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So (two-thirds of those present hav-
ing voted in favor thereof) the rules
were suspended and the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 459

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS) be removed as a cosponsor of
H.R. 459.

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

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HEFLEY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

THE GOVERNMENT’S APPETITE
FOR LAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, a few
days ago, I did a Special Order about a
tax cut and how one can never satisfy
government’s appetite or demand for
money. I said then that if we gave
every department and agency double
what they got the year before, they
might be happy for a short time, but
they would soon be back crying about
a shortfall in funding. Everyone sup-
ports education, for example, and I cer-
tainly do.
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But you almost never hear the fact
that education spending has gone up at
a rate many times the rate of inflation
over the last several years.

But I want to expand today on some-
thing else that I mentioned in that spe-
cial order of a few days ago, and that is
government’s appetite for land.

Just as you can never satisfy govern-
ment’s appetite for money, you can
never satisfy government’s desire for
land. They always want more, and they
have been getting it at what people
should realize is an alarming rate.

Today, over 30 percent of the land in
the United States is owned by the Fed-
eral Government. Another almost 20
percent is owned by State and local
governments or quasi-governmental
agencies.

So today you have about half the
land in some type of public or govern-
mental ownership.

The most alarming thing is the speed
with which this government greed for
land has grown over the past 30 years
or 40 years.

Another alarming aspect of this
trend is the growing number of restric-
tions that government at all levels is
putting on the land that does remain in
private hands.

A few years ago, the National Home
Builders Association told me if there
was strict enforcement of the wetlands
rules and regulations, over 60 percent
of the developable land would be off
limits for homes.

Now some who already have nice
homes might think this would be good,
to stop most development. But you
cannot stop it, because the population
keeps growing, and people have to have
someplace to live.

So what happens? When government
keeps buying and restricting more and
more land, it does two things: It drives
up the costs and causes more and more
people to be jammed closer and closer
together.

First, it drives up land and building
costs so that many young or lower in-
come families are priced out of the
housing market, especially for new
homes.

Second, it forces developers to build
on smaller and smaller postage-stamp-
size lots or build townhouses or apart-
ments.

Do you ever wonder why subdivisions
built in the 1950s or 1960s often have big
yards and now new subdivisions do not,
or why new homes that should cost $50
a square foot now cost $100 a square
foot or more? It is in large part because
government keeps buying or restrict-
ing so much land.

This trend is causing more and more
people to be jammed into smaller and
smaller areas, increasing traffic, pollu-
tion, crime, and just an overall feeling
of being overcrowded.

It is sometimes referred to as the
urban sprawl, and environmental ex-
tremists are attacking it because they
know it is unpopular, but they are the
very people who have caused it.

Most of these environmental extrem-
ists come from very wealthy families,
and they probably have nice homes al-
ready or even second homes in the
country.

But it is not fair and it is not right,
Mr. Speaker, for the people who al-
ready have what they want to demand
policies that drive up the costs and put
an important part of the American
dream out of reach for millions of
younger or lower income people.

Make no mistake about it, when gov-
ernment buys or restricts more and
more land, it drives up the costs of the
rest of the land. And this hurts poor
and lower income and middle income
people the most.

Even those forced to live in apart-
ments are hurt, because apartment de-
velopers have to pass their exorbitant
land and regulatory costs on to their
tenants. When government takes land,
they almost always take it from poor
or lower income people or small farm-
ers.

We have way too many industrial
parks in this country today. States and
local governments, which do almost
nothing for older small businesses, will
give almost anything to some big com-
pany to move from someplace else.

Is it right for governments to take
property for very little paid to small
farmers and then give it to big foreign
or multinational companies or even to
big companies to develop resort areas
for the wealthy? I do not think so.

One of the most important things we
need to do to insure future prosperity
is to stop government at all levels from
taking over more private property.
Anyone who does not understand this
should read a book called The Noblest
Triumph, Property and Prosperity
Through the Ages by Tom Bethell. The
whole book is important, but a couple
of brief excerpts: The Nobel Prize win-
ning economist Milton Friedman has
said, ‘‘You cannot have a free society
without private property? Recent im-
migrants have been delighted to find
you can buy property in the United
States without paying bribes.

The call for secure property rights in
Third World countries today is not an
attempt to help the rich. It is not the
property of those who have access to
Swiss bank accounts that needs to be
protected. It is the small and insecure
possessions of the poor.

This key point was well understood
by Pope Leo XIII who wrote that the
fundamental principle of socialism,
which would make all possessions pub-
lic property, is to be utterly rejected
because it injures the very ones whom
it seeks to help.’’

Over the years, when government has taken
private property, it has most often taken it
from lower and middle income people and
small farmers. Today, federal, state and local
governments, and quasi-governmental agen-
cies now own about half the land in this Na-
tion. The most disturbing thing is the rapid rate
at which this taking has increased in the last
40 years. Environmentalists who have sup-
ported most of this should realize that the
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worst polluters in the world have been the so-
cialist nations, because their economies do
not generate enough income to do good
things for the environment, and that private
property is almost always better cared for than
public property and at a much lower cost.

f

ELECTION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, last
week, I announced the introduction of
a resolution calling on Congress to
enact meaningful election reform legis-
lation.

Today, I am proud to introduce an-
other measure on election reform and
to announce an important voting tech-
nology demonstration I am sponsoring
tomorrow with my former secretary of
state colleagues who are presently now
in the House and the Senate.

I am pleased to introduce legislation
today to improve the voting process for
millions of elderly Americans and per-
sons with disabilities.

In every election year, many of these
people stay at home, stay away from
the polls, not from apathy but from
concern about their ability to cast a
vote independently. The elderly and
visually impaired may not be able to
decipher small print or confusing bal-
lots, and people in wheelchairs may
have difficulty maneuvering in older
voting booths.

Unfortunately, this problem is perva-
sive throughout the United States.
With nearly one in five Americans hav-
ing some level of disability and ap-
proximately 35 million Americans over
the age of 65, we must act now to en-
sure that our voting system is acces-
sible to all Americans.

To ensure that Americans are not
discouraged from voting because of
outdated voting equipment and inac-
cessible voting places, I am intro-
ducing the Voting Opportunity through
Technology and Education, or VOTE,
Act. This measure would require the
Federal Election Commission to estab-
lish voluntary accessibility and ease-
of-use standards for polling places in
voting equipment.

In 1984, Congress passed the Voting
Accessibility for the Elderly and
Handicapped Act. This legislation re-
quired that all polling places in the
United States be made accessible to
the elderly and the disabled, but pro-
vided the FEC with little enforcement
power. With the establishment of the
new accessibility and ease-of-use
standards in my VOTE Act, the FEC
would be able to provide secretaries of
state and election administrators with
more information and support services
to help them comply with accessible
laws.

Additionally, the voting technology
industry could use these standards to
ensure that their products may be cor-
rectly used by all Americans at the

polls. Finally, the VOTE Act would
provide grants to States so that they
may improve their voting systems and
educate poll workers and voters about
the availability and benefits of these
new technologies.

Mr. Speaker, I know first-hand how
modern voting systems can increase
voter turnout and improve accuracy.
As a secretary of state for the State of
Rhode Island, I was the chief architect
of a plan to upgrade the State’s voting
system and equipment. The replace-
ment of outdated lever machines with
optical scan equipment and Braille and
tactile ballots helped increase voter
turnout and significantly reduced
chances of error.

To highlight this equipment, as well
as other voting technologies now avail-
able, I am joining former secretaries of
state now in Congress, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), in
hosting the voting technology dem-
onstration on Thursday, March 22.
There we will address our own work at
the State level to improve voting ac-
countability and accuracy and dem-
onstrate the various forms of election
equipment, including punchcard ballot,
optical scan and direct recording elec-
tronic systems.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all of my
colleagues to attend this educational
event, as it will help prepare us for a
nationwide discussion on election re-
form. Additionally, I ask that my col-
leagues join me in supporting this
VOTE Act to make voting one of the
greatest expressions of civic participa-
tion available on an equal basis to all
Americans.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

REINTRODUCTION OF CHILD HAND-
GUN INJURY PREVENTION ACT,
H.R. 1014

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, we continue to observe school
shootings, and I am concerned that we
have yet to pass strong gun safety leg-
islation.

Despite recent polls by CBS and the
New York Times which suggest that 70

percent of American people favor
stricter handgun laws, Congress con-
tinues to ignore the public’s concerns.

January 10, in Ventura County, Cali-
fornia, a 17-year-old student held a
classmate at gunpoint during the
school’s lunch break. The gunman was
fatally wounded by police.

January 12, 2001, in my district, Indi-
anapolis, Indiana, a 4-year-old boy shot
himself with a pistol he found in his
mother’s pocketbook.

February 7, 2001 in Dallas, Texas, a
14-year-old boy fired a gun in the direc-
tion of classmates while on school
grounds.

March 6, in Santee, California, a 15-
year-old boy took a .22-caliber long-
barrel revolver from his father’s locked
collection of weapons and killed two
schoolmates, while injuring 13 others.

March 7, this year, Williamsburg,
Pennsylvania, a 14-year-old girl shot a
female classmate in the shoulder in the
cafeteria of a parochial school.

March 7, Prince County Georges,
Maryland, a 14-year-old boy shot and
wounded another teenager outside
Largo Senior High School.

From 1987 to 1996, nearly 2,200 Amer-
ican children, 14 years of age and
younger, died from unintentional
shootings. What are we waiting for? We
must not allow these tragedies to be-
come an everyday part of American
life. We must not be apathetic.

While firearm fatalities cost America
more money than any of the other four
leading causes of death, guns are the
only consumer product in America, ex-
cept tobacco, which are exempt from
health care and safety regulations.
Sadly, guns continue to be exempt
from Federal oversight, and consumer
protection laws continue to be tougher
on toy guns than on real guns.

The history of consumer product reg-
ulation teaches us that significant
numbers of death and illnesses can be
preserved when health and safety regu-
lations exist. The Poison Prevention
Packaging Act requires child-resistant
packaging. The Consumer Federation
of America estimates that more than
700 children have avoided accidental
poisonings. Also, the introduction of
sleep wear and toy standards have
saved children’s lives.

I ask my colleagues to join me in the
bill that I introduced last week, the
Child Handgun Injury Prevention Act,
H.R. 1014. It requires manufacturers’
safety devices.

We introduced it in another bill that
requires training to entitle you to have
licenses. H.R. 1014 requires the Sec-
retary of Treasury to mandate all
newly manufactured handguns come
equipped with child safety devices, and
it would establish a Federal standard
for the devices.

We can do nothing less than to en-
sure the future safety of our children
and prevent them from unintentional
handgun injury. We need to require
safety devices that meet the rigid tests
by the Department of Treasury.

I encourage each Member of the
House of Representatives to join me in
this effort.
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