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Ms. WOOLSEY changed her vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. SHOWS changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4690, and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 529 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4690.
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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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4690)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington 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
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 11 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we present to you
H.R. 4690, making appropriations for
the Departments of Commerce, Justice,
and State, and the Federal Judiciary
and related agencies for fiscal year

2001. This bill provides funding, Mr.
Chairman, for the largest variety of
Federal agencies of any bill. The im-
pact ranges from safety on our streets,
to the conduct of diplomacy around the
world, even to predicting the weather
from satellites in outer space. So we
will have a chance to talk about a big
chunk of the Federal Government when
we talk about this bill.

The bill requires a very delicate bal-
ancing of needs and requirements. We
continue in the bill to recognize the
very tight funding restraints under
which we are required to live because
of the 1997 Balanced Budget Act. At the
same time, we must keep in mind the
most fundamental needs of our Nation,
and we have to provide sufficient funds
to ensure that those needs are met.

This bill recommends, Mr. Chairman,
a total of $34.9 billion in discretionary
spending, and that is within our alloca-
tion from the Congress and the full
committee. Within that limited alloca-
tion, we focused funding on priority
areas to maintain our investments and
to address key priorities, including
maintaining our efforts in the war on
crime and drugs by fully funding cur-
rent operations for Federal law en-
forcement and the courts, as well as
the growing detention needs in our
prisons and our INS detention centers.

We maintain our crime fighting part-
nership with States and our localities
to ensure that they have the tools they
need to fight the war on crime and
drugs, as well as the emerging threats
of domestic terrorism; and we all know
that it is in our local communities and
in our States where the biggest war on
crime and drugs and terrorism has to
take place.

We maintain other important pro-
grams at current operating levels, in-
cluding the weather service, weather
satellites, trade promotion, law en-
forcement, State Department oper-
ations and small business assistance
programs, as well as to provide full
funding to complete the Decennial Cen-
sus.

We continue and we strengthen our
efforts to provide the most secure envi-
ronment possible for our diplomatic
personnel as they carry out their vital
work overseas. We strengthen our ef-
forts to address the growing crisis in
detention, the continued problem of il-
legal immigration, and new and emerg-
ing crime threats as we move into the
21st century.

Within our limited resources, we
have tried to stay the course, preserve
proven programs, and address the high-
est priority problems. We have deferred
funding for proposals for new programs
that are undefined, untested, and unau-
thorized by the Congress, and may be
impossible to sustain in future years.

For the Department of Justice, the
biggest part of this bill, we recommend
$20.3 billion for discretionary spending.
That is $1.75 billion over the current
year; and the vast majority of that in-
crease is just to maintain current oper-
ating levels of Justice and to address

the growing detention crisis. Of the in-
crease, 45 percent, $789 million, is for
increased detention costs to house Fed-
eral prisoners, criminal and illegal
alien populations that are being de-
tained in this country.

The bill also includes a $415 million
increase for Federal law enforcement
operations, FBI, DEA, U.S. Attorneys
and U.S. Marshals, just to maintain
their current operations and provide
targeted increases for firearms pros-
ecutions, drugs, cyber-crime, and na-
tional security threats.
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In addition, $329 million is provided

to ensure that Federal, State and local
law enforcements are able to continue
to operate in the new technology arena
that the world has entered.

For INS, the Immigration Service, in
addition to detention funding, we also
provide increases for another round of
new Border Patrol agents and tech-
nology that supports them, and for in-
terior enforcement within the U.S., and
to try to reduce the enormous natu-
ralization backlog that now is years
long.

The bill also includes a total of $4 bil-
lion for our State and local law en-
forcement partners as they fight the
crime on the local level, including the
COPS program. These programs are all
maintained at pre-rescission fiscal year
2000 levels.

For the Department of Commerce,
$4.4 billion is recommended, and that is
a net decrease of $287 million below the
comparable 2000 year level, excluding
the one-time cost for the decennial
Census, which we had to fund last year.

The bill maintains funding for most
Commerce agencies at the current year
level and provides some increases for
key programs, including the weather
service, weather satellites, NIST core
research programs, and the U.S. and
Foreign Commercial Service in our em-
bassies overseas.

These increases have been offset by
eliminating low-priority NOAA pro-
grams and the Advanced Technology
Program, as well as savings from non-
recurring, one-time construction costs
at the National Institute of Standards
and Technology.

What this bill does not do, Mr. Chair-
man, is fund a number of new or ex-
panded Commerce programs requested
in the budget, unauthorized and, in
some cases, even undefined, and we
have not funded significant program
expansions whose future funding levels
may not be able to be sustained in fu-
ture years.

For the Judiciary, from the Supreme
Court down to the district courts, we
recommend $3.49 billion, that is an in-
crease of $245 million above the current
year. That is just to allow the courts to
maintain their current operations and
to provide for a limited number of pro-
grammatic increases, and to allow the
new judges that are being appointed
and new courthouses being opened in
order to staff those offices. These in-
creases are in line with those provided
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to maintain our commitment to law
enforcement. We cannot increase the
investigators without increasing the
courts to handle them and the prosecu-
tors to prosecute them and the prisons,
finally, to house those convicted.

For the State Department and the
Broadcasting Board of Governors, we
recommend $6.4 billion. That is an in-
crease of $253 million over current lev-
els, but $405 million below what was re-
quested of us. The recommendation in-
cludes $3.1 billion for the domestic and
overseas operations of State, and that
is an amount sufficient only to main-
tain the current levels of staffing and
our overseas presence.

The recommendation provides just
over $1 billion, $1.06 billion, the full re-
quest, to address critical embassy secu-
rity requirements and to continue de-
signing and constructing secure re-
placement facilities for the most vul-
nerable of our overseas posts where our
personnel are most at risk. This is a
priority of this subcommittee, and I
am delighted that we were able to meet
the requests for spending in total.

We recommend $438 million for all
U.S. government-sponsored inter-
national broadcasting, now functioning
as an independent agency under the
Broadcasting Board of Governors.

Related Agencies. Last but not least,
we include $1.9 billion, $507 million
below the request, and $128 million
below current levels, but this level pre-
serves current agencies and functions,
and we reduce or eliminate lower pri-
ority programs. We include $856 million
for the Small Business Administration,
including $276 million for the disaster
loans program and $264 million for
business loan programs.

We have tried, Mr. Chairman, to
bring to the committee a clean bill. It
is free of the major policy controver-
sies that have bogged us down in the
past, and it meets the highest priority
needs within the allocation we were
given. We give no ground in the war
against crime and drugs, we maintain
our commitment to core programs at
Commerce, including the National
Weather Service and high priority
items within NOAA; we maintain our
commitment to providing secure facili-
ties for our overseas personnel, and by
hitting the subcommittee allocation
we were given, we maintain the prin-
ciple of fiscal restraint. It represents
our best take on matching needs with
resources, and I hope the House will
stand behind it.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking
member, who has been a very effective
and valued partner of mine and col-
league as we drafted and worked on
this bill. I deeply appreciate his
thoughtfulness and his tireless partici-
pation throughout the process and his
frank discussions with me about our
work.

I would be remiss if I failed to thank
all of the members of the sub-
committee: The gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE); the gentleman from

North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR); the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA); the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
LATHAM); the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MILLER); the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP); the gentleman from
California (Mr. DIXON); the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN);
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD), for all of their
work and assistance, and to express our
thanks for all the long hard hours of
our staff; it takes dedication and stam-
ina, and they have been there. We want
to thank our full committee chairman,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the full committee
ranking member, for their help.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to
support this bill.

One final consideration on this bill,
one note of privilege here, and that is
that my staff is maintaining a list of
amendments, those that are filed and
those only in the drafting stages, and I
would appreciate the Members letting
us add their name to the list if they
think they might have an amendment.
Simply knowing of that will help us
manage the bill and perhaps speed its
consideration.

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

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to emphasize what the Chair-
man has just said with respect to that
one point. If we are to be able to try to
work on some kind of unanimous con-
sent agreement at some point, we need
to know the full universe of amend-
ments, and what Members’ full inten-
tions are. Otherwise, it is difficult to
protect those Members, and the sooner
we know that, the sooner we can try to
meet the demands of the House.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to discuss H.R.
4690, the bill making appropriations for
the Departments of Commerce, Justice
and State, the Judiciary, and several
related agencies for fiscal year 2001. I
would be remiss if I did not first ex-
press my appreciation for the excellent
relationship the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS), the chairman of
our subcommittee, and I have enjoyed
since I came on board as ranking Dem-
ocrat, nearly a year and a half ago. He
has been a good and fair leader and
that made my tenure on the sub-
committee both pleasant and produc-
tive, as well as educational. I must
point out that this is his last year as
chairman under the term limits im-
posed by his conference. His knowledge
and experience of this bill can hardly
be matched in the House, and I believe
this will be a tremendous loss to us.

I also want to thank the full com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and my ranking
member, the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. OBEY) for their support and
understanding during these very dif-
ficult times.

It has also been a pleasure to work
with the other subcommittee members.
Those on our side have worked particu-
larly well together, and I must espe-
cially thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DIXON) and the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN),
both of whom have served on the sub-
committee for many more years than I
have who have quietly guided and gra-
ciously supported the newer members,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD) and myself.

I want to take this opportunity to
also thank both the subcommittee staff
and my personal staff and our com-
mittee staffs. They are all here with us
right now. They are Gail and Jennifer,
Mike, Christine, John, Greg, Kevin,
and, of course, our subcommittee staff,
Sally, Pat, and my own staff, Lucy, Na-
dine, and Cecelia. I am sure I left some-
body out, and I am in trouble for that.

As I have said often enough each
year, within ever-tighter budget alloca-
tions, it grows tougher to produce a de-
fensible bill. But my chairman has
done a decent job with the resources al-
located to him. The biggest flaws in
this bill flow from the artificially low
allocation and the choices it has forced
on the subcommittee.

Despite a very sound economy and
healthy, on-budget surpluses which
CBO, in its mid-session review, is soon
expected to increase, the Committee on
Appropriations remains bound by arti-
ficially low allocations which prevent
us even from keeping all of our agen-
cies at their current services level and
making funding important new initia-
tives virtually impossible. This is a
time when we should take advantage of
the economy and the surpluses to in-
vest directly in our people and in our
Nation through programs to narrow
the growing income and opportunity
gaps and strengthen the economy, not
just hope investment will trickle down
from tax cuts for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans, which is I think a foolish way to
look.

The chairman of our subcommittee
has provided some increases for high
priority law enforcement functions,
but overall, the bill is not balanced.
There are serious shortfalls in areas
that are important to Members on both
sides of the aisle. Even within the Jus-
tice Department, the emphasis is on
prisons and detention, not the pro-
grams that protect Americans’ civil
rights or address crime or crime pre-
vention at the local level. The same is
true for the related agencies that pro-
tect civil and employment rights. The
Commerce Department is virtually fro-
zen without even the inflationary in-
creases needed to maintain current
services for its vital activities.

Mr. Chairman, let me mention only
three problems with Commerce and re-
lated programs. Trade monitoring and
enforcement will need more resources,
not less, to assure compliance with the
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newly enacted Africa trade law and
with China PNTR, even though sup-
porters of both pledge muscular en-
forcement. The statistical activities
that produce the data that underlie our
economic decision-making have been
declining under hard freezes for years,
despite enormous changes in our econ-
omy, and we are approaching the point
when basic data sets may become unre-
liable.

NOAA, with its critical work on
weather, the health of our air and
water, coasts and oceans and so much
more, is cut $113 million below fiscal
year 2000 and more than half a billion
dollars below the 2001 request. This cer-
tainly leaves no money for Commerce’s
proposed initiatives, including two of
particular importance to me: creating
a pool of minority candidates for sci-
entific and technical jobs at NOAA and
NIST through minority-serving insti-
tutions, and bridging the widening dig-
ital divide between the haves and have-
nots of the information age.

In the State Department, the funding
for embassy security is certainly wel-
come and necessary. However, provi-
sions fencing part of our U.N. dues
pending a certification that cannot be
made until well into the fiscal year,
and holding our contributions to inter-
national peacekeeping at the current
year’s level will reduce our leverage for
continuing reform at the U.N. and put
us back in arrears to the U.N.

The funding shortfall for the Small
Business Administration will affect our
small businesses and, thus, our econ-
omy. The SBA’s core programs are
vital to small businesses, but providing
$201 million below the request means
an inadequate base for them to build
upon. I am particularly concerned
about the severe cuts in the request for
microloan technical assistance and to
the women’s programs, as well as the
lack of any funding for the new PRIME
Technical Assistance Program.

The Legal Services Corporation,
which won a final fiscal year appropria-
tion of $305 million, has once again
emerged from full committee with an
appropriation of $141 million. For the
last 5 years, floor amendments have in-
creased LSC’s appropriations to around
$250 million. This year, I am offering
an amendment to increase the Legal
Services Corporation to $275 million.

b 1430

I will explain the offsets for this in-
crease when I bring up my amendment.

I will also be offering an amendment
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) to increase funding for
the Civil Rights Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice. I believe that in such
a good economy, it is outrageous not to
address the discrimination that keeps
some Americans from full participa-
tion in our society.

Mr. Chairman, like last year, I am
hopeful that by the end of the process,
we will have a bill we can all support.
Although I have serious problems with
H.R. 4690 in its present form, and as

long as nothing happens on this floor
to make it worse, I will not try to de-
rail it, but will continue to work with
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) for a better final product.

I hope that this is also the concern
on the other side, because at this point
this bill would be unacceptable to most
Members of this caucus.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the very distinguished
and very effective chairman of the full
committee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time. I rise in part to com-
pliment him and congratulate him for
having brought what is a fairly dif-
ficult bill to the floor in what I think
will be a fairly bipartisan approach.

I also thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking mi-
nority member, who has been just a
tremendous partner in this whole ef-
fort.

I would like to say that this is Thurs-
day, and hopefully the agreement that
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and I are working on, along with
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), will allow us to
complete consideration of this bill
early enough tomorrow that Members
can make their weekend plans.

I also want to compliment the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the staff,
and the Members of this House. This is
the eighth appropriations bill that the
House will have sent down to the Sen-
ate for this fiscal year. That is in addi-
tion to the supplemental that we did
earlier.

Eleven of our subcommittees have
marked up their bills. The full com-
mittee has marked up 10 bills and has
sent them to the House. The 11th bill
will be marked up on Tuesday morning.
That is the foreign operations bill.
Next week we expect to have on the
floor the agriculture bill, which is basi-
cally ready for floor consideration, and
the energy and water bill, which we in-
tend to have on the floor before next
weekend.

Also, we fully anticipate having the
conference report on the military con-
struction bill ready for House consider-
ation next week. So all in all, by the
end of June, most of these appropria-
tions bills will be through the House
and down in the other body.

One bill, the District of Columbia,
will not be, and basically that is be-
cause the District of Columbia has a
different fiscal year than the Federal
government. We have not yet received
the budget request from the District of
Columbia, so we are not able to have
that bill ready by the end of next week.

The appropriations committee has
done a good job moving the bills. The
House has done a very good job moving
the bills. I want to compliment all of
the Members of the Committee on Ap-
propriations for their excellent work.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me just simply
say, in response to the remarks of my
good friend, the gentleman from Flor-
ida, I certainly expect that by the end
of June the House will have all or al-
most all of the appropriations bills
through the House, but frankly, I think
that means almost nothing. I do not
know of a baseball game in which we
score a run by having 12 or 13 men
standing on first base.

The way it works in government is
passage of the House gets us to first
base, passage of the Senate gets us to
second base, passage of the conference
report after we iron out agreements be-
tween the Senate and the House gets us
to third base, and signature by the
President gets us home.

Six of these bills that we have ground
through day after day and night after
night are stuck on first base. A few of
them may get to second base. All six of
those are not going to get home. They
are not going to get a presidential sig-
nature until they begin to reflect re-
ality.

The problem is, we have gone
through a huge debate taking many,
many hours, on bills that we all know
are not real. We all know that, in the
end, the majority party is not going to
be able to provide $90 billion in tax
cuts for those who make over $300,000 a
year, they are not going to be able to
provide $200 billion in inheritance tax
cuts for the richest 400 families in this
country because the President is not
going to sign those bills.

When Members finally recognize
that, then there will be enough room in
these bills to deal with the education
needs of the country, to deal with the
health care needs of the country, to
deal with the foreign policy needs of
the country, to deal with the criminal
justice needs of the country, to deal
with the law enforcement problems of
the country, and to eliminate some of
the ludicrous shortages that we have
here today in the antitrust budget, in
the trade enforcement budget, and the
like.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say
that, in a sense, I feel strange even
taking the House’s time, because these
bills are going to be adjusted. Every
time a bill comes to the floor we are
told by the majority party, ‘‘Do not
worry, this is only the second step in
the process. Somewhere along the line
it is going to get fixed.’’

What that means is somewhere along
the line, somebody else is going to ex-
ercise their responsibilities. That is
not much of a way to do business, in
my view. But I guess since the bills are
here we have no choice but to lay down
clear markers about what we consider
to be the shortcomings of those bills,
as long as we are forced to go through
this charade.

Eventually I would urge the gen-
tleman to recognize, and I think the
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gentleman from Florida knows it, I
would urge the House leadership to rec-
ognize that they can pass these bills in
one of two ways. We can either pass
these bills, as we just passed the pre-
vious appropriation bill, with a broad
bipartisan coalition and pass these
bills with a margin of three to four to
one with a strong bipartisan chorus of
support, or we can try to pass them on
their side of the aisle with a few token
votes on this side.

The majority has chosen to do the
latter. That gets them to first base, it
gets the bills out of the House, but it
does not get them any further around
the base paths. And until the leader-
ship allows us to legislate rather than
produce these ‘‘let’s pretend’’ bills, we
will continue to hear ‘‘Well, we know
these bills are inadequate, but we will
do better in September.’’

It would be much better if we did bet-
ter now!

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would just make this one point,
that I think all of us who pay any at-
tention to baseball understand that we
cannot go from home plate to home
plate. We have to go to first base first,
and then we go to second, and then we
go to third, and then we go home. We
just cannot get there without passing
first base.

Mr. OBEY. Taking back my time, I
recognize that. But as the gentleman
knows, these bills are all going to be
vetoed, so they have not a prayer of
getting home. The ball is never going
to get out of the park on any of these
bills.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA), a very valued member of
our subcommittee.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, it is
hard to hit a home run with 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
fiscal year 2001 Commerce-State-Jus-
tice and Judiciary appropriations bill. I
certainly commend the gentleman
from Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS) and
the ranking member, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) for
bringing to the House a bill which was
crafted under very tight budget con-
straints that governs the appropria-
tions bills this year.

The bill does continue most programs
at current levels, and recognizes high
priority areas. I especially would like
to thank the chairman for continuing
the important partnership that has de-
veloped between the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration in the
Department of Commerce and the
Jason Foundation for Education.

This unique partnership continues to
make available important research
data collected by NOAA to over 3 mil-

lion students who currently participate
in the Jason Project. The focus of the
Jason Project is to excite and engage
elementary and secondary students in
the sciences, and to encourage them to
continue their education in the field of
science. We have a lot of emphasis on
that now.

In addition to a yearly curriculum,
students participate in annual, elec-
tronic, and interactive field trips led
by preeminent explorer and scientist,
Dr. Robert Ballard.

This year the electronic school bus
took students to the NASA Space Cen-
ter in Houston and NOAA’s Aquarius
Underwater Laboratory in the Florida
Keys. Students studied research tech-
niques and equipment that are used in
researching the two extremes, outer
space and under water.

One key to the success of the Jason
Project is its teacher professional de-
velopment program. This is a first-rate
program which should be made avail-
able to as many students as possible.
This is pioneering work in long-dis-
tance learning.

As we move through the process, I
would also like to work with the chair-
man to find some additional funding
for the United States trade ambassador
to enhance efforts to ensure compli-
ance with trade agreements. I think
this is of particular importance with
the recent vote in the House to grant
China permanent normal trade rela-
tions. We must be sure that China
meets its commitments under the U.S.-
China bilateral agreement to enter the
World Trade Organization.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, as the
representative from the Bronx, home of
the world champion Yankees, and
keeping in line with our baseball talk,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT), the
star pitcher for the Democratic team.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the ranking member
for yielding time to me.

For the very reasons that the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) described in his
statement, I have about ceased to come
to the floor to debate appropriations
bills because, especially at this stage
in the process, we engage ourselves in a
charade because we know this bill and
many others are going to be vetoed.

Occasionally I pick up a bill and be-
come so disappointed, indeed some-
times so outraged, that I just have to
raise my voice. This is one of those oc-
casions, because when we are dealing
with Commerce, Justice, and the Judi-
ciary, and matters of state, we do not
have the excuse that many of my col-
leagues on the Republican side have
when they are just beating up on poor
people or trying to deny giveaways or
welfare, or whatever their political or
social agenda is.

This bill generally is about how we
assure people who are trying to do
right by the system that we give some
presumptions to how we fund their pro-
grams and be of assistance to them in

meeting their obligations in the demo-
cratic process.

So when I look at a bill that funds
the Legal Services Corporation at a 50
percent cut or 60 percent below what
the President of the United States has
requested, I say, what are we saying to
people? Should they take to the streets
and try to get their rights redressed in
the streets, or should they continue to
have confidence in our legal process
and go through the legal process? What
obligations do we have as a Congress to
encourage them to use the legal proc-
ess?

When I look at no funds in this bill to
help address the digital divide, I ask
myself, what message are we sending
to people who are not able to, because
of their station in life, to take advan-
tage of these E advances, this tech-
nology, this booming growth that we
are taking advantage of as a Nation?

When I look at a bill and see that the
Equal Opportunity Commission is cut
by 10 percent when people are trying to
get equal justice and equal access to
jobs in a growing economy, I say, what
message are we sending to the people of
the country?

I could go on and on and on, because
this bill is simply inadequate. We
should reject it and quit participating
in this charade.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP), the only gentleman
in the body that last year struck a
home run in that infamous ballgame.

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

b 1445
Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank

the gentleman from Kentucky for
those kind words and for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant bill. I think few people realize how
important this appropriations bill ac-
tually is to security, peace, tran-
quility, justice in this country. It,
pound for pound and dollar for dollar,
may be the most important appropria-
tions bill of all 13.

Over the last 2 years, we have had ap-
proximately 23 hearings each year. I
have attended virtually all of those
hearings, and I have to tell my col-
leagues I am so impressed with the
leadership of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Chairman ROGERS). No one in
this body knows their business and
their subject matter better than the
gentleman from Kentucky (Chairman
ROGERS).

If the term limits for subcommittee
chairmen rule holds, and, frankly, I
hope in certain cases it does not, if it
does hold, this may be his last presen-
tation of the Commerce, Justice, State
and Judiciary mark. He deserves great
credit. As he hosts those hearings and
interrogates our witnesses on critical
matters around the globe, he knows his
issues so well.

Attorney General Reno, Secretary
Albright, Secretary Daley, Louis Freeh
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of the FBI, we fund almost 300 embas-
sies and consulates around the world.
There are so many critical parts of this
bill. He knows the ins and outs. He has
steered us over these last 2 years
through the difficult issues of the cen-
sus and the U.N. arrearage issue, both
of which we now have behind us, and he
has done it remarkably well.

That is why the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), our ranking mem-
ber, speaks with such respect about the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS). I thank him for being sensitive to
the little issues as well.

It is no longer a little issue, as the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM)
and I both know very well, the issue of
methamphetamine production in rural
America, where in east Tennessee we
have got a bad, bad problem, and kids
are dying and lives are being destroyed.
This bill funds the remedy for fighting
methamphetamine production, and it
is so critical.

It is a balanced bill. We do not have
as much money as we would like. But
I will tell my colleagues this is a very
responsible prioritization of resources
within the limits that we face.

Today I come to the floor hoping
that this is not the last subcommittee
mark of the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) that goes through the full
committee and through the House for
the first time but hope, in fact, that he
can stay. But if, in fact, this is his last
mark, I thank the gentleman from
Kentucky for his leadership, I thank
him for all that he does for the United
States of America. A job well done.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS), one of those few
States with two baseball teams.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank the gentleman from
New York for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this bill for several reasons.
First of all, it cuts the request by the
Department of Justice for its civil
rights division by $11.8 million. It cuts
the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission by $31 million. This bill
cuts the Department of Justice’s com-
munity relations service by $2.35 mil-
lion. It cuts the Civil Rights Commis-
sion by $2.1 million.

Finally, I cannot support this bill be-
cause it seriously cuts the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation to a level that will ef-
fectively shut down basic legal services
for the poorest and most vulnerable
members of our society who are seek-
ing justice.

When we are serious about improving
race relations, relationships between
law enforcement and communities,
when we are serious about reducing ra-
cial profiling on our streets and road-
ways, in our airports and in our court-
rooms, when we are serious about the
real pursuit of justice for all of Amer-
ica, we will vote down this bill and re-

store the resources necessary so that
everybody will have an opportunity to
bridge the gaps between those who
have and those who have not.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we vote
against this bill so that we can, in fact,
ultimately move towards justice for
all.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members
will realize that when Members come
here and speak at talking about cuts
that they recognize that the speaker,
for the most part, is talking about cut-
ting from the amount requested of the
Congress and not from the current lev-
els of spending.

For the most part in this bill, as I
have said, we maintain agencies at
least their current levels. The Legal
Services Corporation is an exception to
that. But most of the other agencies
are either increased or kept at their
current levels. Very few, if any, besides
Legal Services, are actually cut in this
bill from current levels.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LATHAM), one of the hardest working
Members of our subcommittee, who all
the while is concerned with the inter-
ests of his district at home especially.

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

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the Com-
merce, Justice, State bill, the appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 2001, as
this bill addresses so many of the prior-
ities that are very, very important to
all Americans. This bill covers, I think,
the broadest jurisdiction of an appro-
priations bill that we will address this
year.

I would like to join my colleagues in
congratulating the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), our great
chairman, for the tremendous job that
he has done the last 4 years that I have
been on this subcommittee and how
sensitive and responsive he is and his
staff are to my concerns and the con-
cerns of the people in the district, and,
also, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) who started in this sub-
committee this Congress and has
learned very, very quickly and is really
a tremendous asset, and we thank him
and his staff for all their hard work.

We have real problems in my part of
the country, and the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) referred to it
also as far as the meth problem. This
bill really addresses what is an epi-
demic from the Upper Midwest with
the methamphetamines that are com-
ing in basically from the Mexican car-
tels, through California, up through
the borders and is having such a dra-
matic effect on Iowans and especially
our young people today.

In 1999, the DEA seized 400 meth labs
in the State of Iowa. The Iowa Depart-
ment of Public Safety seized an addi-
tional 500 meth labs. What people
should keep in mind is that this is

about 10 percent of the amount of meth
that is coming into the district and
into the State. This is why we have to
focus on these problems, and this bill
does this.

There are $523 million for local law
enforcement block grants, $552 million
for the Byrne, local law enforcement
assistance grant program. The Commu-
nity Oriented Policing Services is fund-
ed at $595 million, including $45 million
which is targeted in places like Sioux
City, Iowa with the Tri-State Drug
Task Force that is doing such an out-
standing job today on this problem
that we are experiencing.

In Iowa, as well as the rest of the
country, we are experiencing real prob-
lems that I am sure this will be dis-
cussed a great deal with the INS, the
fact that, last year or the last 5 years,
they have released 35,000 criminal
aliens into the general population. This
is absolutely outrageous. People con-
victed of crimes, aliens of this country,
and they are released into our popu-
lation. The failure to bring integrity
into the system as far as naturaliza-
tion and the benefits process that we
have throughout the country. The
problem that we have as far as pending
applications in the past year has in-
creased from $2.1 million to $2.7 mil-
lion.

We have an INS that simply cannot
handle the responsibilities. We are, in
fact, putting more and more money
into this agency to try and solve these
problems. But many of us believe that
it is systemic in the agency itself and
question, quite honestly, the com-
petency of the leadership in that agen-
cy. But we are doing everything pos-
sible to make our immigration services
work as they should.

It certainly is not a case of enough
dollars going into it, as those budgets
have been dramatically increased, at
least in the 4 years that I have been on
the subcommittee.

Just in closing, I would again express
my strong support for this bill to
thank, again, the chairman and his
staff for the tremendous job and the re-
sponsiveness and the sensitivity to the
issues that are before us.

I think it is an excellent bill. It can,
maybe, be made even better later on.
But certainly, under the restrictions
we have, we are doing an outstanding
job.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to address
some of the comments that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Chairman ROG-
ERS) said. He made some comments
about folks coming to the floor and
saying that there were cuts, and he re-
ferred to them not as cuts, but, rather,
turning down the full request that the
administration has made. He is correct
on that.

There are many parts of this bill
where the amount the administration
has asked for has been rejected, has not
been adhered to. But we need to under-
stand that those requests come about
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because there is a need, a growing need
in some of these programs. There are
services that have to be rendered.
There are inflationary issues that have
to be dealt with. So in fact, it is a cut
when one says that one will not abide
by the request.

Secondly, there are parts of this bill,
and the glaring one is the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, where, indeed, it is a
cut from current year funding. I mean,
that is clear. So while I respect the use
of words by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, I think that some Members on
this side think their use of the word
cut and cuts are not improper because
that is, in fact, what they are.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield briefly on that point?

Mr. SERRANO. Certainly, I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, if I
recollect correctly, the President’s
budget request was brought to the floor
and voted on. Is it not correct that the
House rejected the President’s request
by some 430 to 2. I ask the gentleman,
what was the correct figure?

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

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the asser-
tion of the gentleman from Kentucky
is not correct. The President’s budget
was not brought to the floor. The ma-
jority’s interpretation of what the
President’s budget was was brought to
the floor, and that interpretation was
disowned by the White House as well as
those of us on this side of the aisle. My
colleagues were essentially bringing a
false product to the floor and asking us
to assume it as our own, and we were
not dumb enough to do it.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) fully under-
stands not only what the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) says is cor-
rect, but also the fact that we did re-
spond or did not respond to the admin-
istration’s requests as we knew them
to be, not as any other interpretation.
Both our staffers had correct numbers
and we had a choice to accept it or not
accept it.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire of the time remaining in gen-
eral debate.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) has 71⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) has 12
minutes remaining.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN), a very hard-
working member of the committee and
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations, Export Financing
and Related Agencies of the Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today, I guess,
to a point of inquiry to both the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Chairman ROG-
ERS), who has such vast knowledge of
our judicial system, and to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO),
his counterpart, who also has this same
type of knowledge, to engage in a col-
loquy, a conversation about something
I think is a very serious problem.

We have been hearing a lot of talk in
the last couple of months about the
breakup of Microsoft. But there is an-
other serious problem that I think the
Justice Department ought to look into,
and that is a company by the name of
Krispy Kreme who manufactures and
bakes daily doughnuts.

Krispy Kreme readily admits on their
advertising that they are the world’s
finest doughnuts, the same as Bill
Gates talked about his computers.
They are the world’s largest selling
doughnut, which proves my point that
they have a monopoly on doughnuts,
because they have developed the most
delectable, delicious possibility of con-
fection capabilities known to mankind.
As a result, there is no doubt about it
that they have a monopoly.

I think and I want my colleagues’
help and their assistance in trying to
convince Janet Reno to, maybe, bust
this company up.

b 1500

I think maybe we ought to look at
the possibility of breaking it up to a
glazed division, because we also have to
understand, and those of my colleagues
who have ever had one of these Krispy
Kreme donuts will agree, that they are
the most delicious things certainly I
have ever tasted. They melt in your
mouth. Most donuts, when we put them
in our mouths, they expand, but Krispy
Kreme melts in your mouth.

In addition to that, they have signs
in front of all their bakeries that say
‘‘hot,’’ and it is almost mesmerizing to
people to drive by a Krispy Kreme and
see that sign that says ‘‘hot.’’ One is
almost compelled to move in there.

I think it is time for the Justice De-
partment to look into this and to see if
the same situation does not exist that
existed with Microsoft, to possibly
splitting this company up into several
divisions. Anyone who has ever eaten
one of their chocolate donuts, they are
the most delicious donuts you have
ever tasted. But why should one com-
pany have the best donuts and the
other companies not have an oppor-
tunity to compete fairly with them on
an open-ended basis?

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
want to punch a hole in the gentle-
man’s argument.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, let me just reclaim my time back
to tell the gentleman that Krispy
Kreme is now even selling the holes out
of the center of the donuts.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will continue to yield, I
can tell that he is an expert on this
subject, and I wonder if there is a way
that we could somehow taste the fruit
of his labors and test whether or not
there ought to be a suit brought.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
think I could arrange for that. Because
they are so inexpensive, I will be happy
to provide donuts for the entire House,
both sides of the aisle, so they can
taste the delectability of these prod-
ucts that this company is making, that
no doubt has given them this monopo-
listic situation that exists here in the
United States.

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman will
further yield, I want to compliment the
gentleman for bringing this very seri-
ous matter to the attention of the Con-
gress and the country; and I know that
the Justice Department, when they
learn of the monopoly that the Krispy
Kreme glazed donuts have on this
country, they will want to take appro-
priate action even as they have on
other cases, and I commend the gen-
tleman.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, we
might also look at the EPA and get
them involved, because any time a per-
son drives by one of these bakeries and
they sense this aroma of these fresh,
hot donuts, they are almost compelled
to turn their automobile into that
store and buy donuts.

And another thing, too. We have to
look at the good will. I know all of my
colleagues witnessed the jubilation
that was expressed by the lawyers of
the Justice Department, when they
were kissing and hugging each other,
with their little bow ties on, after they
won the case against Microsoft. They
need some more reason to celebrate.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to
begin by thanking the members of the Appro-
priations Committee for their consistent sup-
port of SCAAP, The State Criminal Alien As-
sistance Program.

The Committee’s efforts to expedite delivery
of this important assistance to state and local
governments is especially important to states
like California, which have a large number of
undocumented immigrants.

As many of my colleagues know, this pro-
gram reimburses state and local governments
for the costs associated with their incarcer-
ation of undocumented criminal aliens.

Since securing our nation’s border is a fed-
eral responsibility, it seems only appropriate
for the federal government to pay states for
the costs they must expend.

It is estimated that these costs, in the 1999
fiscal year, totaled over $576 million for the
State of California.

While I’m appreciative that the Committee
recommended $585 million for the 2001 fiscal
year, I am hopeful that as the appropriations
process continues, Congress can work to in-
crease funding to the authorization cap of
$650 million.

Another important program that is currently
underfunded in the CJS Appropriations Bills is
the COPS program, which helps law enforce-
ment work with communities to keep our fami-
lies safe.
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In my district in Orange County, the COPS

program has put 313 officers on the street.
Both SCAAP and COPS are very important

programs that I feel are underfunded in this
Appropriations bill.

These, however, are not the only programs
that receive inadequate funding: the Legal
Services Corporation, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, and the Commission
on Civil Rights can also be added to the list
of underfunded programs in this bill.

I hope that all members of Congress can
work together to ensure that these, and other
important programs in the bill, receive ade-
quate funding in the 2001 fiscal year.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, while I believe
this bill is deficient for a number of reasons, I
want to specifically focus on what I consider to
be a woefully inadequate level of funding for
the Community Oriented Policing Services
(COPS) program.

At a time when the country is gaining the
upper hand in our long-fought war against
crime, the bill we are considering slashes the
Administration’s request for COPS funding by
more than half, eliminating all funding for com-
munity prosecutors, reducing funding to help
provide police with updated technology, and
failing to provide any increase for community-
based crime prevent programs.

This is hardly a step forward. In fact, it is a
step backward.

The fact is, the COPS program works.
I have seen the impact it has had in the

area of middle and southwest Georgia that I
have the privilege of representing, where
COPS grants have provided communities
$12.5 million to help employ 258 additional po-
lice officers. Predictably, the result of putting
more police on the streets has been more ar-
rests and less crime.

If you ask why the country’s crime rate has
dramatically declined over the past few years,
just ask our police officers and prosecutors
and others on the front lines of the war
against crime. They will tell you that a number
of factors have contributed. But they will also
tell you that the ‘‘COPS’’ program has been
one of the biggest factors of all. So far,
‘‘COPS’’ grants have put 60,000 more police
officers on community streets, and there is
enough funding in the pipeline to reach
100,000 over the next couple of years. And if
adequate funding is provided, we can still
reach out goal of adding 150,000 officers by
2005.

While the crime rate is dropping, we should
be aware of the fact that our criminal justice
system has many unmet needs. At the same
time, there are signs that the crime rate may
be bottoming out, particularly among young
people. It is a mistake to think we have al-
ready won the war against crime. If the coun-
try lets its guard down, there is every reason
to believe the crime rate could begin to rise
again.

Mr. Chairman, I urge our colleagues to re-
ject a level of COPS funding that fails to meet
the needs of the law enforcement community
and, instead, to enact a level that will enable
our police agencies and court system to con-
tinue gaining ground against the forces of
crime, which cause so much human suffering
and economic damage in Georgia and
throughout the country at-large.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

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

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

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4690
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I hope we can mini-

mize debate on a lot of amendments,
and so I would like to get something
off my chest early in the process so I
do not have to keep popping up and
down and offering a dozen amendments
to do that.

We are at a watershed time in the
history of this country. Internation-
ally, our adversary, the Soviet Union,
is gone. The Cold War is over. Their
conventional military capability has
collapsed, and we are facing a new par-
adigm.

In the last century, over 600,000
Americans were killed in combat de-
fending democracy. We fought two
world wars and a lot of other big wars.
Today, we have a new role. Today, con-
flicts are likely to be more regional-
ized, and our job will be to contain
those conflicts. And our job often will
be to serve as peacekeepers and peace-
makers rather than warmakers.

That is not going to be neat. It is
going to be messy. Some Americans
will die. But if we do it right, and if the
executive and legislative branches of
government cooperate, and if we co-
operate with our allies, the price that
America winds up paying for participa-
tion in world affairs will be far less
than the price that we paid in the last
century. In my view, this bill gets in
the way of that.

This bill pretends, for instance, that
an appropriations subcommittee can
arbitrarily dictate what peacekeeping
operations are voted by the Security
Council of the United Nations and what
peacekeeping operations the United
States will support. Now, I do not
agree with every peacekeeping oper-
ation that has been undertaken, but

Congress cannot micromanage those
questions. They can participate and
they can help with consultation, but
they cannot micromanage those with-
out being destructive of our national
interest.

Domestically, we similarly face a
new paradigm. Since 1981, and the first
Reagan budget, we have had 18 years of
triple digit deficits; and at the same
time, the gap between the wealthiest 2
percent of people and everybody else in
this society has exploded. Now we have
a new situation. We have huge new sur-
pluses instead of huge deficits. This is
a precious moment when, with enough
vision, we can repair the seams that
have held this society together for over
200 years. We can prepare for a new sus-
tained period of economic growth and
prosperity, and we dare not screw it up.

I would ask the question: With the
wealthiest 1 percent of persons in this
society already controlling more assets
than 90 percent of all Americans com-
bined, will we insist, really, that we
are going to provide huge additional
tax cuts for those folks; or will we de-
cide, instead, to have better targeted
and more disciplined tax cuts so that
we have enough left to meet the basic
needs of all of our people, including
some of those who have been left be-
hind in the area of health care, in the
area of prescription drugs, in the area
of housing? And are we going to make
the needed investments that we need to
make in science and in education to
make this economy the wonderful
arena for opportunity that it can be?

We have a third new paradigm in
that new economy. We have had an in-
credible transformation in the way this
economy works. The market capital-
ization of all publicly held corpora-
tions has grown in a handful of years
from $4 trillion to almost $14 trillion.
And in that process the power of some
private companies to totally dominate
the economy and crush competitor and
consumer alike has grown to a propor-
tion we have never yet seen. And
whether the issue is gas prices, or
whether the issue is in other fields, the
question is whether or not consumers
are going to be allowed to have the
niceties of a competitive market or
not.

Now, government has an obligation
most of all to know what is happening
in this economy. We need to know its
true size. We need to know what is
really happening with price changes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OBEY. We need to know what is
happening with production changes.
And the effect that this bill has on our
ability to know all of that is decimated
because we are cutting the budgets of
the agencies that do the statistical
analysis to tell us what is really hap-
pening. Just one question for example:
How do we really tell the price of a
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product when the nature of that prod-
uct is being changed every 3 months, as
computers are, for instance?

The second thing I would like to say
is that the fundamental right of any
business in an economy is a free mar-
ketplace. That is as important to each
and every business as the Bill of Rights
is to every individual in this country.
And yet at the very time that this
economy is creating tremendous oppor-
tunities, it is also creating tremendous
possibilities for anti-competitive prac-
tices to go unpunished and unregulated
in the marketplace. And this bill
makes that problem worse because it
cuts the funds that are needed to police
the anti-competitive practices of many
of those corporations, including, just
for one example, the oil companies,
which are the subject of so much sus-
picion today.

We have one more challenge; that is
the challenge of globalization. How do
we compete with countries with dif-
ferent cultures, different economies,
and a different understanding about
what the rules of the game ought to
be? When we do something like pass
the China trade bill, as we passed last
week, we have an obligation to provide
the resources to enforce the rules that
we say we are going to hold other na-
tions to, and this bill cuts back on that
effort as well.

This time is not a time of crisis. It is
a time of unparalleled opportunity, if
we use our surpluses the right way. If
we can restrain the impulse to give tax
cuts away to everyone in this society,
including those who need it the least,
and focus those tax cuts, instead, on
those who need it the most, we can
have room in the budget to strengthen
Social Security, to fill in the gaps in
health care, we can strengthen public
education, we can assure a competitive
marketplace, and we can create a sense
of shared prosperity and create a new
generation of progress which will stand
with us for years to come.

The problem with this bill is that it,
along with five or six others that we
have passed so far, denies us the oppor-
tunity to use this precious moment to
do what is necessary to knit this coun-
try together again in a united fashion
for the entire coming generation. That
is the failure of this bill, and we will
outline those failures as we go through
section to section, but that is the fail-
ure that has to be corrected before we
will support this or any other major
appropriation bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter
into a colloquy with the gentleman
from Kentucky, the chairman of the
subcommittee.

I would like to address the gentleman
about a problem that I have been work-
ing on. It is a real threat to our fami-
lies today. I have been working to find
a way to ensure the enforcement of
Federal statutes for the prosecution of
illegal pornography.

With the advent of the Internet, ma-
terial that is illegal under both State

and Federal statutes has been allowed
to continue to grow unchecked as the
Department of Justice has looked the
other way, and now is the time for Con-
gress to act on this most important
issue.

Adult entertainment sites on the
Internet account for the third largest
sector of sales in cyberspace, with an
estimated $1 billion to $2 billion per
year in revenue. Given the aggressive
marketing techniques of the adult en-
tertainment industry, it should be no
surprise that a recent study of children
ages 10 to 17 revealed that one in five of
our children have been solicited for sex
over the Internet in the last year. And
the average age of children continues
to decline, of those that are exposed, or
have their initial exposure to pornog-
raphy. It is now down to 11 years old.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-
tleman from Kentucky to commit with
me to work to ensure funding for the
prosecution of illegal pornography
under Federal statutes by the Child Ex-
ploitation and Obscenity Division of
the Department of Justice.

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

Mr. LARGENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for raising this very im-
portant issue, and one that we all rec-
ognize is a growing problem.
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I will be happy to work with him to
ensure that sufficient funding is given
to the Child Exploitation and Obscen-
ity Program within the Department of
Justice.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man and would remind all of my col-
leagues that mothers and fathers
across this country will be watching
our actions and the actions of the De-
partment of Justice on this very im-
portant issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion of the Department of Justice, $84,177,000,
of which not to exceed $3,317,000 is for the
Facilities Program 2000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed
43 permanent positions and 44 full-time
equivalent workyears and $8,136,000 shall be
expended for the Department Leadership
Program exclusive of augmentation that oc-
curred in these offices in fiscal year 2000:
Provided further, That not to exceed 41 per-
manent positions and 48 full-time equivalent
workyears and $4,811,000 shall be expended
for the Offices of Legislative Affairs and
Public Affairs: Provided further, That the lat-
ter two aforementioned offices may utilize
non-reimbursable details of career employees
within the caps described in the aforemen-
tioned proviso: Provided further, That the At-
torney General is authorized to transfer,
under such terms and conditions as the At-
torney General shall specify, forfeited real or
personal property of limited or marginal
value, as such value is determined by guide-
lines established by the Attorney General, to

a State or local government agency, or its
designated contractor or transferee, for use
to support drug abuse treatment, drug and
crime prevention and education, housing, job
skills, and other community-based public
health and safety programs: Provided further,
That any transfer under the preceding pro-
viso shall not create or confer any private
right of action in any person against the
United States, and shall be treated as a re-
programming under section 605 of this Act.

JOINT AUTOMATED BOOKING SYSTEM

For expenses necessary for the nationwide
deployment of a Joint Automated Booking
System including automated capability to
transmit fingerprint and image data,
$1,800,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

NARROWBAND COMMUNICATIONS

For the costs of conversion to narrowband
communications as mandated by section 104
of the National Telecommunications and In-
formation Administration Organization Act
(47 U.S.C. 903(d)(1)), including the cost for op-
eration and maintenance of Land Mobile
Radio legacy systems, $177,445,000, to remain
available until expended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SERRANO

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SERRANO:
Page 3, line 20, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$82,000,000)’’.

Page 13, line 14, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$23,000,000)’’.

Page 23, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$45,000,000)’’.

Page 71, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(decreased by
$10,000,000)’’.

Page 92, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$134,000,000)’’.

Page 92, line 10, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$130,425,000)’’.

Page 92, line 11, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$975,000)’’.

Page 92, line 14, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,600,000)’’.

Mr. SERRANO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, here

we go again. For the sixth year in a
row, the FY 2001 Commerce-Justice bill
includes only $141 million for the Legal
Services Corporation. This is $164 mil-
lion below the fiscal year 2000 appro-
priation of $305 million and $199 million
below the President’s fiscal year 2001
request of $340 million.

When it was first presented to the
House in fiscal year 1996, $141 million
represented one-third of the prior
year’s level. But it has since become a
meaningless number.

For each of the past 5 years, a floor
amendment offered by the ranking
member of the subcommittee and sup-
ported by a bipartisan majority has
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raised the funding level for the LSC to
about $250 million by shifting funds
within the bill. Action by the Senate
and in conference has typically re-
sulted in a more realistic, but still
meager, final appropriation.

However, as funding allocations for
the bill have gotten increasingly tight,
it has become much harder to find ac-
counts to cut as offsets for the add-
back for LSC. And by now, the $250
million level that the House has typi-
cally adopted is far short of the
amount needed to provide needed legal
assistance to the country’s poor and
disadvantaged.

It baffles me that some of our col-
leagues object to a Nixon-era entity,
the role of which is to assure that low-
income Americans have access to the
civil justice system, surely a basic
human and constitutional right, and
which raises substantial non-Federal
resources and promotes pro bono serv-
ice by private lawyers to increase legal
assistance to the poor.

It was one thing to identify problems
with LSC that certainly existed, but
these problems have for the most part
been fixed.

In fiscal year 1996, for example, Con-
gress enacted reforms requiring com-
petitive bidding for all grants and ac-
counts and imposing restrictions on
the kinds of cases LSC grantees may
engage in. Grantees remain prohibited
from abortion, redistricting, or class-
action litigation, from representing
prisoners or undocumented immi-
grants, from welfare reform advocacy,
and from any sort of lobbying.

The cases LSC does work on include
domestic violence, child abuse and ne-
glect, as well as child custody and visi-
tation, foreclosures and evictions, ac-
cess to health care, bankruptcy, wage,
unemployment and disability claims,
consumer fraud, and similar problems
faced by low-income individuals and
families.

During 1999, LSC closed more than
924,000 such cases, the overwhelming
majority concerning women and chil-
dren. That 924,000 figure shows how
LSC responded to a problem by moving
to correct it. LSC guidance on the defi-
nition of a ‘‘case’’ for purposes of case
service reports, CSR, has become out of
date and unclear, which led some
grantees to report as cases activities
that were not.

LSC responded by providing new in-
structions guidance, training, requir-
ing grantees to self-inspect their CSR
data, increasing oversight to test
grantee compliance, and following up
where grantees need to take corrective
action.

Based on what LSC learned during
this process, they were able to adjust
the million-plus cases reported in 1999
by the estimated 11 percent error rate
to arrive at the more accurate figure.

Anyway, Mr. Chairman, this year I
am offering an amendment to increase
LSC funding by $134 million, from $141
to $275 million. This increase would be
offset by cutting $82 million from

Narrowband Communications, which
would otherwise receive a nearly 75
percent increase; $23 million from the
Assets Forfeiture Fund, which was one
of my offsets last year; $10 million
from the Diplomatic and Consular Pro-
grams account of the State Depart-
ment, an account of $2.7 billion; and $45
million from the Salaries and Expenses
Account of the Bureau of Prisons,
which is re-estimating the amount of
funding that it will likely carry over
into fiscal year 2001.

Let me just say that, as with last
year, I am not wedded to these offsets
and expect these and other accounts
will be adjusted as we proceed to con-
ference.

The House has repeatedly rejected
$141 million as insufficient for the im-
portant work the Legal Services Cor-
poration does. I urge my colleagues to
do so again by voting for this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I join as the second
sponsor of this answer to prevent the
devastating 54-percent cut in Legal
Services Corporation funding.

Mr. Chairman, every Member of the
House before voting on this Draconian
54-percent cut in Legal Services should
walk across the way and read the words
etched on the Supreme Court of the
United States. They say, ‘‘Equal Jus-
tice Under Law.’’ Because if this
amendment is defeated, there will be
no equal justice in America. Our poor-
est people, our most vulnerable people,
will be shut out of the courts if we wipe
out Legal Services.

Congress has already cut Legal Serv-
ices 30 percent since 1995. If we enact
this cut on top of that, thousands and
thousands of domestic violence vic-
tims, neglected children, vulnerable
senior citizens, and people with disabil-
ities would have absolutely no access
to civil justice.

As a sponsor of this amendment, Mr.
Chairman, I had hoped to restore Legal
Services funding to the same level
funding as this fiscal year. Unfortu-
nately, as the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) explained, we were
only able to find offsets to bring the
funding up to $275 million, which is $30
million less than current funding and
$65 million less than the request.

So even if we pass this amendment
today to restore partial funding, we are
still experiencing a real cut, a reduc-
tion of 11 percent over this year’s fund-
ing.

Last year, critics of Legal Services
were down here on the floor, and I am
sure we are going to hear the same
songs sung out of the same hymn book
today, arguing that Legal Services
should be cut because some local pro-
grams were confused about the proper
method of case reporting. Remember
the arguments?

Well, my colleagues, that problem
has been fixed. That problem has been
resolved. Legal Services has educated

the local programs about the proper
method of reporting cases, and it as is
vigorously ensuring there is accuracy
and consistency in reporting. So there
is no more problem in reporting cases.

Also, it is time to set the record
straight about the misleading, out-
dated charges by Legal Services crit-
ics, and I am here sure we are going to
hear more of that here today, who ig-
nore the fact that the Legal Services
Corporation was already reformed by
Congress in 1996.

Remember in 1996, those of my col-
leagues who were here, we enacted
tight restrictions on Legal Services. So
there are no class action suits any-
more, no lobbying, no legal assistance
to illegal aliens, no political activity,
no prisoner litigation, no redistricting
representation, no collection of attor-
ney’s fees, and no representation of
people evicted from public housing due
to drugs. Although I am sure we are
going to hear critics complaining about
Legal Services attorneys bringing
those cases, it does not happen.

I hope we have an honest debate on
the merits today of Legal Services.
Those restrictions, Mr. Chairman, are
in permanent law and are restated once
again in this bill. And these tight re-
strictions are not limited just to Legal
Services Corporation funds. Legal aid
programs cannot even use State or pri-
vate funding on these purposes if they
receive just one penny from the Legal
Services Corporation.

So there is no argument about a
fungibility any longer. If they violate
these restrictions, in fact, attorneys
can be disbarred and programs lose
their LSC funding and their ability to
apply for funding in the future. So I
think we have taken care of those ex-
tracurricular activities that we limited
back in 1996.

Some critics also continue to point
to a few isolated cases that appear to
be abusive, and may have been in the
past, but in these cases the facts show
that no LSC program was generally in-
volved or the LSC is enforcing sanc-
tions against the abuses. But even if
those alleged abuses are true, and we
are going to hear about that again
today, these are only a mere handful of
aberrations in a program with count-
less success stories of service to people
who need access to civil justice, domes-
tic violence victims, children in need of
support, and seniors, people with dis-
abilities in danger of losing services
that they need just to survive.

Now, in my home State of Minnesota,
I am thankful support for legal aid by
the Bar Association, the State Bar, the
general public, and the legislature is
strong. But even in Minnesota, local
programs last year had to turn away
20,000 people because of the scarce re-
sources and another 58,000 did not even
file a claim, did not even pursue their
case because there are not enough re-
sources.

So we all know what is going on in
this country. There are not enough re-
sources at the current level of funding
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to help people and to make those words
on the Supreme Court meaningful,
‘‘Equal Justice Under Law.’’

So, Mr. Chairman, let us not shut the
courthouse door to poor people in
America. Let us give the most vulner-
able Americans their day in court like
every other American.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to acknowledge
the fine work of both the sub-
committee chair, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO).

At the same time, I, too, want to ex-
press my disappointment to have to
participate once again in what has be-
come an annual ritual in which the
Committee on Appropriations slashes
funding for Legal Services and the
House restores it.

While I regret the necessity for this
amendment, its passage is absolutely
critical; and I am proud once again to
join with the ranking member and the
gentleman from Minnesota in offering
it.

Last year, LSC provided support to
237 local Legal Services programs serv-
ing every county and congressional dis-
trict in America. Ninety-seven percent
of the funds we appropriated went di-
rectly to local programs. This appro-
priation is truly a lifeline for hundreds
of thousands of people with no other
means of access to the legal system.

Last year alone, Legal Services
closed nearly one million cases brought
on behalf of some two million individ-
uals.

Now, who are these people? Over two-
thirds are women, and most mothers
with children, women seeking protec-
tion against abuse of spouses, children
living in poverty and neglect, elderly
people threatened with eviction or vic-
timized by consumer fraud, veterans
denied benefits, and small farmers in
America facing foreclosure.

Let me tell my colleagues about one
recent case in my own congressional
district. A woman, whom I will call
Pauline, was married to a man I will
call Frank. Frank, on a regular basis,
brutalized Pauline in front of their two
children. After repeated exposure to
this behavior, the children became
fearful and disruptive in the school-
house.

Eventually, after one particularly
brutal beating, Pauline sought help
from Legal Services for Cape Cod and
the islands. They helped her get a di-
vorce and a permanent abuse preven-
tion order. Since then she has managed
to put her life back together, and now
the children are excelling in school and
their behavior problems have ceased.
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These are the kinds of people who
will be hurt if this amendment is not
adopted today. If LSC is forced to ab-
sorb the huge cuts made in committee,
over 200 of the 925 neighborhood Legal

Services offices will have to be closed.
This will leave one Legal Services law-
yer to service every 23,600 poor and dis-
advantaged Americans. Over 250,000
families in need of legal services will
have to be turned away. Nevertheless,
as the gentleman from Minnesota sug-
gested, we will hear from some critics
of LSC that we should cut the funding
for the program. Why? Because a few
local grant recipients overstated the
number of cases they handled back in
1997, chiefly by reporting telephone re-
ferrals as cases. Never mind the fact
that the agency itself uncovered the
problem, the agency itself brought it to
the attention of the Congress, and the
agency itself moved speedily to correct
it. Never mind the fact that despite the
cries of fraud and abuse, neither LSC
nor its affiliates derive any financial
gain from erroneous reports because
case numbers have no bearing on the
program’s funding goals. Allocations
are based on eligible population living
in each service area, not on the num-
bers of cases handled or even referred.
This has been pointed out, yet repeat-
edly the allegations continue to be
made.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr.
DELAHUNT was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman,
there is a wonderful irony in those fig-
ures, because those who criticize LSC
for counting referrals as cases fail to
appreciate that referrals are what an
agency does for the thousands of needy
people whom it is unable to help. And
even without the proposed cuts, refer-
rals must be made in many thousands
of cases because current funding needs
meet only the needs of 20 percent of
those who are eligible. Let me suggest
that that is unconscionable. When we
speak of justice for all, remember that
we are denying it to oh so many in this
country.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. It is a crucially important
vote. It is the right thing to do.

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

Mr. Chairman, many Members will
remember that last year, those of us
who are interested in this particular
issue and I, notwithstanding some tre-
mendous reservation that I had, sup-
ported and voted for and spoke on be-
half of the amendment to increase last
year’s budget for Legal Services. I did
so even though I knew there was a
cloud, a gigantic cloud, over the Legal
Services arena by reason of rumor and
factual information based on rumor
and then facts, rumors and all of that
put together in statistical reports that
there was a tremendous overreporting
of cases rampant throughout the sys-
tem.

I did so, and I stated, I am going to
give the Legal Services the benefit of
the doubt. I am going to vote for the
increase in the funding notwith-

standing these doubts, because if an in-
crease is based, as all the time we see
on the floor it is based when we are
asking for increases on increased work-
load, then it is not justified at all. But
I was still willing to give the Legal
Services the benefit of the doubt and
voted in support of that increase.

Then my committee, which has juris-
diction over this subject matter, con-
ducted hearings. We found indeed that
that overreporting, which was only
rumor, that overreporting which people
scoffed at as being clerical error, was
indeed the fact and that we had to deal
with it. We were buttressed by infor-
mation that was presented to us at
that hearing by the statistics gathered
by the IG within the Legal Services
Corporation which found, and I am
quoting from the chart here, over-
stated cases in the thousands. In cases
where there were actual files but no
services actually rendered, 30,053 cases.
What does that mean? It means that in
30,000 cases, no services were rendered
and overreporting.

Those who say that these statistics
do not matter are blind to the fact that
an increase in funding is supposed to
systematically go for the increased
workload. So either they were over-
funded last time or they are properly
funded this time. That is why I have to
oppose the amendment and to fulfill
my pledge in front of the committee
when I stated that I was not going to
support an increase in the funding this
year but to remain steadfast and sup-
port the recommendation of the com-
mittee for the level of funding.

I must say, in addition to this, for all
those who would doubt it, I am a sup-
porter of Legal Services. From the very
beginning, from a year in service where
in Pennsylvania it was unheard of and
became a product of State justice for
Pennsylvania to undergo a Legal Serv-
ices program, I was in on the ground
floor of that movement and I support it
today. The only differences I have had
over the years is the methodology of
providing those legal services to the
poor. No one is going to be able to with
any veracity claim that I am an oppo-
nent of Legal Services, and that is why
it becomes important for me to note
that I did support the effort last year
on the extra funding. I do not this year,
for the same rationale, my deep inter-
est in making the Legal Services work
and to have the confidence of the tax-
payer and to have the confidence of the
people who must make use of it.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.
Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Serrano-Ramstad-Delahunt
amendment that would restore some of
the proposed cut in the Legal Services
Corporation budget that the committee
has brought to the floor. The Serrano
amendment is desperately needed and
we must pass this amendment. I am
proud to stand with them in this re-
gard.
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I listened carefully to the remarks of

my colleague from Pennsylvania, the
previous speaker, with whom I served
for several years in the Pennsylvania
House and for whom I have the highest
regard. I would respectfully suggest to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that
the issue is not the question of phan-
tom caseloads or of problems from 1997
or 1995 or any other year. The problem
is what will these cuts do to Legal
Services in 2001? What will be the im-
pact in our communities if we cut Fed-
eral support for Legal Services by over
50 percent? I would suggest to the gen-
tleman and to the Members of the
House that the impact will be dra-
matic.

Let me talk a little about Legal
Services in Montgomery County, Penn-
sylvania, where I come from. The
Montgomery County Legal Aid Society
has already had its Federal support cut
from a high of $300,000 per year to
$200,000 a year. If this proposed cut goes
through, they will be cut again to
$100,000 a year. Their caseload in the
past has been as high as 2,000 cases a
year; but that has been reduced by 250
or 300 cases because of the cuts from
1995 they have already had to absorb in
Federal support. If this cut goes
through, they will have to reduce their
caseload another 250 or 300 cases a
year.

Now, this is a county that is actually
pretty fortunate, because it is in a
State, Pennsylvania, that has in-
creased support for legal aid. While the
Federal support in Montgomery Coun-
ty is $200,000 a year, the State support
is another $200,000 a year; and Mont-
gomery County government provides
$300,000 a year to the Montgomery
County Legal Aid Society. Private law-
yers and the county bar association
provide another $100,000. We are better
off than many counties that have a
lower level of local resources available
to support such a necessary program.

But the problem is that when this
Federal support is reduced, the impact
is not on phantom cases. We are not
sending a message to bureaucrats. We
are not reading the riot act to the peo-
ple that run Legal Services Corpora-
tion in Washington. We are reducing
services to people in Montgomery
County, Pennsylvania, and across this
Nation. Most of these people that will
lose services will be women. Two-thirds
of the clients of Legal Services are
women, poor women, working poor
women. These are women that need
help with protection from abuse cases.
These are women that need help in con-
sumer fraud cases. These are women
that need help with financial problems,
women that need help with fore-
closures, women that need legal serv-
ices. This cut will deny in my county
another 250 or 300 cases from being rep-
resented for poor people and the work-
ing poor in my county.

We have a principle in this country of
equal justice for all. To make that
principle come true, we have to give
equal access to the courts for all. The

bill attacks that principle. This
amendment would correct that prob-
lem and would provide adequate fund-
ing for legal services.

I support the Serrano amendment
and urge the House to do the same.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment to restore funding for
the Legal Services Corporation. Jus-
tice for some is no justice at all. As my
colleagues may recall, the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation was created in 1974 to
provide financial support for legal as-
sistance in civil proceedings to persons
unable to afford legal services. Legal
services for people who cannot afford
it.

The Legal Services Corporation is
the Government’s vital and often only
link between our disadvantaged con-
stituents and meaningful access to the
courts and our legal system. Too many
in our Nation lack real access to our
justice system. Access to the justice
system and righting a wrong should
not be a privilege of the wealthy but
instead a right for all.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations of the
Committee on Commerce, I am among
the first to go after fraud and abuse.
However, we must remember that it is
also our job to correct the
mismanagements within government
programs to ensure that these pro-
grams continue to fulfill their obliga-
tion.

A number of years ago, yes, there
were problems with the Legal Services.
But with Congress’ help, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary adopted a
number of significant restrictions and
restructuring; and in fact now the
Legal Services Corporation has become
an institution that the Congress, Re-
publicans and Democrats, can be proud
of. We must continue to invest in this
important program that continues to
fulfill the American principle of equal
justice under the law.

I welcome this opportunity to high-
light a few of the examples of how the
Legal Services Corporation has bene-
fited my district in Michigan. The
Legal Aid Bureau of Southwest Michi-
gan helped a mother of three keep her
home and avoid eviction after a cor-
rupt landlord alleged nonpayment of
rent. In fact, the family’s rent was paid
up to date. However, the landlord ap-
plied the rent to the cost of water re-
pairs that were actually his fault, not
the family’s. Through the assistance of
the Legal Aid Bureau, the court dis-
missed the fraudulent claim and award-
ed the family enough money to relo-
cate. Without this assistance, who
knows where they would be today?

Two mentally disabled constituents
rented a condemned apartment and
their slumlord threatened to physically
throw them out. Through court action,
the Legal Aid Bureau retrieved all of
the money which my constituents had
paid to the slumlord. I ask who would
represent these people if it were not for
Legal Services?

The governor of the State of Michi-
gan, John Engler, understands the im-
portance of providing legal assistance
to low-income residents. I have a letter
from the Michigan governor in support
of providing long-term stable financial
support for civil legal aid. He recog-
nizes that in Michigan only 20 percent
of the civil legal needs of low-income
residents are being met. In Michigan,
there is one lawyer for every 340 folks.
However, there is only one civil aid
lawyer for every 6,500 citizens with low
income.

I encourage my colleagues to remem-
ber that access to the justice system
and righting a wrong should not be a
privilege of the wealthy but a right to
all. Please support this amendment to
ensure that all Americans have access
to our justice system. Justice for some
is no justice at all.

STATE OF MICHIGAN,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Lansing, MI, October 4, 1999.
DEAR FRIENDS: As Governor and a Michi-

gan attorney, I endorse the State Bar of
Michigan’s Access to Justice for All (ATJ)
Development Campaign. I have delivered my
pledge to the ATJ Campaign and am writing
today to encourage all members of the State
Bar to do so as well.

Only 20 percent of the civil legal needs of
Michigan low-income residents are being
met, despite the volunteer service of many
lawyers and the civil legal aid programs in
our communities. Although there is one law-
yer for every 340 people in Michigan, there is
only one civil legal aid lawyer for every 6,500
citizens with low-income. This affects 1.5
million Michigan residents who qualify for
civil legal aid.

These low-income families need legal as-
sistance on essential family, housing and
consumer issues. We expect all Michigan
residents to use our institutions to resolve
their disputes, and we must make certain
that everyone has meaningful access to our
justice system.

Across Michigan, lawyers are taking the
lead to address this important issue. The
ATJ Development Campaign, a permanent
endowment using private funds, has been es-
tablished by the State Bar to ameliorate this
societal problem. Earnings from the endow-
ment will be distributed to our community
legal aid programs, allowing the principal to
grow. The State Bar is underwriting the
costs of this bold development campaign for
the first three years.

The ATJ Development Campaign will pro-
vide long term, stable financial support for
civil legal aid. Additionally, the State Bar is
undertaking other unique initiatives to give
Michigan a stronger, more efficient and ef-
fective legal aid system.

That State Bar’s ATJ Campaign is his-
toric. No other state bar has undertaken a
comparable development campaign. In rec-
ognition, the American Bar Association
awarded the prestigious Harrison Tweed
Award to the State Bar of Michigan.

Please join me and deliver your pledge to
the ATJ Campaign. Justice for some is no
justice at all.

Sincerely,
JOHN ENGLER,

Governor.

b 1545
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly rise in sup-
port of the Serrano-Ramstad-Delahunt
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amendment. America has a 25-year
commitment to helping those who can-
not afford legal assistance and it is
outrageous that today’s Commerce,
Justice, State appropriations bill se-
verely cuts back on this commitment.

For my colleagues who are not satis-
fied that every single mistake has been
corrected that this legal assistance
group has made in the past, I ask my
colleagues, do we cut the Defense budg-
et by 50 percent when the Defense De-
partment loses their records and costs
this country millions and billions of
dollars? Of course, we do not.

By providing the Legal Services Cor-
poration with less than half of its cur-
rent funding, 50 percent less, this bill is
effectively denying low-income individ-
uals, including women, seniors, and
veterans access to legal advice and rep-
resentation that they need, help that
they must have.

Mr. Chairman, Legal Services fund-
ing has a direct impact on thousands
and thousands of peoples’ lives, and
this amendment will put some of the
money back. It will help low-income
individuals. It will particularly help
low-income mothers, mothers who are
victims of domestic violence, mothers
whose fathers, husbands, their chil-
dren’s fathers who have abandoned
them. It will help these individuals
fight back and regain control of their
lives.

Legal Services Corporation-funded
programs provide these women, victims
of domestic violence, with more legal
assistance than any other organization
across this Nation.

This base legislation tells women and
tells their children that they are not a
priority. How can we do this? I urge my
colleagues, join together and vote for
this amendment. Vote to increase fund-
ing for legal services to help veterans,
to help seniors, to help mothers and to
help their children.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Serrano-Ramstad-Delahunt
amendment to increase some funding
for Legal Services Corporation.

The Legal Services Corporation is
very important in assisting vulnerable
people in our society. Women and chil-
dren are among the vulnerable who,
without assistance, often find them-
selves in abusive situations that they
cannot control. The impact of these
situations is significant, and it could
well result in homelessness and a loss
of necessary financial resources for
food, maintenance, and health care.

To give one example from my own
district, as a result of domestic vio-
lence and in fear for her safety and
that of her 5 children, a woman left her
husband of 15 years. He had been the
primary support for the family; and she
was able, on her own, to obtain housing
although it was still neither decent nor
safe. Yet, because of her financial situ-
ation, she was threatened with evic-
tion.

Legal Services helped her to get Sec-
tion 8 housing, and the family was able
to relocate to decent housing with ade-
quate space. This stabilized the family
during a very disruptive and unsettling
time.

Millions of children are the victims
of abuse from their parents and others
who are responsible for their care. This
abuse goes on somewhere in the coun-
try every minute of the day, and Legal
Services in Maryland represents chil-
dren who are neglected or abused.

Such neglect or abuse ranges from a
child being left alone by a parent or
not being provided a nutritional meal,
to physical or sexual abuse that results
in severe injury and, all too often,
death.

Legal Services has helped the infant
that has been abandoned at birth, the
child who is left unattended, the chil-
dren who have been beaten, burned by
cigarette butts because he would not
stop crying or scalded by hot water to
teach him a lesson.

These children are vulnerable and,
without the protection of the law, they
would be endangered and lost. Legal
Services advocacy on behalf of children
assures that they will not be the sub-
ject of abuse, it helps to secure services
for children such as housing support,
health care, food, educational pro-
grams and necessary counseling.

The work of Legal Services on behalf
of families and children touches at the
very heart of what we value in this
country, decent housing, adequate
health care, food and a safe environ-
ment.

Because of the importance of safety
in our society, these legal service pro-
grams have supported legislation to
prevent abuse and to protect the
abused. In general, the States are not
allocating funds for civil legal services
for poor citizens.

Without this federally-funded pro-
gram, the most vulnerable members of
our society will not have the ability to
get inside that courtroom door to seek
the judicial protection of their rights
that they deserve.

We must assure that sufficient funds
are available, and I, therefore, support
very strongly and urge support by my
colleagues for this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida) assumed the Chair.

f

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001
The Committee resumed its sitting.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO).

Just a few minutes ago, the Texas
Board of Pardons and Paroles denied
the requests of Gary Graham for clem-
ency and an opportunity for a new
hearing. At this time, his execution is
set for 6:00 p.m. today.

Gary Graham continues to press his
case to show his innocence and argues
that witnesses that could have pre-
sented his case of innocence were not
heard. Gary Graham, 17 years old, did
not have the counsel that might have
generated a trial that might have had
the opportunity for fact finders to
make a full and open decision.

Justice in this Nation should not be
determined by one’s wealth, and al-
though the Legal Services Corporation
does not deal in criminal matters or
death penalty cases, I use this day’s
tragedy to argue for the amendment
before us, because it is important for
the American people to understand
that we are a Nation of laws.

I believe the American people accept
that. It is a voluntary system where we
commit ourselves to be governed by
laws. We seek to address our grievances
by the legal system, and we go into
courts or proceed under administrative
proceedings.

The Legal Services Corporation that
generates dollars into our local com-
munity, in my instance, the Gulf Coast
Legal Foundation in Houston, Texas
that I served as a board member on, ar-
gues for those who cannot speak for
themselves. It argues for those who
cannot afford the billable hours, and it
provides the bare minimum quality of
life issues that many of us take for
granted.

It works with families who do not
have housing. It assists the homeless
or those who are in transition, and it is
interesting as we look at the history of
the funding of Legal Services, it has
had a very rocky history over these
last couple of years.

There has been no denial that it has
not done good work, that it has not
worked with those in the Indian popu-
lation here in America, that it has not
worked with mothers of children need-
ing services, as I indicated, educational
services, special education, housing,
food services and mental health serv-
ices.

But yet this organization has been
attacked, and I wonder has it been at-
tacked because its clientele is voice-
less. It cannot lobby the United States
Congress to ensure that it gets the
money. I look at its budgeting, and I
see that over the years 1995, $400 mil-
lion, but yet steadily it has gone down,
and this committee puts in $141 mil-
lion, a mere $141 million to fund Legal
Services Corporation for the whole Na-
tion.
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