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Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the

gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER). I would again stress what an ex-
traordinary role he has played in this
House on housing matters.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
DER). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LEACH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3834, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 3834, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.
f

CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT
WATER EXCHANGE FEASIBILITY
STUDY

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3986) to provide for a study of the
engineering feasibility of a water ex-
change in lieu of electrification of the
Chandler Pumping Plant at Prosser Di-
version Dam, Washington, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3986

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT AND

POWERPLANT OPERATIONS AT
PROSSER DIVERSION DAM, WASH-
INGTON.

Section 1208 of Public Law 103–434 (108 Stat.
4562) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting

‘‘OR WATER EXCHANGE’’ after ‘‘ELECTRIFICA-
TION’’;

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and
(3) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), respec-
tively, and indenting appropriately;

(C) by striking ‘‘In order to’’ and inserting the
following:

‘‘(1) ELECTRIFICATION.—In order to’’; and
(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) WATER EXCHANGE ALTERNATIVE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—As an alternative to the

measures authorized under paragraph (1) for
electrification, the Secretary is authorized to use
not more than $4,000,000 of sums appropriated
under paragraph (1) to study the engineering
feasibility of exchanging water from the Colum-
bia River for water historically diverted from the
Yakima River.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary, in coordination
with the Kennewick Irrigation District and in

consultation with the Bonneville Power Admin-
istration, shall—

‘‘(i) prepare a report that describes project
benefits and contains feasibility level designs
and cost estimates;

‘‘(ii) secure the critical right-of-way areas for
the pipeline alignment;

‘‘(iii) prepare an environmental assessment;
and

‘‘(iv) conduct such other studies or investiga-
tions as are necessary to develop a water ex-
change.’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or water

exchange’’ after ‘‘electrification’’; and
(B) in the second sentence of paragraph

(2)(A), by inserting ‘‘or the equivalent of the
rate’’ before the period;

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘electrifica-
tion,’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘elec-
trification or water exchange’’; and

(4) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘of the two’’
and inserting ‘‘thereof’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3986.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3986 authorizes a

study of the feasibility of exchanging
water diverted from the Yakima River
for use by two irrigation districts for
water from the Columbia River. The
study would be conducted as part of
the Yakima River Basin Water En-
hancement Project. The legislation
will promote salmon recovery in the
Yakima River without reducing the
amount of water available to
irrigators.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 3986. I thank the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, as Members know, the
preservation of salmon in the Pacific
Northwest is one of my top priorities
in this Congress. I am convinced that
we can save this national treasure
while also preserving the jobs and qual-
ity of life of Pacific Northwest resi-
dents. My legislation is just one exam-
ple of the benefits that could be at-
tained for salmon by interested parties
working together at the local level.

Very simply, Mr. Speaker, my legis-
lation authorizes a study of the feasi-
bility of exchanging water diverted

from the Yakima River for use by the
Kennewick and Columbia Irrigation
Districts for water from the Columbia
River. The study would be conducted as
part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
Yakima River Basin Water Enhance-
ment Project, a series of projects au-
thorized by Congress to improve water
quality and quantity in the Yakima
River. These two systems currently
take their water from the lower
Yakima River where flows have al-
ready been decreased because of
upriver diversions. By taking water
from the much larger volume of the Co-
lumbia River, the impact on threat-
ened and endangered species would be
significantly reduced.

Specifically, this project provides the
opportunity to increase Yakima River
flows at Prosser Dam during critical
low flow periods by up to 750 cubic feet
per second. This approach will provide
over twice as much flow augmentation
as the previously approved electrifica-
tion project and could completely
eliminate the Yakima River diversion
for the Kennewick Irrigation District.
A new pump station and pressure pipe-
line from the Columbia River will be
the cornerstone of a more salmon-
friendly Kennewick Irrigation District.

This project is a winner for both fish
and water users. It balances the need
to improve habitat for threatened spe-
cies while protecting water rights. Pre-
liminary results from a lower reach
habitat study indicate that these in-
creased flows would greatly help salm-
on and bull trout. In addition, this pro-
posal would provide substantial water
quality improvements in the Yakima
River.

It is important to note that a change
in the diversion for the Kennewick Irri-
gation District from the Yakima River
to the Columbia River will completely
change the current operational philos-
ophy for the district. It will evolve
from a relatively simple gravity sys-
tem to one of significant complexity
involving a major pump station and
pressure pipeline to the major feeder
canals. This remodeling will have a sig-
nificant impact on the existing system
and its users during construction,
start-up and transition. That is why it
is essential for the Kennewick Irriga-
tion District to be in a position to de-
velop these facilities in the way that
best fits its current and future oper-
ational goals and causes the least dis-
ruption to district water users. That is
why this legislation requires the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to give the
Kennewick Irrigation District substan-
tial control over the planning and de-
sign work in this study with the Bu-
reau having the final approval. This ap-
proach will ensure continued involve-
ment and support which is vital to the
success of this project.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that this
bill has been going through the process
on both the Republican and Democrat
side. When you talk about water issues
in the Pacific Northwest, you tend to
polarize people in different approaches.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 01:24 Sep 20, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K19SE7.031 pfrm06 PsN: H19PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7748 September 19, 2000
This bill and what it tries to do is
unique in that it has broad support
from virtually everybody involved in
water issues in the Northwest. From
the Bureau of Reclamation to the
American Rivers, National Fisheries,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife, the Yakima Na-
tion, the Department of Ecology within
Washington State, the Northwest
Power Planning Council, the Wash-
ington State Water Resources Council,
the Yakima Basin Joint Board of Irri-
gation. If we put all of these people to-
gether in a room on any other water
issues, we would be bound to have po-
larization. But on this one because it
does have the potential of augmenting
flows in a river that needs more flows
and saving salmon, to me it seems it is
the right thing to do.

I urge my colleagues to support this.
I want to thank the Committee on Re-
sources for their work and support in
getting this bill out of committee in a
unanimous, bipartisan way.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Washington I think has properly ex-
plained the legislation and the pur-
poses of the legislation and the intent
with which it is offered before the
House. I do not disagree with that. I,
however, will ask Members to vote
against this legislation, especially
Members of our caucus. I do so not be-
cause of the content of the bill but be-
cause of the manner in which Demo-
cratic Members of the committee and
of our caucus have been treated in this
committee in terms of the scheduling
of legislation that has been offered by
Democratic Members of the House.
Much of that legislation is essentially
noncontroversial but important in
those particular districts, and we con-
tinue to have a gross disparity both in
the treatment in the committee and on
the floor of the House.

As I have noticed and the leadership
has agreed to, we would ask Members
to vote against this legislation until
such time as we can get a fairer treat-
ment of pending legislation as we come
to the closing days of this session. We
have asked continuously, we have sent
numerous letters to the chairman ask-
ing for hearings on various pieces of
legislation. Those hearings have not
been granted. Again many of those
bills are noncontroversial. Then we are
told because they do not have hearings,
they cannot come to the floor. Yet we
constantly are considering bills from
the other side, without hearings on the
floor, many of which have not even
been heard in the committee.

Last week, 18 Republican bills were
scheduled and no House bills, one Sen-
ate Democratic bill was scheduled and
dealt with. Tomorrow there are sched-
uled to be 15 Republican bills and six
Democratic bills. It is very clear that if
we continue this, there will be many
members of the Democratic Caucus
who have matters pending before the
committee and the House that simply

will not be considered before the clock
runs out. I think we can do better. We
have done better in past sessions of the
Congress. I would encourage at least
the members of our caucus to vote
against the consideration of this and
the next bill on the suspension cal-
endar later today when we have a re-
corded vote on this matter.

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
find it interesting that the gentleman
from California urges his Members to
vote against a bill which he considers
to be a good bill simply because he dis-
agrees with the procedure and the pro-
portion of bills that have been pre-
sented on the floor from each party. He
calls that a gross disparity. Yesterday,
there were five bills considered on this
floor that were Republican bills out of
the Committee on Resources and four
bills that were Democratic bills that
were considered on this floor out of the
Committee on Resources.

I would point out to the gentleman
from California that in this Congress,
we have had more than twice as many
Democratic bills on this floor under
the suspension rule as there were the
last time his party controlled this
body. More than twice as many. I think
that we have been more than fair with
the minority party under the suspen-
sion rule and the number of bills that
come out. In fact, the gentleman recog-
nizes that tomorrow over a third of the
bills on the agenda in the Committee
on Resources are from the minority
party. So while the gentleman raises
an issue which is always of concern to
the minority party, and rightfully of
concern to the minority party, I think
he makes a fallacy in his argument
that we have not been fair to the mi-
nority party. I wish he would recon-
sider and look at the merits of the bills
rather than the procedures by which
they get here.

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Just in quick response, I would say
that obviously the number of suspen-
sion bills is greater because this com-
mittee really only does business by
suspension and that is obviously their
prerogative. I would also say that I ap-
preciate yesterday’s schedule. That
was negotiated. That was negotiated
with notice. However, amendments
were offered without notice. Last week
it was 16-zip. Obviously we continue to
fall further and further behind. I appre-
ciate it is a third of the bills and the
gentleman is contending that is fair.
We represent half of the Congress, half
of the people in the Nation, and we are
put in the position now as this session
comes to a close as I said before that
many members of this caucus had bills
that were important to them and their
district, not of great controversy, not
of great ideological battle and to date

we have not been able to get those
matters put before the House.

I would again urge the members of
our caucus to oppose the two bills of-
fered by the Committee on Resources.
This does not go to other matters on
the suspension calendar, because that
is the purview of those committees.
But with respect to these two matters
from the Committee on Resources, I
would urge a no vote so that we can get
consideration of the members of the
caucus’s bills that are still pending.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Again I would point out, the gen-
tleman raises an issue which ought to
always be of concern from the minority
side of the aisle, whoever is in the mi-
nority. But again I would point out
that bills under consideration by this
Congress, 23.4 percent have been Demo-
cratic bills. The last time his party
controlled this body, 11.8 percent of the
bills were Republican bills. I think that
we have been more than fair. He said
that last week there were 16 bills and
none of them were Democratic. I would
remind the Member that one of them
was from the minority leader in the
Senate, Senator DASCHLE. I believe
that that is a member of his party.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
If the gentleman will yield, I said that
that bill had been dealt with, a Senate
bill, a Democratic bill. That does not
solve the problem for Members of the
House.

b 1100

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I would
just point out that these bills ought to
be based on their merits. This is a good
bill. The gentleman from California
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER) has recognized
that this is a good bill, and we ought to
consider it and not vote against it sim-
ply because he does not like the proce-
dure by which the bills have come to
the floor.

Last week we have, as I understand
it, in the Committee on Resources
asked the minority party for bills they
would like to have put on the agenda,
no bills were proposed from the minor-
ity party to put on the agenda, and,
consequently, none were.

As I said earlier, we have five Repub-
lican bills tomorrow. A third of the
bills that are on the agenda are Demo-
cratic bills, and I am glad that the gen-
tleman forwarded those to us so we
could consider them tomorrow, and
they will be considered in a fair and ap-
propriate manner.

Mr. Speaker, we will not reject them
simply because they come from the mi-
nority party. We will look at them on
the merits of the bill itself, so I would
urge the Members not to get into this
debate of killing bills simply because
they are from one party or the other,
but look at the bills on the merits of
the bills.

I do not think the people of this
country expect us to get into these
types of partisan debates about whose
bill it is. I expect that they expect us
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to look at the merits of the legislation
and pass them if they are good bills,
and this is a good bill, as admitted by
the gentleman from California.

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes
to continue this dialogue.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that the
speech that the gentleman just gave
with respect to this bill and other bills
about being considered on the merit is
the reason we are asking Members to
vote against these bills so that the
Democratic Members can have their
bills heard on the merits, marked up on
the merits and voted up or down on the
merits in the full House, that has not
happened.

The gentleman can go on and on
about 23 percent of the bills. The fact
of the matter is we are half of the Con-
gress, and there is a good number of
Democratic bills that are languishing
for no other reason than I guess that
they are Democratic bills. I do not
know how that determination is made,
but obviously they have not been al-
lowed to be considered on the merits.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope the Mem-
bers would understand that there is
very little else we can do other than to
refuse to pass these bills until we get
that kind of consideration to protect
the rights of the minority Members of
the House of Representatives, and I
think it is important that we do that.

I think those Members were elected
by the same number of people that oth-
ers were elected by and their bills
ought to be considered on the merit.
Again, these are not great controver-
sial bills. These are bills that are im-
portant to local districts, just as the
ones before us today are, but they have
not been accorded the same rights and
privileges and, therefore, I would ask
the members of the caucus and others,
if they would like, to join us to vote
against these two bills from the Com-
mittee on Resources.

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

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that
I am pleased to listen to the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
and his change of heart from being 6
years in the minority, because it did
not appear this way when he was in the
majority, as I mentioned earlier, and I
will continue to mention, that more
than twice as many bills of the minor-
ity have come up under this Congress
than came up the last time his body
controlled the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I find this argument
rather interesting, and I understand in-

side-the-Beltway politics, as far as get-
ting your time on the floor, but on this
bill particularly, I just want to make a
point to my friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), be-
cause I know that he worked very hard
on the original bill when it passed back
in 1993 and 1994, and in my time in this
Congress, I have heard the gentleman
from California say it once and I prob-
ably dare to say I heard him say it a
million times that we need to save the
salmon, we cannot wait, we have to do
it, time is of the essence on all of these
issues.

Mr. Speaker, here we have a situa-
tion where we clearly have a potential
answer, and the remark I would say is
that I do not think the salmon really
care about inside-the-Beltway politics,
but I do know that this issue has to be
dealt with, and this is a proper way to
deal with it.

So notwithstanding the request on
the other side, I would urge my col-
leagues to support this bill, because on
its merits, from the standpoint of the
environment, from the standpoint of
saving fish, from the standpoint of ex-
panding water quality, this meets to
the ‘‘T’’ with strong bipartisan sup-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that
this is a good piece of legislation, and
I think both sides recognize that this is
a good piece of legislation. We can
wrap all the rhetoric around this that
we would like, we need to pass this bill
and do what we can to help save the
salmon. I hope the Members will sup-
port this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
DER). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
SIMPSON) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3986, as
amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.

Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
NEED FOR CATALOGING AND
MAINTAINING PUBLIC MEMO-
RIALS COMMEMORATING MILI-
TARY CONFLICTS AND SERVICE
OF INDIVIDUALS IN ARMED
FORCES

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 345) ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress re-
garding the need for cataloging and
maintaining public memorials com-
memorating military conflicts of the
United States and the service of indi-
viduals in the Armed Forces.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 345

Whereas there are many thousands of pub-
lic memorials scattered throughout the
United States and abroad that commemorate
military conflicts of the United States and
the service of individuals in the Armed
Forces;

Whereas these memorials have never been
comprehensively cataloged;

Whereas many of these memorials suffer
from neglect and disrepair, and many have
been relocated or stored in facilities where
they are unavailable to the public and sub-
ject to further neglect and damage;

Whereas there exists a need to collect and
centralize information regarding the loca-
tion, status, and description of these memo-
rials;

Whereas the Federal Government main-
tains information on memorials only if they
are Federally funded; and

Whereas Remembering Veterans Who
Earned Their Stripes (a nonprofit corpora-
tion established as RVETS, Inc. under the
laws of the State of Nevada) has undertaken
a self-funded program to catalogue the me-
morials located in the United States that
commemorate military conflicts of the
United States and the service of individuals
in the Armed Forces, and has already ob-
tained information on more than 7,000 me-
morials in 50 States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of the
Congress that—

(1) the people of the United States owe a
debt of gratitude to veterans for their sac-
rifices in defending the Nation during times
of war and peace;

(2) public memorials that commemorate
military conflicts of the United States and
the service of individuals in the Armed
Forces should be maintained in good condi-
tion, so that future generations may know of
the burdens borne by these individuals;

(3) Federal, State, and local agencies re-
sponsible for the construction and mainte-
nance of these memorials should cooperate
in cataloging these memorials and providing
the resulting information to the Department
of the Interior; and

(4) the Secretary of the Interior, acting
through the Director of the National Park
Service, should—

(A) collect and maintain information on
public memorials that commemorate mili-
tary conflicts of the United States and the
service of individuals in the Armed Forces;

(B) coordinate efforts at collecting and
maintaining this information with similar
efforts by other entities, such as Remem-
bering Veterans Who Earned Their Stripes (a
nonprofit corporation established as RVETS,
Inc. under the laws of the State of Nevada);
and

(C) make this information available to the
public.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

H. Con. Res. 345 introduced by the
gentleman rom California (Mr. ROGAN)
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