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Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, we
have long talked, over the years that I
have been serving in Congress, about
prescription drug plans and how we can
effectively deal with the countless sen-
iors who have not been covered over
the years and who continue to call our
offices and come to us for assistance.

Many of our seniors have been forced
to choose between buying essential
medications, paying for food, and I
know some of them who have
subsisted, when their money does not
stretch far enough, by buying canned
pet food for their meals. They also
have to figure out how to buy their es-
sentials: pay their rent and pay for the
heat during the winter, or cool off dur-
ing the hot summer weather months
that we have. Women seniors, in par-
ticular, need prescription drug cov-
erage. Over a quarter of them have no
prescription drug coverage.

Our Democratic plan is voluntary.
Seniors who would choose to partici-
pate would pay a $25 monthly pre-
mium, $100 annual deductible, and 20
percent of their prescription drugs, up
to $25,000 a year.

We have talked about prescription
drug benefits long enough. It is time to
give seniors what they deserve, a com-
prehensive, reliable, affordable plan.

MEANINGFUL SAVINGS FOR SEN-
IORS UNDER HOUSE PRESCRIP-
TION DRUG PLAN

(Mr. BOOZMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that provides im-
mediate, meaningful savings for Amer-
ican seniors.

The Department of Health and
Human Services released a study yes-
terday that stated the House Repub-
lican plan will give seniors a 60 percent
to 85 percent savings per prescription
and cut their out-of-pocket costs by as
much as 70 percent.

This same HHS study confirmed that
our plan creates a fiscally responsible
benefit that results in immediate sav-
ings for American seniors. The study
backs us up by pointing out that the
Democrats plan does not help seniors
until 2005. That is too long to wait, as
this relief cannot come soon enough.
Twelve million do not have prescrip-
tion drug coverage at all.

Quality health care for seniors
should not end when they turn 65. Our
proposal would deliver 21st century
prescription drug coverage by pro-
viding a voluntary, affordable prescrip-
tion drug benefit as a permanent enti-
tlement to Medicare beneficiaries.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this proposal that will save seniors
across the country money on their pre-
scription drug bills.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

MAJORITY LEADER SPEAKS FROM
THE HEART

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the best
you can say about the comments made
yesterday by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the House Repub-
lican leader, of U.S. companies fleeing
to offshore locations in order to reap
additional tax benefits, is that he
spoke from his heart, and the heart of
the Republican Party.

At the same time as his party was
raising over $30 million up the street at
the Washington Convention Center
from groups like the pharmaceutical
industry, Congressional Quarterly re-
ported that he defended the actions of
corporations to move their head-
quarters abroad to reduce their tax
burdens. With all his party is taking
from the Social Security and Medicare
Trust Funds, his remarks reveal the
true heart of the Republican Party:
Take our people’s money before every-
thing, before Social Security and Medi-
care, before prescription drugs, before
jobs in America.

So the best I can do is to thank the
Republican leader for revealing the
true heart of the Republican Party. It
is the reason this Member is a Demo-
crat.

———

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

(Ms. BROWN of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow, in my district in Orlando,
President Bush will be visiting the
Marks Community Center on Physical
Fitness, and we thank him. I have a lot
of seniors in my district, but besides
physical fitness, they need the pre-
scription drug benefit that was prom-
ised to them in the last election.

When I was home recently in Jack-
sonville, I had to go to the drugstore to
pick up a prescription for my grand-
mother. I thought the copayment
would be $15. It was $91. Our grand-
mothers deserve better than that.

If the Republican leadership and Mr.
Bush could take a break from their $30
million drug company fund-raisers and
their tax cuts to the rich, maybe they
could work on a compromise that will
provide our seniors with the relief they
need and that was promised to them in
the last election. They need to get
their priorities straight.

———

SMALL AIRPORT SAFETY, SECU-
RITY, AND AIR SERVICE IM-
PROVEMENT ACT OF 2002

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 447 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 447

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1979) to amend
title 49, United States Code, to provide as-
sistance for the construction of certain air
traffic control towers. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. It shall be in order
to consider as an original bill for the purpose
of amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure now printed in the
bill. Each section of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute are waived. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my colleague and
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 447 is
an open rule, which provides for 1 hour
of general debate equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure on H.R. 1979,
the Small Airport Safety, Security,
and Air Service Improvement Act of
2002.

The rule provides that it shall be in
order to consider for the purpose of
amendment the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute now printed in the
bill. The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute and provides that it shall be
open for amendment by section.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment may do so as long as it
complies with the regular rules of the
House. However, the rule allows the
Chairman of the Committee of the
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Whole to accord priority in recognition
to those Members who have preprinted
their amendments in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

Finally, the rule permits the minor-
ity to offer a motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the chairman, the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the ranking
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA), and the au-
thor of this bill, the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER), as well as all
the members of the committee for
their hard work and steadfast efforts
on behalf of our Nation’s transpor-
tation infrastructure needs.

Mr. Speaker, it is a well-known fact
that safety is enhanced when air traffic
controllers guide a plane through the
skies and onto a runway. Yet many of
our Nation’s smaller airports do not
have air traffic control towers, leaving
pilots on their own to seek out and
avoid air traffic and land on the ground
safely.

The FAA has been tasked with the
role of building air traffic control tow-
ers in our Nation’s larger airports, but
their construction budgets are not
large enough to pay for the needed tow-
ers at the smaller airports, even
though many of these airports have
commercial passenger service or very
active general aviation business.

This legislation seeks to address this
problem by changing existing law to
allow small airports to use their Air-
ports Improvement Program, or AIP,
grant money to build traffic control
towers and to equip these towers. It is
important to note that this added safe-
ty step is purely voluntary, and the
legislation provides each small airport
with the flexibility to meet their most
pressing individual safety needs.

As a matter of fairness, this legisla-
tion allows for limited reimbursement
of costs incurred after October 1, 1996,
for tower construction costs and equip-
ment purchases. This recognizes that
some airports chose to improve their
safety by building their own towers at
their own cost, and they should not be
penalized for their initiative.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1979 takes yet an-
other step forward to increase air safe-
ty, efficiency, and security at our Na-
tion’s smaller airports. In addition, re-
gional service in our rural areas will be
enhanced, providing significant savings
to the FAA in air traffic costs and in-
creasing economic productivity in
smaller communities nationwide.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, and
it deserves our support. There is no ad-
ditional cost to the government, since
it simply gives our airports and the
FAA another authorized use for AIP
grant money. I urge all my colleagues
to support this straightforward, non-
controversial rule as well as the under-
lying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair rule, pro-
viding for an hour of debate on H.R.
1979, the Small Airport Safety, Secu-
rity, and Air Service Improvement Act.
This is an open rule, allowing for any
germane amendment to be offered, and
I support this rule and commend the
majority for reporting this fair rule.

Prior to being selected on the Com-
mittee on Rules, I had the honor of
serving as a member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
My experiences, first with Mr. SHUSTER
and then with the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), were positive and
almost always bipartisan. I have the
utmost respect for both the former and
current chairmen, and I cannot recall a
time when the committee did not work
together to resolve partisan dif-
ferences.

Mr. Speaker, this should be a very
good bill. As the distinguished ranking
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), said to the Committee on Rules
the other day, this bill could have been
considered under suspension, except for
one provision. That provision is noth-
ing less than an unfair handout to a
handful of airports scattered across
this country.

The bill would allow small airports
to use up to $1.1 million of Airport Im-
provement Program funds to build or
equip an air traffic control tower to be
operated under the FAA’s Contact
Tower Program. This is not controver-
sial. In fact, if this were the sole scope
of the bill, it would have unanimously
passed the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and it prob-
ably would unanimously pass the
House today.

Unfortunately, the bill also contains
a provision that takes approximately
$30 million of AIP funds to enhance air-
port security and, instead, uses these
funds to reimburse airports for air traf-
fic control towers previously built.
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These towers were constructed under
an expressed agreement that the Fed-
eral Government would pay the cost of
staffing the tower but not the con-
struction costs. Mr. Speaker, this pro-
vision is bad policy, plain and simple.
When I was a member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, I voted against the inclusion
of this provision of the bill. In fact, I so
strongly disagreed with this provision
that I signed the dissenting views.

Mr. Speaker, the inclusion of this
provision is unfortunate, and it should
be stricken from the bill. The rule al-
lows the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) to offer an amendment
to do just that. The gentleman from
Minnesota’s amendment does the right
thing by leveling the playing field for
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all airports. His amendment strikes the
controversial provision from the bill.
Small airports across the country can
still use airport improvement funds to
build control towers in the future.
Under the Oberstar amendment, the 26
airports covered by the provision would
not receive retroactive funding for the
construction of their towers which
were built without any expectation of
Federal funding.

Mr. Speaker, I support this open rule,
and I support the gentleman from Min-
nesota’s amendment; and I strongly
urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve balance of my
time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding me this time,
and I appreciate her management of
this rule. I also want to compliment
my friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), for pointing
to the fact that we have proceeded with
an open-amendment process here. Obvi-
ously, if we look back at September 11,
and a great deal of time has been fo-
cused understandably talking about
the tragic circumstances that sur-
rounded that day and all of the action
that we in this Congress and that
President Bush have taken to respond
to it, dealing with airport safety is a
very high priority.

And as we have looked at some of the
proposed regulations that have come
forward as it deals with small aircraft,
it seems to me that this legislation
which will deal with the challenge of
ensuring that we have the safety pre-
cautions taken and a degree of flexi-
bility for small airports is the right
thing to do. I think that we have been
able to move ahead with again, as I
said, an open-amendment process
which is right on target; and while I
oppose the Oberstar amendment and I
urge my colleagues to defeat it, I do
support the gentleman from Min-
nesota’s (Mr. OBERSTAR) right to offer
that amendment.

As we look at this extremely chal-
lenging time, there are a lot of small
airports that have been unable to take
advantage of the AIP funding, and this
legislation will provide that oppor-
tunity for utilization of those very im-
portant funds.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this rule, oppose the Oberstar amend-
ment which will be considered under
the open-amendment process; and after
we defeat that amendment, support
this very important legislation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to first off
rise in support of the Oberstar amend-
ment, which I think is a very wise leg-
islative proposal to protect these dol-
lars against being used retroactively;
and after an agreement has been
reached and a deal struck, a deal
should be a deal. I also, though, want
to express my concerns about the air-
port improvement program, the way it
is run by the FAA and how it impacts
on local communities. There is a com-
munity airport in my district in Mont-
gomery County, Pennsylvania, called
Wings Field. It has been there for
many, many years; and it is a commu-
nity asset. As a county commissioner,
when the private owners wanted to sell
it, I cooperated with my colleagues to
try to create a county authority to buy
it so that we could keep it as a commu-
nity asset and as a valuable transpor-
tation program, an asset in our subur-
ban county outside of Philadelphia.
The community was concerned about
that, did not want it to go into public
hands, and that authority was dis-
banded.

The pilots that were using Wings
Field then bought the field themselves
and have undertaken some improve-
ment programs which I think were
meritorious. Specifically, they applied
for an airport improvement program
grant and received it for about $3 mil-
lion to extend the runway, which I be-
lieve made the airport safer. It was
controversial in the community, but I
think it was the right thing to do.

The problem was that there was no
public discussion, that the owners, the
new pilot group owning the airport, ap-
plied to the FAA quietly without in-
volving the local township supervisors
who had been deeply involved in zoning
matters and such affecting this airport.

They did not tell the county commis-
sioners, the current board deeply in-
volved in the affairs of this airport, and
did not notify the Member of Congress,
myself, from the community; and I
have also been deeply involved in pro-
moting this airport. I am a friend of
Wings Field, but it has transpired that
this grant was approved without notice
in a way that generated great public
outcry.

Pennsylvania is a block grant State
when it comes to aviation dollars, and
we all thought and had been told that
any Federal money coming to Pennsyl-
vania would go through this block
grant program. There would be trans-
parency, and people would understand
when money was being applied for and
when money was being appropriated,
and there would be notice. These air-
port programs might still be controver-
sial, but there should be notice and un-
derstanding. That did not happen. The
ownership group applied directly to the
FAA and got $3.5 million to extend the
runway. The merits of that runway are
very real, but the process is terrible.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the com-
mittee will, next year, when I under-
stand from the ranking member of the
committee, the gentleman from Min-
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nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), that his com-
mittee will be dealing with FAA re-
newal and reauthorization, that the
committee will look at how the FAA
deals with the airport improvement
program.

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

Mr. HOEFFEL. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for raising this
issue.

In general it is a standing principle
that any AIP funds, any project that is
ATIP funded, must conform to the Fed-
eral rules and regulations, which in-
clude the public-hearing process.

Since this is a block grant program,
I think we would have to review the
conditions under which Pennsylvania
manages that program and may want
to amend the requirements in next
year’s reauthorization of FAA pro-
grams to ensure that States in their
block grant program comply with the
public notification issue that the gen-
tleman has raised here. I fully sym-
pathize with the gentleman’s position.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. There was an end-run
done here, and I hope that it will not
happen again.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER), the sponsor and author of
H.R. 1979.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time and for her fine statement on be-
half of the rule and the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have
the opportunity to speak on behalf of
this bill. I appreciate the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Mica) for
moving this bill through their com-
mittee so it could be brought to the
floor today, and I appreciate the hard
work of the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER) and the Committee on
Rules for providing the House with a
fair and open rule.

I introduced H.R. 1979 a year ago
after listening to the people who run
small regional airports in my home
State of Mississippi. A common con-
cern of the airport managers is that
their airports lack the necessary facili-
ties and equipment to guide commer-
cial jets and private planes safely. But
this is not just a worry in small-town
Mississippi. It is commonplace
throughout America. Smaller airports
depend on Federal money provided
through the airport improvement pro-
gram, AIP, for capital improvements.

However, the program that is de-
signed to improve the safety and effi-
ciency of our national aviation system
does not allow airports to use AIP
money to construct and equip control
towers, and that is what this bill is
about today. The bill before us today
corrects this situation by giving our
airports the option to use their AIP
funds to construct or equip contract
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control towers. If more airports are
able to use the most up-to-date safety
equipment, accidents will be prevented
and lives will be saved. Air traffic con-
trollers will be able to verify the posi-
tion of planes all over America, not
just around the airports at larger cit-
ies.

Unfortunately, there are many exam-
ples of the type of accident we are try-
ing to prevent today. On February 8,
2000, over Zion, Illinois, two planes col-
lided, crashing into a residential area.
All of the passengers were killed. De-
bris from the accident fell on residen-
tial streets and the Midwestern Re-
gional Medical Center where the win-
dows were blown out and two hospitals
workers were burned. At the time of
the accident, the controllers at the
Waukegan Airport directed traffic
based only on the pilots’ reports of
their locations. A student pilot re-
ported on her position inaccurately,
and the controllers had no way to con-
firm her position. After a study of this
accident, the National Transportation
Safety Board issued a report on April
27, 2001, stating, ‘“‘Preliminary findings
indicate if the Waukegan tower had
been equipped with a terminal radar
display at the time of the accident, the
controller could have confirmed the pi-
lots’ position reports and established a
more effective sequencing plan, there-
by preventing the accident.”

However, the equipment the National
Transportation Safety Board said the
airport needed is very expensive. It is
just the type of safety precautionary
equipment for which the AIP program
should be utilized. This legislation will
make that possible.

Since this and other accidents, many
airports have found room in tight
budgets to equip their control towers
with terminal radar displays. But this
is not an option for airports which do
no even have a tower yet.

On June 23, 2000, 2 and a half miles
from the Boca Raton, Florida, airport,
a Learjet collided with a stunt plane,
killing four people. Wreckage of the
planes fell on a heavily populated golf
course and community. At the time of
the accident, neither pilot was talking
to controllers to verify their respective
positions because the airport did not
have a tower to house an air traffic
controller.

While the most important goal of
this legislation is to improve safety in
our skies, there are additional benefits.
Building and equipping more control
towers will provide relief for our con-
gested air traffic system as more re-
liever airports are created, and rural
communities will be more attractive
for economic development prospects as
air travel opportunities increase.

This commonsense legislation does
not direct more money to any par-
ticular airport. All the bill does is give
airports more options to use funds
which they are already going to receive
from the Federal Government.

I expect a good portion of the debate
today will be about an amendment
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which I expect the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) to offer. It
is my understanding the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee plans to offer
an amendment which would strike a
portion of the bill concerning possible
reimbursement for airports which have
built and equipped their control towers
since October 1996. I urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment.

The purpose of this section in the bill
is to provide support to airports that
depleted their reserves or increased
their bonded indebtedness to provide
an optimum level of safety and secu-
rity at their airports. During a time
when regional airports are struggling,
removing debt or replenishing reserves
would allow airports to complete
projects that are not AIP eligible or to
comply with unfunded Federal security
mandates, thereby further enhancing
security and safety at airports. This is
a budget-neutral position which will
not direct any money to any airports.
All the section does is give airports the
ability to reimburse a portion of their
expenses with a cap of $1.1 million. Of
the only 21 airports which will be eligi-
ble for reimbursement, most will not
even be able to reach the $1.1 million
cap since many of the airports utilize
funding streams which are not eligible
for reimbursement.

During the debate, the ranking mem-
ber may argue that the reimbursement
provision of this legislation will nega-
tively affect the safety of the national
airport system. I believe nothing could
be further from the truth, Mr. Speaker.
The 21 airports that have built towers
have been proactive in providing the
same level of safety at their regional
airports as the large hub airports pro-
vide, and in the process have enhanced
security of the national airport sys-
tem.
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I believe these airports should be re-
warded for their proactive consider-
ation. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Oberstar amendment which
would strip this valuable portion of the
legislation.

In closing, I look forward to the de-
bate. Once again, I thank the Rules
Committee for a fair rule. I look for-
ward to the enactment of this legisla-
tion, which will increase safety for all
Americans. I urge a vote in favor of the
rule and in favor of H.R. 1979.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I listened with great interest
to the remarks of the chairman of the
Committee on Rules and the remarks
of the gentleman from Mississippi.
Were it not for the reimbursement pro-
vision, I would say, this bill would not
be on the Union Calendar. We would
have disposed of it on the suspension
calendar. We could have even brought
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it on unanimous consent. But because
of an egregious provision that the Law
and Order Caucus, ordinarily on the
other side of the aisle, would not sup-
port, we have to take this up in the
current procedure, and, that is, the re-
imbursement provision. It is really
akin to the painter who comes up to
your front door, paints the door and
says, Look what a great job I did. It
was in such bad shape. It was a ter-
rible-looking front door. Now it looks
wonderful. Pay me. There was no con-
tract. There was no agreement. Every
one of the 20 or 21 airports that will be
windfall beneficiaries of this provision
in the bill knew what they were get-
ting into, I say to the gentleman.

We discussed this when the gen-
tleman first proposed this before he
even introduced his bill a year ago. I
am for the purposes of your legislation
except for the reimbursement. They
signed a contract with the FAA. They
knew what they were getting into.
They knew they had to build a tower in
order for the FAA to operate that
tower. It is not right to come back and
say, Oh, gosh, why don’t you reimburse
us for being good guys and building
this tower even though we knew it was
our obligation, even though we knew
we had to pay for it.

What this amendment is going to
allow is these airports to reach out
into the future, into the entitlement
that we provided for small airports in
AIR-21, and I was a proponent of it, to
give small airports an entitlement.
Over many years we had expanded the
funding available for small airports
going back to the passenger facility
charge of 1990 where large airports had
to yield half of their entitlement funds,
50 cents, their entitlement for every
dollar of PFC that then went into a
small airport development fund, to in-
crease the amount of money going out
to upgrade airports at the end of the
spokes in the hub-and-spokes system of
aviation. That amounted to an $800
million set-aside for small airports
every year from 1990 forward.

In addition to that, I said, Fine. We
ought to have an entitlement now for
small airports because some of them
are not getting that money. That is
$150,000 a year. Those airports, at $1.1
million average, will soak up 7 future
years of their entitlement money. Then
what is going to happen, those airports
are going to come back to their Mem-
bers of Congress and say, Goodness,
we’ve run out of money. Can you help
us get more funds? Are we supposed to
then bail them out twice?

They agreed to this provision. The
basic bill is prospective. It says, in the
future we will fund these kinds of
projects on a request basis. But we
should not go back in time and pay for
something that an airport agreed to do
on their own. The airport program has
limited dollars, limited funding. It is a
cooperative program. The Federal Gov-
ernment, State and local each has to
do their part. The part of the small air-
ports and the airport authority was to
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get an agreement. If they could not
comply, if they could not meet the ben-
efit-cost standard, then they had to go
and build the tower themselves and the
FAA comes in and operates that tower.
They are not shouldering the whole re-
sponsibility themselves. The Federal
Government, the FAA, is paying for
the operation of that tower and the air
traffic controllers.

Absent the reimbursement provision,
which is simply a windfall benefit, un-
justified, the rest of the bill is good, is
needed, will serve security and safety
enhancement and capacity needs in the
future. But we ought to defeat that
provision of the bill. Under any other
circumstance, I cannot imagine any
other Member of this body supporting
something like that. We do not do it in
the Corps of Engineers, we do not do it
in the Federal highway program, and
we ought not to be doing it in the
small airport program.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MicA), my distinguished
colleague and classmate and the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding time to me.

First of all, I want to speak on the
rule. That is what this particular issue
is about, the resolution before us to de-
bate this important piece of legisla-
tion. I want to commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules, and the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE), my classmate. We were
elected together. We served at times
under a regime when rules were not
open, when you did not even get an op-
portunity to present in a fair manner
your opposition. I commend both the
gentleman from California and the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio for their oper-
ation of a Rules Committee that gives
everybody a fair opportunity to be
heard.

As we have heard the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR), say, this is a fairly
noncontroversial measure. It is an im-
portant measure because it does ad-
dress safety at our small airports. We
heard the sponsor of the legislation,
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER), cite instances where unfortu-
nately many of our aviation accidents
are at small airports that do not have
one of the most important features,
which is an air traffic control tower, in
their facilities. It is an important
issue, and it would be noncontroversial
except for one or two possible amend-
ments. The most difficult of those
amendments, which has again been
given an opportunity to be heard here
on the floor in open fairness and de-
bate, is the Oberstar amendment.

But let me speak just a moment
about the legislation. The legislation
was crafted in a very fair and reason-
able fashion, I believe, and that is to
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provide assistance to these small air-
ports to put in part of their facility.
Runways may be important and safety
lights may be important and other in-
frastructure improvements at our
small aviation and general aviation fa-
cilities may be important; but, Mr.
Speaker, there is nothing more impor-
tant than an air traffic control tower.

This particular legislation makes
possible using basically entitlement
money, aviation improvement fund
moneys which are available, some of it
is capped for smaller airports, some of
it is based on passenger revenue for
other commercial facilities, but that is
money that really is an entitlement to
these local airports to use in an op-
tional manner. This is an option in the
manner in which they think is best and
best serves safety purposes. Certainly
nothing can be a bigger safety measure
than an air traffic control tower. That,
we all agree upon.

The issue that is in debate is whether
those small communities who have
dipped into their own pocket and taken
the initiative to make a major safety
improvement and expend their own
funds can make a determination as to
whether they want to use their future
funds which they are entitled to, any-
way, for reimbursement. What could be
a fairer presentation? And not to cut
off these communities who have taken
an initiative, who have looked out for
the most important interest, and that
is the safety of the pilots and the air-
craft and passengers coming into these
smaller airports. Nothing can be a bet-
ter utilization of funds. Why should we
as Congress, why should we in Wash-
ington tell these communities what
they can do with their funds when they
already have the option of spending
them in any manner in which they
make the improvement?

The Members that may be listening,
Mr. Speaker, from Arizona, from Cali-
fornia, from Colorado, from Florida,
from Georgia, from Idaho, from Illi-
nois, from Indiana, from Kansas, from
Louisiana, also from Minnesota, from
Mississippi, from Missouri, from New
Hampshire, from Oklahoma, Pennsyl-
vania, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wisconsin and
other States will be entitled to use
their funds for this. Why should we pe-
nalize those from the States of Texas,
Kansas, Arkansas, North Carolina,
Maryland, Florida, Wyoming, Arizona,
Connecticut, North Carolina, Ohio,
Georgia, Oklahoma and others who
have taken the initiative? This is a
fairness issue. This is not an egregious
misuse, as we have heard it termed, of
funds. It is a fairness issue to all the
Members and to all the local commu-
nities and to safety improvements in
these small airports across our Nation.

The rule is fair. It could not be a fair-
er rule, to take time to debate this
issue on which we disagree. We agree
on the larger part. I have worked with
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR). He is one of the champions
in the House of safety and the trans-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

portation improvements, infrastruc-
ture improvements across the Nation.
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LiI-
PINSKI), the ranking member, he does
an excellent job working together. We
disagree on this one issue. I view this
as a fairness issue. I view this as a
Washington knows best, knows all and
will-tell-you-exactly-how-to-do-it
issue, and that is not fair.

Let us be fair. I think we need to op-
pose the Oberstar amendment. We need
to first pass this rule which again al-
lows for open, free, fair debate. Again I
commend the Rules Committee on
that. I ask first that we pass the rule
and then that we oppose the Oberstar
amendment and that we allow again
local governments to do what they
know is best and that is make those
safety improvements and not be penal-
ized for having made good decisions in
the past.

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

I just want to respond to something
that the gentleman from Florida said.
He praised the Rules Committee for the
new openness and condemned past
rules that have been more restrictive.

I just want to say to the gentleman
that wait until the next rule that is
coming up on the Trade Adjustment
Act. It is probably one of the most re-
strictive, antidemocratic rules that I
think I have ever seen in my life. It is
so restrictive and so strange, in fact,
that the distinguished chairman of our
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, last night said that what the
committee was doing was unprece-
dented.

I hope that given the fact that the
gentleman has expressed his support
for open and more democratic rules,
that he will be on the floor fighting the
defeat of that rule when it comes up
later today.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. MICA. I appreciate what the gen-
tleman said. Possibly he views this rule
in a different light. The gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) and I were here
in a different era and we saw much
more oppressive operations of the
Rules Committee.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I reclaim my time.
You ain’t seen nothing yet until you
have seen the rule that is going to
come up this afternoon, believe me.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise in favor of
this rule. It is a breath of fresh air that
we are getting this Kkind of fair and
open rule from the Republican major-
ity. But I also rise to support the
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
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STAR), the ranking member, which
seeks to prevent the diversion of funds
from the Airport Improvement Pro-
gram.

Like the ranking member, I am not
opposed to the underlying provisions of
the bill, which seek to expand the eligi-
bility of the AIP program to include fu-
ture construction of contract towers. I
am, however, opposed to allowing air-
ports to be reimbursed for work that
has already been completed by airport
improvement entitlements that are due
for others in the future.

As a matter of equity, the 26 airports
that would be eligible for reimburse-
ment had no reasonable expectations
that Federal funds would cover con-
struction of their contract towers. If
we now allow these airports to recover
their costs under this AIP program, it
sends the message to other airports
that any contract fairly entered into
with the FAA can be overturned when
they get ready, if they can muster the
support in Congress. So it is a matter
of principle.

I also understand that the 26 airports
that are eligible to be reimbursed have
an estimated $252 million in safety, se-
curity and capacity needs. If future air-
port improvement entitlements are di-
verted to work on contract towers that
have already been completed, these 26
airports could face a major funding
shortfall in the future.

Essentially what this amendment
seeks to do is prevent these 26 airports
from double-dipping from their short-
sighted attempt to mortgage their fu-
ture. I ask my colleagues to support
the Oberstar amendment and to oppose
final passage if the Oberstar amend-
ment is not adopted.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
am very pleased to yield such time as
he may consume to the distinguished
gentleman from Montana (Mr.
REHBERG) a freshman Member of this
body and a great addition, as well as a
member of the Subcommittee on Avia-
tion.

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague very much for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to stand today in
favor of the rule, I think it is a fair
rule, but definitely in opposition to the
Oberstar amendment.

Let me lay out a scenario for you. I
do not know about the other 25 airports
that are under consideration, but I can
tell you about one in the State of Mon-
tana. Over the course of the years, and
we can debate whether it is because of
mismanagement of our forests or what-
ever you want, we have more forest
fires than we ever had before. Starting
in 1988, we have had practically a forest
fire every single year, and, in fact, in
the year 2000, we got up to 1 million
acres of Montana burned. This last
year Glacier Park was on fire.

We have an airport called the Glacier
International Airport mnear Glacier
Park, it is in Kalispell, Montana, that
has 100 airplanes that fly every day. We
are not talking about small planes, we
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are talking about large planes, because
it is a destination point.

Unfortunately, during the fire season
that increases to 200 a day. And what
are the other 100? They are bombers,
they are tankers, they are helicopters.
Now, envision for a minute, you are in
the mountains, you are at 10,000 feet,
you are flying around as a private
pilot, and you have got helicopters and
bombers going around dropping their
retardant, going back to the airport,
going up in the air, going back to the
airport, going up in the air, and you
are a traveler in the middle of all of
this. And do you know what happened?
They did not have a tower. The Federal
Government would not help them build
a tower.

So this last year, finally, after all
these years of fires, this small commu-
nity came to the conclusion, for the
safety of the air traveler and because
the Federal Government was not help-
ing them, they would go ahead and tax
themselves to build this tower.

Now, what were they using for a
tower before? Every time these fires
started, the Forest Service and the
FAA would bring in a trailer, and the
FAA would charge the Forest Service
for this trailer. So this community not
only made the decision to increase
their own safety aspects, but they also
saved the Federal Government the
charges of having to bring that trailer
in every year, displace workers, try
and deal with the safety aspects of
fighting those fires.

It is only fair that we recognize the
construction costs of the safety aspect
of this small community, because it is
something that the Federal Govern-
ment did not do and they did for them-
selves.

So, if nothing else, if you are looking
at it from a fiscal standpoint. If you
are trying to save the Federal Govern-
ment some dollars, this small commu-
nity, by having built this control
tower, did, in fact, save the money.
They should be reimbursed for it, and
then they ought to be patted on the
back for taking the initiative to save
lives, rather than slapped in the face
by the amendment that is a one-size-
fits-all, and it might fit the other 25,
but it certainly does not fit the case
that I have laid out today.

I thank the gentlewoman for this op-
portunity. I hope we will pass the bill,
I hope we will pass the bill offered by
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER), and I hope we will defeat the
Oberstar amendment.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure and the ranking Democrat
on the Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

First of all, I want to say I agree
with about 99 percent of this bill, but
there is 1 percent of the bill I do not
agree with, and that, of course, is the
portion of the bill that gives a reim-
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bursement to these airports who built
towers, knowing full well that the Fed-
eral Government was not going to pay
for the construction of these towers.

In AIR-21 we passed the law saying
that if a local airport, a small local
airport, wanted to build a tower, the
Federal Government would then pay
for the contract air traffic controllers.
That was the law. That is still the law
today.

What we are doing here really is
changing the rules of the game after
the game has been played. These local
small airports signed an agreement
with the FAA saying that they would
build the local tower with their money,
knowing full well they would never get
reimbursement for it, if the FAA would
pay for the contract air traffic control-
lers. That is what has happened.

These small airports receive about
$150,000 a year from the AIP fund. If we
grant them reimbursement, they will
be spending their AIP money for the
next 7 or 8 years on something that
they constructed a number of years
ago.

The worst part of this piece of the
legislation is the fact that these same
airports have requested $258 million in
security improvements because of 9/11.
If we do not pass the Oberstar amend-
ment, that means that these airports
will not be able to make any security
improvements, which they contend
they need to the tune of $258 million,
until they have been fully reimbursed
for their towers that they never had
any expectation for being reimbursed
for. So, to me, the most reasonable,
practical, fair thing to do is pass the
Oberstar amendment.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN), another member of the
Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to rise
today in support of this legislation and
of the rule. It is unusual for those of us
who are Members of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure to
be here today in controversy. We al-
most always resolve our differences be-
fore we reach the House floor, and in
this case we were unable to do so.

Unlike the gentleman from Illinois, I
find support for 100 percent, not just 99
percent, but 100 percent of this legisla-
tion, and in particular I would like to
highlight the importance of the con-
tract tower program to places across
the country, especially places in rural
America where contract tower services
provide the only air traffic control that
our passengers or airlines have.

An example is the community in my
district, Garden City, Kansas, popu-
lation approximately 30,000 people. It
has commercial service eastbound to
Kansas City, westbound to Denver, and
a general aviation component that is
significant as well. They are a contract
tower city, which means that the Fed-
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eral Government does not have to pay
for all of its tower services, and that
community made a decision, prior to
passage of AIR-21, in support of a con-
tract tower. The tower is built.

All this bill does, in addition to sup-
porting contract towers generally, is
allow places like Garden City, Kansas,
to utilize money that they would re-
ceive anyway. They are an entitlement
airport, will receive approximately $1
million of AIP funding, entitlement
funding, and they have the option, if
they so choose, unless the gentleman’s
amendment passes, they have the op-
tion, the flexibility to decide our high-
est priority is to pay for the contract
tower previously built.

It has $1 million coming to Garden
City’s airport regardless, and this leg-
islation that allows them to be reim-
bursed does not detract from any other
airport in the country. It does not take
any money from the airport in any
other community. It simply allows the
community of Garden City or any
other community that has built a con-
tract tower prior to the passage of
AIR~21 to use money they are going to
receive anyway for purposes of reim-
bursing the city for that contract
tower construction.

It is an issue that allows local units
of government, our local airports, the
flexibility to decide where their prior-
ities are, and does not take money
away from any other community. I do
not know whether my community
would choose that or not, but I believe
in that flexibility.

Support the rule, support the bill,
and oppose the amendment.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, just in
response to the previous speaker, we
are talking about $150,000 a year would
be the allocation. The towers cost over
$1 million. So you are basically talking
about 8 to 10 years of the allocation
that will be diverted from safety, secu-
rity and other issues for a retroactive,
unanticipated reimbursement for an
unqualified project.

Now, we could do this pretty broadly.
There is a whole lot of things airports
have done out there that were not
qualified that were expensive projects.
My city of Eugene is still paying for
their terminal expansion. Maybe we
ought to qualify those sorts of things,
because they did it before we author-
ized PFCs. We could change the High-
way Trust Fund to reimburse a whole
host of State and local projects that
are not currently eligible.

The point is there is a limited
amount of money to do an extraor-
dinary amount of work, and particu-
larly in these days we are very con-
cerned about the safety and security
issues. These airports, with this retro-
active, unanticipated dedication of
their AIP money for 8 to 10 years, a lot
of that work will not get done for 8 to
10 years. Yes, it will be a little bit of a
windfall they did not anticipate, but,



H3734

unfortunately, a whole lot of other
needs will go unmet, maybe critical se-
curity needs, which may lead to an-
other disaster.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN),
a member of the Subcommittee on
Aviation.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) for introducing H.R. 1979
for which I am a proud cosponsor. The
Small Airport Safety, Security and Air
Service Improvement Act would
change the law to allow small airports
to not only use their AIP money to
build a new or replacement FAA con-
tract tower, but also to use AIP funds
to equip their tower facilities.

This legislation is very important to
my rural Third District of Arkansas.
Currently I have three contract towers
in my district located at the Fayette-
ville, Springdale and Northwest Arkan-
sas Regional Airports. In addition, a
fourth airport in my hometown of Rog-
ers, Arkansas, has recently begun con-
struction on their tower. What is amaz-
ing is all of these airports are within a
30-mile radius of each other.

We have been blessed with a booming
economy in this part of the State, and,
therefore, we have a large volume of
business travelers. Rogers Airport is
the second busiest airport in the State
in terms of flight Operations, and
Northwest Arkansas Regional Airport
is the second busiest airport in the
State in terms of passengers. With four
very busy airports all within a very
close proximity, we have extremely
crowded airspace. Most of the flights
coming into my airports originate from
large hubs. The planes are passed from
FAA towers to airports that generally
do not even have radar screens.
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1979 would allow
the airports of the third district of Ar-
kansas who operate under a visual
flight rule to use their AIP funds to ac-
quire the terminal radar displays
which they so desperately need to mon-
itor the busy airspace. I fly home al-
most every weekend, and each time I
am thankful that my airports had the
visionary foresight to build contract
towers. They have increased air safety
exponentially with the addition of the
towers.

I fully support H.R. 1979, which would
give local authorities the ability to use
their AIP money to fund the construc-
tion, renovation, and equipage of their
contract tower.

Allowing airports to use their AIP
money for contract towers promotes
local control and advocates safety.
Who knows the needs of our airports
better than the local airport managers?
I hope all rural districts can benefit
from the contract towers as my dis-
trict has.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MIcA), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.

As we sum up the debate on the rule,
again, I think this is a fair rule, as the
major question under consideration,
the major amendment that will be be-
fore us has been given the opportunity
for full, open, fair consideration in a
responsible fashion by the Committee
on Rules. So I ask my colleagues to
support this, again, fair rule. If anyone
knows of any amendments that were
not allowed to be considered, come
forth now and speak, but otherwise for-
ever hold your peace, because this was
done in a fair and open manner.

The major amendment that will be
considered and the major controversy
on an otherwise noncontroversial bill
is again the question of reimburse-
ment. I cannot think of anything more
classic than this issue. This has been
the debate since the beginning of this
Republic, and that is how much power
should be made in Washington, if
Washington knew best or local people
knew best.

Did my colleagues hear the plea of
the last freshman representative, the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
B00ZMAN)? He came up and he said that
the local representatives, the local peo-
ple knew best what to do with their
funds. That is the basic question here:
Do local people know how to use their
funds?

Then we heard someone from the op-
posing side say, ‘‘use up all of ‘their’
money.”” That is really what we are
talking about. It is their money, and
letting them make their decisions, and
tie up their funds, again using the term
used by the other side, for 8 or 10 years.
Well, heaven forbid that Washington
should let local representatives, local
elected officials, and local commu-
nities decide on how to use their
money.

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, if I have
enough time, I will respect the gentle-
man’s request; but let me finish, be-
cause I am on a very good roll here.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is; I can see that. That is
why I wanted to talk with the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, we also
heard from the other side ‘‘unqualified
project.” I wrote it down and I put
quotes around this, ‘“‘to fund and pay
for an unqualified project.”

Now, if anyone knows of any air traf-
fic control tower that has been built,
again, we heard the other side say that
they are built with FAA approval, if
they know an unqualified project, I
want them to come forward and
present it before the House at this
time, because it is my understanding,
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and again the other side has said that
these are FAA-approved towers, and
they would have to be FAA-approved
towers to be built for air traffic control
purposes, but they were termed as ‘‘un-
qualified projects.” I think that is un-
fair, because a local community has
produced a qualified project, taken a
local initiative, and then they want to
decide what to do with their money in
the future. If it is to pay off the wise
decision that they made in the past,
why should we in Washington stand in
their way?

Then, one other issue that was
brought up here about the use of AIP
funds from the distinguished ranking
member on the subcommittee, and he
said, this could harm the use of AIP
funds for security improvements. Well,
I say to my colleagues, we are in very
bad shape if we use all of our AIP funds
when Washington dictates for security
improvements and require local gov-
ernments to make those improvements
in these local communities.

Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to the
amount of time remaining on this side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). The time of the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) has expired.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I have much
more, and I am sorry I did not get to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) so that he can
engage in and continue the discussion.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to inquire of the distin-
guished chairman if he believes in the
sanctity of contracts. When one signs
an agreement, when one signs a con-
tract, does one live up to it?

Mr. MICA. Yes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. And I think
that happened here, as the gentleman
full well knows.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, this is a question of
paying for the contract.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, let us
throw out all of the other extraneous
matters. These airport authorities
signed an agreement with the FAA.
This is not about Federal dollars, local
dollars, who is in charge or whatever.
They signed an agreement that said
they will build the tower; the FAA will
operate that tower. They entered into
it, full well knowing that they had to
pay that cost.

Now, we are about to give them a
windfall benefit. That is not right, and
the gentleman knows that.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would agree with
the gentleman, and they have signed
that contract, they have made that im-
provement. But I think that they are
also entitled to take their money for
the future and pay off any obligations
that they have incurred.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, that is what the un-
derlying bill does, and for the future,
but not for the past.

Mr. MICA. And we do not want to pe-
nalize them for their past positive ac-
tions.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. No. We want them
to live up to their contract. That is the
point.

Furthermore, the reason that the
tower was not approved to be built
with FAA funds is that it did not meet
FAA benefit cost requirements.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding on this
question of a contract, because I think
that is going to be the subject of a lot
of debate during his amendment.

There is no question that we can hold
these people to this contract; but I
think the question for this House is, is
it fair to hold to a contract under the
law as it was, an airport that did the
right thing, that said, we are going to
do what is necessary for public safety?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, they entered into an
agreement fully knowing what that en-
tailed; and if the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi and I enter into an agreement
for me to buy his car, and I come back
and say, gee whiz, I paid too high a
price for that car; can the gentleman
cut it back? The gentleman would say,
wait a minute, you agreed to that
price. Pay me the price.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I am not
sure that analogy is exactly correct.

I would just say this. The gentleman
is exactly right. We have the weight of
the Federal Government, and we can
hold them to that contract if we want
to. I do not think it is fair, and I think
that is what the majority of the com-
mittee was saying.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it is fair because, in
the first place, that tower cannot qual-
ify for the tower program. It did not
meet the benefit-cost analysis. The air-
port authority knew it, and said, we
will build the tower, and you operate
it, Federal FAA; and that is what is at
issue.

For the future, going forward, I think
the underlying bill is appropriate, and
I told the gentleman that a year ago.

Mr. WICKER. Well, that is what we
will have the debate about on the Ober-
star amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, it will
be on a high principle that will affect
all of future transportation issues
within the purview of this Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, can 1
inquire of the Speaker how much time
is remaining on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) has 8 minutes remaining,
and the time of the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) has expired.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time, and I think
I am going to close then.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure has
a long history of working together to

produce bipartisan legislation. The
ranking member of the committee, the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Aviation, has only one problem with
an otherwise good bill. This bill in-
cludes a provision that is nothing less
than a government windfall for a small
number of airports. These airports
never expected, nor sought, Federal
funding for building these towers. In
fact, these airports explicitly agreed
not to seek Federal funds. This should
be a good bipartisan bill, and it still
can be if we enact the Oberstar amend-
ment.

So I would urge my colleagues to
support the rule, which is open; to sup-
port the Oberstar amendment and, if
the Oberstar amendment fails, I would
urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on the
final passage of this bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
having been yielded, without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
resolution.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 240]

The

Evi-

YEAS—419
Abercrombie Boswell Crane
Ackerman Boucher Crenshaw
Aderholt Boyd Crowley
AKkin Brady (PA) Cubin
Allen Brady (TX) Culberson
Andrews Brown (FL) Cummings
Armey Brown (OH) Cunningham
Baca Brown (SC) Davis (CA)
Bachus Bryant Davis (FL)
Baird Burr Davis (IL)
Baker Burton Davis, Jo Ann
Baldacci Buyer Davis, Tom
Baldwin Callahan Deal
Ballenger Calvert DeFazio
Barcia Camp DeGette
Barr Cannon Delahunt
Barrett Cantor DeLauro
Bartlett Capito DeLay
Barton Capps DeMint
Bass Capuano Deutsch
Becerra Cardin Diaz-Balart
Bentsen Carson (IN) Dicks
Bereuter Carson (OK) Dingell
Berkley Castle Doggett
Berman Chabot Dooley
Berry Clay Doolittle
Biggert Clayton Doyle
Bilirakis Clement Dreier
Bishop Clyburn Duncan
Blagojevich Coble Dunn
Blumenauer Collins Edwards
Blunt Combest Ehlers
Boehlert Condit Ehrlich
Boehner Conyers Emerson
Bonior Cooksey Engel
Bono Costello English
Boozman Coyne Eshoo
Borski Cramer Etheridge
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Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
F