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(Mr. BERRY), the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. LAMPSON), the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS), and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER) as
we have tried to lay out before the
American people the issues to let them
have the choice and the decision as to
deciding who is on your side on these
critical issues. We are going to con-
tinue to work to get the job done for
the American people.
f

THE REPUBLICAN CANDIDATE FOR
PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the opportunity to spend a
few minutes this afternoon discussing
the situation we face ourselves today
in terms of dealing with the home-
stretch of the year 2000 election. There
is, I understand why we have seen in
many expressions of public attitude, a
sense of confusion. We have heard the
Republican candidate for President,
Governor Bush, talk about his concern
about the gridlock and partisan bick-
ering here in Washington, D.C., trying
to make it some aspect of his cam-
paign, that somehow this would be an
advantage of his candidacy, somehow
either not knowing, caring or not being
honest with the fact that it is his party
that is not dealing with allowing par-
tisan solutions to come forward.

As is known to every Member of this
Chamber, there was a bipartisan solu-
tion to the issue of a Patients’ Bill of
Rights that was passed with over-
whelming Democratic support and a
number of Republican supporters as
well, a significant majority of this
Chamber. But unfortunately the Re-
publican leadership refused to allow a
fair and honest discussion of this pro-
posal to move forward and decided to
appoint members of the conference
committee who actually disagreed with
the overwhelming sentiment, the over-
whelming bipartisan sentiment of this
Chamber.
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In the area of efforts to reduce gun
violence, we had an historic oppor-
tunity last year when finally there was
a little glimmer in the United States
Senate where there were some provi-
sions that were passed that would have
been small steps towards reducing gun
violence, a huge concern for people
around the country.

One of those, the gun show loophole,
for instance, had bipartisan Senate
support, would have had an oppor-
tunity for passage here, but this legis-
lation has been bottled up in a con-
ference committee by the Republican
leadership that will not meet with the
Republican Senate leadership and bring
legislation to the floor of this Cham-
ber. That juvenile justice conference
committee has not met since last sum-

mer; not the summer of the year 2000
but since August of 1999, losing an op-
portunity to have a bipartisan solution
towards reducing the epidemic of gun
violence.

Perhaps nowhere is the stark dif-
ferences between the candidates more
clear than dealing with the area of the
environment, and I wanted to take the
opportunity today to have an oppor-
tunity to discuss these issues.

I notice that I am joined by my col-
league, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO), a senior member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, a senior member of the
Committee on Resources, someone who
has been involved with the issues of the
environment since he and I served to-
gether as local officials in Oregon more
than a decade ago. I am pleased to
yield to him at this time for some com-
ments about the environment, the year
2000 election, and the issues that are
facing us.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the area of
the environment is perhaps where we
find the most stark contrast both be-
tween the parties here in the House
and between the Presidential can-
didates. For a minute I would like to
turn to energy policy because this is
very much on the minds of my con-
stituents.

In the West, where there are long dis-
tances between towns and many of my
constituents live in rural areas, there
are no mass transit alternatives and
the high price of gasoline is a real
problem for my rural communities.
Here back, here in the East, where we
are stuck today, people are very con-
cerned about projected heating oil
shortages, huge run-ups in prices of
heating oil and, of course, the energy
industry not being particularly com-
petitive. The natural gas folks have
taken the opportunity to quickly jack
up the price of natural gas to follow
that of oil. So even if adequate supplies
are available for people in the East to
heat their homes during this coming
cold winter, the prices are going to be
considerably higher than last year.

So I believe it is worth examining,
particularly, the two candidates for
President on the issue of the future of
energy policy and how we got here.
How did we get into this pickle? Did we
not learn back with the gas crunch,
back in the 1970s, when people had to
stand in line and they had what, the
red and the green flags? And people got
in fights in lines for gas stations, and
you would have to get up two hours be-
fore you went to work to go sit in line
to buy gasoline for your car. It seemed
initially that the U.S. learned a lesson.

In the Carter administration, we
began a very aggressive policy of devel-
opment of alternative fuels, conserva-
tion, renewable resources; but it all
came to a screeching halt with the
election of Ronald Reagan. And unfor-
tunately, although the Clinton admin-

istration has tried to restore funding in
those areas, we have to remember that
for the last 6 years, 6 years, Governor
Bush likes to talk about well, why has
the Vice President not delivered on
this or that or that? Why has he not
done more on conservation renewable
resources, because he has been con-
fronted with a Republican majority
who is in thrall to the oil companies.
That is why. They do not want con-
servation renewables. They do not
want alternative energy development,
and it is really clear. If we just look at
this year’s budget, we would see that as
of this date, the Republicans have cut
renewable energy resource $106 million
below the President’s request in the en-
ergy and water bill, and passed a $211
million cut in the President’s request
for energy research in the Interior bill.

What is their solution? Well, we are
not quite sure. I mean, Governor Bush
and a number of prominent Repub-
licans have talked about drilling in the
Alaska National Wildlife Refuge.

Now let us set aside the issues of that
spectacular and distant place and the
potential for environmental degrada-
tion. Just look at the practicality of
what they propose. It is laughable. The
pipeline today, which is coming from
Prudhoe Bay, and I have been to this
area, is full. It is full. And it is pump-
ing oil as quickly as it can to the
coast, where it is being loaded as
quickly as they can on tankers. Now,
that should be of some help to us, par-
ticularly in the West. But guess what?
The Republicans passed legislation at
the request of two oil companies in 1996
to export all of Alaska’s oil.

They have a short memory. We made
a promise to the American people. The
American people paid for that pipeline,
and they were promised none of that
oil will go overseas. Guess what? Every
single drop is going to Japan and
China, where they are paying a lower
wholesale price than the same oil com-
panies are charging their refineries on
the West Coast for oil which they ob-
tained elsewhere, but profits are up 300
percent. So their solution is we should
drill in the Alaska National Wildlife
Refuge, I guess so we can export oil
more quickly to Japan and China.

I am not quite certain how that
helps, but that is the one thing that
Governor Bush has been able to say
about this.

It is clear he cannot say much more,
nor can the Republicans over there if
we look at the campaign and expendi-
ture reports: Massive contributions
from the oil industry. I mean, it is pen-
nies to the oil industry. Their profits
are up 300 percent; seven billion dollars
in the last quarter, an absolute record.
They do not want anybody to rain on
their parade, and raining on their pa-
rade means we do serious things in this
country for energy independence, for
conservation, renewable resources, fuel
economy standards, mass transit. And
time and time and time again our col-
leagues on that side of the aisle try and
kill mass transit. They are engaged
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right now in trying to kill off Amtrak,
becoming the only major industrial na-
tion on Earth without a passenger rail-
road.

They have sat back and delayed bet-
ter fuel economy standards. Do you
really believe Detroit cannot make
more economical automobiles? I really
think they could; but if they are not
forced to do it, well, why should they?
And our colleagues on that side of the
aisle have been very willingly working
with the oil companies and a few of the
automobile companies to set back
those standards. They do not want to
save oil. They do not want to save gas.
In fact, former Representative Cheney,
the Vice Presidential candidate, felt
that his job as the CEO of the
Haliburton Company, an oil explo-
ration company, was to drive up the
price of oil and he was engaged, as CEO
of that company, in colluding with the
OPEC countries and advising them to
restrict production to drive up the
price.

Of course, it helped his stock options
when he left the company. He said very
proudly in the debate with Senator
LIEBERMAN that he had not made his
dollars in the public sector; he made
them in the private sector. Well, guess
what? He was playing golf 5 years ago
as a lobbyist, a former Member of Con-
gress, with the CEO of Haliburton who
took a real liking to him. They had a
great time, a good round. He said, I
think you ought to take my job, Dick.
I am retiring. And he did. So he went
from a guy with a lot less than a mil-
lion bucks to a guy with many millions
by working for this oil company.

So we have to wonder, who is going
to dictate oil policy in the coming ad-
ministration?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
too was struck by that comment about
having made his money in the private
sector, not sullying himself with gov-
ernment. But is it not true that the
company for which he went to work
and some of the performance bonuses
that he has earned have been a result
of massive government contracts, for
example, with the military?

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, if the gentleman
would yield back, in fact, yes,
Haliburton had very large government
contracts; and I am certain being a
former Defense Secretary may have
helped a little bit there, but there is
also now some question being raised
about whether or not in carrying out
those contracts that there was some
impropriety. And, in fact, there are in-
vestigations ongoing on whether or not
the taxpayers were defrauded.

So not only was the gentleman given
a job which took him from being worth
not very much to being a multimillion-
aire in a very short period of time, in
conducting that job, his company was
doing business with the Defense De-
partment, where he formerly was head
of the Defense Department, and is now
under investigation for impropriety.
And, thirdly, of course, one way they
did raise their profits was by laying off

lots of American workers. So this is
really a record to brag about.

All that leads back to the point that
I was trying to make earlier, which is
the Governor of Texas came up through
the oil industry, has received massive
campaign contributions from the oil
industry. His Vice President worked in
an oil services industry and has become
a multimillionaire by dint of a very
short stint there and some very gen-
erous stock options and other pensions
and things. And their public articula-
tions are ridiculous on the issue of en-
ergy independence or getting down the
cost of fuel in this country, conserva-
tion or renewables.

They are proposing things that are
absurd. Drill ANWR to ship more oil,
which they support, to Japan and
China, I guess. Yeah, they need oil and
gas in Japan and China. I grant you
that. So I really have got to wonder
what the future would look like for
Americans if we find that Exxon, Mo-
bile, BP, Amoco and whatever the
name of the one giant oil company is
these days is sitting right there in the
White House. I do not think that that
is going to be a very pleasant future for
American consumers and people cer-
tainly need to think about that.

Not only is there an environmental
threat from not dealing with energy ef-
ficiency and conservation and renew-
able resources, which is very large and
goes to the issues of global warming
which they do not believe in, but there
is also an immediate threat to the
American public and to the American
consumers from the outrageous and ex-
tortionate prices that they are being
charged by the oil cartels under the ex-
cuse of restrictions with the OPEC
countries which Vice Presidential
nominee Cheney advised the OPEC
countries to do. But perhaps since he
gave them that advice when he was an
oil executive, if he becomes Vice Presi-
dent he will give them different advice
and tell them to raise production and
lower prices. We can only hope that he
will be more generous and enlightened
if he achieves office.

I would be happy to yield back to the
gentleman.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman referencing the issues that
we are facing regarding energy and
global warming. These are part and
parcel of the critical elements that we
are facing here in the year 2000 elec-
tion. I do not think it has been given
quite the currency that one would have
liked. But just again today on the edi-
torial page of The New York Times,
there was a reference to a new report
that is coming forward, the third re-
port from the group that was set up
after the Kyoto Accords to try and
monitor this, with over 50 recognized
experts now finding not only is the
consensus of scientific opinion stronger
than ever that we have, in fact, con-
tributed to the impacts of global warm-
ing that, in fact, it is accelerating but
that it may be actually worse than we
thought over the course of the next 100

years; that the increase in temperature
may be over 10 degrees Fahrenheit over
the course of the next century. And in
that context we are faced with a Re-
publican ticket that does not have a
program or a proposal dealing with
global warming.

In fact, George Bush, Sr., derided
Vice President GORE for his interest,
his concern and his leadership about
this issue. You may recall him being
dismissed as the ozone man in the 1992
elections.

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman
would yield on that a second, we might
note that this spring the depletion of
the ozone layer over Antarctica is the
worst in recorded history and extends
well up above parts of New Zealand and
Australia, and last summer for the
first time we had significant ozone
problems over the North Pole. So it is
extraordinary that anybody would
have derided someone for raising that
very serious issue, both of global
warming and ozone depletion, which is
so detrimental to the future of our
planet.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I would just
take just one brief pause here, reclaim-
ing my time, because I think it does
touch on another central issue of the
year 2000 election, and that is the in-
credible claim that is being made by
some that there is basically no dif-
ference between Vice President GORE
and Governor Bush in terms of which
of these gentlemen would be elected to
be President.
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In fact, I found it interesting that

there are some who are claiming, first
among them Ralph Nader, a gentleman
who for years I have watched, and I
have admired some of his work; just
right out of college, one of my first op-
portunities for public service was at a
local university where I had a chance
to play a small role in helping facili-
tate the Student Interest Research
Group in Oregon. I admired Mr. Nader
and some of the Raiders. But somehow,
to hear Mr. Nader suggest that people
should vote for him because there is no
difference between the two candidates
strikes me as outrageous. I think there
will be an opportunity in the course of
our conversation here to point out
some of those differences.

I note with interest that the Repub-
lican Party is now starting to use some
of the words of Ralph Nader. They are
putting on in effect ads for Nader, be-
cause they are hopeful that they can
use this to undermine the support for
the Vice President. I guess it is some-
thing that one has come to expect from
the Republican campaign; and sadly, I
am hearing from Mr. Nader that they
cannot quite distinguish the difference.
They are unaware of the difference be-
tween, or they are not willing to admit
the difference between the two gentle-
men on issues of reproductive freedom,
which has inspired the National Orga-
nization for Reproductive Rights,
NARAL, to have to take out ads point-
ing out the threat that would be posed
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to women’s right to choose her repro-
ductive health options. Governor Bush
does not support a woman’s right to
choose, versus the President in the
form of AL GORE who does, and the im-
pact that this would have on the deci-
sions for people that would be ap-
pointed to the Supreme Court.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, sometimes we
have to find a little humor in dire cir-
cumstances. I did see a cartoon which
is very illustrative of the difference be-
tween Governor Bush and Vice Presi-
dent GORE on appointments on the Su-
preme Court. It was a cartoon which
showed a Supreme Court made up en-
tirely of Justice Scalia and Justice
Thomas. Of course, Governor Bush has
said, and remember, his father thought
that Mr. Thomas was the most quali-
fied person for the job, and now, of
course, his son has said that he thinks
that Thomas, being loyal to his dad, I
guess, and Scalia are the shining lights
on the Supreme Court and he wants to
replicate them on the Supreme Court.
His appointments would be more
Scalias and Thomases.

Well, we can throw out a woman’s
right to choice with the first appoint-
ment of a Scalia or Thomas clone. With
the second appointment of a Scalia or
Thomas clone, we can throw out the
Civil Rights Act and a whole lot of
other very important Federal laws that
are based on Supreme Court decisions
that would be revisited by a very rad-
ical right-wing court, and that is inevi-
table under his stewardship as Presi-
dent.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
just reclaiming my time briefly, it is
interesting that people are talking
about the fluid political situation that
this Presidential election, it seems
that each poll shows jockeying around
the country and there are people look-
ing at whether or not they are ahead in
the electoral college or not, but clearly
it is a fluid situation and I think most
commentators believe in the next 10
days it could go either way. Certainly
we have watched the struggle for con-
trol of the House of Representatives.
Most pundits feel the House is very
much in play. Some even think that it
is possible that the Senate may change
hands, but certainly there is a momen-
tum toward the Democratic side over
there.

One thing that we have not talked
about is how much in play the third
branch of government is, the Supreme
Court, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s reference to the close nature of
many sensitive decisions. The Wash-
ington Post recently had an analysis of
the recently concluded term of the Su-
preme Court, where they analyzed 19
key decisions, and eight of the 19 deci-
sions were 5–4 decisions that could turn
on the appointment of, as the gen-
tleman says, one or two justices.

We have recently completed the long-
est period in 177 years without an ap-
pointment to the Supreme Court; 177
years have passed since we had this pe-

riod of over 6 years before an appoint-
ment. We have three over the age of 70
who are on the Supreme Court; we have
some who are cancer survivors. There
is, in all likelihood, significant changes
that are going to take place, and
whether it is dealing with the environ-
ment, a woman’s right to choose, civil
rights, as the gentleman mentioned, or
the balance between the Federal and
State governments, there are huge
issues that hang in the balance, and
perhaps at no time in our Nation’s his-
tory for the last 40 or 50 years has the
Supreme Court been so in potential of
having a dramatic shift.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, a lot of the
public does not focus on this on a daily
basis, and neither do I. I mean, the Su-
preme Court is that building over there
somewhere. But that is the bulwark we
have against bad legislation, bad laws
in this country. It is the bulwark we
have for our Bill of Rights, our pre-
cious individual liberties. Just re-
cently, snuck through the Congress in
the intelligence bill is an Official Se-
crets Act for the United States of
America.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I beg your par-
don?

Mr. DEFAZIO. An Official Secrets
Act. It was made part of the intel-
ligence bill which, of course, we cannot
read before we vote on it, and it was
put in it before anyone knew it was
there. They do have a special room
where you can go and read it if you
want, but you cannot talk about it, so
I do not go and read it. But they put in
a clause which would establish an Offi-
cial Secrets Act in the United States of
America. Not even just for national de-
fense purposes, but for anything that
any government bureaucrat who is
anywhere in the government who has a
stamp that says, classified, they can
stamp anything on their desk ‘‘classi-
fied,’’ and anybody who discloses it or
second- or third-hand prints it in the
newspaper or talks about it, even a
Member of Congress, would be subject
to criminal penalties.

Now, would we ever know about the
problems created at the Department of
Defense in acquisition or the problems
in other parts of the government if all
of the States could just be simply clas-
sified? So we are going to be turning to
the next Supreme Court unless we can
get this bill vetoed by the President
and sent back down here to strip out
the new Official Secrets Act. We will be
turning to the next Supreme Court to
see whether or not our precious lib-
erties maintain any sort of modicum of
control over the government. I mean
that is extraordinary. Just think about
it. It is not just the woman’s right to
choice. It is civil liberties, it is States’
rights, and in this case, it is free
speech. And these things are all impor-
tant.

Mr. Speaker, our current obscene
system of campaign finance came from
a bad Supreme Court decision. The
American people are pretty sick of

what is going on with the just unbe-
lievable millions and billions of dollars
this year, more than $1 billion, being
spent on the campaigns for elected of-
fice, and that is a result of a well
thought-out reform adopted after the
Watergate scandal being thrown out in
a bad Supreme Court decision. They af-
fect our everyday lives. It is important.
And to have Governor Bush say he
wants to have Scalia, Thomas, Scalia,
Thomas, Scalia, Thomas as the Su-
preme Court, and we look at their deci-
sions. It is going to be a very grim day
if we care about any of those things.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
briefly reclaiming my time, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s concern, and I
think we ought to note at this point
that it actually goes, of course, far be-
yond the Supreme Court. The Supreme
Court is the ultimate law of the land.
It does symbolically capture our atten-
tion; it is something we can focus on.
But, of course, as the gentleman well
knows, we rely heavily, in terms of our
work in the Federal Government, in
enforcement of rights from environ-
ment to choice to consumer protection;
it is a rare decision that gets to the Su-
preme Court.

Day in, day out, these are decisions
that are made in the Federal district
courts and circuit courts where there
has been a log jam that has been cre-
ated, and again, because the Repub-
licans in the Senate have refused to
move forward in a bipartisan way for
an appointment to lower-court posi-
tions. Oftentimes, these are incredibly
well-qualified people, where there is bi-
partisan support back home. But there
is a backlog now, and the floodgates
are going to be loose for the next ad-
ministration, and there will be hun-
dreds of judicial appointments that
will seize and control the character of
the judiciary for a generation to come.

I would note that we have been
joined by our colleague from the State
of Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY), and I am
happy to yield to her if she wishes to
continue the colloquy.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

As we look at this election and look
at what it means to people, I think
sometimes as we talk about in this
Congress, we have actually stopped a
lot of environmental riders. Well, what
are riders? What does that mean? What
does really affect people in their every-
day lives? All I have to do is look back
at the time when in 1994, 6 short years
ago, when Gingrich and gang took over
and some of the policies that they tried
to put into effect. I mean whether it
was doing away with our clean drink-
ing water amendments or our clean air
provisions and laws, and what does
that mean to real people.

Well, first of all, when we do not have
clean air and we have any kind of a
lung problem or one has asthma, I
mean, this is devastating to someone if
they do not have clean air to breath.
Look at the Bush record and look at
what has happened in Texas, and they
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have some of the worst air pollution in
the world. Well, if I have any kind of a
respiratory problem, I do not want to
live there. I want to make sure our
State and our Nation has clean air to
breathe. If we look at people’s every-
day health and how it relates to water,
would it not be a shame if one went to
the faucet, took a glass, filled it full of
water and said well, I really cannot
drink that. I have to buy bottled water
and the cost of that.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time briefly, I appreciate
the gentlewoman’s references to the
issue of clean air, because this is some-
thing research is showing is not just a
transitory problem. We have just had
published a report in Southern Cali-
fornia, which is now no longer the
smog capital of the United States.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. It used to be.
Mr. BLUMENAUER. That honor,

that distinction has been claimed by
Houston during the course of Governor
Bush’s term of office, that losing this
lung function over the course of a few
years becomes permanent. They have
been able to identify that the smog in
Southern California reduces the growth
of lung capacity 10 percent and makes
people more likely for a lifetime to be
hospitalized, for example, for asthma
attacks. When we look at the record of
Governor Bush in Texas, the smog
problems in Texas cities have actually
increased in the 6 years that he has
been governor.

Mr. Speaker, Texas ranks first in the
Nation in toxic air emissions from in-
dustrial facilities, discharging over 100
million pounds of cancer-causing pol-
lutants and other contaminants in the
air annually. Of the 50 largest indus-
trial companies in Texas, 28 violate the
Clean Air Act. Currently, the areas of
Houston, Galveston, Dallas, Fort
Worth, El Paso, Beaumont, Port Ar-
thur are in violation of Federal clean
air standards for ozone pollution. As I
mentioned, for the second year in a
row, Houston is the smog capital of the
United States, surpassing Los Angeles.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
when the gentleman talks about that,
again, we have to say well, so what, it
is the smoggiest place; but how does it
affect people? Well, asthma is now the
number one reason that children miss
school, the number one reason for ab-
senteeism in our schools today. That is
directly related to what the gentleman
was just talking about; it is our air and
whether or not it is clean air or dirty
air.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, it
strikes me that if Governor Bush was
concerned about that environmental
threat, we would have seen some mani-
festation of it, some energy, some pas-
sion.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. As Governor-
elect, Bush opposed new vehicle emis-
sions testing programs that had been
designed and contracted by the State
to implement the 1990 Clean Air Act.

He called it onerous and inconvenient.
As Governor in 1995, he worked out a
deal with his legislature to overturn
the centralized inspections, because it
was too inconvenient. Instead, the de-
centralized system, similar to the old
system except it costs more, the tests
were less accurate, and it was easier to
evade.

Now we are in a situation. Dallas, for
instance, is in noncompliance. His re-
sponse in the case of Dallas was to
argue with EPA to change how they
were testing the methodology, not
clean it up.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would continue to yield,
that is the interesting way to deal with
air pollution, of course, would be to the
change the standards. I think we can
actually expect in a Bush Presidency,
if there should continue to be a Repub-
lican Congress, that that would hap-
pen.

I remember the bad old days before
we had a Federal Clean Air Act, and as
a concerned graduate student at the
University of Oregon, went to a meet-
ing with people concerned about pollu-
tion from a local company. And this
was before we had a Federal law and
the representative of this rather large
company that is now known and adver-
tises widely for being environmentally
responsible was to say, that is the
smell of jobs, and if you do not like it,
we will move to Idaho, because they do
not care.

Mr. Speaker, that is what happens if
you dismantle strong Federal stand-
ards, which is exactly what we know
would happen under a Bush-Cheney
Presidency, if they had a compliant
Congress.

Let me just turn for a second for
clean water. We take it for granted.
Water is going to become one of the
most precious commodities in this cen-
tury. Wars will be fought over water
according to the CIA. In fact, we are
close to that in some parts of the
world. We are running out of potable
water. We take a lot for granted.

At the height of the Republican revo-
lution here, I sat on the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, we
had a markup that went on for 5 days.
We were working on a piece of legisla-
tion to reauthorize the expired Clean
Water Act. We went through amend-
ment after amendment, trying to fix
the problems with the law and lock
step, 100 percent of the Republicans
voted against us, the Democrats in the
minority, and that bill went through
the House.

And if Bill Clinton, if we had not had
a President downtown saying if that
bill gets near my desk, I will veto it,
shred it and destroy it, that probably
would have become the law of the land,
and it would have taken us back actu-
ally to the days when any industry
anywhere could dump.

This bill actually embodied a new
principle, and this is free market eco-
nomics. Anybody who wants to can
dump whatever they want in the water,

and the bill said the public would be
obligated if they wanted to use the
water for something other than a sewer
to clean it back up. It would have
taken us back to the 1950s and early
1960s when we had rivers here in the
eastern United States that actually
caught fire. A lot of people are too
young to remember that today. That
actually happened, the Cuyahoga River
and other rivers, they caught fire, they
were so polluted, they were so dead.

The Willamette River in our own
State was an open cesspool, and it is
only because of Federal laws that
many of these rivers have begun, begun
to restore their health.

We are not yet done with that jour-
ney, and it is going to come to a
screeching halt if not turning back the
clock with a Bush Presidency.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. If I may just re-
claim my time briefly, I want to just
follow up on one of the gentleman’s
points, because today many people
take for granted the protections of the
Clean Water Act. They take for grant-
ed some of the progress that came, as
the gentleman mentioned, at the ex-
pense of a lot of time, money, energy
and struggle.

One of the members of the ticket,
Secretary Cheney, who has a record
that he compiled as a Member of this
Chamber, and when we look back at
what his work is there, it gives us some
sense, perhaps, of his values and what
it brings to the Republican ticket.

Mr. DeFAZIO. A voting record is a
very good way to understand someone’s
future conduct.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. If we look at the
voting record of then-Representative
Cheney, he voted seven times against
authorizing clean water programs,
often as one of a small minority who
voted against authorization.

In 1986, he was one of only 21 Mem-
bers who voted against the override of
President Reagan of the appropriations
to carry out the Clean Water Act, one
of only 26 Members to vote against
overriding the veto of the Clean Water
Act, a lifetime record, according to the
League of Conservation Voters of 13
percent, one of the worst of that gen-
eration.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I am
going to go back to clean air for just a
minute. I know we have been talking
about clean water. I want to go back to
clean air for just a minute.

The gentleman was talking about the
voting record of Governor Bush or the
State he presides over, and the gen-
tleman talked about when the pollu-
tion went up in Dallas, not wanting to
do emission tests because it was incon-
venient and it was costly.

I had the privilege, I guess, of going
to school in Southern California for a
couple of years, and the first 2 months
I was at school, September and Octo-
ber, I was sick the entire time. I did
not know what was wrong with me.

Finally, I went to a doctor, then I
went to another doctor, because I had
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no idea why I felt so lousy. And then
one day, I woke up, and there were
mountains behind the college. I said,
where did they come from? A miracle
has happened. There are mountains
back here. We finally discovered it was
the air pollution that had made me
sick for 2 months.

Mr. Speaker, in our State, where we
do have mandatory vehicle emissions, I
go have those. And, yes, it is a little
bit inconvenient. It costs me some
money, but having had that experience
of what happens when you have dirty
air, I now gladly go and get my car
tested to make sure that I am driving
a car that does not pollute.

I just think that is what happens to
people every single stinking day that
you have that kind of air pollution.
People become sick, and it may be in-
convenient to go and get your car test-
ed, but let me tell my colleagues, it is
a lot more inconvenient to be sick, it is
a lot more inconvenient to be in the
hospital, and when you look at the
number of students that miss school
every single year because of their asth-
ma problems, I will tell my colleagues
it is well worth it. I cannot imagine
having a President who would not care
about our clean air.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. The comments
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms.
HOOLEY) is making in terms of her per-
sonal commitment to the environment,
actually, we know from survey re-
search that the American public is
willing to pay a little bit for clean air.
They are willing to pay a little bit for
clean water.

They know that investing in the long
run in the environment is something
that is important for their future and
their children’s future. That is why as
we look at the two candidates and com-
pare their performances, compare their
platforms and their ideals, looking at
the performance in the State of Texas
is so unnerving for me. Texas ranks
near the bottom of all the States in the
union in the investments that they
make to try and clean up the environ-
ment.

One would think that a large State
with such huge environmental prob-
lems would be maybe working a little
harder. But the State of Texas ranks
44th out of all the States in per capita
spending on environmental programs.

Mr. Speaker, they are the third worst
in the country for toxic water pollu-
tion. When we look at areas, for in-
stance, like open space and public
lands, the Bush-Cheney ticket has re-
sponded that maybe they would like to
undo some of the monument designa-
tions that we have seen this adminis-
tration step forward, but looking at
what they have done in the State of
Texas. Texas ranks 49th out of the
States in the amount of money it
spends on its State parks.

Governor Bush appointed a commis-
sion to look at those problems. I will
say that this is an area that has had bi-
partisan support around the country.
Republicans and Democrats in our

State support public space, open space,
parks.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. They have
done it with their dollars, by the way.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. They have
stepped up, they approved local initia-
tives. The gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO) is on the Committee on Re-
sources that has been working with the
interesting leadership of the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) to craft CARA, which is cur-
rently dead in the Senate, because the
Republican leadership will not allow it
to be voted on, that passed here over-
whelmingly with bipartisan support;
but in Texas, the governor appointed a
commission to look at it and then
would not support that commission’s
efforts to solve the problems.

They wanted to remove a cap on the
sporting goods tax to increase their
revenues. He did not support the pro-
posal. The measure died.

He created this task force and ig-
nored the request for additional fund-
ing. A year ago on the campaign trail,
Governor Bush did not even know how
to respond to a question about the
CARA legislation. He did not know
whether he supported it or not. He cer-
tainly has not added his voice to try
and break the partisan gridlock on the
part of the Republicans in the Senate
right now so he could get CARA
through this Chamber.

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman
would yield on that, there may be two
reasons for Governor Bush opposing
this wonderful new program that would
not have cost the American taxpayers
a penny to better take care of our pub-
lic lands, to enhance open space, ac-
quire park lands from willing sellers
with great private property protections
in the bill.

I think perhaps it goes back to where
we started our discussion, because this
thread runs through everything. Dirty
air down in Texas is principally due to
pollution by the oil industry.

The money for the CARA bill is
money that comes from lease charges
offshore oil and gas drilling. These are
public lands. These are public re-
sources. We exact a modest royalty
when the oil companies do not defraud
the taxpayers, for the extraction of
that oil and gas. And the law has said
for more than 20 years that that money
is supposed to flow to the acquisition
of open space, conservation, and park
lands. And it has not.

Finally, in a bipartisan basis, this
Congress came together and said
enough is enough. We are going to take
that money that is being paid by those
oil and gas companies, and we are
going to use it for the purpose for
which it is intended. We are not going
to steal it, and spend it on some other
part of the Federal Government or the
Pentagon or anything else.

Perhaps Governor Bush’s concerns
come back to the oil industry again,
since he made his fortune drilling rath-
er unsuccessfully for oil, but that is

not a prerequisite to making money in
that industry. Or Vice Presidential
nominee Cheney, who headed up an oil
services company that consulted with
the OPEC countries and got them to
successfully constrain production to
drive up the prices, also did well in the
industry.

If I could just reference one thing
from yesterday that many people
might have missed on the floor, we had
a debate over something called POGO,
not the comic strip; but POGO is the
scandal, where a number of oil compa-
nies defrauded the Federal Govern-
ment. That is, the taxpayers of the
United States, from paying their lawful
fees for the extraction of oil and gas
from Federal lands, from lands that
were owned by all the people of the
United States.

They essentially plea bargained to a
one half of a $1 billion settlement. We
do not know really how much they
stole; but they plea bargained to that.
But this Republican Congress has spent
all of its time trying to investigate the
people who blew the whistle, not the
oil company executives who defrauded
the American people of hundreds of
millions of dollars. But let us find and
get and harass those whistleblowers in
the Federal Government who exposed
this.

b 1600
Do we think that those whistle-

blowers would be able to keep their
jobs in a Bush-Cheney oil company ad-
ministration? I do not believe so.

So to say there is no difference be-
tween the candidates for President is
absurd, and particularly on all these
strains that can come back to the ten-
tacles of the oil industry which has had
the largest profits and the largest in-
crease in profits in its history in this
last quarter, gouging the Americans
every day at the pump, and is respon-
sible for many of the problems we have
talked about. Now we are going to put
their folks in the White House. I hope
not.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, going back
to talk about CARA for a minute and,
again, a program that really provides
open space, provides public lands,
makes sure that we take care of our
coastline and our coastal resources,
and, again, it does not cost the tax-
payers money because it comes from
the drilling offshore. I believe that pro-
gram, not only was supported in a huge
way here, in a bipartisan way, but sup-
ported by most of the Governors in the
states.

Now, I do not know, and maybe one
of the gentlemen know, whether Bush
supported that as Governor of Texas. I
am asking my colleagues that because
he keeps talking about, ‘‘well, I want
to work in a bipartisan way, and I can
get the job done.’’ I cannot tell my col-
leagues how many times I have heard
‘‘I can get the job done. I can go work
in a bipartisan way. I will get results.’’

I wish he would pick up the phone
and make a call to the Senate Presi-
dent and the Speaker of the House if he
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cares about that issue or any other
issue that we have been dealing with
here. I mean, we can go into real Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. He says he sup-
ports that, even though he did not.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, he ve-
toed it.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. He vetoed it,
right.

Mr. DEFAZIO. It came along without
his signature.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. But he says
he supports it. But I am just saying he
keeps talking about how he can get
this done in a bipartisan way. I wished
he would pick up the phone and call
some of these people.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate that sentiment.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
do my colleagues know if he supported
CARA?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, my
understanding is that he is now sup-
portive.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Oh, he did
not know about it. That is right, he did
not know about it. When all the other
governors supported it, he did not
know about it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Yes. In response
to a direct question, he was unable to
indicate whether or not he supported
it. He just did not know how to answer
that question, according to the San
Antonio Express News of June 15, 1999.

But having attempted to do some-
thing in Texas, falling short of the
mark, not supporting them, it would
seem this would be a classic oppor-
tunity if he now supports it, if it is
‘‘free money from the Federal Govern-
ment’’, and if he opposes ‘‘partisan
bickering’’, maybe he can intervene
and say something to the Republican
leadership so all it has to do is be voted
on. Because we all know, if it were
brought to a vote on the floor of the
Senate, it would pass overwhelmingly
because it is supported by the Amer-
ican public. It just makes too much
sense.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, do we need
to give him the phone numbers of those
people?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, it
is a concern. But it seems to me that
we take a step back and we look at the
approach that has been offered up.

We have talked a little bit about air
quality problems in the State of Texas,
which are substantial, and they are
getting worse as it relates to other
parts of the country. Governor Bush
has touted his voluntary program to
deal with over 700 factories that are
not meeting the air quality standards.
Many of these have been grandfathered
in.

The approach that was touted by
Governor Bush under legislation in
Texas over a year ago, Senate bill, S.
767, was basically voluntary compli-
ance. Well, in the face of this voluntary
compliance, the Texas Air Crisis Cam-
paign has gone back and looked at
what has actually happened in the
State of Texas.

Of these over 700 factories, only a
small number have stepped forward and
done anything. The total amount of
harmful air pollution from these few
dozen plants that are doing anything
at all has reduced harmful air pollution
by less than one-third of 1 percent. It is
an approach that I think is something
that most people would not be very ex-
cited about applied on the Federal
level.

But if we are going to have ap-
pointees that are drawn from the ranks
of the people that are supposed to be
regulated, if we are going to have a ju-
diciary that is populated with people
who are hostile to the notion of gov-
ernment regulation, we may be forced
to rely on this approach. I think the re-
port is such that it would be a sad one
in terms of actually producing results.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I could not find
this earlier in my notes. I know we
have covered a lot of ground here, but
there is so much to talk about that the
conventional press is not talking
about.

He mentioned the ties of Vice Presi-
dential nominee, former Representa-
tive, former Secretary of Defense,
former Halliburton Company execu-
tive, Mr. Cheney. Mr. Cheney, again,
was chief executive for a short 4 or 5
years of this oil services company. Dur-
ing that time, and he says, again, if we
recall, nothing to do with the public
the fact that they gifted him with $30
million for his tenure there, 5 years.

Well, their government contracts
during that time period doubled to $2.3
billion. Their two largest customers
were, surprise, the United States De-
partment of Defense. Former Secretary
Cheney of the revolving door managed
to get them contracts with the agency
which he headed until just a year or
two before that. They also had a con-
tract from the British Defense Min-
istry.

Then they raked in another $1.5 bil-
lion in government loans from the Ex-
port-Import Bank and the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation, up
from $100 million before Mr. Cheney
took over.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. But it had noth-
ing to do with the government, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, this is
the private sector making money off
the government. But that is his proud
record. I think that causes some grave
concern. I mean, not only as chief exec-
utive was he involved in colluding with
the oil ministers of the OPEC countries
and urging them to drive up the price
of oil, and he succeeded in that effort,
but, then after he finished raising the
price of our oil and gas by colluding
with OPEC, he then turned to the Fed-
eral taxpayers to greatly enrich his
company, and then to provide him with
a huge payoff as he left.

But, remember, he did take some
tough steps while he was there. He did
lay off several thousand American
workers. So he certainly deserved that

$30 million golden parachute when he
left. We can certainly understand that.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
it is probably a very small amount of
money compared to all the money he
brought in off of government.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, we
are reaching the last 4, 5 minutes of
our discussion here today. I did want to
accord the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Ms. HOOLEY) some time if she had
some concluding thoughts about the
impact of the 2000 election, the envi-
ronment and the choices that we are
faced.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I think this is, and people have said it
before, this is probably one of the most
important elections we will ever have.
It is interesting. I turned on the news
last night when I got home, and I
watched them talking to many people
who were undecided. One of the things
they said over and over again was,
well, there is not much difference be-
tween the two of them. Well, we like
one. We know he does not know much,
but we do not like his personality
much. So those were the kinds of infor-
mation that they were talking to the
press about. Or I do not know whether
I am going to vote.

I guess I want people to keep a couple
of things in mind as this election
comes up. First of all, one of the things
that makes this country so great is
that people participate. So voting is
absolutely critical. It is really all
about democracy. If we want to keep
this democracy going, then people real-
ly need to participate, and they need to
do that by voting.

Then I think they have to really
think through what a President does. I
mean, a President deals with the Con-
gress. They deal with policy that af-
fects everyday people’s lives, day in
and day out, whether it is if they can
go and afford their prescription drugs,
whether there is a safety net for them
with Social Security so that, when
they retire, if they do not have much
money, like my mom did. I mean, she
had $72 a month in her retirement plan.
She could not have survived without
Social Security.

It is the roads we built. It is making
sure that we keep our Nation free. It is
how they deal with foreign policy. It is
who appoints the Supreme Court. It is
who sets the policy, and are they look-
ing out for just a few people, or are
they looking out for all of us.

I want them to think very, very care-
fully about this election. I want them
to vote. But this decision is in their
hands about who is it that they want
for President, to think through the
kind of person they want as President
and the skills that person has to help
each person in this country.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, just on
the theme of voting, I hear many of the
same things that the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY) heard on tel-
evision last night from some of my own
constituents. The government is not
relevant to me. What you are doing is
not relevant to me.
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Well, a lot of times it is not. They

are right. The fact that we investigate
whistleblowers and not oil price com-
pany fixing or stealing money from the
American taxpayers, it is right, the
government is not relevant to their
concerns. It is not relevant, because
they did not vote. If one does not vote,
the government is going to be run by
the special interests who are funding
many of the campaigns. People must
vote. They have to go out and vote.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
think that is an appropriate tenor on
which to close our discussion, because
there are opportunities from coast to
coast for people to make a difference in
this election, because it is so close.

It seems to me that it is important.
It is one of the things I could not dis-
agree with Mr. Nader more strongly.
There is a huge difference between the
record of the most environmentally
sensitive Vice President since Teddy
Roosevelt, an administration that has
done an excellent job with the environ-
ment, not everything, maybe, that
some of us would want, but as my col-
leagues have pointed out, having to ac-
tually hold back the tide from an
antienvironmental Congress led by Re-
publicans who were not sympathetic.

It seems to me that this is an oppor-
tunity for Americans to look very
clearly at what they want in terms of
an administration that is going to gov-
ern, not just for 4 years, but is going to
determine a judiciary for a generation.

I would hope that people would, in
fact, focus on the difference between
performance and make a difference,
not pretend to send a message, but to
really take that vote in a way that will
make a difference in terms of the
President, in terms of the Congress, in
terms of providing the type of political
representation they want.

It seems to me that, when we have
the most competitive Presidential race
in 40 years, the most competitive Con-
gressional race in half a century, and a
situation, as I mentioned, we have not
seen with the Supreme Court in 177
years, and all of them converge at the
same time in this election, it is critical
for people to cast that vote carefully
because it is going to make a huge dif-
ference for them, their children, and
for generations to come.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and October 29 on
account of business in the district.

Mr. GREEN of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today after 11:00
a.m. on account of personal reasons.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. HILL of Montana, for 5 minutes,
today and October 29.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

f

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A bill and a concurrent resolution of
the Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 1761. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to conserve and enhance the water sup-
plies of the Lower Rio Grande Valley; to the
Committee on Resources.

S. Con. Res. 138. concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that a day of
peace and sharing should be established at
the beginning of each year; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

f

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills and a joint
resolution of the House of the following
titles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 2780. An act to authorize the Attorney
General to provide grants for organizations
to find missing adults.

H.R. 2884. An act to extend energy con-
servation programs under the Energy Policy
and Conservation Act through fiscal year
2003.

H.R. 4404. An act to permit the payment of
medical expenses incurred by the United
States Park Police in the performance of
duty to be made directly by the National
Park Service, to allow for waiver and indem-
nification in mutual law enforcement agree-
ments between the National Park Service
and a State or political subdivision when re-
quired by State law, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4957. An act to amend the Omnibus
Parks and Public Lands Management Act of
1996 to extend the legislative authority for
the Black Patriots Foundation to establish a
commemorative work.

H.R. 5083. An act to extend the authority of
the Los Angeles Unified School District to
use certain park lands in the City of South
Gate, California, which were acquired with
amounts provided from the land and water
conservation fund, for elementary school
purposes.

H.R. 5157. An act to amend title 44, United
States Code, to ensure preservation of the
records of the Freedmen’s Bureau.

H.R. 5314. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to facilitate the adoption of re-
tired military dogs by law enforcement agen-
cies, former handlers of these dogs, and other
persons capable of caring for these dogs.

H.R. 5331. An act to authorize the Fred-
erick Douglass Gardens, Inc., to establish a
memorial and gardens on Department of the
Interior lands in the District of Columbia or
its environs in honor and commemoration of
Frederick Douglass.

H.J. Res. 118. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

f

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 614. An act to provide for regulatory re-
form in order to encourage investment, busi-
ness, and economic development with re-
spect to activities conducted on Indian
lands.

S. 835. An act to encourage the restoration
of estuary habitat through more efficient
project financing and enhanced coordination
of Federal and non-Federal restoration pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

S. 1586. An act to reduce the fractionated
ownership of Indian lands, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2719. An act to provide for business de-
velopment and trade promotion for Native
Americans, and for other purposes.

S. 2950. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish the Sand Creek
Massacre National Historic Site in the State
of Colorado.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 13 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Sun-
day, October 29, 2000, at 6 p.m.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 1689. Referral to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure extended
for a period ending not later than October 29,
2000.

H.R. 1882. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than October 29, 2000.

H.R. 2580. Referral to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure extended
for a period ending not later than October 29,
2000.

H.R. 4548. Referral to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce extended for a
period ending not later than October 29, 2000.

H.R. 4585. Referral to the Committee on
Commerce extended for a period ending not
later than October 29, 2000.

H.R. 4725. Referral to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce extended for a
period ending not later than October 29, 2000.

H.R. 4857. Referral to the Committee on
the Judiciary, Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and Commerce for a period ending not
later than October 29, 2000.
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