,850,000 and 100
full-time equivalent positions for adminis-
trative expenses and $205,650,000 for non-ad-
ministrative expenses from revenue gen-
erated by the Lottery Board), to be derived
from non-Federal District of Columbia reve-
nues: Provided, That the District of Columbia
shall identify the source of funding for this
appropriation title from the District’s own
locally-generated revenues: Provided further,
That no revenues from Federal sources shall
be used to support the operations or activi-
ties of the Lottery and Charitable Games
Control Board.

CABLE TELEVISION ENTERPRISE FUND

For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund,
established by the Cable Television Commu-
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22,
1983 (D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1801 et
seq.), $2,467,000 and 8 full-time equivalent po-
sitions (including $2,135,000 and 8 full-time
equivalent positions from local funds and
$332,000 from other funds).

PuBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

For the Public Service Commission,
$4,547,000 (including $4,250,000 from local
funds, $117,000 from Federal funds, and

$180,000 for other funds).
OFFICE OF THE PEOPLE’S COUNSEL

For the Office of the People’s Counsel,
$2,428,000 from local funds.

DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE AND SECURIT